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SOVEREIGNTY OVER PUBLIC LANDS BY THE 
U.S. AND STATES 

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 12, 1996 

U.S. HOUSE OF' REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES, 

Washington, DC. 
The Committee met at 10:35 a.m. in room 1324 of the Longworth 

House Office Building, the Honorable Don Young, Chairman of the 
Committee, presiding. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Committee will come to order. 

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE DON YOUNG, A U.S. REP­
RESENTATIVE FROM ALASKA; AND CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE 
ON RESOURCES 
The CHAIRMAN. Today we will hear testimony on H.R. 3752, my 

bill that gives the Congress a role in approving international land 
designations. Within the last 25 years, more and more of our na­
tion's land has become subject to international land use restric­
tions. 

A total of 67 sites in the United States have been designated as 
UN Biosphere reserves or World Heritage sites. These programs 
are run by UNESCO, an arm of the UN. UNESCO is represented 
today by Ms. Nina Sibal. I appreciate Ms. Sibal visiting me yester­
day, and I appreciate UNESCO sending her to discuss how the or­
ganization implements the program. 

I want to be right up front about his whole hearing. The lack of 
a meaningful Congressional role in both programs on the domestic 
front, it bothers me. Very frankly, I think it goes against the Con­
stitution and the role of this Committee. 

That's what I try to address in my bill by giving a more meaning­
ful role for those in Congress who represent the American people. 
Ultimately, we have the responsibility for Biosphere and World 
Heritage Sites, not the Administration. I want to stress that. This 
is the role of this Committee. 

The Biosphere Reserve Program is not even authorized by a sin­
gle U.S. law, or even an international treaty, and I believe that is 
incorrect. Executive Branch appointees, whatever their political 
party-and I want to stress this-in the last 25 years, and it does 
not mean this Administration or the past Administration, but what 
has occurred in the past and is occurring today, it has been occur­
ring without law. 

The World Heritage Site Program is based on a treaty. My bill 
does not suggest that the U.S. shrug off the World Heritage Site 
Program. We have a domestic law implementing the program, and 

(1) 



2 

I propose to change that domestic law so that the Congress must 
approve the site, with consultation with the Administration and 
those other interested parties. 

So that everyone understands, the concern is that the United 
States Congress, and therefore the people of the United States­
they have been left out of the domestic process to designate Bio­
sphere and World Heritage sites. My bill makes the Congress, this 
Committee, and the people of this country, relevant to that process. 

As I read the Constitution, referring to Article IV, Section 3, the 
power to make all rules and regulations governing land belonging 
to the United States is vested into the Congress, not to any Admin­
istration. That includes domestic and international land designa­
tions. 

Yet the international land designations under these programs 
have been created by virtually no Congressional oversight, no Con­
gressional hearings, and no authority in the case of Biosphere Re­
serve Sites. The public and local governments were rarely con­
sulted. 

In the case of Alaska, we have three of the major ones. No one 
was consulted, including this Congressman. No one was identified, 
including this Congressman, 

When the day is done, these land designations are being used by 
the Executive Branch to steer U.S. domestic land use policies, and 
to leverage what can and cannot happen on public and private 
lands in the United States-again, against the Constitution. 

That is not the role of the Executive Branch. Until now, no one 
has lifted an eyebrow to examine how U.S. domestic implementa­
tion of these programs has eaten away at the power and sov­
ereignty of the U.S. Congress to exercise its constitutional power 
to make the laws that govern anything related to U.S. public land. 

Today we will being to look at these issues. We have an excellent 
slate of witnesses, beginning with our colleague, the Honorable Tim 
Hutchinson. After Tim, we will turn to elected local officials from 
New York and New Mexico; officials with the Interior Department 
and UNESCO; private property rights activists from Missouri and 
Wyoming; and trade association representatives from Colorado. 

Just so everyone knows, none of the half a dozen or so major en­
vironmental groups that we asked to testify today, accepted our in­
vitation. I regret that fact because I will be evaluating with the co­
sponsors and the Committee members, whether to move this legis­
lation to Committee before this Congress adjourns. 

I can assure you that this legislation will move in this Congress 
or the next Congress. It is the right thing to do for this Committee. 
It belongs in this Committee, it belongs with the people of the 
United States, and we wish to move this legislation forward. 

The CHAIRMAN. It's my understanding that we'll have a vote at 
approximately 12:00, so we will start right away with our first 
panel. The first up is Tim Hutchinson. 

You're right there, Tim. I do appreciate your being here today. 
After that, we'll have the Panel I, Panel II, and Panel III. 

And, Tim, welcome to the Committee. Although there's not too 
many Members here today, we've got a great interest in this. 
There's a lot of understanding now that's being brought forth to the 
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public that this is not a good thing that's happened in the past 25 
years. Welcome to the Committee, Tim. 

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE TIM HUTCHINSON, A U.S. 
REPRESENTATIVE FROM ARKANSAS. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Thank you, Chairman, Young. 
I appreciate the opportunity to appear before the Committee 

today, and commend you on your leadership on this, I think, very 
important issue. Mr. Chairman, it was just a few weeks ago that 
your legislation was brought to my attention. I was appalled at 
what was happening, and was pleased to sign on as a co-sponsor 
to the bill. 

To me, it's incredible that we would even need legislation to pro­
hibit American land, both public and private, from being subjected 
to special international restrictions. These restrictions are imposed 
by international agreements that are seldom, if ever, subjected to 
Congressional review or approval. 

Mr. Chairman, the people of Arkansas feel very strongly about 
personal property rights. They work long and they work hard to af­
ford the privilege of home ownership. 

But for Arkansans, owning a home or a piece of land represents 
more than just a sound financial investment. It establishes their 
ties to the community, relates them to their neighbors, and con­
nects them to the very land on which they live. In my home State, 
the family farm is often passed down from generation to genera­
tion. The land becomes as much a part of the family as the individ­
ual family members themselves. 

Arkansans feel just as strongly about the issue of American sov­
ereignty. They're offended when American troops are placed under 
foreign command. They're outraged when American soldiers are 
forced to wear United Nations uniforms or face a dishonorable dis­
charge. And they're incensed when American land is designated an 
international reserve and subjected to international restrictions. 

So you can imagine the passionate feelings generated in Arkan­
sas when citizens learned of the proposed Ozark Highlands Man 
and Biosphere Plan. The Ozark National Forest is one of the prize 
natural treasures of my home State. It is visited and enjoyed by 
thousands each year for a variety of reasons, from recreation to 
education, to economic development. The Ozark Forest is a re­
source that is truly American and truly Arkansan. 

The Ozark Highlands Man and Biosphere Plan would take thou­
sands of acres in Arkansas and surrounding States, and classify 
them as a United Nations Biosphere Reserve. Mr. Chairman, by 
becoming a party to this international accord, the host government 
explicitly agrees to take certain actions to protect these areas and 
limit or prohibit land uses. 

What happens, Mr. Chairman, when those international agree­
ments conflict with American law? United Nations Biosphere Re­
serves and World Heritage Sites are usually promoted as a type of 
honorary title which will provide additional publicity, resulting in 
increased tourist visits and a corresponding increase in economic 
benefits. 

Promoters of these programs say they are voluntary and non­
binding, but, again, I ask, what is the point of an international 
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agreement if no one's going to abide by it? If we're going to abide 
by it, what happens to the Fifth Amendment to the Constitution 
which protects private property owners? 

Do we let an international organization dictate to American citi­
zens, how they can use their land? Fortunately, thanks to public 
pressure from my constituents and Arkansas civic groups such as 
Take Back Arkansas, Incorporated, the plan to implement a Bio­
sphere Reserve in the Ozarks has been dropped. 

Once people become aware that there is a plan afoot to imple­
ment a Biosphere Reserve in the community, strong public opposi­
tion almost always arises. Proposed Biosphere reserves were 
thwarted in Minnesota &nd New York State. However, I remain 
concerned over possible future Biosphere Reserves, as well as those 
already designated. 

The United States already has 20 World Heritage sites, 18 of 
which are national parks, including the Statute of Liberty and 
Independence Hall. There are also 4 7 Biosphere Reserves covering 
a total area larger than the State of Colorado. 

Your bill, Mr. Chairman, is necessary to protect American prop­
erty owners, as well as American sovereignty, and I would urge 
your Committee to approve the measure and bring it before the full 
House of Representatives. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I wanted you to hear directly from my 
constituents, many of whom wanted to be here to testify them­
selves. I heard from State leaders, as well as local citizens, and I 
assured them that I would bring their concerns directly to you. And 
I would ask that their letters and statements be inserted in the 
record at this time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, so ordered. 
Mr. HuTCHINSON. And I thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the oppor­

tunity to testify before the Committee today. 
[The letter submitted by Hon. Tim Hutchinson follows.] 

LETTER SUBMITTED BY HON. TIM HUTCHINSON 

Congressman Tim Hutchinson 
1005 Longworth HOB 
Washington, DC 20515 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN HUTCHINSON: 

FAY W . BOOZMAN, III 
SENATOR 33RD DISTRICT 

Rogers, AK, September 11, 1996. 

I would like for this letter to be offered with other exhibits which you present to 
the House Resources Committee when you testify on HB 3752. 

As a State Senator representing Arkansas State Senatorial District 33 (parts of 
Benton and Washington counties), I had no knowledge of the Ozark Man Biosphere 
Project. No officials of the project ever contacted me. I first heard about Ozark Man 
Biosphere through a local organization concerned about maintaining property rights. 
There is certainly a concern that there has been an attempt to slip this project by 
the citizens of Northwest Arkansas without proper public input. 

Sincerely, 
FAY W. BOOZMAN, III 

Senator 33rd District 

The CHAIRMAN. Tim, thank you. I see Helen Chenoweth is gone. 
She had an opening statement, and I'll have to ask her to make 
it a little later on. 
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Mr. Allard, do you have an opening statement? 
Mr. ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, I don't. 
The CHAIRlvrA.t~. Do you have any questions of the witness? 
Mr. ALLARD. I don't, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Cooley, do you have any questions of the wit­

ness? 
Mr. COOLEY. Not at this time. 
The CHAIRMAN. Tim, I want to assure you-and I'm a little con­

cerned because I've been reading Mr. Frampton's testimony. We 
rode up on the elevator together. 

The Administration adamantly opposes this. I cannot understand 
that, because all I'm asking in my legislation-and I hope you read 
it the same way-is that Congress plays a role also, or at least be 
consulted with. I cannot remember in my 22 years with this Com­
mittee, that this Committee was ever consulted in any Biosphere 
sites or any Heritage sites. In fact, I don't believe we were notified. 
Now, that's the way I interpret it. 

In your area, have your people ever been consulted at all or 
talked to at all in this action? 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. No. I concur exactly with what you've just 
said. My constituents have contacted us by the hundreds, and per­
haps thousands, in North Arkansas, and have basically said the 
same thing. How can this happen if you all don't know about it? 
How could this happen without Congress having been involved in 
it? 

And so I think there is great concern that the Executive Branch 
has usurped too much authority in this area; that too much is 
being done by Executive action without the involvement of Con­
gress. Therefore, I think your legislation should be welcomed by 
the Administration. 

The CHAIRMAN. That's the thing that concerns me, because, as 
you referred to the Constitution, it's my interpretation-! guess 
you, in your testimony, said the same thing-that it is only the 
Congress that has the role to designate any of the so-called public 
lands and the use of those public lands, nn+ in the Executive 
Branch; only in the Antiquities Act they can l." so. And that even­
tually has to be approved or disapproved by the Congress. 

That's the only law that I know of that applies to this. There is 
no law concerning the Heritage or Biosphere. There's a so-called 
treaty which this Congress-this Congress, this Committee had 
nothing to do with. 

I just appreciate it, and you can assure your constituents that 
following the hearings on this, this bill will move. Although it will 
probably be recommended to be vetoed, that's one reason why we 
shouldn't have the same President down in the White House. 

This President believes that the UN has more value than the 
Congress. The Congress is the one, in fact, that is designated 
through the Constitution. If he swears to uphold the Constitution, 
then he must uphold the Constitution. 

I do thank you for your testimony. 
Mr. ALLARD. Would the gentleman yield? 
The CHAIRMAN. Yes. 
Mr. ALLARD. This is an area that I think ·we need to watch close­

ly. The fact that we have the Executive Branch assuming power 
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and I think the Tenth .Amendment to the Constitution is very clear 
on that; that those powers were reserved. 

Specific things are designated for the Federal Government and 
Congress, and certain things may be specifically prohibited to the 
States. Everything else automatically goes to the States and to the 
local governments, not to the United Nations or any other group. 

I support your legislation and what you're trying to do, but we 
really shouldn't have to have it if we'd just apply what is stated 
in the Tenth Amendment. 

I think a lot of this has to come from the States. They need to 
reassert their charge over something like this. I can't imagine any 
court case overturning that basic problem. 

The CIL<\.IRMAN. The problem we have-and, Tim, I'll let you go 
in a minute. 

The problem we have is that in the case of Alaska, most of the 
land surrounding the parks were so-called Federal lands; they were 
not State lands. But to my knowledge, the State was not notified, 
and I know this Congressman was not notified about designating 
these as Biosphere and Heritage sites. 

Around three of the largest parks-and I don't know why they've 
designated these parks--we made them huge to begin with. I 
mean, you're talking about eight and nine million acres of land, 
millions of acres, bigger than most States. And they were set aside 
in parks, and now they've added to that, a UN and UNESCO rec­
ognition. 

By the way, I'm not picking on the UN on this one. I'm picking 
on the Administration and their implication in saying that this is 
now designated as an international Heritage area or Biosphere 
area, and we think that this should happen, in fact, circumventing 
the EIS process and the whole process. There's actually no input 
from this Congress. 

Now, States that are privately owned States, you're absolutely 
right, I think they ought to be more aware, and they ought to be 
more up to speed and protesting. But the gentlelady and myself, 
and even the gentleman from Oregon have this problem of federally 
owned State, and yourself in Colorado, where, frankly, they don't 
have to notify the States. 

The gentlelady, you had an opening statement, and if you had a 
question for the witness, I'd gladly recognize you at this time. 

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman, I know that the witness prob­
ably has other obligations, and so I would be happy to give my 
opening statement at your pleasure, as well as the witness's. 

The CHAIRMAN. You're recognized right now for your opening 
statement, and if you want to ask him a question, fine. 

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE HELEN CHENOWETH, A U.S. 
REPRESENTATIVE FROM IDAHO 

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to thank 
you very much for holding this hearing on this very important 
piece of legislation that you have introduced. 

Even though we are nearing the end of the 104th Congress, I do 
not believe that we can wait any longer to address the UN's insa­
tiable appetite to interfere with U.S. land management policy. Mr. 
Chairman, I agree with you, too, that the Administration has cer-
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tainly overstepped its bounds in putting forth these proposals and 
acting on them. 

I understand that we are no longer involved with UNESCO, as 
of ten years ago. That was what I was briefed on. And so I would 
like for us to find out what the legal tie is here, anyway. 

Over 51 million acres in this country has already been des­
ignated by the UN as either the World Heritage sites or Biosphere 
Reserves, without Congressional approval or involvement-51 mil­
lion acres. As we have seen with the impact of the World Heritage 
sites, that includes a large buffer zone surrounding Yellowstone 
Park. These designations have the potential of creating unconstitu­
tional restrictions on private property, and interfering with the 
Congressionally established processes for managing Federal lands. 
Mr. Chairman, even though the proponents of this whole program 
will probably testify that no buffer zone has been established 
around Yellowstone Park, the rules and regulations surrounding 
the Biosphere Reserves demand that a buffer zone be set aside. 
The UN has designated these areas and will continue to do so, 
while completely circumventing the Congress. 

This must be changed. H.R. 3752 would make that change by re­
quiring that any World Heritage site designation first be approved 
by the Congress. It would also do away with the allowance of the 
UN of our arbitrarily determining Biosphere Reserves in the U.S., 
which has no basis in the U.S. law. 

Mr. Chairman, if the current process of establishing World Herit­
age sites and Biosphere Reserves, and the involvement with 
UNESCO remains unchecked, it could have tremendous implica­
tions for my District. There are a number of sites that are being 
considered in the northern part of my District for these types of 
designations that could have a major impact on the economic ac­
tivities of that area. 

In fact, I would like to include in the record a front page article 
that appeared in the Coeur d'Alene Press that delineates some of 
the concerns in northern Idaho. I want to thank the Coeur d'Alene 
Press and the writers, Charles Fernandes and Jeff Selle, for their 
very good work on this subject. 

This is why I am very much in support of legislation such as 
H.R. 3752. Once again, Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for 
holding these hearings. I am very interested in what the witnesses 
who have dealt directly with these designations have to say today. 
Thank you very much. 

[The Coeur d'Alene Press material referred to by Hon. Helen 
Chenoweth follows.] 

MATERIAL SUBMITTED BY HON. HELEN CHENOWETH 

COEUR D'ALENE PRESS 

Hands off the land 
By Charfes Fernandes 
and Jeff Selle 
Staff Writers 

August 10, 1996. 

COEUR d'Alene-A 24-year-old treaty with the United Nations has been dusted 
off and brought to the forefront of an age-old battle over management of our nations 
natural resources. 
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Through the treaty, known as the World Heritage Convention of 1972, environ­
mental groups and the Clinton Administration has brought in an arm of the United 
Nations to help protect Yellowstone National Park. 

The groundwork has been laid to do the same in several other site across the na­
tion, including Glacier National Park near Kalispell, Mont. and could eventually 
have a direct effect on the Panhandle of North Idaho. 

While environmentalists and National Park Service (NPS) officials claim the U.N. 
involvement is merely advisory, key congressional members and two western state 
legislatures say its an effort shut down America's natural resources. 

"This is part of the plot for centralization, and in fact, world and global type con­
trol," said Congressman Don Young, R-Alaska. "There are people who say as pollu­
tion increases, the only way to keep anarchy6 from occurring is through centralized 
control by the federal government, in this case, world government." 

Young said if the U.N. is allowed to gain control of the world's natural resources, 
it can control the nations economy and therefore its people. 

Jim Charleton, NPS international cooperation specialist, said the U.N. is simply 
advising the U.S. through the treaty. 

"There is a great deal of highly inaccurate information circulating that the U.S. 
has either yielded sovereignty or given up control of its national parks," he said. 
"That is baseless." 

YELLOWSTONE IN DANGER 

The U.S. State Department signed the World Heritage Convention in 1972, which 
was subsequently ratified by the Senate. President Gerald Ford proclaimed it law 
in full force as of Dec. 17, 197 5. 

The treaty established "an effective system of collective protection" for cultural 
and natural sites of outstanding universal significance. 

So far , 20 World Heritage Sites have been named in the United States, including 
Yellowstone and Glacier National Park. 

While considering sovereignty and property rights, each of the 146 nations that 
signed the treaty agreed to recognize that protection of a World Heritage Site is the 
duty of the international community as whole. 

Under the direction of the United Nations Environmental, Scientific and Cultural 
Organization (UNESCO), the World Heritage Committee was created to implement 
the treaty. 

At Yellowstone, designated a3 the nation's first World Heritage Site in 1978, the 
U.N. Committee has clearly brought its influence to bear on activities both inside 
and outside of the park's boundaries. 

It stated in 1995, when 14 private conservation groups in the U.S. used the treaty 
to petition the World Heritage Committee to list Yellowstone as a World Heritage 
Site "in Danger" because of possible threats to the park's ecology. 

The endangered listing allows the World Heritage Committee to work in coopera­
tion with the U.S. to develop corrective measures and take the park out of danger. 

The U.N. subsequently contacted the Department of Interior and George 
Frampton, assistant secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks, agreed the park was 
"in danger" and asked fe>r a U.N. investigation into the problems. 

The main treat, according to Yellowstone Park Service personnel, came from the 
proposed New World Mine project, just three miles north of the park. 

A World Heritage delegation subsequently conducted a five-day tour of Yellow­
stone and proposed a 12-million-acre buffer zone around the 2.3 million acre park 
in order to protect it. 

Amid widespread outcry, the delegation publicly backed away from the buffer zone 
proposal. 

But in December 1995, the U.N. listed Yellowstone as a World Heritage Site in 
Danger at a meeting in Berlin, Germany. 

While the status of a Yellowstone buffet zone is uncertain, according tot he trea­
ty's operational guidelines, natural heritage sites need to include butTer zones. 

"I have not heard of any plans for a buffer zone around the park" said Cheryl 
Matthews, assistant public relations officer for yellowstone. 

Meanwhile, the mine outside the park continues to be the focus of attention. 
According to newspaper reports, a deal between the administrate on and owner 

of the New World Mine for a federal land swap or buy out of the mine is expected 
to be hammered out by next week. 

The mining issue was not the only reason for U.N. involvement at the park, said 
Bob Ekey, spokesman for the Greater Yellowstone Coalition, based in Bozeman, 
Mont. 
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Mounting visitor counts, degradation of grizzly bear habitat and protecting the 
geothermal features of the park were also concerns brought to the attention of the 
World Heritage Committee, Ekey said. 

"We thought it was important to ask this body to come in and use their expertise 
to do an audit of the parlt," he explained. Paving the way. 

Meanwhile legislation and policy is being crafted the country to lay similar 
groundwork that will give U.N. committees more involvement in environmental is­
sues in the United States. 

Likewise, there is counter legislation being crafted to stop the movement. 
"I think the environmental movement needs another avenue to go with the recent 

change we had in Congress," said Gail Phillips, speaker in Alaska's House of Rep­
resentatives. "So now they've taken things to a world level and went the U.N. which 
is taking on a new role as the protector of the world by locking up the Iand-I firmly 
believe that." 

Over 60 percent of Alaska's land has been designated wilderness land either by 
National Park designation, or methods such as the World Heritage Sites, the Repub­
lican congresswoman said. 

Phillips has joined with the speakers in both Utah's and Arizona's state legisla­
tures to form a Western States Coalition to fend off any kind of land withdrawls 
for their states. 

Currently Alaska's Republican lead legislature, and the State of Colorado have 
passed joint resolutions banning a new phenomenon that is occuring on Capitol Hill. 

A National Heritage Corridors bill is set to come out of committe and on to the 
House floor sometime in September. It is a hi-partisian effort led by Congressman 
Joe Heffley R-Colo. 

No direct links have been found between the national and world heritage sites, 
but with similar language and the similar leadership under Department of Interior, 
has some believing its one in the same. 

"If you have the same people involved in two radically different programs with 
same amazing simularities," said Michael Coffman, who holds doctorate in forestry 
and ecosystem analysis. "It is my opinion that you have the same horse with two 
names." 

Coffman, president of Environmental Perspecitives Inc. in Bango, Maine, has 
studied the leadership of the environmental policy makers for nearly seven years. 
He is fully aware of the U.N. involvement in the environmental affairs of the U.S., 
he said. 

In fact, Coffman has testified before the Senate warning them of private property 
and soveirty issues that arose from the most recent U.N. convention on the environ­
ment. 

The United Nations Environmental Programme began a Global Convention on Bi­
ological Diversity during the 1980's. The convention turned out a more comprehen­
sive treaty that establishes biosphere reserves interconnected with corridors to pro­
tect the biological diversity in key sites around the world. 

The U.S. Senate refused to ratify that treaty when it came to floors of Congress 
on Sept. 30, 1994, citing private property rights issues. 

"I was one of two people that convinced the Senate not to ratify that convention," 
Coffman said. "I believe the Convention on Biological Diversity was created to give 
some teeth to the World Heritage Treaty." 

According to Coffman, when the World Heritage Treaty was implemented, h was 
done with good intentions and the U.N. had very little authority. Now he believes 
it's being used as tool with new implementation strategies to establish biological cor­
ridors. 

Despite the Senate's refusal of the biological Diversity TrP-aty, another similar 
program is being implemented in its place, and in conjunction with an international 
program called the Man And the Biosphere. 

The U.S. State Department adopted a "Strategic Plan For the U.S. Biosphere Re­
serve Program" in 1994, based on the same concepts of the Biological Diversity 
Treaty. 

As of November of 1994, 47 biosphere reserves were listed in the United States, 
and the-

Why did U.S. park officials so doggedly pursue the listing? 
"They saw it as a distinction that very few parks in the world have," Charleton 

explained. "It will clearly play a role in attracting visitors who may not have visited 
otherwise. In Terms of what it might mean when Congress sits down to hand out 
money, these are areas of international distinction." 

The promise of federal monies is precisely why states have previously voiced little 
opposition to World heritage Site designations within their borders, said Leigh 
LaMora, press secretary for Congressman Joel Hefley, R-Colo. 
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"In a perfect world. we wouldn't have World Heritage areas at all," LaMora said. 
"But as part of the National Park Service, they are here to stay. It is good to have 
a World Heritage area in your district, just like it is good to have a National park 
or military base in your district. It brings people into the district to spend money." 

Hefley this year introduced a bill into the House Committee on Resources that 
designates eight areas in eight states, including Colorado, as National Heritage 
Areas. 

The bill calls for the creation of Vancouver National historic Reserve in Van­
couver, Washington, which includes Fort Vancouver, Pearson Airpark, Marine Park 
and the Columbia River waterfront. 

While it remains uncertain whether there is any link between the proposed Na­
tional Heritage Areas and World Heritage Areas, bill's language is remarkably simi­
lar to that contained in the World Heritage Implementation strategy document and 
the World Heritage Convention. 

Hefley's P.roposed legislation will floor vote in September. 
Meanwh1le, there are at least nine other bills in the resource committees of both 

the House and the Senate dealing with National Heritage Area designation or ex­
panded ecosystem protection. 

Three Senate bills are presently reported out of committee, one of which, the Or-
egon Resource Conservation Act, was ordered to be printed last month. 

The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentlelady. 
The first panel up, Fred Alvarez-­
Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chainnan? 
The CHAIRMAN. Yes, Mr. Cooley. But in the meantime, Panel I, 

Fred Alvarez, Ray Cunio, Kathleen Jachowski, and Paul Jones, 
take the witness stand. 

Mr. Cooley? 
Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I'm in sur.port, of course, of H.R.. 

3752, but I'd like to have the Chair-! don t understand how, under 
the Constitution, a foreign entity such as, quote/unquote, "the Unit­
ed Nations"-! don't have merely the same respect for the United 
Nations as you do-but how a foreign entity such as the United 
Nations can designate anything within the contimmtal United 
States or our States outs:\de the continent, as Heritage Sites, Bio­
sphere Reserves, or anything. I don't understand how this can 
occur. 

Is there something I'm missing here? Has something bypassed 
the Constitution? Are we allowing a one-world type of order, or 
world body to all of a sudden start to govern how we address our 
lands? I mean, I don't understand-help me here. I don't under­
stand the need for this bill. Why should we even address such a 
thing? 

The CHAIRMA..."l'. The nec:essity is because this Congress has been 
neglectful in their role and to the people. And I will say this be­
cause the previous Chainnen of this Committee believed in what 
was occurring. 

Now, I will say that this whole atmosphere or the whole thing 
was created by President Nixon. Actually, Manny Lujan had a 
hearing, or, I think, one of the few meetings of this so-called group. 
But this Congress was neglectful to the people of the United 
States. 

Legally, they have nothing to say about it. By the way, the fight 
is not with UNESCO. The fight is with the Administrations that 
agreed to this, and have used this Act to, I think, circumvent the 
role of the Congress. Under the so-called treaty that was not signed 
by this Committee-under the so-called treaty, there has to be, if 
it's recognized, like the Yellowstone, there has to be an inter­
national buffer zone, and they set it forth. 
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Now, I will say there are other areas around the world. That's 
their prerogative. I have no argument with that. But other coun­
tries do not have the Constitution of the United States, Mr. Admin­
istration; that's the difference. 

I get very frustrated, and, Mr. Cooley, where my frustration 
comes from is that other countries use this tactic, and we have 
members of Administrations saying, well, Japan does it. They come 
to the United States and use this. Or France does it, or Uganda 
does it. 

Mr. COOLEY. Will the gentleman yield? 
The CHAIRMAN. I'll gladly yield. It's your time, but let me finish. 
What I'm saying is, under the Constitution, this Administration 

or the George Bush Administration, or the Reagan Administration, 
the Nixon Administration, the Carter Administration, all the six 
Presidents I serVed under, never had the authority nor the right 
to do as they have done in recognizing these Heritage areas and 
the Biosphere areas. They had no right to do that. 

But this Congress sat here with five different Chairmen that I've 
served under, that never had the-I won't say that because the 
press is in the room-to bring this to the attention of the American 
people. That is our role. 

Now, if they don't believe in the Constitution, if Mr. Frampton 
doesn't believe in the Constitution, and Mr. Babbitt doesn't believe 
in the Constitution, and Mr. Clinton doesn't believe in the Con­
stitution, it's time for the American people to know it. 

Now, your time. 
Mr. COOLEY. I don't have the same restrictions on the press as 

you have, as you know. They're a bad lot anyway. 
But let's get back to what the subject is here. I don't really un­

derstand-and I'm not talking about any particular individual. But 
as far as I can tell-and I'm not a constitutional attorney-this is 
a violation of the American Constitution. Anybody who deliberately 
violates the Constitution should probably be impeached. 

I just don't understand the reason for the legislation. I think that 
the American public needs to know about it. I don't know if this 
legislation will ever go anywhere. I think you can work on it, but 
you're not going to get anybody to sign it into law. Maybe we can 
make some public opinion out of it. 

But I find it almost unconscionable to believe that members of 
the Administration, of Congress, or anybody else would agree to 
allow a foreign power to regulate the lands within this country 
without the process of the people and Congress. Something's going 
astray here, really off the spectrum. 

The CHAIRMAN. That's why we're having these hearings, and 
we'll have testimony from the different parties involved. I can sug­
gest one thing. 

What happens here is, it's my understanding that the United 
States, via the State Department, sends recommendations to 
UNESCO. It doesn't even come through this Committee. It doesn't 
even come before this Committee. 

And that's how this thing generates. Again, I'm not defending 
UNESCO. They really don't make the projection. It comes from the 
Administration and through the State Department, and that, 
again, is against the Constitution, but nobody cares. 
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All right, time is up. I'll recognize, I believe, the first witness we 
have up today, Fred Alvarez, Commissioner of Eddy County Com­
missioners Court, Carlsbad, New Mexico. 

STATEMENT OF FRED T. ALVAREZ, COMMISSIONER, EDDY 
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS COURT, CARLSBAD, NEW MEXICO 

Mr. ALVAREZ. Good morning, Mr. Chairman and Honorable Com­
mittee Members. 

The CHAIRMA..."l. Good morning. 
Mr. ALVAREZ. Thank you for this time to let us come in and talk 

to you about the concerns that we have in Eddy County. I am here 
representing the County Commission and our constituents. 

Eddy County is the home of the famous Carlsbad Caverns Na­
tional Park. Eddy County is 4,200 square miles. We have 2,677,760 
acres; 60.5 of this is Federal lands, and 21.5 is State. That leaves 
us only 18 percent of the land in private ownership. 

Eddy County depends a lot on its oil, gas, tourism, and agri­
culture and potash. And with this nomination of the Carlsbad Cav­
erns National Park, it overwhelmed us because it takes up about 
368,000 acres, if they're looking at the buffer zone around the Cav­
erns. 

That has a lot of effect on private land, oil, gas, and people that 
are living there, and the State parks. We have a great concern 
about groups coming in and putting up buffer zones around this 
National Park that's been there for many years. 

We, in the last summer, have fought. The environmentalists 
tried to come in and shut down our lunch room, which is about a 
mile and a half below the surface. When you do this, what you're 
doing is, you're taking away from the American people that come 
to visit this great National Park, the one thing that they can al­
ways take back home; that they ate down below the ground. And 
you're down there a mile and a half below the surface. That's a 
great feeling, to eat down below. 

It's a beautiful park and we're mighty proud of it. We've taken 
care of it over the years, and we can continue to do our own. 

There are over 65 property owners within the six-mile buffer 
zone that they are looking at and trying to place around the Park. 
The Caverns owns 34,795 acres of land. This is 21.8 percent of the 
land around the Park. 

There are 122,903 acres of the Federal land within the six-mile 
radius. I have, sir, if you will allow me, a map that I brought with 
me. I don't know if you have a copy. I'll give you a slight chance 
to look at it. 

The green part encompasses the Carlsbad National Park, the 
Caverns. This land that is encircled with the red line is the six­
mile buffer zone that has been rumored to be in place. That's quite 
a bit of land, and that does not cover the land that goes into Texas. 

I'm not sure if Texas is aware of that land that is encroached on 
their behalf. But this is what is encroached on in Eddy County. 
That's 368.5 square miles. That will have a very definite effect on 
us, especially on the oil and gas and grazing, and private lands, if 
this is in place. 

We are definitely opposed to people coming in and setting up 
buffer zones. We have long taken care of our parks, and we believe 
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that the National Parks have done a great job in taking care of 
these boundaries. 

We would not mind boundaries within the Park itself, but we 
cannot see encroaching of six-mile buffer zones. That's just ridicu­
lous. 

We were not given any kind of information, input, on the buffer 
zones when this thing was designated. We were not aware of it. 

They kept saying that we needed publicity and participation. We 
got none. We knew nothing of this. This just happened, and when 
we became aware of it, it was too late. The Park itself had been 
designated in 1995, and there's nothing we can do except come in 
and ask for this panel to reconsider. 

We fully support the House Bill, H.R. 3752 that you are rep­
resenting, sir. 

[Prepared statement of Fred T. Alvarez may be found at the end 
of hearing.] 

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Fred. When we finish the panel, 
there will be some questions from the group. 

Mr. ALVAREZ. OK, sir. 
The CHAIRMAN. Ray, you're up next. 

STATEMENT OF RAY E. CUNIO, PRESIDENT, CITIZENS FOR 
PRIVATE PROPERTY RIGHTS, SULLIVAN, rdiSSOURI 

Mr. CUNIO. Mr. Chairman and distinguished Committee Mem­
bers, it's a great pleasure to have this opportunity to address this 
Committee. 

I am from Sullivan, Missouri. I'm a rancher and a businessman, 
President of Citizens for Property Rights. I also serve on a local 
Planning and Zoning Commission, Soil and Water Board, and the 
local Farm Bureau Board. 

I consider myself to be a conservationist and good steward of the 
land, and it's my privilege to offer testimony today in favor of 
House Bill 3752. In so doing, I hope to illustrate to this Committee, 
the events that are occurring in Missouri and in the Missouri and 
Arkansas Ozarks that are of great concern to many of the citizens 
of the region, and to relate how these issues relate to the issues 
addressed in House Bill 3752. 

Let me say that in the early 1990's, the Missouri Department of 
Conservation and the Missouri Department of Natural Resources, 
in collaboration with five Federal agencies, developed a program 
called Coordinated Resource Management, CRM. In January of this 
year, 1996, the initial CRM draft plan for the Lower Ozarks was 
published, finalized and published. It's about 200 pages. 

Of particular concern to the citizens that reviewed this initially­
and, by the way, there were no public hearings conducted on this­
but of particular concern was a goal, Goal Number 9, which re­
ferred to the establishment of Ozark Man and the Biosphere Coop­
erative to work toward its implementation and goals and objectives; 
also to coordinate and integrate the efforts of the Nature Conser­
vancy's Lower Ozark Project, Man and the Biosphere. 

These were specifically referenced to be modeled ar..d developed 
using the concept of U.S. Man and the Biosphere. In my written 
testimony and documentation, I specifically offer those documents 
verifying that. 
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We heard Congressman Hutchinson testify from Arkansas. I've 
worked closely with some people down there on these issues here 
in the last few months. The CRM portion of this is just a smaller 
component, Missouri component, to a much larger and more encom­
passing Biosphere concept. I think Congressman Hutchinson re­
ferred to it as the Ozark Highland Man and the Biosphere, which 
encompasses four States, the majority in southern Missouri, Arkan­
sas, a portion of Kansas, and Oklahoma, involving about 48,000 
square miles. 

Now, that would involve the core areas of buffer zones and the 
so-called Transition Cooperative Areas, on both public, and, I might 
say, predominantly private lands. The Ozark Highlands Man and 
the Biosphere, obviously their objective is to pursue nomination 
and designation and reeognition as U.S. Man Biosphere Program, 
and ultimately as a UN Biosphere Reserve. 

I think one of the things that concerns us most is the lack of pub­
lic input on this. I and my organization, and people in Missouri, 
primarily southern Missouri, have been working on this for nine 
months. We have found that nobody-absolutely nobody has 
brought this forward to the public through any kind of public hear­
ings, by any State or local or Federal agencies. 

This is of great concern to us. In fact, it would not be known, at 
least in Missouri-and I think the folks in Arkansas have done the 
same thing-it would not have been known today if it hadn't have 
been through the efforts of private landowner citizen groups and 
farm commodity organizations bringing this to the forefront. 
There's far too many citizens yet today that are not aware of this. 

So, we have--as I said, there were several Federal agencies in­
volved in this: U.S. Fish and Wildlife, the Corps of Engineers, For­
est Service, Park Service, and so on. So, in the past nine months, 
there's been enough public pressure put on by organizations and 
landowner groups that the State agencies have dropped their par­
ticipation in this. 

But unfortunately, we feel like the Federal agencies and the en­
vironmental NGOs are continuing gung ho on this, and moving for­
ward with it. The concerns that we have specifically is that the es­
tablishment of a Biosphere Reserve would have a profound impact 
on the utilization of resources on public and private lands through­
out the Ozarks. 

The multiple use of public and private resources and human ac­
tivity in the core protected area would be non-existent. Buffer areas 
consisting of public and private lands would permit only limited 
human uses. Areas of transition cooperation, consisting primarily 
of private lands, would be strictly controlled and managed by gov­
ernment bureaucracies and environmental NGOs. 

It is with the above-mentioned background and concern that I 
come to what seems to be a logical conclusion. The citizens of the 
Ozark region, the local and State elected officials, and the United 
States Congress, has been circumvented in the development in the 
attempted nomination and designation of a Biosphere Reserve Pro­
gram in the Ozarks. 

It is the citizens of this region and their elected officials at all 
levels that should decide how a region's resources and public and 
private lands are to be used for our current needs, and managed 
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for future generations. It is not for the Federal bureaucracies by 
administrative policy, or preservation-minded environmental 
NGOs, or an international body to decide these issues. 

Therefore, I implore this Committee to strongly support House 
Bill 3752 to ensure that the United States Congress exercises its 
constitutional authority and responsibility over Federal lands, to 
ensure State sovereignty, and to protect private landowners in 
their constitutional rights; above all, to ensure that America main­
tains complete sovereignty over its lands from direct and indirect 
influence of any foreign or international body. 

I thank you very much. 
[The prepared statement and materials of Ray E. Cunio referred 

to may be found at the end of hearing.) 
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Ray, for your testimony. I hope peo­

ple were listening to this presentation about not being involved. 
Fred has said it, you have said. You're directly involved in it. 

Kathleen Jachowski, from Wyoming, you're up next. 

STATEMENT OF KATHLEEN P. JACHOWSKI, PARK COUNTY 
MULTIPLE USE ASSOCIATION OF PARK COUNTY, CODY, WYO· 
MING 

Ms. JACHOWSKI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Indeed, it's a real privilege to be here as an American. Having 

listened to some of Mr Cooley's comments today, I can tell you, if 
there was ever a time that the American people need the Congress 
of the United States to be alive and well and active, it is now. And 
it does our hearts well to know that you are looking after us, fi­
nally. 

My testimony. I come from Wyoming, Park County, Wyoming. 
We ranch for a living, and I have a timber background also. 

My testimony speaks to the significance, the relevance, and the 
ramifications of using international agreements and Federal land 
use designations to frustrate the public process in land manage­
ment, and in order to restrict land use and economic development. 
Part of the United States where I live is a prime piece of real es­
tate which exemplifies the use of national and international mecha­
nisms to blur the geopolitical authorities, compromise State and 
national sovereignty, and assume politically correct postures which 
ignore as convenience, private property rights. 

The past and renewed use of Heritage areas throughout the 
United States attempts to ignore the living history and cultures of 
America in the making, by exploiting the pain of the past, and his­
torically understandable approaches. I will at this point say that 
this witness has been directly involved in the UN's involvement in 
Yellowstone National Park and in the Vision document which came 
out in 1990, and that is what I heavily will reference in my testi­
mony. 

The agenda of such documents has little to do with respect for 
the resources, and everything to do with social engineering at its 
worst. 

Significance. The involvement of government agencies in develop­
ing such documents carries with it validation of the concept, be 
they implied or stated, perceived or real. This is significant collat­
eral fallout. 
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Such documents, through the creation of labels and acronyms 
such as the Greater Yellowstone Area, imply that such areas are 
within an agency's jurisdiction and purview. Public attitudes are 
nurtured which do not reflect an understanding of the many geo­
political designations and the legal differences. It is significant that 
such labels include private lands, and, for example, the Vision doc­
ument does this. It blatantly says all parts of 12 counties of Mon­
tana, Idaho, and Wyoming. This, with a flick of Bic pen, has set 
the seeds for misunderstanding of the part of the American public. 

Let us move to relevance. In the Vision document which came 
out in 1990, it went back and referred to a document of 1987. We 
have cumulative effects here at work. 

A reading of this aggregation document, to the astute reader, has 
the reality that Congressional mandates between and among Fed­
eral agencies are going to be modified, coordinated and overviewed 
in such a manner as to avoid implementing their legally recognized 
missions. This is done, for example, in Chapter 3, with the use of 
words, consistently, such as "reduce, reclaim, minimize, and the 
closure of roads," in diseussing the management of timber. 

Superimposed and/or integrate such concepts as biodiversity and 
the attempt to shut down politically incorrect activities are obvious. 
While the Biodiversity Treaty may not have been ratified, rest as­
sured that its precepts are being integrated at every opportunity. 

Chapter 3 of the Vision document gives a real insight into the 
land management future, and how the mission of one Federal agen­
cy can be subrogated to those of another. For example, it is quoted 
that responsible mineral development activities will continue on 
forest lands where it is compatible with other GYA or Greater Yel­
lowstone Area goals and values. 

Remember that the concept and the term, GYA, is a self-created 
one, here given the significance of policy. This technique of empow­
ering a document and a term with such leverage cannot be over­
emphasized as a red flag. 

Ramifications. The contrived message that land belonging to the 
United States somehow becomes part of a global real estate owner­
ship brings us to the Heritage areas, and once again, Yellowstone 
Park falls victim to such distortions and manipulations. The treaty 
so designating Yellowstone National Park as a World Heritage site 
contains the language for creation of a buffer zone whenever it is 
deemed necessary, an example, again, of the blurring of the geo­
political lines and private property lines. 

Twenty-five percent of the area in the GYA is private property. 
That's an immense amount of real estate. When control cannot be 
otherwise snatched from State and private citizens in the battle 
over the Vision document since 1990, the international agreement 
was brought on to stage, front and center, as heavy artillery. In­
timidation of the general public is the name of this ramification. 

Heritage areas, Federal land use designations, and international 
agreements result in the circumventing of important legal docu­
ments such as NEPA, 'I'aylor Grazing, and Multiple Use, to name 
just a few. Buffer zones and Heritage areas have the same effect 
as mine fields and grenades in other parts of the world. 

They dislocate people, they destroy economic foundations, they 
achieve the ethnic cleansing of politically incorrect cultures, and 
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they put citizens at the mercy of agendas with which they have 
nothing in common. In closing, I would tell the Committee that the 
American people, Anglo as well as American Indian, have a right 
to expect that public law and policy will respect contemporary as 
well as past cultures. Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Kathleen P. Jackowski may be found 
at the end of hearing.] 

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much. Our next witness will be 
Mr. Paul C. Jones, Executive Director, Minerals Exploration Coali­
tion, Golden, Colorado. Mr. Jones , you are recognized for five min­
utes. 

STATEMENT OF PAUL C. JONES, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
MINERALS EXPLORATION COALITION, GOLDEN, COLORADO 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, I am very 
pleased to be here today to testify before this Committee. 

I have given the secretary my written testimony, but would like 
to present the exhibits to that testimony, and ask they be submit­
ted as a part of the record. 

I have 35 years of experience in the mineral industry, and I am 
here on behalf of the Minerals Exploration Coalition to support 
H.R. 3752. I would like to discuss with you today, an unprece­
dented application of an international treaty to circumvent U.S. 
law by special interest groups and the Administration. 

The particular law or set of laws I'm talking about is the Na­
tional Environmental Policy Act and the various environmental 
laws that mineral properties and other actions on Federal lands 
are governed by. In December 1995, the World Heritage Commis­
sion made a premature, and without basis of adequate fact , dec­
laration that Yellowstone National Park was a World Heritage site 
in danger because of presumed, yet unsubstantiated allegations 
that the New World Gold Project would create irreparable harm to 
our National Park. 

The discussion today is about a mining project, but it can just 
as well have been a ranching project, a logging project, a recreation 
project on Federal lands, oil and gas, or any of several other uses 
of our Federal lands. The New World Gold Project is a medium­
sized--or was a planned, medium-sized underground gold mine 
sited northeast of Yellowstone Park on a watershed that flows 
away from the National Park, not into the Park, and sited 90 per­
cent on private lands. 

It is in a mining district, the New World Mining District, that 
was left out of the Absaroka/Bear Tooth Wilderness Area by this 
Congress in 1978 when they created that wilderness area. It was 
left out because of its potential mineral potential. 

Early in 1995, 14 special interest groups sent a letter to the 
World Heritage Committee, inviting them to look at the New World 
Project as a threat to the Yellowstone National Park, which is a 
World Heritage site. The Committee's director sent George 
Frampton, Assistant Secretary of Interior for Parks, a letter inquir­
ing about the facts of the project, and asking for him to furnish a 
report on this. This was in early March. 

I think that on the 27th of June, Mr. Frampton replied to that 
letter with a letter stating in his own words, that the New World 
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Gold Project represented a threat to Yellowstone National Park. 
But in the same letter, he said he had no report that he could pro­
vide to the World Heritage Committee giving facts for his deci­
sion-for his belief. 

This is a very strange statement, in that this project was two 
years into the Environmental Impact Statement process, that proc­
ess that is designed on science, good science, and on fact, to make 
logical decisions on whether a project could go forward or should 
go forward or not. 

It was a strange statement in that the project had no permits. 
It was not authorized. It had not finished the permitting process, 
so therefore the project could be no threat to anything until that 
process was completed and permits were issued. Mr. Frampton in­
vited the World Heritage Committee to the United States, and ap­
parently pledged to underwrite a portion of their costs, a pledge 
which I understand was subsequently revoked after political pres­
sure was brought to bear on the Department of the Interior. 

About a week before the World Heritage visit to Yellowstone, 
President Clinton declared that the New World Mining District 
would be withdrawn from Mineral Entry under the nation's mining 
laws. This set the stage for a hearing in front of the world press 
on whether the New World Project was a threat to Yellowstone. 

A four-day visit was supposedly a fact-finding visit. I took part 
in that event. I gave testimony to the World Heritage Committee 
representatives, and discussed the issue with individual committee 
members. At the end of that hearing, and during that hearing, 
Crown Butte Mines, the operator of the project, offered to give the 
committee a massive amount of factual data that had been gath­
ered in the EIS process. The committee declined to accept the data. 
They didn't look at the data. They went home without the data. 

At the end of the hearing, at a press conference, the chairman, 
I believe-it may have been the Executive Director of the commit­
tee, made a public statement that they would not make a decision 
until a draft EIS had been published. Three months later, Decem­
ber 5th, the committee determined that Yellowstone was threat­
ened by that New World Project. 

Congress has seen fit in its wisdom to guide mineral exploration 
and development, as well as all other natural resource develop­
ment, with the most stringent environmental laws and most pre­
cise application of the best science and research in the world. To 
abandon those principles and tools and to allow international inter­
vention as a tool for those who desire to ignore or reinvent law and 
government procedures without Congressional approval, as has oc­
curred in the case of New World-will surely have tragic and far­
reaching consequences to our mineral industry, and to our nation 
as a whole. 

In summary, in December 1995, the determination by the World 
Heritage Committee that Yellowstone National Park was a World 
Heritage Site-in-Danger, was premature and without basis of ade­
quate fact. It was based on presumed and unsubstantiated allega­
tions that the New World Gold Project would create irreparable 
harm to the Yellowstone Park. 

If published, the draft EIS on this project will most certainly re­
fute these allegations. I would suggest, if the Committee wanted to 
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investigate this further, they ask the Chief of the U.S. Forest Serv­
ice, or the Director of the Montana Department of Environmental 
Quality, for the results of that draft EIS. 

MEC strongly supports H.R. 3752. We further suggest that Con­
gress should limit the actions of the Administration in inviting 
such actions as those which occurred in the case of the New World 
Project. Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Paul C. Jones may be found at end 
of hearing.] 

The CHAIRW.AN. Thank you, Paul. I want to thank the panel. 
There will be questions now to the panel. 

Fred, I understand that Carlsbad National Caverns, located in 
your county, has the honor of being the nation's newest World Her­
itage site. That's what you testified to. 

What efforts did the National Park Service or other Federal 
agencies make in involving your county in the decisionmaking proc­
ess of this designation, to restate your testimony, really? 

Mr. ALVAREZ. Well, the first thing, Mr. Chairman, it takes away 
from the land leases we got for Federal lands. It's going to be hard 
on the county itself. They're going to shut us down. 

We have not-as I said earlier, we do not have very much land 
available, private land, so when you take 368 acres out of taxation, 
also, and grazing, it's going to be devastating. 

The CHAIRMA...~. Is that 368 acres? 
Mr. ALVAREZ. Thousand. 
The CHAIRMAN. Yes, that's what I'm saying. I'm used to thou­

sands and millions, you know. 
Mr. ALVAREZ. It will put a devastation on Eddy County. 
The CHAIRMAN. Now, but my question was, did they contact you, 

did they ask for a public input? Did they, in fact, have hearings or 
have any type of forum? 

Mr. ALVAREZ. Negative. 
The CHAIRMAN. Negative? None at all? 
Mr. ALVAREZ. We were not informed at all. We had no public 

input. We were not aware of it. It's entirely new to us. No one con­
tacted us. 

The CHAIRMAN. This is the open Administration that brags about 
having public input. 

Mr. ALVAREZ. Yes, sir, they brag about it, but they sure don't do 
what they say. 

The CHAIRMAN. By the way, it's my understanding that there 
is-how many private property landholders do you have involved in 
there? 

Mr. ALVAREZ. There are over 65 private property owners within 
the six miles that they are looking at. The park encompasses 
34,795 acres. 

The CHAIRMAN. What have those private property owners been 
told, Fred, by the Federal Government? What have they been told 
to do? 

Mr. ALVAREZ. They haven't been told anything. This is new to 
them. That's the reason I'm here. This was all brand new to us. We 
were not aware of this. 

The CHAIRMAN. Were there any other groups that sought restric­
tions on Carlsbad since it's been designated a World Heritage site? 
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Mr. ALVAREZ. None whatsoever. The only groups we had were 
when they were trying to close down our lunch room in the Cav­
erns. 

The CHAIRMAN. Now, who tired to close your lunch room down? 
Mr. ALVAREZ. The environmentalists did. 
The CHAIRMAN. On what grounds? 
Mr. ALVAREZ. They say that the people eating down there, and 

the food and stuff, will create an endangerment to the Caverns 
themselves, which it hasn't. It's very well pGliced. 

The CHAIRMAN. It's going to create an endanger-are there any 
bats down there? 

Mr. ALVAREZ. There are several million bats down there, sir. 
The CHAIRMAN. I think there may have been a few belfries 

around, that's all I can say. All right, I thank you. 
All of you have had one trend here-no contact, no participation 

by the agency, by Mr. Frampton or Mr. Babbitt, or any other des­
ignee in this deal; is that correct? 

Were you notified? Kathleen, were you notified? 
Ms. JACHOWSKI. On the Vision document, there was public--­
The CHAIRMAN. The Vision document. What's the Vision docu-

ment? 
Ms. ,JACHOWSKI. The Vision document is a prelude to a lot of 

what has happened in the Yellowstone Area. It started off actually 
in 1987. But this Vision document is tied, actually, to ending up 
with a Heritage site deal. 

But with the Heritage situation in Yellowstone, if I were to an­
swer your question, sir, I wasn't there when it became a Heritage 
site. It was my understanding that it was fully ratified, you know, 
by the Senate. 

So, if you talk to people in the area around Yellowstone, people 
who have lived there forever, for all of their lives, I have yet to 
meet anyone that knew that Yellowstone Park was a Heritage s1ite, 
until they tried to bring in the UN in September. It was a shock 
to the area. 

The CHAIRM&'l. All right, it goes back to-if I'm not mistaken, 
now, Kathleen and Paul, you're telling me that the EIS process, the 
law as in place now, has been circumvented by recognizing this as 
a Heritage site? 

Mr. JONES. The EIS process was designated by Congress. It was 
a formula of how we make decisions, based on good science and 
fact, on any kind of activity on the public lands. In this particular 
case, the EIS process was started in early 1993 for this project, 
after the data had been gathered for about a three-year or four­
year period. 

The process was two years into its evolution when the Adminis­
tration, the Department of the Interior, and the World Heritage 
Commission decided they wanted to look at this situation. The 
focus was shifted from a fact-based decisionmaking process to a po­
litical decisionmaking process. 

The special interest groups created a lot of interest in the na­
tional press, the New York Times and other papers, about this, and 
there was a great movement that New World was going to damage 
the park. This was based on innuendo, not fact. 
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This gave the Administration political strength, if you will, to 
make the recently announced, by President Clinton, $65 million­
land trade of surplus lands somewhere else in the United States 
for the project. 

The CHAIRMAN. By the way, before you go on, that has to go 
through this Congress, too. 

Mr. JONES. I would hope it does. 
The CHAIRMAN. This is an example of the arrogance of this Ad­

ministration. That has to go through this Congress. Without any 
consultation with this Congress, without any consultation with this 
Chairman, they made that great announcement, by the way. 

My time is up. The gentlelady from Wyoming? 
[No response.] 
The CHAIRMAN. ,My intention is that we will ask questions until 

the next bells ring, and then when we come back, either Mr. Han­
sen or Mrs. Chenoweth will take the Chair, and we will finish the 
questions of this panel and bring the other panel up. 

Mrs. Chenoweth? 
Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
This whole issue goes to the very foundation of our Constitution, 

which was, as I understand it, set up to preserve the sovereign 
rights of the United States and individuals. 

Mr. Jones, I find your testimony very intriguing. Has there been 
an offer by anyone to buy out the mine at $65 million or any other 
number? 

Mr. JoNES. That number is a very low number for the value of 
the future profits, if you will, that could be made if that mine were 
allowed to proceed in an environmentally safe manner. 

The company has invested $37 million, or say they have invested 
$37 million on the books. They have offered to pay $22.5 million­
and this is a pledge in the agreement that was signed with the 
U.S. Government, that they would spend $22.5 million to restore 
the historic mine damage, not the damage that they would create, 
because they're not going to do it, but the already-there damage 
from the 1950's back to the 1870's, to do restoration work in the 
district. So that leaves $5 million, if you will, that they either 
haven't spent or would spend. 

A project like this could have a net present value at a good dis­
count rate of somewhere in the $150-200 million range, if they 
were to proceed with it. So, no, nobody has offered to buy the 
project for that number. But that's an unrealistic number. That's 
only a recoupment of losses. 

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Do you have any idea of what the value might 
be of the mineral lode? 

Mr. JoNES. If you use the company's numbers, their projections, 
of 130,000 ounces of gold per year, and about 2,000 tons of copper, 
and work it over a 12-year period at the current gold prices and 
copper prices, and then discount that money back to present day 
worth, somewhere in the $175-185 million range. 

Mrs. CHENOWETH. How would you enter into the lode? Is it going 
to be an open-pit mine? 

Mr. JoNEs. It will not be an open-pit. It is very specifically an 
underground property. It is being permitted as an underground 
property, and a property that would be milled-the ore would be 
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milled, not using cyanide, which the special interest groups have 
said it would, but using conventional water-type flotation of the 
ore. 

Mrs. CHENOWETH. And you testified that the wilderness lands 
exempted this particular mineral site? 

Mr. JONES. In 1978, yes. In 1978, the Congress, when they set 
up the Absaroka'Bear Tooth Wilderness Area, which abuts this 
New World Mining District, excluded the New World Mining Dis­
trict because of its presumed mineral potential. 

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Is this mine owned by a Canadian company? 
Mr. JONES. Crown Butte Mines, Incorporated is the owner of the 

property. It is owned, in total, by Crown Butte Resources, Inc., a 
publicly held Canadian company, of which Battle Mountain Gold 
Company, a U.S. company located in Houston, owns 60 percent. 

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman, I just have a couple more 
questions that I'd like to ask Mr. Jones. 

When the World Heritage designation was made for this site­
the United States, of course, has reserved ownership in the West­
ern States of the minerals under the ground. Once this is given 
over, who would have control of the minerals? 

Mr. JONES. If the agreement with the U.S. Government, between 
Crown Butte and the U.S. Government goes through, the concept 
is in the agreement tha.t Crown Butte would have to acquire the 
ownership of the mineral rights that they do not already own. They 
own part of them; they lease part of them. 

They have to acquire the leased portion, and they would trade 
that mineral right to the U.S. Government for this $65 million of 
land elsewhere. So, the U.S. Government would then own 100 per­
cent of the mineral rights that Crown Butte now owns or controls. 

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I see. And so the American taxpayer is per­
haps paying up to $65 million to give over mineral rights? 

Mr. JONES. That is correct, absolutely. The U.S. taxpayer is going 
to pay $65 million. 

Mrs. CHENOWETH. And you testified that the Environmental Im­
pact Statement process was interrupted and aborted by the injec­
tion ofthis UN, lJNESCO team? 

Mr. JONES. It was interfered with by the UN/UNESCO. It shifted 
the focus to the political sphere. It has subsequently been placed 
on hold as a part of the agreement that President Clinton an­
nounced on August 12th. It is in abeyance. It's being held in abey­
ance right now. 

The CHAI&\1AN. With all due respect, the gentleman from Oregon 
has to take the Chair after this, so you have five minutes. We've 
got ten minutes to go, I believe, and you can ask your questions. 

Mrs. Chenoweth, if you would go vote and come back and take 
the Chair, if Mr. Hansen doesn't come back. Go ahead, Mr. Cooley. 

Mr. COOLEY (PRESIDING]. Fred, when you got information that 
they were designating this New World Heritage area there, who 
told you this? What agency informed you? 

Mr. ALVAREZ. I picked this up at a summit I went to in Casper, 
Wyoming, here about a month ago. That's the first I heard of it. 

Mr. COOLEY. But what agency informed you? 
Mr. ALVAREZ. It was the Western Coalition. 
Mr. COOLEY. The Western Coalition? 
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Mr. ALVAREZ. Of States. 
Mr. COOLEY. Is that a Federal agency? 
Mr. ALVAREZ. Well, it's a group-no, it's just a group of people, 

just for the Western States. 
Mr. COOLEY. So you've never been notified by a Federal agency. 
Mr. ALVAREZ. Never, no. Never. And we sit on the board there, 

and nobody ever notified us. 
Mr. COOLEY. So, no Federal agency has ever notified you that 

you have a new designation of a World Heritage site around this 
location? 

Mr. ALVAREZ. Not to my knowledge. I had never heard of it. 
Mr. COOLEY. That's very interesting. I didn't think so, but I was 

just curious. 
Ray, let me say something, because I am in the cattle business, 

as well. You know, I think we ought to stop apologizing for using 
the land. 

I think we are always defending ourselves, saying we're environ­
mentalists and we're doing this and doing that. These people can 
go to hell. We should be able to use the land the way we want to. 

Too many times now, the Greens have put us in a defensive atti­
tude where we come in and start apologizing because we're utiliz­
ing and are good stewards of the land. I think we ought to stop 
doing that and tell them to go jump ofT the cliff, and stop doing it 
because if we don't stand up, they're going to run over us, and 
that's what they're doing to us right now. 

Nobody destroys their land deliberately for any other reason. 
We've had some people in the past who have done it, and we've 
been paying since for years. We ought to stop doing that. I think 
that Congress has really got to stand up and make a stand on 
who's doing this. 

Paul, there's one thing I want to ask you. You talk about this 
committee. Who is this committee? I mean, where do they come 
from? Who are the people? What countries are they representing? 
Are they just sort of the committee that just sort of comes in and 
says, we are now the committee? 

Mr. JONES. That's probably a question that you should ask later 
to the representatives of UNESCO. 

Mr. COOLEY. I'm sorry, but I'm not going to be here. 
Mr. JONES. As I understand it, the World Heritage Convention, 

which was set up in the 1970's, established a committee of 20 some 
odd representatives. Each comes from a different country. 

The four individuals that came to Yellowstone were the director, 
or executive director, Mr. van Droste-­

Mr. COOLEY. From where? What country? 
Mr. JONES. I don't know what country. He's based in France. 
Mr. COOLEY. OK. 
Mr. JONES. The Chairman was Thai. The other two representa­

tives were the ex-Director of Parks in Canada, and the Director of 
Parks in South Mrica. And the Executive Director-! think he's a 
Frenchman. 

I think he's a German, but he's based in France. They rep­
resented the 20-odd committee members that met in December, on 
the 5th of December, do decide whether Yellowstone was or was 
not endangered. 
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Mr. COOLEY. They're a good bunch of socialists altogether. Well, 
the thing is that it's obvious that through the Executive Branch or 
through some of our agencies or something, that we're starting to 
accept a new world Heritage sites or a new world order, and using 
the environmental or the Biosphere idea in order to take control of 
private property. 

If I were you-I don't think we can do enough to stop this. I 
think I'd start putting pressure on people in Congress to make 
them aware of what's going on. I'll certainly do what I can do. 

I applaud the Chairman for standing up and introducing this leg­
islation, because I think this is the first real onslaught that we're 
seeing of control of America, private property, destroying the Con­
stitution of this country, infringing upon one of the basic founda­
tions of this country, which is private property rights. And I think 
that we all have a bound duty to whatever we can to turn this 
thing around. 

I really thank you, gentleman, and lady, for coming today, and 
making all of us aware of what's going on. I think it's a very inter­
esting project, especially since no Federal agencies informed you of 
this, and yet it's apparently going to happen. 

The CHAIRMAN. I thank the gentleman from Oregon. The panel 
will-if you are so disposed, I hope you stay in the audience to lis­
ten to the next panel. It's going to be an interesting panel. I will 
probably call on you, not necessarily, but if there is any time that 
you think you want to refute what's being said, we would like to 
hear this. 

I read all the testimony. It's very interesting testimony. There's 
a lot of justification and not a lot of, I think, real meat and bones 
in this thing. I hope you hang around. I do thank the panel. We'll 
be back as soon as this vote is over. Mrs. Chenoweth will take over, 
I believe, the Committee at that time until I get back. 

[Recess.] 
Mrs. CUBIN £PRESIDING]. We're going to go ahead and start. I 

think some Members will be coming in as we proceed. I'm Barbara 
Cubin from Wyoming. I'll be taking over for just a little while. 

We have Mr. Frampton, Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife 
and Parks; and Nina Sibal, Director, United Nations Educational, 
Scientific, and Cultural Organization; and Dean Bibles, Chairman 
of the U.S. National Committee for the Man and the Biosphere 
Program; and Myron Ebell, Director of National Policy, Frontiers 
of Freedom, Jeremy A. Rabkin, Associate Professor, Department of 
Government, Cornell University. 

Welcome to all of you. We're using the lights, so if you would go 
ahead and begin, Mr. Frampton, we'd like to hear your testimony. 

STATEMENT OF GEORGE T. FRAMPTON, JR., ASSISTANT SEC­
RETARY FOR FISH AND WILDLIFE AND PARKS, U.S. DEPART­
MENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Mr. FRAMPTON. Thank you, Madam Chairman. 
The Administration opposes H.R. 3752. We think it would impose 

unnecessary and inappropriate restrictions on the ability of Federal 
agencies to work cooperatively with States and other levels of gov­
ernment to achieve the benefits of international recognition for 
U.S. conservation-sites; that it would tend to undercut the recog-
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nized leadership in global conservation that our nation has earned, 
in part, through these international agreements, and finally; that 
it would repeal-disrupt and repeal some very longstanding treaty 
obligations of the United States, negotiated by previous Adminis­
trations and confirmed by the Senate. 

That would be the case, not only with the World Heritage Con­
vention Treaty, which is one of the two specific targets of the bill, 
but also of other treaties, including some of the migratory bird 
treaties, the North American Waterfowl Agreement, potentially, 
and the International Wetlands Treaty, or so-called RAMSAR Con­
vention. 

Contrary to the statement that was made by the Chairman at 
the outset of the hearing, none of these agreements, specifically, 
neither the World Heritage Convention, nor the Man and Bio­
sphere Program impose any UN or international restrictions or lim­
itations on U.S. land or natural resource use. They simply don't 
exist. 

There is no example that I'm aware of in which an international 
agreement has resulted in any changes or additional burdens on 
Federal or State land use, or private land use in the United States, 
ever. 

Now, let me just say a few words about the World Heritage Con­
vention, which was the subject of most of the testimony here so far 
today. This was an important policy initiative, as Chairman Young 
pointed out from my testimony, of the Nixon Administration, which 
took the lead in negotiating this treaty. 

The U.S. was the first to sign. There are now 146 participating 
nations. The treaty was confirmed by the Senate. The current proc­
ess by which nominations are evaluated and made is actually done 
pursuant to a statute enacted in 1980 by this Congress, so there 
has been full Congressional ratification of the treaty procedures, as 
well as Senate ratification of the treaty. 

When President Reagan made the decision at the beginning of 
his Administration that we would withdraw from UNESCO, a very 
explicit decision was made that the World Heritage Program was 
important enough, even though it is under the ambit of UNESCO, 
that we would remain in this program. In fact, the implementing 
regulations for the program were issued in 1982 under Secretary 
James Watt. 

President Bush also embraced the program, and Secretary Lujan, 
as Mr. Young mentioned, hosted the World Heritage Committee in 
1992, in this country. Of the 469 sites around the world that are 
designated under the Convention, 20 are in the United States, al­
most all are National Parks-Yellowstone, Grand Canyon, Mesa 
Verde, are examples, and some of the other examples from around 
the world include the Pyramids at Giza in Egypt, the Taj Mahal, 
Chartres Cathedral, Serengeti Plain, and so forth. 

There is absolutely nothing about a World Heritage designation 
that restricts sovereignty or limits in any way, the management of 
public lands or private lands. The idea that these conventions im­
pose any restrictions or limitations on land management in the 
United States, whether it's the Federal management of Federal 
land, State management or private land management, is totally a 
myth. 
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Furthermore the designation process, contrary to some of the 
comments made this morning, I think, is a process that is designed 
to involve Congress. Mr. Young mentioned that he didn't believe 
that Congress was ever notified or consulted about World Heritage 
designations, but that, in fact, is not correct. 

Congress is notified under the 1980 statute, and the regulations. 
The Committees are notified specifically on two occasions-first, 
when there is a consideration of a nomination, and then before the 
Secretary of Interior actually nominates a site for World Heritage 
designation. In fact, I happen to have with me this morning, a let­
ter to Mr. Young, notifying him in 1991 that Glacier Bay National 
Park was going to be nominated by Secretary Lujan for World Her­
itage status, and that ultimately Glacier Bay was designated. With 
respect to private property, concurrence is required of the private 
property owner before any designation occurs. 

Now, the Man and Biosphere Program is not established pursu­
ant to treaty, but it is a designation which is basically designed to 
encourage voluntary associations of stakeholders, local people, to 
get together and try to do planning for sustainable development. 
The specific charter document of the Man and the Biosphere Pro­
gram provides that Biosphere Reserves remain under the sole sov­
ereignty of the State--that means the country-where it is situ­
ated, and thereby submitted to State legislation only-in other 
words, domestic legislation and control only. 

We think, Madam Chairman, that this legislation is basically a 
solution in search of a problem. There is no problem. There is not 
history, there is no record, there is not, as far as I'm aware, a sin­
gle instance in which there has been any impact by any of these 
international programs or conventions upon local, State, or Federal 
land use. 

In fact, World Heritage certification is avidly sought, in rnost 
cases, because it tends to increase the visibility of a site and attract 
tourism. I wanted Mr. Young to-I want to make sure to put in the 
record, the recent statement of Director of the Alaska Division of 
Tourism, calling the World Heritage site designation for Alaska 
parks, a tremendous marketing tool. 

I see that my time has expired, Madam Chairman. I wanted to 
have a chance and perhaps I will during the questioning, to re­
spond to the suggestion this morning that World Heritage site des­
ignation for Yellowstone National Park, which occurred in 1978, 
had any relationship to the actions and recent steps that the Clin­
ton Administration has taken with respect to the New World Mine 
outside of Yellowstone. 

[The prepared statement of George T. Frampton, Jr., may be 
found at the end of hearing.] 

Mrs. CUBIN. We'll discuss that in the question period. 
Mr. FRAMPTON. I'm prepared to address that. Thank you. 
Mrs. CUBIN. Thank you very much. 
Ms. Sibal? 
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STATEMENT OF NINA SIBAL, DIRECTOR, UNITED NATIONS 
EDUCATIONAL, SCIENTIFIC AND CULTURAL ORGANIZATION, 
NEW YORK, NY; ACCOMPANIED BY MR. PIERRE LASSERRE, 
DffiECTOR OF THE MAB DMSION, UNITED NATIONS EDU­
CATIONAL, SCIENTIFIC AND CULTURAL ORGANIZATION 
Ms. SIBAL. Thank you, Madam Chairman, and thank you for ask­

ing UNESCO to be here today to testify in your hearings. We have 
also submitted written testimony. We have also, with your permis­
sion, Madam Chairman, a colleague of mine, the Director of the 
Man and Biosphere Program in UNESCO, Dr. Lasserre, who is di­
rectly behind me, in case you have a very technical question on 
Biosphere Reserves. As I understood from the questions that have 
been put so far, there is a distinct interest in Biosphere Reserves, 
so we specially asked him to come. 

We heard from Chairman Young, a very fine understanding of 
the role of UNESCO, and so I am not going to go too much into 
that question. We are here to reiterate the information that has 
been provided in the written testimony. 

I will begin by stating that, really, UNESCO does not take a po­
sition on the pros and cons of the legislation proposed in H.R. 3752 
of the 104th Congress. The way in which the United States chooses 
to relate to the UNESCO program, or to the subject of the World 
Heritage, is a sovereign decision of the American people and the 
American government. 

I want to reiterate three points. On the sovereignty issue, 
UNESCO has no jurisdiction over the territories designated as Bio­
sphere Reserves or World Heritage sites, which remain completely 
under national jurisdiction. The second point, in our experience, 
that is, in UNESCO's experience with these two programs around 
the world, designation has, in fact, meant economic development in 
the region. The money spending has come principally from the 
tourism industry. 

We had recently an important meeting which discussed and ana­
lyzed this, and we found that 53 people living in Biosphere Reserve 
sites made their living from tourism. The last point, Madam Chair­
man, is something that is not touched upon too much in the writ­
ten testimony, so I will go into this a little bit, because the earlier 
panel of witnesses spoke to this point a great deal, and I think that 
it is also an important interest to the distinguished members of 
this Committee. 

This is the question of the involvement of local populations. And 
I wanted only at this point to give you what is the formal position 
within the international statutes that we are referring to on these 
two subjects, the World Heritage Convention, on the one hand, 
which is a treaty obligation, and which was entered into by the 
United States in 1973, and the Man and Biosphere Program, which 
has a statutory framework, but which is voluntary. 

Now, Paragraph 14 of the Operational Guidelines of the World 
Heritage Convention indicates clearly that, and I quote, "Participa­
tion of local people in the nomination process is essential to make 
them feel a shared responsibility with the State party in the main­
tenance of the site." This is the close of quotes. It is, however, the 
State's responsibility to involve local populations in both the nomi­
nation and the preservation of the site. 
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We checked also the nomination form, and we found that there 
is no mention in the nomination form of a section on local commu­
nity consultation. Moreover, applications to nominate a site may or 
may not include evidence of local consultations. This is an internal 
United States decision for local consultation or not. 

Now, this is all with reference to designation of World Heritage 
sites. When you come to a designation of a Biosphere Reserve, it 
is another matter. There, in fact, the evidence of consultation with 
local people must be provided with the nomination dossier. This 
has been especially so in recent years when more rigor has been 
used in processing nominations. 

I would like to read vt~ry briefly from a document which was at­
tached as an exhibit to t.he written testimony of UNESCO. This is 
the Seville strategy and the statutory framework which was adopt­
ed only last year. So all this is more than 20 years down the road 
from the time when the World Heritage formulations were evolved. 
So it really represents a movement forward in international think­
ing on this question. 

I quote, "There have also been important innovations in the man­
agement of Biosphere Reserves themselves. New methodologies for 
involving stakeholders in decisionmaking processes and resolving 
conflicts have been developed." 

Another quote, "Most importantly, the link between conservation 
of biodiversity and the development needs of local communities, a 
central component of the Biosphere Reserve approach, is now rec­
ognized as a key feature of the successful management of most Na­
tional Parks, nature reserves, and other protected areas." 

And I will just touch on one last direction of the Seville strategy, 
which is where we are pointed in for the future. The direction is 
to promote the management of each Biosphere Reserve essentially 
as a pact, a pact between the local community and society as a 
whole. Management should be open, evolving and adaptive. Such 
an approach will help ensure that Biosphere Reserves and their 
local communities are better placed to respond to external political, 
economic, and social pressures. 

Having said this, Madam Chairman, of course, these are rec­
ommendations, and it is up to you, up to the U.S., to decide how 
to implement them. Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Nina Sibal may be found at the 'end 
of hearing.] 

Mrs. CUBIN. Thank you. While I'm thinking of it, I have an open­
ing statement that I'm just going to drop into the record for myself. 

[The prepared statement Hon. Barbara Cubin a U.S. Representa­
tive from Wyoming follows:] 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. BARBARA CUBIN 

Mr. Chairman, thank you for holding this hearing today on H.R. 3752. I appre­
ciate the opportunity to explain why this legislation is so important and regret that 
it wasn't in place several months ago when the United nations designated Yellow­
stone National Park as a World Heritage Site in Danger. 

Oddly enough, one of the rea.sons the Park was so designated was because the 
United Nations, with the help of pressure from environmental groups, decided Yel­
lowstone was being greatly afft1cted by the influx of tourists. What is even more 
ironic is that some of those same environmental groups also pushed for the intro­
duction of the wolf into the Park in order to increase tourism in the area. 
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I believe the real purpose behind the UNESCO visit and ultimate World Heritage 
designation was to influence the outcome of a pending environmental impact state­
ment (EIS) on the New World gold mine planned just outside the Park's boundaries. 
Not surprisingly, the mine proposal received a ~reat deal of negative press, even 
though no final decision had been made about its Impact on the Park and its ecologi­
cal integrity. Yes , the wisdom of building a mine so close to the Park's border is 
questionable. 

But that decision should be left to those closer to and more familiar with the 
project, not an outside international body with no knowledge of domestic _policy or 
law. Interior Department officials who had a hand in inviting the UNESCO group 
should concern themselves more with adhering to the letter of law instead of using 
an international visit to circumvent it. The bill that we are considerin~ today will 
ensure that future designations of public lands as World Heritage Sites or Bio­
spheres receive the appropriate Congressional scrutiny. I look forward to hearing 
from today's witnesses and trust the Committee will move expeditiously to enact 
H.R. 3752 early in the next Congress. 

Mrs. CUBIN. We'll move on to Mr. Bibles. 

STATEMENT OF DEAN BIBLES, CHAIRMAN, U.S. NATIONAL 
COMMITTEE FOR THE MAN AND THE BIOSPHERE PROGRAM, 
VIENNA, VA 

Mr. BIBLES. Thank you, Madam Chairman. 
I would request-! had six exhibits attached to my written testi­

mony, and I would request that they be made a part of the record, 
if we could. 

Mrs. CUBIN. Without objection. 
Mr. BIBLES. I'll summarize briefly, thank you. 
I appreciate the opportunity to testify on H.R. 3752. I'm here in 

my capacity as Chairman of the United States National Committee 
for the Man and the Biosphere Program. I recently retired after 
more than 42 years of service with the Department of the Interior. 

I served in many capacities with the Bureau of Land Manage­
ment, including District Manager in the States of Montana, Califor­
nia, and Idaho, and as Assistant Director in the Bureau's Washing­
ton office, with responsibility for lands, rights-of-way, recreation, 
wilderness, and Ala&ka programs, then as State Director in Ari­
zona, and later as State Director in Oregon and Washington. Most 
recently I served on the staff of the Secretary of the Interior as Di­
rector of the Policy· on Land Tenure. 

I'm convinced that many of the concerns facing Americans trying 
to achieve balance in their quality of life can best be addressed 
using the concepts of the Man and the Biosphere. MAB, and the 
Biosphere Reserves are really about developing effective and long­
term partnerships between all stakeholders in a region. 

At the local level, designation of a Biosphere Reserve provides an 
open forum for citizens to work with Federal agencies, local govern­
ments, universities, non-governmental organizations, as well as 
other resource users. I would call your attention to a letter that 
came to the Chairman from the Chairman of the Barren River De­
velopment District in Kentucky. 

This concept helps develop the knowledge, skills, and method for 
sharing perspectives on how to solve complex problems of conserva­
tion and sustainable development, certainly multiple use in action. 
Although the majority of the U.S. Biosphere Reserves consist of a 
single designated area such as a National Park or other protected 
areas, more areas are exploring opportunities for cooperation with 
complimentary areas within larger landscapes or seascapes. 

35-376 0 - 96 - 2 
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As the practical benefits of voluntary cooperation among these 
areas are realized, these areas may decide to seek more inter­
national recognition by forming a multi-site Biosphere Reserve. 

An example is the Central California Coast Biosphere, which in­
cludes 13 protected terrestrial, coastal, and marine areas managed 
by Federal, State, and local agencies, as well as several private or­
ganizations in the greater San Francisco area. The people in this 
area have made great strides in understanding trends in their 
area, and identifying their own needs and setting their own course. 

In rrotected areas where these partnerships are being developed, 
there s an evidence that Biosphere Reserve status gives added 
value, helps encourage cooperation by all local interests, and fos­
ters greater commitment to these mutually cooperative activities. 

Madam Chairman, I'm concerned that the passage of H.R. 3752 
would set back a lot of hard work by many local interests, and 
would also legislate into existence, another governmental program 
requiring a multitude of procedural steps. 

The beauty of the Biosphere Reserve model, as it's implemented 
in the United States, is that it is truly a ground-up program, a pro­
gram that is only started by local interests voluntarily to come to­
gether to deal with common regional issues. It is a very simple, 
non-bureaucratic method of allowing all parties, whether they're 
private landowners, corporations, local, or State, or Federal Gov­
ernment representatives, to come together to discuss how they 
manage their resources to receive a reasonable return on thoSEl re­
sources, but at a sustainable rate. 

While the elevation of this process to Congressional action may 
sound good, it is more likely to accelerate the local folks being left 
behind. 

Thank you. I'd be glad to answer any questions afterwards. 
[The prepared statement and materials of Mr. D. Dean Bibles re­

ferred to may be found at the end of hearing.] 
Mrs. CUBIN. Thank you, Mr. Bibles. The next person to testify--­

let me find my list here-yes, is Mr. Ebell. 

STATEMENT OF MYRON EBELL, DffiECTOR OF NATIONAL 
POLICY, FRONTIERS OF FREEDOM, ARLINGTON, VA 

Mr. EBELL. Thank you, Madam Chairman. 
My name is Myron Ebell, and I'm Policy Director of the Frontiers 

of Freedom Institute. I'm here today testifying on behalf of Fron­
tiers of Freedom. Our Chairman, Malcolm Wallop, wanted to be 
here, but unfortunately he had an appointment this morning out 
of town. 

Frontiers of Freedom strongly supports passage of H.R. 3752, 
and we congratulate Chairman Young for introducing it. We be­
lieve that it will be a big first step toward bringing a lot of mis­
chief-making capabilities under control. 

In the first place, H.R. 3752 will end the secrecy under which 
these designations and management activities are now conducted. 
We heard from the first panel, of course, that they hadn't-that the 
County Commissioner hadn't heard about a World Heritage des­
ignation. In my written testimony, I quote from Carol LaGrasse, 
the President of the Property Rights Foundation of America. She 
got involved in property rights issues because she, as a town coun-
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cilman in the Adirondacks, wasn't aware of the international des­
ignations of the Adirondacks. She also told me that a similar Bio­
sphere Reserve designation in New York in the Catskills com­
pletely fell apart as soon as it became public, and it became public 
just through chance. 

These are secret operations. They're run under the radar screens 
of the general public, of the people who actually live in the affected 
areas. The people who know about these designations are Federal 
officials from the Executive Branch, and, I might mention, from 
many, many agencies, university people, and the environmental or­
ganizations, the so-called NGOs, the non-governmental organiza­
tions. So the best thing, in our view, about this bill, is that it will 
end secrecy. 

I think it will also put some breaks on the mischief that can be 
done. I agree with Director Sibal and even Assistant Secretary 
Frampton, that these designations don't directly threaten the sov­
ereignty of the United States, but that is not an argument against 
this bill. 

What we have here is a cabal. It's a cabal of Federal agencies, 
in the first place. If you look at the Biosphere Reserve materials 
that Mr. Bibles provided, you'll see that 13 Federal agencies co­
operate in these Biosphere Reserve management activities. In addi­
tion, dozens of environmental organizations cooperate. 

The rhetoric of cooperation worries me. The energizing idea of 
our system of government is to keep power divided between the 
levels of government, so that those people who have power at one 
level or in one branch, will jealously guard their powers against an­
other, so that they will offset one another. 

The kind of cooperation we see in these programs, the World 
Heritage Program and the Biosphere Reserve Program, is meant to 
overcome these divisions of power through agglomerating power 
and evading responsibility. What we end up with too often is a 
weapon. 

The Biosphere Reserve designation or a World Heritage site des­
ignation is a weapon that one side in our national debate uses 
against the other. And, of course, it's the environmental organiza­
tions and the current Administration who use this weapon. I think 
it's interesting-and I quote at length from the Yellowstone con­
troversy in my written testimony, but since we've already had testi­
mony on it here, I'll leave that for my written testimony. 

But I would say that the disgraceful conduct of the Clinton Ad­
ministration in the whole Yellowstone controversy, I think, bears 
further exploration, and probably a hearing all to itself. 

I think it's interesting that the groups that worked with the Clin­
ton Administration, the NGOs, the environmental organizations 
who worked with the Clinton Administration to bring the World 
Heritage Committee to Yellowstone to propagandize against the 
New World Mine Project-by the way, here is a headline from the 
Billings Gazette, "Panel: Park Needs Buffer Zone." 

The panel, of course, is the World Heritage Committee, and what 
the World Heritage Committee said is, you are evading your re­
sponsibilities when you signed the World Heritage Convention by 
not putting a buffer zone around Yellowstone. So, it's interesting 
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that these NGOs have all the time in the world to create mischief, 
but they don't have time to come here today and testify. 

My time is almost up. I would say, in conclusion, I think that the 
property rights protections are important, but that they don't go far 
enough. I have made a suggestion in my written testimony that 
this bill is really a first step. You are, in H.R. 3752, going to assert 
Congressional control over the designation process. But you also, I 
believe, need to go further and assert control over the management 
process as well, by requi;ring all of these Federal agencies to report 
on their activities on a regular basis, as to what they're doing in 
the Biosphere Reserve Program and the World Heritage Program. 

Thank you, Madam Chairman. 
[The prepared statement of Myron Ebell may be found at the end 

of hearing.] 
Mrs. CUBIN. Thank you, Mr. Ebell. Next, Dr. Jeremy Rabkin, As­

sociate Professor at Cornell University. Dr. Rabkin? 

STATEMENT OF DR. Jl<~REMY A. RABKIN, ASSOCIATE PROFES­
SOR, DEPARTMENT OF GOVERNMENT, CORNELL UNIVER­
SITY, ITHICA, NY 
Mr. RABKIN. Thank you. I don't live in a Biosphere Reserve, and 

I haven't had direct experience with a World Heritage site. I'm a 
college professor. I live in a hot-air preserve. 

I was invited to speak here today, I think, because I've written 
a few articles about the question of encroachment on national sov­
ereignty. I want to explain briefly why I think that is a serious con­
cern, and one needn't be trading in bizarre rumors about black hel­
icopters coming to seize our National Parks to take the sovereignty 
question seriously. 

What does sovereignty mean? This is a relatively modern tenn. 
It only goes back to th'e 16th century at the earliest. The term 
came into use in political treatises in the 16th and 17th Centuries 
to emphasize the distinctiveness of governmental responsibility. 
The idea was to separate the sovereign from whatever feudal ties 
he had to his vassals or to his overlords to say there's something 
distinctive about governing. 

It was to separate the church and the influence of bishops and 
popes, and to say government has a distinctive responsibility for its 
own people, and therefore you have to be very clear about which 
people are being governed by which government. And that's what 
sovereignty is supposed to clarify. Fundamentally, in its internal 
aspect, sovereignty is about establishing responsibility, which 
means accountability to the people who are governed. 

Now, in our country, we have a very specific constitutional sys­
tem to establish the internal accountability of our government. And 
if you look back over the 20th century, every time we've had big 
debate about sovereignty, or every time we've had a debate in 
which sovereignty has been invoked as an issue, in none of these 
debates was there any serious danger that the United States was 
going to be forced to do something that it didn't want to do. 

If you go back to the debate on the League of Nations, everyone 
understood that the League couldn't force American troops to do 
anything if the President didn't want to. The reason there was a 
debate about the League of Nations was, people were concerned 
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that the President would use a resolution of the League of Nations 
as, in itself, enough justification to commit U.S. troops, not seek 
approval from Congress and a declaration of war, the way we 
would normally do it. That debate has continued right up until just 
last week when I understand the House passed a bill limiting the 
President's authority to commit troops to UN peacekeeping oper­
ations. 

That is the same kind of concern about sovereignty. Of course, 
our troops aren't going to be used if the President doesn't want 
them to, but that isn't the only issue. The question is, are our own 
ordinary sovereign procedures for deciding when our troops are 
used, are those going to be short-circuited, or is there going to be 
an end-run around them by invoking some international authority? 

That's what people are concerned about in this situation with the 
Biospheres and World Heritage sites. Now, we've been told by pre­
vious witnesses, and a lot of things have been published on this. 
It's all totally voluntary. There can't be any restriction on sov­
ereignty, there are no burdens imposed, there's nothing to worry 
about. 

If there are no burdens imposed, if there are no restrictions, if 
there's no obligation, why do we have this program? If it's all just 
a matter of talk, why don't we just let people talk? 

As I mentioned at the outset, I come from a university. People 
do lots and lots of talking there. We do lots of cooperation with uni­
versities all around the world. We don't have to have a program for 
it. We certainly don't have to have a treaty for it. 

I do not believe it is credible that these programs have been set 
up, and there never will be any coercion at all involved. Mr. Bibles 
said the Biosphere programs-said it's a ground-up process, it's a 
forum, it's a partnership, stakeholders are cooperating. It's as if 
there's never any conflict. There's never any opposition of interests. 

But life is not like that; kindergartens are like that. In any large 
area where you have owners and other people who are competing 
with them, and different interests involved, there are going to be 
conflicts, and then the question is, who decides? If the whole thing 
is merely voluntary, if it has no authority to push anyone one way 
or the other, what is it about? 

I think it's perfectly understandable that people are concerned 
that when you set up a program, when you give it a designation, 
where you as international authorities recognize it, the implication 
is that down the road when there are conflicts, somebody's going 
to be leaned on, and the authority for this, at least the moral au­
thority for this, will be an invocation of some very dubious inter­
national authority. 

So, to come quickly to the end, I think it is quite reasonable for 
the Congress to say, wait a minute. In the United States, it makes 
a big difference whether you are a property owner or you are a 
stakeholder, meaning someone from out there who has an opinion. 
In the United States, it makes a big difference ·whether you're 
being coerced pursuant to law, or you're being cajoled or manipu­
lated by a program that floats by itself. 

I think it's perfectly reasonable of Congress to say, before any­
body is put under any kind of international designation with what­
ever kind of authoritative status it has, that Congress has to be 
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consulted and Congress has to approve. And similarly, one other 
thing I should mention, which I think is an aspect of the bill that 
has gotten enough attention, is that one of the things the bill is 
trying to do is to say, if State and local entities are involved, they 
have to have a separate say. You cannot rely on Federal officials 
to make a designation and then an international registry that af­
fects State and local offidals, without their specifically consenting 
to it. 

It's not even, I think, a matter of consulting them; it is getting 
their consent, which is what the bill is trying to establish. Again, 
J think that is our traditional way of doing things in this country. 
And if it's inconvenient for some international program, too bad. 
We don't run this country for the world; we run this country for 
ourselves. 

Thank you. 
[The prepared statement of Dr. Jeremy A. Rabkin may be found 

at the end of hearing.] 
Mrs. CUBIN. Thank you very much. We will proceed directly to 

the question period because I have to leave, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. Madam Chairman, you're Chairman, so you ask 

your questions first. 
Mrs. CUBIN. Thank you. I do appreciate that. This is for Mr. 

Frampton. 
Yellowstone Park was recently listed as a World Heritage site in 

danger by the World Heritage Committee because of increased visi­
tation to the Park. I heard, in part, I believe it was your testimony 
or Ms. Sibal's, that one advantage of the designation is that it in­
creases tourism and contributes to the economy. 

And yet we have here a situation where the Committee that said 
that Yellowstone is in danger because of too many visitors. So, 
would you please tell me what impact you think this listing will 
have on future visitation to Yellowstone, and how Park manage­
ment should work this listing into its management plan, or should 
they work this listing into their management plan? 

Mr. FRAMPTON. Well, Madam Chairman, Yellowstone was des­
ignated as a World Heritage site, originally in 1978. As I under­
stand it, the Committee's action at the end of last year, placing it 
on the endangered list, was primarily generated by the perception 
that if the New World Mine went forward--

Mrs. CUBIN. That was part of it. 
Mr. FRAMPTON. [continuing]-that that would pose a danger­

might pose a danger to the Park. And there were a number of other 
issues-brucellosis. 

Mrs. CUBIN. And increased visitation. That was one of the rea­
sons listed, it definitely was. 

Mr. FRAMPTON. The question of how that increased visitation 
pressure would be integrated into the Park's management plan, 
really doesn't have anything to do with the site listing. Obviously, 
Yellowstone National Park is experiencing increased visitation, and 
that's an issue which is taken into account every year in the man­
agement planning for the Park. 

I think that my concern is to make clear-and I think the public 
record is clear, that the c:ommittee's visit last summer to Yellow­
stone had no impact or relationship to the EIS process for the 
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mine, and no relationship or impact on the decision that the Presi­
dent made a year ago to see whether there was a possibility to in­
terest the company in a resolution of an acquisition of its interests, 
so that the mine would not go forward. 

Mrs. CuBIN. Mr. Frampton, I only have five minutes, so I apolo­
gize for interrupting you. 

But the fact is that one of the reasons listed was that visitation 
in Yellowstone is too high. That was one of the reasons it was list­
ed as a site in danger. 

Mr. FRAMPTON. That visitation is too high? 
Mrs. CUBIN. Yes. 
Mr. FRAMPTON. I'm not aware of that. 
Mrs. CUBIN. Well, that is a fact. Thank you. 
Now, first of all, you know, you mentioned just the site designa­

tion as the purpose, so it appears to me right here, we already have 
overstepped more than just designating a World Heritage area. Ad­
ditionally, you say that the fact that the committee came over here 
during the EIS process had nothing to do with the outcome of the 
EIS or so on and so on. 

Now, I am not going to say that the committee coming over here 
did or did not have anything to do with the outcome as to what 
President Clinton has done. But what I am going to say is that it 
was, in my opinion, a blatantly political act. 

It was done to draw attention, public reaction, public response, 
and public pressure to see that mine wasn't developed. Now, I'm 
going to tell you, frankly, I was never in favor of the mine, particu­
larly. I always withheld that because I felt that it was very im­
proper for a government official, either in my position or in yours, 
to tamper in any way with a process before it's complete. 

Doing that, politicizing the Environmental Impact Statement 
process, guarantees one of two things. It guarantees degradation of 
the environment, or it guarantees violation of private property 
rights. If you have a policy in place for determining whether or not 
something will damage the environment, to keep integrity in the 
process, you have to let the process proceed without assaulting it 
with political actions. That's what you did. 

Now, if the process doesn't work, then change it. But manipulat­
ing the process is bad for everyone concerned. I believe that it was 
a manipulation of the process. I do not know how the people who 
are doing the Environmental Impact Statement could be working 
three and a half years and still not have a decision on whether or 
not the development of the mine would harm the Park. 

But the World Heritage site committee came in and in three and 
a half days, determined that it would. I think that was irrespon­
sible. I think that was political, and how in the world could they 
come up with that decision when scientists and land managers and 
all of the people involved in the EIS weren't able to do it in three 
years? It doesn't make any sense. 

Mr. FRAMPTON. Madam Chairman, I don't think-! appreciate 
your perception of this. But I don't think that President Clinton 
wanted or needed a UN group to gin up public attention one way 
or another, for him to make a decision about what he wanted the 
Federal Government's position to be about the mine. 
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Last summer, a number of environmental groups convinced him 
to get briefed on this and to visit the site, based on the fact that 
this has been the subject of front-page magazine articles for several 
years. He went and looked at the site. He made a personal decision 
that this mine would pose a significant problem, if it went forward, 
either for the Park and/or for important trout waters in Montana. 

And he, as I understand it, asked the Vice President to under­
take a negotiation with the company to see whether it would be 
possible to acquire their interests so that their investment would 
be realized, and the mine would not go forward. As a result of 
those negotiations, an agreement to do that has been reached. 

Mrs. CUBIN. I don't see how that's relevant. 
Mr. FRAMPTON. It's the right solution. The UN has nothing to do 

with that. 
Mrs. CUBIN. I don't see how that is relevant in any way. At the 

time that you invited the UN to come in-and, by the way, who 
paid for them to come in? 

Mr. FRAMPTON. Who paid for them? 
Mrs. CUBIN. Who paid the expenses? 
Mr. FRAMPTON. The UN paid for them. I don't know who paid for 

them. It was not the United States Government. 
Mrs. CUBIN. At the time they came in, they were invited in. The 

EIS process was proceeding, and none of the actions of the Presi­
dent were in play. 

My point is, to manipulate a system that has worked in the past, 
so that you can achieve your desired goal, may help you this time, 
but the next time, it's going to hurt. So, follow the procedure that's 
in place. Don't politicize it, and then if the procedure or policy 
doesn't work, change it. But don't manipulate it in between. My 
time is up. 

Mr. Young, did you have questions? 
The CHAIRMAN. Madam Chairman, I have questions. You have to 

go, so I'll take the Chair when you leave. 
Nina, were you involved in the Yellowstone process? 
Ms. SIBAL. Mr. Chairman, not personally in the process of Sep­

tember, but I was at the Berlin meeting in December of '95, which 
took a decision on the question of putting the Yellowstone Park on 
the Heritage endangered list. 

The CHAIRMAN. What was the criteria of putting it on the list? 
What evidence were you presented to put it on the list? 

Ms. SIBAL. Mr. Chairman, would you permit me to read just two 
paragraphs from the committee's report? 

The CHAIRMAN. Sure. 
Ms. SIBAL. Because this, I think, will also cast some light on this 

question of the EIS proces8 that Mr. Jones spoke about. 
The CHAIRMAN. Yes, go ahead. 
Ms. SIBAL. This is the World Heritage Committee meeting in 

Berlin in December, 1995, which took the decision to put Yellow­
stone on the danger list. And I'm quoting from the official report. 

It said, "The representative of the United States further noted 
that the State party is taking a number of positive steps to address 
key issues. The National Environmental Policy Act, NEPA, re­
quires a thorough and detailed Environmental Impact Study, EIS, 
of the nine proposals by a multinational corporate consortium. At 
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the moment, nine possible alternatives are being considered. The 
EIS draft is expected in late January, 1996, and further public and 
government review will last another year." 

He stated that "the State party does not consider action by the 
committee to be an intervention in domestic law or policy. The 
State party agreed to keep the committee fully informed with re­
spect to actions taken. During the site visit-" this is the site visit 
of the World Heritage Committee of which you have spoken, Mr. 
Chairman-"it became clear that threats to the Park were 
ascertained in relation to endemic Yellowstone, cutthroat trout, as 
well as with respect to the sewage leakage and wastes contamina­
tion in certain areas of the Park." 

Other issues were related to road construction and year-around 
visitor pressure. In addition, "potential threats included impacts on 
the quantity and quality of surface and groundwater, and other 
past and proposed mine related activity. A potential threat to the 
bison population is related to proposed control measures to eradi­
cate brucellosis in the herd. The State party noted that all of these 
concerns would be thoroughly analyzed and mitigation measures 
and management plans developed as appropriate. Corrective ac­
tions will be taken as necessary." 

The CHAIRMAN. OK, I don't need to hear any more. But what I 
was asking you was, other than nke words-someone wrote that­
there is no evidence-was any evidence presented to any of the 
members of that committee, any biological evidence, any scientific 
evidence, other than just words? 

Those words were written by the Sierra Club. I'd say that right 
up front. Or George Frampton, one or the other. I mean, you talk 
about-the matter is, the watershed, George, you know, goes away 
from the Park. It's an underground mine. We heard all that testi­
mony. 

But my point is, what-again, I want to stress this-do you have 
biologists, do you have scientists, Nina, on the UN committee, to 
take and make these identifications, or are these just words? 

Ms. SIBAL. Mr. Chairman, the committee refers to the IUCN, 
which is an NGO dealing with conservation of natural sites, which 
provides expert recommendations. 

The CHAIRMAN. But the recommendation is just words. Have 
they backed it up with any scientific research? Do they have a copy 
of the EIS? 

Ms. SIBAL. I will have to check this, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. You check that and I will check the dates be­

cause it concerns me a great deal that in fact you were sold, your 
group, a bill of goods by those that have been selling a bill of goods 
to the American people. There's no scientific information about 
this. There's nothing to back it up. In fact, if we had the--

By the way, George, where is the EIS statement? It was sup-
posed to be out in January of '96. 

Mr. FRAMPTON. The Draft EIS has never been published. 
The CHAIRMAN. Why not? 
Mr. FRAMPTON. Well, it was delayed-­
The CHAIRMAN. By the Administration? 
Mr. FRAMPTON. [continuing]-through this past spring and sum­

mer, not by the Administration, actually the State of Montana and 
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the Forest Service are the lead parties, but basically was delayed 
because of analysis, more analysis that had to be done. It's never 
been published. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman-Paul? 
Mr. JONES. I'm Paul Jones. 
I had a personal telephone conversation with Mark A. 

Simonich-he's the Direetor of Environmental Quality in the State 
of Montana-less than a week ago. 

He described to me the meeting that was called by the Depart­
ment of Interior on the :3rd of July in this city, Washington, D.C., 
to discuss the problems with the EIS. 

This (the EIS) was dis.cussed at some length on the 3rd of July. 
And he wasn't too happy about having to come from Helena, Mon­
tana, up here the day before our national holiday. He said the De­
partment of Interior, over many years, and the EPA raised a series 
of questions about the E:IS, all of which, in his opinion, had been 
adequately covered in the last three or four months, prior to this 
July meeting. 

There was a meeting two weeks later in Denver of the agencies 
involved in preparation of that EIS, and at that meeting all but 
two issues were resolved. 

One issue was the is3ue of the language description, not the 
data, on how water quality would be treated after the mine was 
closed. 

The other issue, the Corps of Engineers needed some more data, 
which Crown Butte Mines agreed to furnish this summer, on wet­
lands issues. 

He said, other than that , after the meeting in Denver, all issues 
of the EIS had been resolved. He said all issues that were brought 
up, as problems by the various Federal agencies, including Interior, 
had already been addressed. 

The CHAIRMAN. What I'm going to suggest, and I'm asking ofli­
cially, Mr. George and everybody else, I want that EIS statement 
as far as it's gone. Because the way I interpret it is, if in fact the 
President's proposal to buy this out is trying to kill the project, t.hat 
has to go through this Congress. 

Not only the appropriated money, but the authorization has to go 
through this Congress. So I'm going to request that the EIS be re­
ported to this Committee .. 

Mr. F~'\1PTON. Well, Mr. Chairman, the EIS, I can certainly 
transmit that request to the Forest Service. They're the lead agen­
cy with the State of Montana in preparing the draft. 

It isn't any secret that the Park Service, USGS, EPA, and others 
have had serious concerns over the last year about the adequacy 
of the EIS. 

The process, as I understand it, has been suspended because the 
company has decided that its preference is to sell its interests. 

The CHAIRMAN. That's the Administration side. that is not nec­
essarily the Congressional side. That is the UNESCO side, that's 
not necessarily the Congressional side. 

Now I want to ask all of you a question, and some of you agree 
with me. 
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Mr. FRAMPTON. Well, sir, it's the company-it's an agreement 
with the company. The company does not wish to go forward with 
the project. 

The CHAIRMAN. The company right now, we're talking about 
process now, Mr. Secretary, we're talking about process. You've cir­
cumvented the process. The President circumvented the process. 
That's the thing we're upset with, and you've used UNESCO as 
part of that process. You've used that as an example. 

Now internationally, this has been set aside. And that is not the 
role of this Administration or the Bush Administration or the 
Reagan Administration. And by the way, you say you sent me a let­
ter. I can't recall seeing it, but I want to know where the rest of 
them were. 

Do you have records of that too? 
Of the ones for Noatak and the ones for Wrangells, and one for 

Denali and one for, let's see, Noatak, Denali, Gates of the Arctic, 
do you have records for that too? 

I'm going back to the records. 
Mr. FRAMPTON. If you're referring to---
The CHAIRMAN. The notifications to the Congress. 
Mr. FRAMPTON. [continuing]-that I made when you were out? 
The CHAIRMAN. Yes. 
Mr. FRAMPTON. Mr. Chairman, that the statute enacted by Con­

gress in 1980 and the regulations require that at two points in the 
process that this Committee be notified of every proposal for World 
Heritage. 

The CHAIRMAN. Then what is your objection to this Committee 
acting on that? 

Under the Constitution, Mr. Secretary, don't you believe in the 
Constitution? 

Mr. FRAMPTON. I do believe in the Constitution. 
The CHAIRMAN. Don't you believe that we have the only right to 

designate a buffer zone? . 
Mr. FRAMPTON. Well, the World Heritage site designation doesn't 

designate buffer zones. 
The CHAIRMAN. But.you do. You do. You're trying to do one now 

in the Ozark, is that true? 
Mr. FRAMPTON. No, in fact it's-­
The CHAIRMAN. How about Carlsbad? 
Mr. FRAMPTON. Well, let me comment on that because I heard 

the gentleman here from the County Commissioner, testify that 
there is local concern about a 600-acre buffer zone being imposed. 

The CHAIRMAN. Not 600 acres, it's much larger than that. It's 
600,000 acres. 

Mr. FRAMPTON. That's what he stated. 
The CHAIRMAN. Six hundred thousand acres. 
Mr. FRAMPTON. Six hundred thousand acres? 
The CHAIRMAN. Yes. 
Mr. FRAMPTON. Well, I don't know where that comes from. 
What I do know is that the Park Service has, it's been a park 

since 1930. The Park Service has no intention or authority of im­
posing any buffer zone around Carlsbad National Park. 



40 

But I think it's interesting that in 1993, this Committee reported 
out and this Congress actually enacted a 6,000 acre buffer zone 
north of the park. 

The CHAIRMAN. Wait a minute. Was it signed into law? 
Mr. FRAMPTON. Yes, it was. 
The CHAIRMAN. The buffer zone was signed into law? 
Mr. FRAMPTON. Public Law 103-169, the Lechaguilla Cave Pro-

tection Act of 1993. 
The CHAIRMAN. That was one when I wasn't Chainnan? 
Mr. FRAMPTON. That's correct. 
The CHAIRMAN. And thank God for that because it would never 

have gotten out of this Committee. 
[Laughter.] 
The CHAIRMA!~. I'll tell you that. That gives you some example 

of what we can and cannot do. 
Mr. FRAMPTON. I'm not suggesting you voted for the bill, Mr. 

Chairman. But the point is Congress did in fact act to deal with 
some perceived threats to the cave system there from oil and gas 
drilling. 

That is the appropriate way to create a buffer zone around a 
park. There's nothing about the World Heritage designation--

The CHAIRMAN. You're suggesting to me now that this Adminis­
tration, your Department, which used to be involved with another 
private organization that believes in total wilderness, that you're 
not going to propose any buffer zones around any of these parks 
without the consent of this Committee? 

Mr. FRA.M:PTON. The Park Superintendent in Carlsbad has been 
trying to assure local residents that there is neither any intention 
nor any authority to impose any buffer zone around Carlsbad as a 
result of the World Heritage designation, or as far as I know, for 
any other reason. 

The CHAIRMAN. What I'm saying is, has he contacted the local 
people? Has he contacted my good friend back there, the Board 
Chairman? He says he hasn't. 

Mr. FRA...'JIPTON. There was a County Commission meeting. I 
think the gentlemen's testimony, written testimony actually con­
tains that. There was a meeting of the County Commissioners or 
Committee of the County Commissioners to discuss this concern 
this past spring. But people are nervous that, you know, the U.N. 
is coming. 

The CHAIRMAN. As I said, I'm not worried about the U.N. part 
of it, as I'm worried about you and this Administration using the 
U.N. definition to implement the buffer zone under the, like you 
did in Yellowstone. You can say that didn't occur. It did occur. 

By the way, Dean, do you believe Congress should have a role 
in this? You're a public servant for 42 years, take great pride l.n 
that. 

Do you believe that we have a role in this Heritage and this Bio­
sphere deal? 

Mr. BIBLES. I won't address the World Heritage issue, only in 
tenns of the Biosphere Reserve, many of the areas include private 
and other lands other than just the public lands involved. 

In tenns of designation or if it was a withdrawal from any of the 
uses under the terms of various acts of Congress, there would be 
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a requirement to come to the Congress in terms of recognition or 
pulling together a group of people. 

And I agree very much with Dr. Rabkin. Rarely do people sit 
around and just have a good time and it's all friendly. It's usually 
very controversial. People come to the table with very different 
opinions, but under the umbrella of the Biosphere approach, it's a 
way that people can sit down and solve their own problems. 

The CHAIRMAN. What is wrong-in your testimony you said you 
were against the bill. Mr. Frampton said he was against the bill. 
Now what is wrong with the Congress being involved in the process 
other than just notification? 

What you do now is say, hey, we're going to do this. We're going 
to make a buffer zone or an international deal, and you don't have 
anything to say about it. 

What's wrong with ·US having something to say about it? 
After all, we, under the Constitution,-now if it's private, that's 

between private people and I don't care, that's up to you guys-but 
when it comes to public lands or the effect upon private lands, the 
60-some odd landholders around Carlsbad, if they're not considered 
or they're not given all the consideration, then I think we've lost 
sight of this whole thing. 

Does anybody disagree with me on that? 
Mr. FRAMPTON. Can I respond to that, Mr. Chairman? 
The CHAIRMAN. Sure. 
Mr. FRAMPTON. I think in the case of World Heritage sites, there 

is a notification process that the Congress itself adopted from 1980 
and gives the Committees an opportunity to review these before 
they're ever nominated. 

With respect to the Man In the Biosphere Program, it's a little 
bit different because these things don't happen without State, local, 
and private initiative in the first place. 

So, I think it, you know, the Olympics is an international pro­
gram but Congress doesn't have to approve the terms of Atlanta's 
bid. 

The CHAIRMAN. That's a different story. We are talking about­
I had four witnesses up here previous who said they were never no­
tified, there was no public input to the agencies involved. 

Now are you calling them liars? 
Mr. FRAMPTON. I'm not sure any of them were talking about the 

Man In the Biosphere Program. 
The CHAIRMAN. The World Heritage program? 
Mr. FRAMPTON. Without local support, it doesn't move forward. 
In other words, suppose, as is the case in Kentucky with the 

Mammoth Cave, you have counties and private landowners and the 
State want to join the Man in the Biosphere Program in part to 
get funding or technical assistance or scientific help from other 
sites. Should they be prevented from doing that because Congress 
won't let landowners, States and counties? 

The CHAIRMAN. Private landowners, that's not the argument. 
That's where you come in, is public lands. That's what I'm worried 
about. You know, you put a chicken in the chicken house. 

And by the way, Kathleen, do you have comment? 
Ms. JACHOWSKI. If I could be recognized, I would like to say 

something about this buffer zone and the Department of Interior. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Go ahead. And then I'm going to have Helen ask 
some questions, and I'll be quiet. 

Ms. JACHOWSKI. I want to say this because I was one of the 
Americans in that Yellowstone situation last September, and I 
spoke before it. And it is specious for the Department of Interior 
to try to distance themselves from the role it played in that EIS 
situation in Yellowstone. 

They flew the United Nations delegation around over the area 
prior to the public hearing, so to speak, which was done on Monday 
or so, to look at the Crown Butte Mine situation. 

The Department of Interior at Yellowstone National Park and 
Superintendent Mike Finley were intimately involved in that. 

I, myself, spoke as regional geographer, as a single American. 
And the reason I did that, Mr. Chairman, was it was very clear 
that if you were not as green as you could be, you would never be 
allowed to speak. If I hadn't been what I am, which is many things, 
a member of the Wyoming Research Providers Coalition, a member 
of Park-County Multiple Use, would I have been allowed to speak?. 
My partner spoke as the president. I spoke as an American. ~rhe 
clearing on that was unbelievable. We were given, you said your 
name, they said we will call you back in the evening. 

After I spoke and after Mr. Childers spoke, Superintendent Mike 
Finlay got up and said, I want to address my comments directly 
to Mrs. Jachowski and Mr. Childers because he did not like me 
opening my mouth as an American and saying, I lay this insult of 
the United Nations being brought here not inappropriately but pre­
maturely because of the environmental impact statement, I lay this 
insult at the feet of the Department of Interior. 

There was absolute involvement and intent in the Department of 
Interior to sway that EIS., Mr. Chairman. And the buffer zone lan­
guage is in there and it reads, whenever deemed necessary, and it 
was their job to come and find a reason to deem necessary and use 
a smoke screen of trout, if you will. 

But the truth is it was manipulation of the National Environ-
mental Policy Act. 

Thank you. 
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Kathleen. 
Mr. Frampton, you have one minute to rebut. 
Mr. FRAMPTON. I wasn't there. I'm sorry. 
The CHAIRMA.~. You weren't there but your people were there. 

That's the thing, that's the problem with our Congress today and 
our agencies. You keep forgetting the people and that's why the re­
volt is still occurring. 

By the way, doctor, you're a professor. You don't raise your hand. 
I just wish more people listened to what you have to say because 
that is what this government should be about is the concept of sov­
ereignty. We hear a lot of that in Alaska, believe me. 

Dean? 
Mr. BIBLES. Yes, if I could finish the question you asked, why I 

raised the issue of process. 
The CHAIRMAN. I apologize. 
Mr. BIBLES. Under the current process, through the Man in the 

Biosphere Program, when local groups with local governing bodies 
submit a nomination, it's handled by the U.S. National Committee, 
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which is comprised of some 15 representatives, some 15 Federal 
agencies, but also others than Federal and not just university peo­
ple. 

And at that point, it goes on through the process if its approved. 
My concern about the legislation, the way I understand it, is that 

this would put it into something similar to the Wilderness Study 
process where it would have to go all the way through all of the 
multitude of agencies over to the White House and recommend it 
over here, which then moves it to a national agenda, and takes it 
away from the local people. 

If it were some method, like as in the law on the World Heritage, 
which required notification and the Committees could make an ac­
tion that they chose to, then I would not have the problem. 

I'm concerned. I've been involved too many years with studies 
that took us 15 years to get all the way up. So it's that process that 
I was concerned about. 

I did want to mention, I know the Catskills was mentioned this 
morning and when that nomination came in by a group to the U.S. 
National Committee last year, I noticed it did not have any of the 
county or city elected officials signed onto it. And the National 
Committee, at my recommendation, returned that back to the Cats­
kills to get that, and that is about the time that the public thing 
started. But it was going nowhere because it did not have those, 
and I feel very strongly that the local county commissioners-

The CHAIRMAN. Dean, my time is up. Can I ask why hadn't that 
occurred, what was wrong with the agencies. Why hadn't they 
made the effort to have the public input? 

Mr. BIBLES. In this instance, it was some local groups, it was not 
an agency. There was no agency per se that was pushing that par­
ticular one. 

The CHAIRMAN. Was it an environmental group? 
Mr. BIBLES. It was some groups, and I'm not, I don't know the 

people up there but they sent it in. It was a bunch of local people 
that thought they were doing well, but they did not have that par­
ticipation. 

The CHAIRMAN. I apologize to the lady. But you're up now, Helen. 
I apologize. I got carried away there. 

Ms. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Dr. Rabkin, I'm interested in knowing, you made a comment 

about black helicopters and people flying in to take over the park? 
Dr. RABKIN. Some of your constituents, I think. 
Ms. CHENOWETH. Did you ever hear anyone talk about black heli­

copters? 
Dr. RABKIN. Do I want to? 
Ms. CHENOWETH. No, I'm just asking you specifically where you 

heard about individuals flying in black helicopters to take over the 
national parks. 

Dr. RABKIN. There were articles in the press in which people in 
environmental organizations were characterizing the opponents or 
the critics of the World Heritage Committee, and the environ­
mentalists were saying that these people are worried about the 
black helicopters. 
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I don't know whether anyone was really worried about black heli·· 
copters. If someone is, maybe they do live in Montana, but I'm sure 
it's not one of your important constituents. 

Ms. CHENOWETH. I'm not from Montana. 
I appreciate your bringing it up because this is such an impor-

tant issue that I don't want it to be clouded. 
Dr. RABKIN. I absolutely agree with you. 
Ms. CHENOWETH. I appreciate your bringing it up, doctor. 
You work at Cornell in the Depa1tment of Government? 
Dr. RABKIN. Yes. 
Ms. CHENOWETH. And you teach? 
Dr. RABKIN. Yes. 
Ms. CHENOWETH. What eourses do you teach? 
Dr. RABKIN. International law, constitutional law, American po­

litical thought. In the past, I've taught administrative law and 
courses about Federal regulation. 

Ms. CHENOWETH. Have you ever published anything with regards 
to the relationship between treaties and constitutional law and 
which has higher authority? 

Dr. RABKIN. I've published some things which touch on this. I 
think it's very clear that the Congress, if it wants to, can override 
a treaty. That isn't the issue. 

But it seems to be so, there are important court cases which say 
that if there is a treaty, that Congress has broader powers to im­
plement the treaty than it would otherwise have. And that is some­
thing worth noticing in this context. 

If we have a treaty like the World Heritage Convention, we are 
implicitly authorizing Congress to take legislative measures to im­
plement that treaty, and it. may well be that something which Con­
gress otherwise wouldn't be able to do, it is now able to do because 
it says we're not exercising one of our enumerated powers but we 
are implementing this treaty. We are obligated or could be obli­
gated to do this as a matter of international comity. 

Ms. CHENOWETH. I want to thank you. 
I would like to see some of your publications on that. 
Thank you very much. 
Dr. RABKIN. Sure. Thank you. 
Ms. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman, I want to know, was C-SPAN 

notified to cover this hearing? 
The CHAIRMAN. We notified all the press we could, and they 

laugh at me about this , you know? It's an unfortunate thing. This 
is one of the issues I think that should be exposed for what it is 
and see why we can't be involved in it. 

Whether you agree or disagree with Heritage or Biosphere, I still 
think that Congress has a role. I don't even think UNESCO, under­
their Charter, they expect local input, they expect all these good 
things, and that has not occurred. 

And I'm picking on Mr. Frampton but he's not the only one in 
this ball game. There're other people. This has been going on since 
Richard Nixon. It's just that people didn't pay any attention. 

I think it's just time we bring this to the people's attention, but 
they didn't want to cover it. 

Ms. CHENOWETH. Thank you . 
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And of course I think it's odd that none of the Members of the 
minority under whose watch this occurred is here today, so--

l have a lot of questions, Mr. Chairman. I may need to come back 
after you talk about it or ask more questions. 

I want to ask Ms. Sibal, could you tell me what a State party 
is? 

Ms. SIBAL. Yes, ma'am. 
There are 146 States that have ratified the Convention, the 

World Heritage Convention, and each of them counts as a State 
party. 

Ms. CHENOWETH. What are the States? 
Ms. SIBAL. Oh, you're asking me what is the definition of "na­

tion"? I'm sorry. 
Ms. CHENO~'ETH. No. In the publications, we refer to State par­

ties. Someone refers to State parties. Who are the State parties? 
Ms. SIBAL. The member countries that have ratified. 
Ms. CHENOWETH. So the United States of America, under your 

view, is considered a State party? 
Ms. SIBAL. Ma'am if I can clarify. The whole designation is State 

Party to the Convention. 
Ms. CHENOWETH. Let me ask Mr. Bibles, you were mentioning, 

you were nodding your head yes, the United States of America 
within this framework is considered a State party? -···. 

Mr. BIBLES. Yes, I think in the context of these treaties, the 
State party would be the nation that has ratified and becomes a 
party to a convention is referred to as a State party, that being 
that nation. 

So Canada, if it ratifies, would be a State party. That nation 
would be referred to as a State party. All of the others. It's dif­
ferent from the States, our individual States. 

Ms. CHENOWETH. Mr. Bibles, can you understand the concern of 
the American people when we know the United States of America 
is the finest country in the world. We are the most benevolent 
country. We have led the world in peace. We have restored coun­
tries that were harmed greatly in war. 

This is the finest country in the entire world and you refer to us 
as a State party? I find that reprehensible, not against you person­
ally. 

But against the entire concept. You know, this cuts to the heart 
of the sovereignty issue. And no wonder people are concerned, just 
by definition. We are a member State of some larger organization. 

And I wanted to ask Ms. Sibal, in your comments, you mentioned 
a document entitled the Seville Strategy for Biosphere Reserves? 

Ms. SIBAL. Yes, ma'am. 
Ms. CHENOV.'ETH. Let me ask you first, now you work for 

UNESCO, or you represent UNESCO, and you live and reside of 
course in New York, right? 

Ms. SIBAL. That's right. 
Ms. CHENOWETH. And you, for the record, yes or no, you work for 

UNESCO? 
Ms. SIBAL. Yes. 
Ms. CHENOWETH. All right. Now didn't the United States of 

American withdraw from UNESCO in 1984 because of gross finan­
cial mismanagement? 
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Ms. SIBAL. Yes, indeed, the United States withdrew from 
UNESCO in 1984. The reasons were, I think, several. 

Ms. CHENOWETH. I find it odd. I mean, you personally are always 
welcome, but why is UNESCO being represented before this Com­
mittee when this nation, this government withdrew from 
UNESCO? 

I don't mean this personally, but I find this very bizarre. We ei­
ther withdrew and meant it in the Reagan Administration, or we 
didn't withdraw. 

Ms. SIBAL. Yes, indeed, you withdrew, ma'&m. But I was formally 
invited by Chairman Don Young, to be present here today, to sub­
mit a written testimony and to be present at the hearing this 
morning. I was given a time and a designation place to send exhib­
its, and I was given a place to arrive at. 

Ms. CHENOWETH. And again, I want to say with all due respect, 
you personally are always welcome. I just don't understand how, 
when we withdraw, we are now receiving testimony from an orga­
nization we withdrew from. 

Mr. FRAMPTON. If I could help, I believe President Reagan made 
a decision specifically to continue to participate in the Man In the 
Biosphere Program because of the positive benefits of the program 
to our country. 

So even though the program in the U.N. is administered by 
UNESCO, there was explicit policy decision made to continue to 
participate in this program. 

Ms. CHENOWETH. I wonder if you could get to me in my office the 
documentation of how we withdrew, what we retained. Would you 
mind doing that, Mr. Frampton? 

Mr. FRAMPTON. I think between Mr. Bibles and I and the Depart­
ment, we can do that, yes. We'll respond in writing. 

Ms. CHENOWETH. Thank you very much. 
Now with regards to the Seville document that you referred to, 

I am looking here on page 7, oh, excuse me, I am looking on page 
6 of the document. 

Goal number one says that to improve the coverage of natural 
and cultural biodiversity by means of the World Network of Bio­
sphere Reserves, and it states at subparagraph number 1: 

"It's recommended at the international level that you promote 
biosphere reserves as a :means of implementing the goals of the 
convention in biological diversity." 

Is that true? 
Ms. SIBAL. You have got it correctly. 
Ms. CHENOWETH. To promote biosphere reserves as a means of 

implementing the goals of the Convention on Biological Diversity. 
Do you see it there on page 6? 

Ms. SIBAL. Yes, indeed, ma'am. This is the first of those listed 
on page 7 of the Seville Strategy as recommended at the inter­
national level. 

Ms. CHENOWETH. Yes, and you know I'm on page 6, don't you? 
[Pause.] 
Ms. SIBAL. This is page 7. 
Ms. CHENOWETH. I'm on page 6, the page before that. 
[Pause.] 
Ms. CHENOWETH. Let me give you a minute to review it. 
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Ms. SIBAL. I see it now on page 6 in the text. 
Ms. CHENOWETH. OK. 
To promote the biosphere reserve is a means of implementing the 

goals of the Convention on Biological Diversity. 
Ms. SIBAL. Indeed. 
Ms. CHENOWETH. But we haven't, we haven't ratified that Con­

vention, have we? 
Ms. SIBAL. No, ma'am, you have not ratified that Convention. 
Ms. CHENOWETH. On down toward the bottom of page 6, we're 

looking under Objective 1.2, to Integrate Biosphere Reserves Into 
Conservation Planning. It states, "to encourage the establishment 
of transboundary biosphere reserves as a means of dealing with the 
conservation of organisms, ecosystems and genetic resources that 
cross national boundaries." 

Ms. SIBAL. I see that. 
Ms. CHENOWETH. And do you believe that does or does not im­

pose on a nation or a State's sovereignty? 
Ms. SIBAL. Is the question whether I see this as an infringement 

of sovereignty? 
Ms. CHENOWETH. Don't you think that is an imposition on the 

States' or the nation's sovereignty? 
Ms. SIBAL. The site, ma'am, does not cross into anyone else's ju­

risdiction. It stays with the country that hosts where the reserve 
is located. This is an exchange of information. 

Ms. CHENOWETH. This is an exchange of information, but it has 
no application under the law, right? Under the treaty? 

Ms. SIBAL. There is no treaty. There is a statutory framework 
which you will find at the end of the pamphlet which contains the 
civil strategy. This was a statutory framework that was evolved 
and accepted--

Ms. CHENOWETH. I thought we were operating under the Conven-
tion on Biological Diversities. 

Ms. SIBAL. No, not at all. 
Ms. CHENOWETH. That's what your document states? 
Ms. SIBAL. This does not operate under the Convention, but if I 

might just clarify that there is indeed no contradiction between the 
Convention and biological diversity and this particular strategy for 
the reason that the Biological Diversity Convention essentially cov­
ers three points. 

The first one is the conservation of biodiversity, the second point 
is the sustainable use of biological resources, and the third point 
is the sharing of benefits derived from biological resources. 

Ms. CHENOWETH. I thank you very much. I think your answers 
are extending way beyond my question. 

Ms. SIBAL. I'm sorry. 
Ms. CHENOWETH. And I don't, I don't want to interrupt you un­

necessarily but I do want to make sure that we stay within the 
timeframe. 

I'm looking on page 4, at the very bottom where at the middle 
it says the Seville Conference concluded with the following ten key 
directions were identified by the Conference and are the founda­
tions of the new Seville Strategy. OK? 

Under number 6, at the very bottom, it states, "extend the tran­
sition area to embrace large areas suitable for approaches such as 
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ecosystem management and use of biosphere reserves to explore 
and demonstrate approaches to sustainable development at the re­
gional scale, and for this, more attention should be given to the 
transition area." 

So this does include ecosystem management, right? One of the 
ten key directions established in the Seville Conference? 

Ms. SIBAL. Yes, indeed. 
Ms. CHENOWETH. OK. And also on the top of page 7, number 4, 

it states that it is the intention to link biosphere reserves with 
each other. 

Correct? 
Ms. SIBAL. Yes, indeed. 
Ms. CHENOWETH. OK. And so, as I understand it, the listing of 

an endangered species or something that is set aside under a cer­
tain ecosystem management or the use of biosphere reserves or 
heritage areas, the goal is to link them, right? According to the Se­
ville report? 

Ms. SIBAL. One of the goals is to link various biosphere reserves 
which exist around the world, and there are 307 of them. 

Ms. CHENOWETH. But on the bottom of page 4, where I quoted 
item number 6, it talks not only about biosphere reserves, but 
about ecosystem management and the approaches for all of them. 

And so it would appear that there may be a plan that is set forth 
in this Seville document to link all of these areas? 

Ms. SIBAL. Ma'am, if you will permit me, may I refer the ques­
tion to the Director of our Man In Biosphere Program who is here 
today? 

Ms. CHENOWETH. Certainly. 
Ms. SIBAL. His name is Dr. Lasserre. 
Dr. LASSERRE. Thank you very much. 
I present very shortly myself, and excuse me for my poor English 

which is like at times Franglais. 
I'm French and I'm a university professor at the University of 

Paris. I have a background in ecology and I have the Chair at the 
University of Paris on Marine Ecology. 

So I've been working with UNESCO for the last four years. I 
knew the MAB activities in Ceylon, and for me as my colleague 
from Cornell, this model biosphere program, whatever is the title, 
I don't like very much the title itself, ma'am, is a little bit sexist 
program. 

[Laughter.] 
Dr. LASSERRE. So we want to change that, and I hope it will be 

more than just changing the word people. 
But coming to your question, madame, I think the objective of 

the whole system is not really to create something which is outside 
of the country. It's really an exercise that the scientists themselves 
encourage very much. And we have done that, and we have done 
that as long as 25 years ago. 

We've had a lot of cooperation with the most distinguished insti­
tutions of the United States of America, like the Smithsonian Insti­
tution, like the National Science Foundation, the U.S. Academy of 
Sciences, many, many universities. And I should say the only sci­
entists are trying to understand better how the systems work as 
an ecosystem work, OK? 
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And what we discover, you know, recently was that there is no 
way of controlling the ecosystem without any involvement of the 
local population. That we agree completely with you. 

This is a strategy or an operational plan. It is not a legal text, 
it's just a program for scientific investigation. And what we want 
to do is have a series of experiments done in the real field and to 
stop a little bit the blah, blah, blah, you know, which is so useful 
in academic situations and universities and to see what we can do. 

So I think this program has many merits. It has a fault and the 
fault probably comes from the fault of communication with the 
local people. 

I spent 12 years in a very small village in France as a director 
of a very prestigious marine biological laboratory in France. Just 
like Woods Hole. 

And I think it's unbelievable, you know, when the directors of 
such marine institutions can speak with the local people, with the 
mayors, with all the parties. 

So to answer your question, this is not a political game for us. 
It's a scientific venture. We just want to say one thing to finish. 

The United States of America, most institutions are helping me, 
in fact, as the director of this program, to build in fact on American 
leadership; increasing integrated, I should say, ecosystem manage­
ment in propagating innovative actions in the developing world. 

We are working very closely with the Smithsonian Institution, 
with Conservation International and many others including univer­
sities in part to serve this idea of cooperating with local people in 
connection also with the democratic system between the people. 

And this is, as you know, difficult outside of this country. 
Ms. CHENOWETH. Mr. Lasserre, let me state my question in a 

way that we can get a yes or no. 
You are a very impressive man and I see that there are a lot of 

very impressive organizations working on this. But yes or no, does 
the Seville document indicate, as I have read, that ecosystem man­
agement areas or biosphere reserves and various other areas will 
be linked as stated on the top of page 7 in item number 4? 

Link biosphere reserves with each other and other protected 
areas through greeri corridors and in other ways which are not ex­
plained, that enhance biodiversity conservation and ensures that 
these links are maintained. 

That looks pretty clear to me, so? 
Dr. LASSERRE. Yes. 
Ms. CHENOWETH. Yes. Your answer is yes? 
Dr. LASSERRE. But, madame, I should say yes and no. It's a mat­

ter of discussion for the future. If this doesn't work, our answer 
will be no. 

Ms. CHENOWETH. I think it speaks for itself, don't you think so, 
Mr. Lasserre? 

Dr. LASSERRE. No. I think my answer is yes for the moment. 
Ms. CHENOWETH. Thank you very much. 
On page 7,--
And would you please stay at the table in case you're called on 

again. 
I was directing my question at Nina Sibal. On page 7 of this doc­

ument, in the middle of page 7, under recommended at the national 
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level, Item number 3, is to establish and strengthen or extend bio­
sphere reserves. Now that's to establish, strengthen or extend bio­
sphere reserves to include areas where traditional lifestyles and in­
digenous uses of biodiversity are practiced including sacred sites 
and/or where there are critical interactions between people, what­
ever that is, and their environment, such as periurban areas, de­
graded rural areas, coastal areas, freshwater environments and 
wetlands. 

So all of this, in addition to biosphere reserves and ecosystem 
management areas are also included, right? 

Ms. SIBAL. Yes, ma'am. 
Ms. CHENOWETH. Which means areas in our cities and our 

coasts? 
Ms. SIBAL. There is a list which you have read correctly, as ex-

amples. 
Ms. CHENOWETH. Pardon me? 
Ms. SIBAL. You've correctly read the examples that are listed. 
Ms. CHENOWETH. I am reading the examples from your report? 
Ms. SIBAL. Yes, ma'am. 
Ms. CHENOWETH. That you referred to. 
I have just a couple of other things that I wanted to talk to you 

about. 
Your statement emphasizes the goals of involving local citizens 

in the decisionmaking process for these designations. 
On page 4 and 10 of your statement, you cited the following 

quote from the "Operational Guidelines of the World Heritage 
Treaty." 

That quote, "participation of local people in the nomination proc­
ess is essential." 

But what you didn't mEmtion is that according to that same para­
graph, from that same document, the process should be kept as 
quiet as possible, nor should the public input prejudice decisions by 
the World Heritage Committees. 

In fact, a complete paragraph that you quote, in part, reads, 
quote, "in all cases as to maintain the objectivity of the evaluation 
process and to avoid possible embarrassment to those concerned 
State parties should refra.in from giving undue publicity to the fact 
that a property has been nominated for inscription pending the 
final decision of the Committee ... " that's the World Heritage Com­
mittee ... "of the nomination in question. Participation of the local 
people in the nomination process is essential to make them feel a 
shared responsibility with the State party in the maintenance of 
the site, now the maintenance of the site, but should not prejudice 
future decisionmaking by the Committee." 

I think that's a bit chilling and I would ask you or Mr. Bibles 
or Dr. Rabkin, do any one of you know who Abdul Waichuchiren 
is from Thailand? Who is that? 

Ms. SIBAL. Mr. Waichuchiren was the representative of Thailand 
in the World Heritage Committee and last year, he was Chairman 
of the World Heritage Committee. I am sure in fact that he was 
one of the four-member team that visited the Yellowstone site. 

The CHAIRMAN. And I want to refer you to the Billings Gazette, 
Billings, Montana, it's llOth year of its publication, it's number 130 
of that year. 
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It stated that the President of the World Heritage Committee 
said he is inclined to suggest that the international panel urge the 
United States to expand Yellowstone Park to encompass millions of 
acres of national forest that surround it. 

He's quoted as saying, certainly the forest areas around Yellow­
stone belong to the same ecosystem, and then he finishes his quote 
by saying, "all these lands must have protection so that their integ­
rity is not threatened." 

Now I find that kind of telling in the face of Mr. Frampton's tes­
timony that nothing here is going to impact on our private property 
or our land use. 

I just think that this issue needs to be opened up to the public, 
Mr. Frampton. 

And I think that we need to do away with the hysterical, political 
comments like former Governor Ann Richards from Texas has 
made in my State. And we just need to come together and sit down 
and lay the facts on the table and let the people know. 

I am appalled that the committee, who is the overall committee 
of this party State, according to them, has this kind of power and 
would suggest that our people be kept in the dark. 

Mr. FRAMPTON. Well, I agree with you a hundred percent that we 
need to do away with hysterical political statements. 

[Laughter.] 
Mr. FRAMPTON. The point that I was making was that the World 

Heritage Committee and the World Heritage Convention have no 
impact on our land use and our sovereignty. In fact, I'm very 
pleased that Mr. Ebell is here today because if there's any organi­
zation in the United States that might find some threat to our sov­
ereignty from these conventions, it would be his. 

And I was very happy to hear him confirm that these conven­
tions do not in fact limit in any way, private, Federal, or State land 
use. 

So whatever a member of the committee has to say about the 
Yellowstone ecosystem has no impact on the way we manage public 
lands through the Forest Service or the Park Service or other Fed­
eral agencies in the Yellowstone ecosystem. 

·The question of the integrity of the area and the management of 
Forest Service lands has been an issue for ten or 15 years, but 
those issues are addressed through interagency cooperation, strat­
egy and planning by the Federal agencies concerned in the case of 
Federal land managers, not by any comments that may be made 
by someone from Thailand or from the World Heritage Committee. 

Ms. CHENOWETH. Mr. Frampton, have you heard this member 
make any political statements in just asking if the Seville docu­
ment doesn't car:ry what I was reading, political statements? 

Mr. FRA.\-IPTON. Not at all. I agree with you that the Seville docu­
ment speaks for itself. 

Ms. CHENOWETH. l think it does. 
With regards to no impact, what about the Crown Butte mine? 

Isn't that a direct impact? 
Mr. FRAMPTON. Absolutely not. 
Ms. CHENOWETH. Absolutely not. 
I think the facts add up that it looks like i i;'s a direct impact. 
Mr. FRAMPTON. I disagree. 
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I think that the President's actions, public record is perfectly 
clear that the President was responding to his own briefings and 
tour and made his own decisions about the right result here, and 
I think it's, you know, a great victory that we were able to work 
out a consensual agreement with the company to buy out their in­
terests, protect the park and the rivers in the area from possible 
significant impacts from a mine. 

It has nothing to do with the U.N. or the World Heritage des­
ignation or the visit of the committee. 

Ms. CHENOWETH. I think it has direct impact and who briefed 
the President, who were the parties who briefed the President on 
his decision? 

Mr. FRAMPTON. I don't know. It wasn't me. 
But I know that last summer, and the summer before this past 

summer, the President agreed to a meeting, had a meeting with 
environmental groups and other local people in Jackson. 

Ms. CHENOWETH. But could you state for the record that there 
was no one involved at all from any international committees in 
the briefing of the President? 

Mr. FRAMPTON. I would be absolutely stunned to find that among 
the environmental groups or local citizens in the Jackson area who 
talked to the President last summer on vacation was someone from 
an international organi2:ation, but I can't say of my own knowledge 
that there wasn't. 

Ms. CHENOWETH. Now you listed the Yellowstone National Park 
area as a World Heritage area in danger in response to whose let­
ter? 

Mr. FRAMPTON. The committee in December of 1995, is that cor­
rect, placed the site on its list of sites in danger in response to their 
own site visit and reports. 

Ms. CHENOWETH. Now you're trying to tell this Committee that 
the world organizations, such as the World Heritage Committee 
does not have that much impact on agency decisions yet? 

Mr. FRAMPTON. I'm trying to say that it has no impact on agency 
decisions, and no impact, in this case, on the President's decision, 
and no impact on the EIS process. 

Ms. CHENOWETH. What about a letter that you drafted June 
27th, 1995, in response to Bernd von Droste's request stating that 
clearly there are threats to World Heritage values . Now this letter 
was directed to you March 6th of 1995. Mr. Von Droste's letter 
states, clearly, if there are threats to World Heritage values, the 
State party, meaning you and the United States of America, has 
a responsibility to act. They are directing this nation to act. 

And if enabling legislation is not adequate, new legislation 
should be considered, as was the case in Australia with respect to 
a Heritage site. 

You responded, June 27th of 1995, and listed, in response to this 
letter, listed the Greater Yellowstone area as an area in danger. A 
potential danger, you wrote in your letter, to the values of the park 
and surrounding waters and fisheries exists and the Committee 
should be infonned that the property, as inscribed on the World 
Heritage list, is in dange:r. 

You did that, didn't you? 
Mr. FRAMPTON. I don't have the authority to list any of the sites. 



53 

What happened in this case was that environmental groups 
wrote to the committee and asked them to consider putting Yellow­
stone on the international list as a site in danger. 

The letter to me requested that we make a report and an analy­
sis of that. 

And I wrote back saying that we would not do that. 
His letter made it clear that they had the authority to place Yel­

lowstone on the list, as they do under the Treaty, with or without 
the consent of the United States and with or without a visit to the 
site, and asked for us to make a report. 

I thought it was inappropriate at the time for us to make a re­
port because we were in the middle of the EIS process, and that's 
what my letter back to him said. We're not going to undertake the 
job of making a report and an analysis on your recommendation. 
We are relying on the EIS process. We don't know whether our con­
cerns will be taken into account in the EIS process. 

And I suggested that if they were going to consider listing it, 
that they ought to come to the United States and make their own 
investigation, and in the course of doing that, talk to all parties; 
the mining company, the Park Service, State and local officials, the 
environmental groups that had written to them, and others. 

And that's what they did, which of course they had the authority 
to do whether I had suggested it or not, since we're not in the busi­
ness of barring foreign visitors from Yellowstone. 

Ms. CHENOWETH. Mr. Frampton, in your letter that you and I are 
both referring to, you state, The Secretary of Interior and the Na­
tional Park Service have clearly expressed strong reservations with 
the New World Mine proposaL 

Mr. FRAMPTON. That's correct. 
Ms. CHENOWETH. And then you went on to--­
Mr. FRAMPTON. And they had. 
Ms. CHENOWETH. [continuing]-to say that we believe, we believe 

that a potential danger to the values of the park exists and that 
it is in danger? 

Mr. FRAMPTON. That's correct. 
Ms. CHENOWETH. OK. And that's what precipitated a lot of this 

action with regards to Crown Butte. 
Mr. FRAMPTON. This was several years into the public con­

troversy about the mine. And I don't believe that my letter 
precipitated any action by President Clinton. 

Ms. CHENOWETH. I think that you under-estimate yourself, your 
humility. 

Mr. FRAMPTON. Thank you, Madame Chairman. 
Mr. EBELL. Madame Chairman, could I add to Assistant Sec­

retary Frampton's comments since he's cited me as an authority? 
Perhaps I could make what I hope will be accepted as an authori­

tative statement about the Yellowstone affair. 
It is a misunderstanding to think that the World Heritage Com­

mittee leaned on the Clinton Administration to take some action in 
the New World Mine. 

The Clinton Administration made a decision some time ago that 
they didn't want the New World Mine project to go ahead regard­
less of the laws of the United States and of Montana. 

How do you stop it? 
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You stop it through political pressure. 
How do you gin up public pressure against that project? 
They found various ways of doing that. One of them was to call 

in the World Heritage Committee which, on the basis of a very cur­
sory examination of the situation, then voted to declare Yellow­
stone a World Heritage In Danger Site. 

Now, there are two keys here. One is make sure that the commit­
tee acts on the basis of very poor scientific information. Make sure 
that the input is very poor and one-sided. 

And two, use the committee's involvement or visit and its deci­
sion to list Yellowstone for publicity purposes. Make the public 
aware that Yellowstone is a World Heritage In Danger Site, so that 
the Administration can then go ahead and soften up public opinion 
and soften up the company that owns the New World Mine so that 
you can then go in and say, well, let's make a deal. 

That's how they stymied this project. They first turned public 
opinion against the project, and the World Heritage Committee was 
used as a tool of that process, it was not the initiating source. 

And I hope Assistant Secretary Frampton will accept that as an 
authoritative description of how that came about. 

Mr. FRAMPTON. I would not accept that as accurate, authoritative 
or accurate description. 

In fact, by the time the committee acted, the President had al­
ready instructed that we seek to negotiate with the company to see 
whether a mutually agreeable resolution of the entire issue could 
be worked out, and it has been. 

Ms. CHENOWETH. I really want to thank this panel for all of 
your-Ms. Sibal, I want to get back to you-but as the Chairman 
said, we have not been leaning unduly on the U.N. 

What we are doing is asking our representatives of the Adminis­
tration how this happened, how a decision to list or to recommend 
that Yellowstone is in danger when the EIS hadn't even been pro­
duced yet, I think these are unanswered questions that need to be 
answered. · 

And certainly I would not presume as to who the President 
looked to with regard to his visit or any decisions he may make. 
This is a fact-finding Committee and we're simply asking ques­
tions. 

I'm not sitting in the Chairman's chair, but I'd like to call on Mr. 
Pombo. 

Mr. POMBO. Thank you. 
I just had a couple of questions of the panel. 
Mr. Frampton, just to clarify in your statement, you say that 

H.R. 3752 would unnecessarily encumber successful land manage­
ment efforts. 

Which successful land :management efforts would this bill encum­
ber? 

Mr. FRAMPTON. Well, we had quite a bit of discussion this morn­
ing about the fact that the Man In the Biosphere Program is basi­
cally a grass roots program. 

Collections of organizations, local governments, stakeholders, 
don't by and large participate in the program unlf!ss there's a lot 
of local support. 



55 

If those groups that want to participate in the program in the fu­
ture can't do that without congressional legislation, then it's likely 
that in many cases, that won't happen. 

Mr. POMBO. What authority do they have over land management 
efforts? Is there Federal law that gives them authority to--

Mr. FRAMPTON. Who is "they"? 
Mr. POMBO. The group that you just talked about, the Man In 

the Biosphere? 
Mr. FRAMPTON. No. 
Mr. POMBO. So under whose authority are they operating under 

to manage land? 
Mr. FRAMPTON. They don't manage land. 
Mr. POMBO. Well, then which successful land management efforts 

would--
Mr. FRAMPTON. I'm talking about the land management efforts 

of private landowners and Federal agencies and State agencies who 
take advantage of the program for technical assistance, for sci­
entific funding, for communication with other sites for education in 
places ranging from the Smokies to, you know, the Pacific North­
west. 

Mr. POMBO. So under whose authority are they operating under 
to-

Mr. FRAMPTON. The authority of U.S. laws. Under what author­
ity does a private landowner manage his land? 

Mr. POMBO. I'm not, I'm not following exactly what you're saying 
because either they have authority or they don't. 

Further on in your statement, you say that the United Nations 
does not have any authority to affect Federal land management de­
cisions? 

Mr. FRAMPTON. That's correct. 
Mr. POMBO. I would agree with that statement that they don't, 

but you also say that this bill would encumber successful land 
management efforts, and I think those two statements are con­
tradictory because either they have authority and this would stop 
it, or they have no authority and this is clarifying that they do not 
have authority to manage lands within the United States. 

Mr. FRAMPTON. Well, I think you're misunderstanding my lan­
guage, or perhaps my testimony wasn't very well drafted or felici­
tous, but the point is that these programs have been very success­
ful for local grass roots efforts, counties, States, Federal land man­
agers, private landowners to cooperate in ways that enhance their 
collaborative management of their own individual lands, and the 
program has been a success. 

There are no problems with the program. 
There are no violations of our sovereignty with the program. 
And for Congress to be involved in this is likely to make this a 

top down, bureaucratic and much less effective and inefficient pro­
gram. 

That's what I was trying to express in my testimony. 
Mr. POMBO. Why do you feel that has to be done either at a Fed­

eral level or an international level instead of at a local level? 
Mr. FRAMPTON. It doesn't. 
Mr. POMBO. If it truly is a grass roots property owner driven ef­

fort, then there is no Federal or international statute which should 
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be necessary for them to do that. And if you just eliminated that 
Federal or international effort, if it's truly driven by the grass 
roots, if it's truly driven by the local and the private property own­
ers, they could do that without the Federal or the international--

Mr. FRAMPTON. Well, there is no Federal statute, there is no 
international treaty. It's basically a technical assistance, edu­
cational and scientific program providing assistance and commu­
nication and helping to link together people who are addressing 
common problems in different parts of the country and the world 
so that they can learn from one another. 

Mr. POMBO. I don't see how the prohibition on that would im­
pact-you know, your rhetoric or what you're saying does not ne­
cessitate us having this kind of a program in order to make it 
work. 

Mr. FRAMPTON. The bill would prevent, the bill would prevent 
private landowners, loc:al governments, and States and Federal 
agencies from taking advantage of the benefits of this program if 
they wanted to unless Congress passed a statute. 

We think that's unnecessary. 
Mr. POMBO. I think you're mischaracterizing what the bill would 

do. Either you're mischaracterizing what the bill would do, or 
you're mischaracterizing what the organization does. Because if it 
truly is local and grass roots-driven, they don't need congressional 
approval. 

Mr. FRAMPTON. But the bill would require congressional ap­
proval. That's the point. That's exactly my point. It makes it a top­
down Federal congressionally-controlled program instead of a grass 
roots program. That's what--

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman yield? 
I can modify that and say if the Congress does not object, it auto­

matically becomes. But if we do object, it's dead. What's wrong with 
that? 

Mr. FRAMPTON. Well, I think that would be either a notification 
process which in effect gives the Committees the chance to weigh 
in on a potential World Heritage--

The CHAIRMAN. And that's what we want to do. That's our au­
thority . 
. Mr. FRAMPTON. [continuinng]-which is already in existing law. 

That's the process that was set up. 
The CHAIRMAN. But that's not the way it works. Go ahead. 
Mr. FRAMPTON.-would not be objectionable. 
Mr. POMBO. And just to follow up on that, Mr. Frampton, in the 

first panel, we had one county commissioner who testified that they 
weren't even notified that this was happening, that the private 
property owners, the local elected officials had no knowledge that 
this was even going on until after it had already happened. 

In at least that one instance, and on panel three, there's two 
other local elected officials that will testify, if it's locally-driven, 
why are these people saying that they had no knowledge that this 
was going on, if that's the case. 

Mr. FRAMPTON. We've been discussing the Man In the Biosphere 
Program. I heard the testimony. The testimony was by a county 
commissioner in the county in which Carlsbad Caverns National 
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Park is located, and he was speaking of the designation of the park 
as a World Heritage site. 

I'm not familiar with what the process was there except that I 
know that the application for designation, which of course was in 
the Federal Register, and the committees were notified, went on 
over a period of years, and my understanding is that this was a 
subject that was in the local newspapers quite a bit over a period 
of years. 

Whether there were meetings or briefings, I have no knowledge. 
I heard his testimony. 

Mr. POMBO. Well, I obviously don't know if it was in their local 
papers. I would assume that somebody who is a county commis­
sioner from that area at least picks up the paper and would notice 
something like that. 

Mr. FRAMPTON. I would assume so too. 
Mr. PoMBO. Mr. Frampton, I'd also like to have your comment 

on something. A World Heritage Committee member, Robby Robin­
son, on the McNeil-Lehrer News Hour, made the following state­
ment: 

''Yellowstone is a very special place in terms of the National 
Parks Movement, we as National Parks administrators, regard it 
as a shrine. This is where the worldwide national park system 
started. Therefore, I personally think that the World Heritage 
Committee has to look at it irrespective of the process that is going 
on in the United States." 

How do you balance that with maintaining our control our sov­
ereignty over our decisions as to what happens? 

Mr. FRAMPTON. Well, they were looking at it with respect to the 
process of whether they would list it as a site in danger, which 
they did. That has no impact on our land management standards 
or decisionmaking. 

Mr. POMBO. And it didn't change or impact, it made no dif­
ference? 

Mr. FRAMPTON. I do not believe President Clinton was influenced 
one way or another from the course of action he had already under­
taken to try to see if we could negotiate a buyout with the com­
pany. 

Mr. POMBO. Ms. Sibal--
Dr. RABKIN. Excuse me. I've got to go catch a plane, so thank you 

very much for inviting me. 
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, doctor. 
The gentleman from California, how much longer are you going 

to be? 
Mr. POMBO. I just wanted to ask her to respond to that in terms 

of what Mr. Frampton is saying that it makes no impact, it doesn't 
influence their decision whatsoever. 

How would you respond to that? 
Ms. SIBAL. Thank you, sir, for asking that question, because I've 

been wanting to tell Congresswoman Chenoweth about this par­
ticular section in the report of the World Heritage Committee 
which exactly goes to this point. 

In Berlin is where in December 1995, the Wodd Heritage Com­
mittee took a decision to put Yellowstone Park on the list of World 
Heritage In Danger. 
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And I just wanted to read what I read earlier, but another para­
graph on this. 

It said. "During the discussion it was noted that whether the 
State party should grant a permit to the mining company or not 
is entirely a domestic decision of the State party," that is, of the 
United States in this case.It was further stated "that there is no 
wording in the convention or the operational guidelines which 
could lead to an interference in sovereignty. We are very cautious 
on this point." 

And then the last paragraph, which actually sums up the deci­
sion that was taken by the committee: "On the basis of both the 
ascertained dangers and potential dangers, the committee decided 
that Yellowstone National Park be placed on the list of World Her­
itage in Danger, and that the committee should request continuing 
reports on the result of the EIS, and mitigating actions being taken 
to ensure, in due course, the removal of the site from the list of 
World Heritage in Danger." Thank you. 

The CHAIRMAN. Well, again, though, it goes back to-the EIS has 
been killed by this Administration. I mean, there's no further re­
ports. It's that simple. I would like to excuse the panel at this time, 
because there's another panel that has to come up. One of the per­
sons, if they have not left already-! apologize. They may have al­
ready left. 

Ms. TANTILLO. I'm still here. 
The CHAIRMAN. OK, good. We'll take Rob Gordon on, and then 

George McGowan. 
The CHAIRMAN. I'll have the Honorable Fawn Tantillo now. OK, 

would you please take the stand? You'll be the first witness up. 
I thank the gentleman from California. I apologize, but I know 

that there's some planes to be caught here. 
Ms. TANTILLO. I appreciate your helping me out here. 
The CHAIRMAN. Have we got all three up here? One of them looks 

like he had an accident before he got here. 
OK, Fawn, you're up. 

STATEMENf OF HONORABLE FAWN A. TANfiLLO, ULSTER 
COUNTY LEGISLATURE, NEW PALTZ, NY 

Ms. TANTILLO. Thank you very much. 
Well, my name is Fawn Tantillo, and I'm a county legislator in 

Ulster County, New York, and I'm here to support H.R. 3752 as a 
real godsend. I currently serve on the Ulster County Legislature's 
Environmental and Consumer Affairs Committee. I'm a member of 
the New York State Area 48 Deer Management Task Force, and 
the New York State Forest Practice Board. 

Ulster County is the home of the Shawangunk Mountains, the 
gateway to the Catskill Mountains, and we're at the very heart of 
the Hudson Valley. I've enclosed a County Guide in my testimony 
to give you a better picture of Ulster County. It's also the home of 
the John Burroughs Society, and legend has it, it was a favorite 
visiting spot of naturalists like John Muir, Henry Thoreau, and 
Teddy Roosevelt. We shelter the Ashokan and Roundout Reservoirs 
that are keystones to New York City's drinking water. 

Agriculture has always been our mainstay, but it's easy to under­
stand why we attract thousands of tourists every year, and tourism 
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has become our largest growth industry. According to figures from 
State and Federal surveys, sportsmen alone spend over $40 million 
annually in our county, and that's quite a bit for us. We believe in 
the wise use of our resources for all our citizens, and we do not ad­
vocate an elitist, preservationist agenda that would lock up these 
resources. 

Ulster County is still recovering from the downsizing of IBM and 
the loss of thousands of jobs. This was a genuine economic disaster 
for our county. 

With the help of Governor Pataki, we're beginning to turn things 
around, but it's important for you to understand that Ulster Coun­
ty wants to maintain the careful balance that we have achieved in 
conserving natural resources, at the same time embracing new de­
velopment. 

This was threatened on December 15, 1994, when an application 
was submitted for designation of the Catskill region as part of a 
UNESCO Biosphere. This was done without the knowledge or con­
sent of the Ulster County Legislature. I would certainly hope that 
UNESCO would consider us a stakeholder in all of this. 

In fact, on July 14, 1994, before the application was submitted, 
the Ulster County Legislature went on record and passed Resolu­
tion Number 200, which I have attached, reinforcing our desire to 
retain a strong home rule over our lands and waterways, and actu­
ally opposed any further takeover by outside interests, including 
the Federal Government Heritage areas. 

We were assured by the advocates of this application that it was 
merely an honorary designation-all of the things you've heard 
today-that it would enhance tourism, make us eligible for grants. 
However, we soon began to hear words like "re-wilding," "core 
areas," "eco-region." 

We began to learn that we would have nothing to say about how 
this Biosphere was set up or regulated, and that some Biosphere 
core areas are actually depopulated. I could give you an example 
of that when I finish my testimony. 

Our efforts to unravel the proposal were frustrated by having 
questions answered in environmental double-speak, much of which 
I've heard here today. When we asked for guarantees that our 
parks and open space would remain open to traditional land uses 
like hunting, fishing, hiking, and camping, we learned that this 
Biospher~ designation could actually replace our endeavors toward 
conversation with outside preservationist influences. 

As at public information session that we, the legislature set up 
to try to find out what was going on, it was clear that the vast ma­
jority of people of our county were alarmed and angry that outside 
groups with questionable motives were threatening traditional land 
uses, property values, and home rule. 

This is unacceptable to the majority of the people that I rep­
resent, and I believe it's unacceptable to most Americans. Our 
State Senator, Charles Cook, was also equally alarmed, and I've 
enclosed his letters and newspaper articles where he requested this 
be removed. 

I believe it was, in part, because of this outrage that the sponsors 
ultimately have pulled the application, but it's still out there. It's 
ironic that the very reason this area is being considered was be-
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cause the local people have done a great job in protecting it and 
conserving the natural resources over the years. By maintaining 
this strong balance between protecting our natural resources and 
inviting the rest of the world to come share it with us, we're going 
to be pushed out of the formula for its protection. 

I believe that H.R. 3752 would correct this situation. It reinforces 
home rule, yet it leaves the door open for UN Biosphere designa­
tion, when we, the people of the United States, feel it's in our best 
interests. Like other recent decisions discussed here today concern­
ing UN command of C.S. troops, and UN insignia being worn by 
United States forces, it recognizes that there may be times when 
it's in our best interests, the best interests of the United States, to 
join forces with the United Nations. 

But we should always reserve our right to self determination. 
H.R. 3752 protects the individual and private interest because it 
addresses some very realistic concerns. I truly believe that for any 
conservation effort to develop into a long-term plan, it must have 
the support and involvement of the people who love the land and 
have a personal stake in its future--! mean a personal stake in its 
future. 

Outside legislation and control that gives no voice or power to 
the people that are affected is doomed from the very start. I cer­
tainly urge everyone to support H.R. 3752. 

The example that I referred to about-I was surprised to hear 
Mr. Frampton say that he knew of no restrictions associated with 
UNESCO, and of no problem. I didn't copy this, but I could cer­
tainly make it available. 

In 1991, the Wo-Long Nature Preserve in Tibet saw the forced 
evacuation-it's a UNESCO Biosphere--it saw the forced evacu­
ation of the Tibetan people. Farmers that had farmed land for gen­
erations were forced off their farms. If these people were doing any­
thing to harm the Panda Bear, which is the reasoning that they 
gave to move these people, the Panda Bear would have been extinct 
a long time ago. 

We are certainly stakeholders in all of this, and we are the peo­
ple who know what's best for our community. I was very alarmed 
when this whole thing first came up, the way we heard about it 
through the rumor mill , when I was first approached by sportsmen 
saying, what is this going to do to hunting on State land? And 
there's a lot of private land. This is not Federal land. This is State 
and private land in thE~ Catskill Park and the Mohawk Preserve. 

I said, you know, they can't do something like what you're talk­
ing about. That's not possible. It couldn't possibly happen. And 
when I discovered that it was a very real possibility, we were 
shocked and alarmed. 

And we really were left out of this entire loop. I made several 
attempts to contact UNESCO directly. I could not get any informa­
tion from them directly. We invited them to come to our informa­
tional hearing and explain to us what they were about, and no one 
came. 

[The prepared statement and materials of Fawn A. Tantilla re­
ferred to may be found at the end of hearing.] 

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Fawn. I want to suggest one thing. 
The reason I'm having these hearings is because I'm very con-
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cerned about our sovereignty and our control over our lands. I am 
also very concerned about this Administration and their implica­
tions. 

I have said perfectly clearly that there have been other Adminis­
trations equally as bad. And that doesn't make it right. 

Ms. TANTILLO. I agree. 
The CHAIRMAN. It's a subversive type action they do. They say, 

oh, this isn't going to hurt. The check's in the mail. Don't worry 
about it. 

People get lulled into this idea, and then all of a sudden, you 
wake up and your people are lost. And so I compliment you as an 
elected official, in making them aware. Continue to do that, not 
only supporting this legislation. 

We can stop anything if there's an awareness, but, unfortunately, 
there hasn't been that awareness. 

Ms. TANTILLO. And it seems like there's a deliberate effort to 
keep people unaware. 

The CHAIRMAN. Absolutely. And then it's until it's too late. It's 
always that we've got to worry about the Panda Bear, or we've got 
to worry about the Goshawk, or we have to worry about something 
that doesn't exist. 

In reality, they take people's lives away from them without any 
consideration at all, under the guise of the environment and pres­
ervation. I just am very, very frustrated that this has happened in 
the past, and hopefully we can rectify it, and I thank you for your 
support. 

If you do have to leave, you're free to go. 
Ms. TANTILLO. Thank you very much. I would be happy to an­

swer a couple of questions. 
The CHAIRMAN. I have no questions. I am just very pleased with 

your presentation. 
Maybe Mr. Pombo does. 
Mr. POMBO. Just very quickly, Mr. Chairman. 
In your statement you say that on December 15, 1994, an appli­

cation was submitted. Who submitted the application? 
Ms. TANTILLO. Some local environmental groups. It was several 

local environmental groups. When we looked at who they were, 
they were all actually the same core of people who submitted it. 
But there were no public officials, to my knowledge. 

Mr. POMBO. You also went on to state that "we began to learn 
that we would have nothing to say about the Biosphere." 

What is that statement based upon? 
Ms. TANTILLO. Well, we asked, you know, how is this going to be 

set up? Who's going to control it? Is it going to be another level of 
management. We kept getting sidestepped that we weren't going to 
be involved in it. We could not find any documentation to show how 
we, as the people that were elected to represent the citizens of our 
county, were going to have anything to say about this. 

We were given the impression that UNESCO was going to be an­
other layer of control over this. There was a lot of innuendo. We 
never did get to the bottom of how a lot of this was going to be 
done because the application-when there was a tremendous public 
outcry, the application was withdrawn. 

35-376 0 - 96 - 3 
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Mr. POMBO. Do you have, as a local legislator, do you have land 
use authority in your county? 

Ms. TANTILLO. In some areas we do. We have a land use plan 
that was put together. For instance, we're just finishing up one to 
protect the New York City drinking water supply. Ulster County 
has probably done more to protect New York City's drinking water, 
than New York City ever did. 

At one point, they even sprayed dioxins around the reservoir to 
keep the grass from growing, certainly before the dangers of 
dioxins were known. But they were still storing those dioxins at the 
reservoir, and it wasn't until I got involved, and people like us-· 
you know, people who cared about the land, got involved to say, if 
you want to protect all this land, you have to take the first step 
and get rid of these dioxins. 

You have to take--you know, we worked a plan together with a 
coalition of watershed towns, and the county was involved with 
that. We've come out with an agreement. now that we're all quite 
happy with. And I think it's going to be a win/win situation for ev­
erybody. 

But we've been involved in this land protection from the very be­
ginning, as one of the stakeholders, and to protect New York City's 
water. 

Mr. POMBO. Did you feel that your local land use authority was 
threatened by this designation? 

Ms. TANTILLO. Absolutely. And we couldn't get straight answers 
for exactly what our role was going to be in that. Nobody would t•ell 
us we would have a role. So when we were not even involved in 
making the application, we did make some assumptions that we 
weren't going to be involved in the management of it, either. 

Mr. POMBO. Thank you. 
The CI-IAIRl'vfAN. Before you leave, I think you bring up a very 

valid point. Maybe what we ought to do with this bill, Mr. Pombo, 
is that any application to make this a Heritage area or Biosphere 
area, only can come from the elected officials of a region. To have 
an interest group propose this and have it considered seriously, is 
offensive to me, because i1: means that the people that are there 
aren't being heard. 

I mean, I can go form an organization and suggest that this has 
got to be a Heritage area or ought to be something else, you know, 
and it should be the elected. officials. 

Ms. TAL'ITILLO. It's certainly a land management application that 
might he perfectly logical in Alaska. It might not work in New 
York. Something that might-that the people in California might 
want to have, doesn't apply to Florida. 

The CHAIRMAN. It goes hack to the comment on sovereignty and 
independent thinking of areas. I want to thank you. You better 
catch your airplane. 

Ms. TANTILLO. Thank you very much. 
The C.fL.<\IRMAN. George, you're up. 

STATEMENT OF GEORGE McGOWAN, COUNCILMAN, LAKE 
GEORGE, NY 

Mr. McGOWAN. Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman. My name :is 
George McGowan. I'm a councilman from the town of Lake George. 
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I have served as a committeeman in my county for about 20 years, 
have been a member of the Farm Bureau. 

As an elected councilman from the town of Lake George, my 
township is entirely within the Biosphere Reserve. The Biosphere 
Reserve also encompasses the home of Congressman Gerald Solo­
mon, who vehemently supports this bill, H.R. 3752, and vehe­
mently supports the sovereignty of the United States. 

The designation came by stealth. I recently mentioned to the 
chairman of our board of supervisors of this matter concerning UN 
designation, and he looked at me like I had two heads. In a brief 
poll of other county legislators-we have a different system. Our 
supervisor serves as a legislator as well from the townships. Not 
one that I talked to was aware of this. 

The Biosphere will cut across State boundaries, and it will cut 
across international boundaries. This concerns me because then the 
regional jurisdiction will no longer have input by the people who 
are elected from the people. 

When they talk about grass-roots, I see that as baloney, because 
when you create an entity which doesn't exhibit the will of the peo­
ple, it's almost an oxymoron; it's doubletalk. The documentation 
concerning the Biosphere Reserve, some of it is almost Orwellian. 
You can't-the words don't mean what they say. 

I'm often reminded when Jean Kirkpatrick, having been refused 
admission to several of the committees at the conference in Rio, 
came back with the statement that sustainable development was 
simply a scam for redistribution of the wealth. 

We in the Adirondacks have a non-elected entity for land use 
planning, much like the Biosphere Reserve, and it's called the Adi­
rondack Park Agency. The Agency has been marked by 20 years of 
acrimony, denoted to their non-adherence to the rule of law, arbi­
trary executive rulings, always at the behest of the most severe of 
the environmental groups. 

What's interesting about this is that in UNESCO's literature, the 
Adirondack Park Agency is their designated hitter, and their man 
in charge is a man whose name is Edward Hood. He works for the 
Adirondack Park Agency. 

This is never mentioned publicly, but he is their man, and the 
Adirondack Park Agency does their bidding. What's very dis­
concerting to me is you have now a State person who works for the 
Department of State, who has sworn allegiance to this country, 
who is now serving as an entity for an alien power. And that's ex­
actly the way I see it, though that may not be the exact written 
word. 

Earlier, when Congresswoman Chenoweth spoke of UNESCO 
and the United States withdrawing their support for fiscal mis­
management, I seem to remember that UNESCO, the feeling was 
that the support was withdrawn because they were virulently anti­
American and pro-Communist as well. It's amazing that we would 
even-we would allow them to be in the same house. 

This restricted land use designations from the Adirondack Park 
Agency recently came down to one of their proposals which was one 
house per 2,000 acres zoning. The interesting thing is that when 
you take the Adirondack Park Agency's overlay maps, they coincide 
perfectly with the futurist Biosphere Reserve core areas. 
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The disconcerting thing in the literature from the Biosphere Re­
serve is that the core area will eventually allow no permanent 
human habitation. As one of those habitators, I will tell you that 
I will go less than willingly. Homeowners, farmers, and loggers will 
be more than a little irritated when they learn of their planned 
eradication. 

Sometimes hoisting someone on the petard of their own words is 
a good idea. In a UNESCO publication, which is Volume XX No. 
4, there is a quote, and I will quote it to you. It says "Biosphere 
Reserves provide the catalyst to marshall government agencies to 
provide perspectives on use and management problems." 

Well, translated into English, this statement means that local 
and State agencies will disseminate their politically correct infor­
mation and become the enforcers. How interesting that will be, 
that a foreign entity will call the shots, but it will be your neigh­
bors. All of this will pit neighbor against neighbor, and it's all by 
calculated design. 

Item 30 on the same page states that security for Biosphere Re­
serves should be assured through legal instruments. Where protec­
tion does not exist, it should be developed. The developing of a 
legal instrument for security. Anyone can see that means an en­
forcement arm. The only thing with an enforcement arm is ac­
countable to whom? 

I see I'm close to the end of my time, so I would propose, in clos­
ing, a question. When completely informed, what citizen would be­
lieve this to be anything but a UN management and control plan? 
What citizen, when the green camouflage is cut away, cannot see 
that the Biosphere Reserve is anti-American, and an end-run 
around our national sovereignty. Thank you. 

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you very much for your testimony. I 
appreciate that. Next, I'd like to call Rob Gordon, Executive Direc­
tor of the National Wilderness Institute in Washington, DC. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. George McGowen may be found 
at the end of hearing.] 

STATEMENT OF ROB GORDON, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
NATIONAL WILDERNESS INSTITUTE, WASHINGTON, DC 

Mr. GoRDON. Thank you, Madam Chairman. 
I'd like to thank you for this opportunity to present the views of 

the National Wilderness Institute on the effect of international 
land use designations, and personally congratulate the Chairman 
for introducing H.R. 3752. 

Last year, an issue of our magazine was about land use in Amer­
ica. We included several maps showing the extent to which land is 
owned by government agencies, or the extent to which it's regu­
lated under some Federal environmental law such as Wetlands or 
Endangered Species. 

While although our readers were often surprised by the size and 
extent of these federalized areas, they were at least aware of the 
programs behind them. Other maps that we included showed UN 
Biosphere Reserves, World Heritage areas, and RAMSAR sites, and 
brought a different response. Many people, including Members of 
Congress, called for information about these designations and said 
that they had never heard of these programs. 
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Clearly, these programs have gone on too long without public 
scrutiny. Although it's been around for 25 years, and the Assistant 
Secretary has claimed that it is a project supported by the grass­
roots-up, few people have really heard of the United Nations Bio­
sphere Reserve Program. 

Yet this program's recently released strategic plan reveals an 
ambitious agenda of land use plans, strategic planning, and con­
trol. The plan states, quote, "As the number of participating sites 
grows, so will the opportunities for the sites to coordinate their au­
thorities and capabilities for applying ecological principles to re­
gional conservation and development." 

This program is not just a government planner's wish for power 
in the future. Their document says, quote, "The plan is intended 
to be substantially implemented during the next decade, with sup­
port from U.S. Man and Biosphere member agencies, private orga­
nizations, and an expanding community of Biosphere Reserve 
stakeholders. 

According to the strategic plan, each Biosphere Reserve includes 
one or more securely protected areas, managed use areas where ex­
perimental research, educational activities, public recreation, and 
various activities occur according to ecological principles, and zones 
of cooperation for managing agencies, scientists, non-governmental 
organizations and others, to educate one another in the process of 
linking conservation, economic development, and cultural values. 

The World Heritage Committee was established under the Con­
vention Concerning Protection of the World Cultural and Natural 
Heritage. According to UNESCO, the treaty's, quote, "primary mis­
sion is to define the worldwide natural cultural heritage, and draw 
up a list of sites and monuments considered to be of such excep­
tional interest and such universal value that their protection is the 
responsibility of all mankind." 

The Convention thus assumes and affirms the existence of a 
world heritage which belongs to all mankind. The World Heritage 
Committee draws up the list of sites, which may-and these are 
the criteria which may seem quite wide-<Juote, "may exemplify a 
State and earth's evolutionary process, or be representative of bio­
logical evolution, or contain the natural habitats of endangered ani­
mals, be a scene of exceptional beauty, a spectacular view, or are­
serve for large numbers of wild animals." 

UNESCO also states that when a site or monument is on the list 
as seriously and specifically endangered, it may be put on to a com­
plementary list which provides for emergency measures. Now, de­
spite the Orwellian language, it's hard not to conclude that these 
designations carry with them an agenda that is alien to fundamen­
tal American values. 

To make these international programs conform to the higher 
standards set by the founding fathers for American government, I 
suggest, at a minimum, add a few reforms. First, we should add 
specific property rights protection, similar to the bill that recently 
passed the House, to areas covered by international designation. 

Second, written permission of each landowner should be required 
before his land is included in such a designation, and landowners 
should be able to opt out at any time at their sole discretion. 
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Third, people in affected communities should have a right to 
know of any consideration being given to designate any part of 
their neighborhood. There should be no secrecy in these programs, 
even for preliminary, pre-decisional material, and attorney work 
products. 

Fourth, there should be a clear line of responsibility so a land­
owner can find out who has the authority to decide issues affecting 
his land. 

Fifth, to demonstrate that these programs are not malignancies 
for which there is no curt:! , we should unilaterally remove the des­
ignation from some area presently listed. 

To be candid, I should say that what I would really like to see, 
and what I think would really be best, is to withdraw from all of 
these programs, so that people closest to the resource could make 
environmental decisions without interference from less informed, 
remote pressure groups. They are a waste of taxpayers money and 
should be abolished. 

But short of that, it is important to establish the precedent of 
unilateral withdrawal, even if only to serve as a check and balance 
against those who might abuse power. I realize that proponents of 
these designations claim they are merely benign and honorary ti­
tles with no regulatory power. If that's true, they should not object 
when we decline the honor. 

Programs imposed from afar almost never work in practice. The 
people on the scene usually have more specific knowledge, and are 
best able to devise appropriate solutions. One of our most respected 
conservation thinkers, Aldo Leopold, observed that to be successful, 
conservation programs must have the support of the local people. 

How far-seeing he was. These international programs are a giant 
step backwards. I think people would be better off without them. 
Thank you. 

The CHAIRMAN. I'm going to use my prerogative. I have another 
meeting to go to, and then I'll let the Chairlady go ahead. 

First, George, I talked to your Congressman, and he and I are 
in accord, and, hopefully, with any luck, he and I are going to be 
moving this legislation, even before this session is over. We think 
it's that important. 

I don't have any questions. I just can't agree more with what you 
said, that to have someone question your domicile, and telling you 
how to live, is against every principle I've ever had, and, I think, 
against America. 

I just want you to know that we are very serious about this. This 
is not aimed at any one group. It is aimed, though, at the idea that 
we're a sovereign nation. I do think this Congress has a role, if 
we're going to any of this activity. 

I will say that I do belileve that there is a tendency, especially 
with this Administration--without being partisan-but with this 
Administration-to believe in the one world concept, if I must say 
so, the idea that we're all under one roof, instead of separate roofs. 
I believe that we're under separate roofs, and that's why we're a 
great nation. We're separate States, we're separate countries, and 
we're unique in our own ri1~ht, and we're sovereign. 

I can only compliment both of you in your testimony. I would like 
to say that maybe the best suggestion would be to eliminate this, 
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like you just mentioned. I don't think we can do it. I know this 
President wouldn't. But maybe we ought to look at that at a later 
date, and we'll try to attempt to do so. 

I want to compliment both of you and thank you for sticking out 
with us, because it's been a long day. I do appreciate. Those who 
are at the last of the witness list sometimes have to put up with 
the most anguish. 

In closing-! do have to leave. We're going to continue this proc­
ess of finding out if, in fact--

Nina, you're still in the room. 
Has your organization-before you leave--ever suggested a Her­

itage area in the United States? 
Ms. SIBAL. Never. 
The CHAIRMAN. Yes, that's what I'm saying. We're blaming the 

United Nations and it's easy to do so. But really what you have to 
look at is how this act has been used by the Administration. That's 
what we have to look at. And I say Administrations. This one is 
worse than others, but others have also used it. 

I thank you, Madam Chairman. I do apologize. I want to thank 
the Members that were here. I do have to go to another meeting, 
and you can have at it. 

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I'd like to call on Mr. Pombo from California. 
Mr. POMBO. Thank you. I just have a few questions that I want­

ed to ask. 
Mr. McGowan, getting back to land use decisions. In your state­

ment you say that the local elected officials are rendered impotent 
in land use planning decisions. What is that based upon? What is 
that statement based upon? 

Mr. McGowAN. Where we are, the major decisions in land use 
planning are made by the Adirondack Park Agency. Local zoning 
and planning agencies have to take their-the rules that they have, 
they can be more restrictive, but they can't be less restrictive. 

So, even though you may get a permit to build a house in your 
neighborhood, if it is zoned, for instance, resource management, 
you are-it is near a wetlands, and basically if you live where we 
are, it's all wetlands. It could be called streams, rivulets, intermit­
tent streams, or, in some cases, even a tile line in an agricultural 
field. They become jurisdictional. So then they can, in fact, condi­
tion your application to the point of non-profitability or denial. 

Mr. POMBO. So if somebody had a piece of property in your area 
that they had intended on being a retirement home, and they de­
cided that they were going to retire and move out to a less popu­
lated area, they would not only have to come to the local city coun­
cil, the decision as to whether or not they would be able to build 
a retirement home on their property would have to also be ap­
proved by the Adirondack Park Agency? 

Mr. McGowAN. That's correct. 
Mr. POMBO. And in your statement, you contend that the Park 

Agency has melded its restrictions with the Biosphere Reserve re­
strictions? 

Mr. McGowAN. That's correct. That's actually in UNESCO's lit­
erature, that the Adirondack Park Agency will be their administra­
tors. 
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Mr. POMBO. So they've literally taken over the land use planning 
on the local level, in terms of whether or not somebody can build 
a retirement home? 

Mr. McGowAN. That's true. It happens in little ways, and it hap­
pens in huge ways. 

There have been--one of the techniques is to never deny an ap­
plicant. You just never get to the end of your application. There are 
some people who have been 10 or 12 years in simple applications, 
and ultimately they either run out of money, or they give up. 

Mr. POMBO. So, using my example of somebody building a retire­
ment home on a piece of property that they bought years ago, they 
may not ever actually tell them no; they just may make it so pro­
hibitively expensive for them to build that retirement home that 
there's no way they can afford to do it, and in that way, they've 
restricted their use of their property. 

Mr. McGowAN. Yes. It's a very interesting thing. We had a fa­
mous old 19th century club up where we are that had been bought 
by the Guiness Corporation, with the promise of bringing 200 jobs, 
year around jobs to maintain it as a world class resort. 

After spending $3 million on their application, one of the criteria 
was that grass clippings from the golf course had to be removed 
outside the Park. No one could make up anything that fantastic. 
There were 300 conditions, and when they finally took care of 
those, they were given another 180, and that's when they gave up 
the application. 

Mr. POMBO. You're saying that they had to remove grass clip­
pings? 

Mr. McGowAN. That was one of the criteria, and it was done for 
environmental reasons. They said that-the APA said that because 
pesticides would be used on a golf course, that would have to be 
judged to be removed outside the Park. 

Now, there were many other conditions. And they led them down 
the primrose path, and they never had any-there was never any 
hope that they would be granted a permit to build-to rebuild and 
restore this old club. And, as I said, they spent $3 million on an 
application, and ultimately went to Vermont, the State of Vermont, 
and bought another old hotel complex there called the Equinox. 

Mr. POMBO. You heard previous testimony both by Mr. Frampton 
and others, that this in no way impacts local land use decisions; 
that these are all locally driven. Private property owners, local 
elected officials, local people, get behind these and push these 
international designations through. Are you familiar with all the 
local private property owners and elected officials who drove this 
one? 

Mr. McGOWAN. I can tell you that there was a meeting that was 
scheduled by invitation only for the Biosphere Reserve, and it was 
held in Vermont. And a few landholders like myself attempted to 
go. 

When we arrived at the meeting, they had a little bit more of a 
crowd than they had anticipated. We were not of the groups that 
they intended to be there-Nature Conservancy, Audubon, Sierra 
Club, and so on. Governor Dean canceled the meeting. 

Apparently, the consensus that was to be received and released 
by press release, could not have happened with that. They would 
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not tolerate dissent. And that's the most graphic example of non­
grass-roots. 

To say this is a grass-roots upwelling to want a Biosphere Re­
serve is the most patently ludicrous statement I've ever heard. 

Mr. POMBO. I'm somewhat familiar with some of the problems 
you've had in your area in terms of property, private property, the 
difference between our States being that your State has very little 
federally owned property, and half of mine is owned by the Federal 
Government. 

So we have somewhat different problems, but if you were to put 
this up to a vote of the impacted citizens, the people of that area, 
is it your opinion that this would-to join an international Bio­
sphere region, is it your opinion that would pass overwhelmingly 
in your area? 

Mr. McGowAN. It would probably be rejected about nine-to-one. 
I would say at least nine-to-one. The rancor against the Adirondack 
Park Agency was so great and directed toward Governor Cuomo, 
that in other parts of the State, he ran about neck-and-neck, but 
in the Adirondacks, which is only-it's about 25 percent of the 
State, but we only have 130,000 people on 4.5 million acres-he 
was rejected by the voters five-to-one, six-to-one, seven-to-one. 

Mr. POMBO. Madam Chairman, I just have one final question for 
Mr. Gordon. 

You're quite familiar with Federal law, Federal policies, Federal 
regulations. I know you've spent a lot of time understanding what 
the Federal role should be in all of this. 

Do you think that, in your opinion, would it be at all inconsistent 
with our Constitution, with Federal law, to require that there be 
some affirmation by the people, whether it be at the Congressional 
level or the local level, before we join one of these Heritage areas 
or Biosphere regions or something like that? 

Mr. GORDON. No, sir. I think it would be absolutely consistent, 
at least with the principle and idea of our government, and, from 
my understanding, also within the purview of the Committee-or 
purview of this body to do so, and somewhat of an obligation, I 
think, to make sure that we don't go down the wrong path. 

Mr. POMBO. Do you think that by adopting legislation similar to 
what has been proposed here, that it would have severe impacts on 
land management, successful land management campaigns that 
have taken place? 

Mr. GoRDON. Well, first of all, I'd say that that's kind of a ca­
nard. I don't know of any successful land management programs in 
the United States that are occurring under the UN Biosphere Re­
serve. You know, the idea that this is some groundswell for creat­
ing these things across the country, because they're so successful­
I've never met anybody who's petitioned for one of these things. 

So people who do that are part of a professional group of people 
who are involved in the environmental community full time, and 
they favor more government involvement to less. It's not Joe and 
Sally Smith down the street who decide, hey, let's make our back­
yard a Biosphere Reserve. I mean, it's people who do this as a full­
time job, and they see the more planning, the better. 
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Generally, I believe that the more and more we have planning, 
and the more that planning is removed from the local area, the 
worse the results are going to be. 

Mr. POMBO. Finally, outside of public lands, are you familiar 
with any Federal statute, Federal authority, that would give this 
Committee or any other Committee of this Congress, jurisdiction 
over local land use decisions, as this gentleman has been talking 
about? 

Mr. GORDON. Well, there are innumerable pieces of legislation 
that assert Federal authority over land use and control, although 
they're not generally direeted to or called land use planning. Just 
take a look at the Endang•ered Species Act and the amount of habi­
tat that it affects, or the Clean Water Act and the interpretation 
of what constitutes wetlands and what that affects. 

You know, we have programs like that affect, in fact, tens of mil­
lions of acres. In addition to that, you have National Forests, wil­
derness areas, National Parks, wildlife refuges. We have national 
natural landmarks. We have wild and scenic rivers. We have Herit­
age areas, Heritage corridors, National Monuments. Why in the 
world we need something like this is really questionable. It just 
doesn't bear any fruit. It's just another layer of bureaucracy. 

Mr. POMBO. Thank you. 
Mrs. CHENOWETH. I thank Mr. Pombo. 
The gentleman from California, Mr. Doolittle, do you have any 

questions? 
Mr. DOOLITTLE. I have no questions. 
Mrs. CHENOWETH. I just have one question. Mr. Gordon and Mr. 

McGowan, I really appreciat e your testimony. I'm sorry that all of 
us have two or three Committee meetings going on at once, and 
we're trying to go back and forth. 

Mr. Gordon, the strategic plan that you cite is published by the 
U.S . Department of State, :lnstead of UNESCO? 

Mr. GORDON. From the Man in the Biosphere Program, I believe 
it was from the Park Service. 

Mrs. CHENOWETH. OK. I would appreciate having a copy of all 
the publications that you have pnblished on this subject. 

Mr. GORDON. I'd be very happy to provide that to you. 
Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you very, very much. I appreciate the 

time that you have spent waiting. 
I want to remind you, and say for the record that this hearing 

will remain open for the purpose of submitting additional informa­
tion for a period of ten working days. 

And with that, this hearing is adjourned. Thank you. 
[Whereupon, at 2:40p.m., the Committee was adjourned; and the 

following was submitted for the record:] 
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104'l'HCONGRESS H R 3752 
2D SESSION • • 

To preserve the sovereignty of the United States over public lands and 
acquired lands owned by the United States, and to preserve State sov­
ereignty and private property rights in non-Federal lands surrounding 
those public lands and acquired lands. 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

JUNE 27, 1996 

Mr. YouNG of Alaska introduced the following bill; which was referred to the 
Committee on Resources 

A BILL 
To preserve the sovereignty of the United States over public 

lands and acquired lands owned by the United States, 

and to preserve State sovereignty and private property 

rights in non-Federal lands surrounding those public 

lands and acquired lands. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

2 tives ofthe United States of America in Congress assembled, 

3 SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

4 This Act may be cited as the "American J.Jand Sov-

5 ereignty Protection Act of 1996". 

6 SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. 

7 (a) FINDINGS.-Congress finds the following: 
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1 (1) The power to dispose of and make all need-

2 ful rules and regulations governing lands belonging 

3 to the United States is vested in the Congress under 

4 article IV, seetion 3, of the Constitution. 

5 (2) Somo~ Federal land designations made pur-

6 suant to international agreements concern land use 

7 policies and :regulations for lands belonging to the 

8 United States whieh under article IV, section 3, of 

9 the Constitution can only be implemented through 

10 laws enacted by the Congress. 

11 (3) Some international land designations, such 

12 as those under the United States Biosphere Reserve 

13 Program and the Man and Biosphere Program of 

14 the United Nations Scientific, Educational, and Cul-

15 tural Organization, operate under independent na-

16 tiona! committees, such as the . United States N a-

17 tiona! Man and Biosphere Committee, which have no 

18 legislative directives or authorization from the Con-

19 gress. 

20 (4) Actions by the United States in making 

21 such designations may affect the use and value of 

22 nearby or intermixed non-Federal lands. 

23 ( 5) The sovereignty of the States is a critical 

24 component of our Federal system of government and 
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1 a bulwark against the unwise concentration of 

2 power. 

3 (6) Private property rights are essential for the 

4 protection of freedom. 

5 (7) Actions by the United States to designate 

6 lands belonging to the United States pursuant to 

7 international agreements in some cases conflict with 

8 congressional constitutional responsibilities and 

9 State sovereign capabilities. 

10 (8) Actions by the President in applying certain 

11 international agreements to lands owned by the 

12 United States diminishes the authority of the Con-

13 gress to make rules and regulations respecting these 

14 lands. 

15 (b) PURPOSE.-The purposes of this Act are the fol-

16 lowing: 

17 (1) To reaffirm the power of the Congress 

18 under article IV, section 3, of the Constitution over 

19 international agreements which concern disposal, 

20 management, and use of lands belonging to the 

21 United States. 

22 (2) To protect State powers not reserved to the 

23 Federal Government under the Constitution from 

24 Federal actions designating lands pursuant to inter-

25 national agreements. 
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(3) To ensure that no United States citizen suf-

2 fers any diminishment or loss of individual rights as 

3 a result of Federal actions designating lands pursu-

4 ant to international agreements for purposes of im-

5 posing restrictions on use of those lands. 

6 ( 4) To protect private interests in real property 

7 from diminishment as a result of Federal actions 

8 designating lands pursuant to international agree-

9 ments. 

10 (5) To pro\'ide a process under which the 

11 United States may, when desirable, designate lands 

12 pursuant to international agreements. 

13 SEC. 3. CLARIFICA'fiON OF CONGRESSIONAL ROLE IN 

14 WORLD HERITAGE SITE LISTING. 

15 Section 401 of the National Historic Preservation Act 

16 Amendments of 1980 (Public I.Jaw 96-515; 94 Stat. 2987) 

17 is amended-

IS (1) in subsection (a) in the first sentence, by-

19 (A) inserting "(in this section referred to 

20 as the 'Convention')" after "1973"; and 

21 (B) inserting "and subject to subsections 

22 (b) , (c) , (d), and (e)" before the period at the 

23 end; and 

24 (2) adding at the end the following new sub-

25 sections: 
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"(d) The Secretary of the Interior shall not nominate 

2 any lands owned by the 'united States for inclusion on the 

3 World Heritage List pursuant to the Convention unless 

4 such nomination is specifically authorized by a law enacted 

5 after the date of enactment of the American Land Sov-

6 ereignty Protection Act of 1996. The President may from 

7 time to time submit to the Speaker of the House and the 

8 President of the Senate proposals for legislation authoriz-

9 ing such a nomination. 

10 "(e) The Secretary of the Interior shall object to the 

11 inclusion of any property in the United States on the Jist 

12 of World Heritage in Danger established under Article 

13 11.4 of the Convention unless-

14 "(1) the Secretary has submitted to the Speak-

15 er of the House and the President of the Senate a 

16 report describing the necessity for including that 

17 property on the list; and 

18 "(2) the Secretary is specifically authorized to 

19 assent to the inclusion of the property on the Jist, 

20 by a joint resolution of the Congress enacted after 

21 the date that report is submitted.". 
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1 SEC. 4. PROHIBITION AND TERMINATION OF UNITED 

2 NATIONS BIOSPHERE RESERVES. 

3 Title IV of the National Historic Preservation Act 

4 Amendments of 1980 (16 U.S.C. 470a-1 et seq.) is 

5 amended by adding at the end the following new section: 

6 "SEC. 403. (a) No Federal official may nominate any 

7 lands in the United States for designation as a Biosphere 

8 Reserve under the Man and Biosphere Program of the 

9 United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Or-

10 ganization. 

11 "(b) Any designation of an area in the United States 

12 as a Biosphere Reserve under the Man and Biosphere Pro-

13 gram of the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and 

14 Cultural Organization shall not have, and shall not be 

15 given, any force or effect, unless the Biosphere Reserve--

16 "( 1) is specifically authorized by a law enacted 

17 after the date of enactment of the American Land 

18 Sowreignty Protection Act of 1096 and before De-

19 cember 31, 1999; 

20 "(2) consists solely of lands that on the date of 

21 that enactment are owned by the United States; and 

22 "(3) is subject to a management plan that spe-

23 cifically ensures that the use of intermixed or adja-

24 cent non-Federal prope1ty is not limited or restricted 

25 as a result of that designation.". 
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1 SEC. 5. INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS IN GENERAL. 

2 Title IV of the National Historic Preservation Act 

3 Amendments of 1980 (16 U.S.C. 470a-1 et seq.) is fur-

4 ther amended by adding at the end the following new see­

S tion: 

· 6 "SEc. 404. (a) no Federal official may nominate, 

7 classify, or designate any lands owned by the United 

8 States and located within the United States for a special 

9 or restricted use under any international agreement unless 

10 such nomination, classification, or designation is specifi-

11 cally authorized by law. The President may from time to 

12 time submit to the Speaker of the House of Representa-

13 tives and the President of the Senate proposals for legisla-

14 tion authorizing such a nomination, classification, or des­

IS ignation. 

16 "(h) A nomination, classification, or designation of 

17 lands owned by a State or local government, under any 

18 international agreement shall have no force or effect un-

19 less the nomination, classification, or designation is spe-

20 eifically authorized by a law enacted by the State or local 

21 government, respectively. 

22 "(c) A nomination, classification, or designation of 

23 privately owned lands under any international agreement 

24 shall have no force or effect without the written consent 

2S of the O\vner of the lands. 
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"(d) In this section, the term 'international agree-

2 ment' means any treaty, compact, executive agreement, 

3 convention, or bilateral agreement between the United 

4 States or any ag-ency of the United States and any foreign 

5 entity or agency of any foreign entity, having a primary 

6 purpose of conserving, preserving, or protecting the terres-

7 trial or marine environment, flora, or fauna.". 
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF FRED T. ALVAREZ 

Eddy County New Mexico is located in Southeastern New Mexico bordering the 
State of Texas and covers almost 4,200 square miles (2,677,760 acres) in area. Of 
this, 60.5% is Federal and 21.5% State leaving only 18% of the total land area in 
private ownership. Given these numbers, Eddy County is always concerned about 
any activity that may further encroach on our already limited use of land within 
our county. 

Local government and private citizens are constantly working to preserve what 
resources we have while still maintaining our local economy. Eddy County has his­
torically been dependent upon agriculture, tourism and extractive industries. Eddy 
County is the home to Carlsban caverns National Park and also has property from 
Guadalupe Mountains National Park within our boundaries. Most of the cattle pro­
duction and Oil and Gas production is dependent upon federal land leases. With this 
in mind, the increasing growth of the federal government for the management of 
lands in Eddy County have become an almost endless challenge to keep up with 
ever changing and growing federal regulations over the use of these lands. Contin­
ual updates of area management plans and resource management plans often do not 
take technical data· or public input into account when final recommendations and 
plans are implemented. 

Not only are the increased regulations affecting the use of public lands, they are 
now beginning to have significant economic effects on the use of private lands. It 
is becoming impossible to keep up with the increasing level of bureaucracy when 
trying to address public lands issues. 

Consequently, the recent designation of Carlsbad Caverns National Park as a 
World Heritage Site is bell!:nning to raise some major concerns within our commu­
nity. It is not that we don t feel this is an honor, but the designation could also be 
used to forward agendas of groups who may not have the best interest of the citi­
zens in mind. 

An example of this is the rumored buffer zone around Carlsban Caverns which 
has been talked about for several months in Eddy County. Although this has been 
denied by national Park Service personnel, we have been unable to secure any infor­
mation to make us think otherwise. Copies of documents such as the "Operational 
Guidelines for the Implementation of the World Heritage Convention" dated Feb­
ruary 1994, and the "World Heritage Treaty of 1972" continually talk about provid­
ing for "buffer zones" and additional protection of Heritage Sites. Is the National 
Park Service not capable of protecting and operating these resources? 

If in fact a six mile buffer zone were designated around the Caverns, as has been 
rumored, it would have a substantial effect on many individuals. this is shown by 
the following information: 
There are over 65 private property owners within six miles of the Carlsbad Caverns 

boundaries who own 34,795 acres of land. This is 21.8% of the land around the 
park. (source: Eddy County Assessor) 

There are 122,903acres of federal land within six miles of the Carlsbad Caverns, 
most of which is managed by the bureau of Land management. This constitutes 
77% of the area around the park. If this land were taken out of use, it would 
affect 33 federally administered gas wells and 1 active oil welL It would also 
affect 17,500 Animal Unit Months (AUMs) primarily on BLM land. (source: 
BLM correspondence) 

The remaining 1.2% of land is state or local government owned. 
It was stated by NPS personnel at a public meeting held February 26, 1996, that 

they would only use the Site designation if they felt it would further progress for 
getting what they felt would be needed at the caverns. We feel that this designation 
would be used to continue the battle to remove the underground lunchroom at the 
park, among other things. 

The local citizens of Eddy County were unaware of the World Heritage Site des­
ignation until after it had happened. The lack of understanding as to what authority 
this has over the park leaves an uneasy feeling with many in Eddy County. In the 
"Operating Guidelines", Section B-14. it states " ... participation of local people in 
the nomination process is essential. .. ". However, in the same paragraph, it states 
"States Parties should refrain from giving undue publicity to the fact that a prop­
erty has been nominated for inscription." If you have no publicity, how can you get 
public participation? 

The park was nominated for designation in 1994, designated in 1995 and had it's 
first public meeting, at the request of Eddy County, in February of 1996. This does 
not appear to be an open process. 

Because of this, the Eddy County Commission supports the legislation assuring 
local control over public lands for the betterment of present of future generations. 
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FRED ALVAREZ 
EDDY COUNTY, BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

September 23, 1996. 

Chairman, Committee on Natural Resources 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

RE: ADDITIONAL TESTIMONY ON H.R. 3752 THE AMERICAN LAND SOV­
EREIGNTY PROTECTION ACT OF 1996. 

T4Dear Chainnan Young: 
During the legislative hearing on H.R. 3752, held on September 12, 1996, the As­

sistant Secretary of Interior for Fish, Wildlife and Parks, Mr. George Frampton tes­
tified that he knew of no proposal for a buffer zone around Carlsban Caverns Na­
tional Park (CCNP). He appeared mystified as to how Eddy County, New Mexico 
citizens and their local elected officials got the impression that there was such a 
proposal. 

Since I had testified on the previous panel, I had no opportunity to reply to this 
assertion. Attached is a copy of the report by the International Union of the Con­
servation of Nature (IUCN) to the World Heritage Committee concerning CCNP's 
qualifications for designation as a World Heritage Site. In Section 3 (INTEGRITY), 
page 52, IUCN report states: 

"The treat that IUCN would underline as serious is the potential for oil and gas 
exploration along the park's boundaries and the associated construction of trans­
mission and storage ar<las that would accompany it. The problem has been studied 
by a panel of geologists who have recommended a "cave protection" zone outside the 
northern boundary of the CCNP." 

The report goes on to say that this information will be communicated to the 
American States authorities when CCNP is designated as a World Heritage Site. 

There was a bill introduced and adopted in December, 1993, to protect the area 
that covers what is known as Lecheguilla Cave. The "Lecheguilla Cave Protection 
Act" addresses drilling and exploration on the north end of the CCNP. Howevt!r, as 
you can see, the concern of the citizens and elected officials of Eddy County that 
listing of Carlsbad National Park on the "List of World Heritage" will eventually 
entail creation by the Federal government of a restricted-use buffer zone around the 
rest of the Park is very well-founded. As I testified at the hearing, this action would 
have a devastating impact on our local economy and adversely affect the property 
rights of out citizens. The fact that the Assistant Secretary and the National Park 
Service personnel choose to feign ignorance of the request of the IUCN is enough 
to warrant concern. 

I request that this letter and the accompanying IUCN report be made a part of 
the official record of the September 12, 1996 legislative hearing on H.R. 3752. 

Once again, I thank you for the invitation to testify, on behalf of Eddy County 
citizens, at this hearing. 

Sincerely, 
FRED ALVAREZ 

County Commissioner 
Eddy County, New Mexico 
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PROPERTIES {NATURAL) 
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Convention Concerning the Protection of 
the World Cultural and Natural Heritage 

Documentation on 
World Heritage Properties 

(Natural) 

World Heritage Committee 
Nineteenth Ordinary Session 

4-9 December 1 995 - Berlin, Germany 

Prepared by 
lnt!lrnational Union for Conservation of 

Nature and Natural Resources 
11 96 Gland, Switzerland 

2 October 1995 
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WORLD HERITAGE NOMINATION- IUCN SUMMARY 

CARLSBAD CAVERNS NATIONAL PARK (USA! 

Summary prepared by IUCN/WCMC !March 19951 based on the original nomination supplied by the 
United States Department of the Interior, National Park Service. This original and all documents in 
support of this nomination will be available for consultation at the meetinQs of the Bureau and the 
Committee. 

1. LOCATION 

Lies at the foothills of the Guadalupe Mountains, in southwestern Eddy county, New Mex1co. 

2. JURIDICAL DATA 

Carlsbad Caverns was first designated as a national monument in 1923 and redesignated a national 
park in 1930. Approximately two thirds of the area were also gazerted as wilderness in 1978. 

3. IDENTIFICATION 

The park covers an area of 18.926ha and overlies a segment of the Permian fossil Capitan Reef. 
An extensive cave system has developed w1th1n the reef as a result of sulphuric acid dissolution 
and of the 81 known caves. Carlsbad Cavern is the largest. Exploration of the Lechuguilla Cave 
has been undertaken only over the past decade and has shown it to be one of the most pristine, 
extensive and decorated caves in the world. 

Vegetation communities range from desert to coniferous forest. Some 800 plant species have been 
identified, of which three are internationally threatened: Sneed p1ncushion cactus. Lee pincushion 
cact•"s and Lloyd's hedgehog cactus. The faunal inventory includes 64 mammals, 331 bird and 44 
herpetofauna species. The caves are noted for their migratory bat species, especially the Mexican 
tree-tailed bat whose population is estimateJ at one million individuals. Various species of fungi and 
bacteria growing in the caves are of particular scientific and medical interest. 

4. STATE OF PRESERVATION/CONSERVATION 

Disturbances within the park include permanent damage incurred to speleothems and the cave 
ecosystem from tourism, decline in bat populations from the use of DOT as well as attempts to 
eradicate them in Mexico, oil and gas exploration. grazing by trespassing livestock. invasion by 
exotic fauna and the hunting of puma. 

The National Park Service employs 85 permanent and 40 temporary sraH and an updated 
management plan is due to be completed later this year. Separate plans have been prepared for 
visitor use and research of specific caves, particularly Lechuguilla. 

5. JUSTIFICATION FOR INCLUSION ON THE WORLD HERITAGE LIST 

The Carlsbad Caverns National Park nomination, as prepared by the United States Department of 
the Interior, provides the following justification tor designation as a World Heritage natural property: 

45 
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li) Contains examples of the ~najor stages of the earth's history and outstanding geological 
features The Capitan Reef complex dates back to the Permian period. some 280 million 
to 225 million years ago. The exposed sections of this reef lyina within the park are among 
the best preserved in the w•Jrld accessible for scientific study. Geologists are able to study 
the rock formations not only through cave passages which penetrate the reef but also in 
exposures uncovered throu1Jh e'osion. Fossils include bryozoans. pelecypods. gastropods. 
echinoderms. brachiopods. fusulinds. spong•s. trilobites and algae. 

On~going geological proces!:es are most apparent in the active portions of caves where rare 
speleothems continue to fo~""m. The most notable example of this is in Lechuguifla Cave, 
where helctttes are forming underwater. a process which has never been described from 
any other cave in the world. Manv other rare and unique speleothems such as the world's 
largest and most diverse cJIIection of bacterially assisted "biothems" have been found 
within Lechuguilla Cave. 

liiil Contains superlative natural phenomena or natural beauty The large rooms in Carlsbad 
Cavern make this cave uniQ·Je amongst other known and accessible caves throughout tt1e 
world. Lechuguilla Cave contains the world's largest and most extensive accumulations of 
gypsum chandelier speleothems. many of which measure over 6m long and hang from the 
ceiling in large transparent selenite crystals. The cave also holds the world's largest 
accumulation of hydromagnesite balloons. subaqueous helictites. aragonite "Christmas 
Trees" and in-cave elemental sulphur and has an abundance of other calcite and gypsum 
formations. 

46 
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WORLD HERITAGE NOMINATION • IUCN TECHNICAL EVALUATION 

CARLSBAD CAVERNS NATIONAL PARK (USA) 

1. DOCUMENTATION 

IUCN/WCMC Data Sneet 18 references) 

iii AC:ditional Literatur•~ Consulted: Herak M. & Stringfield V.T. 1972. Kar>t; Courbon 
P. et. al. led.). 1989. Atlas of the Great Caves of the World 369pp; Middleton J. 
& Waltham T. 1986. The Underground Atlas. 239pp; DuChene H.R. et al. 1993. 
Report of the Guadalupe Caverns Geology Panel to the National Park Service; 
USNPS. 1994. National Cave ~nd Karst Research lnst. Study. 36pp + annex. 

iii) Consultations: 11 I!Xternal reviewers, USNPS local park staff and cave specialists . 

'ivl Field Visit: March, t995. Jim Thorsell. 

2. COMPARISON WITH OTHER AREAS 

Karst cave systems are widespre<d natural features found in many parts of the world. The 
attached map indicates the location of some of the more significant cave regions . The USA alone 
has over 20 karst .regions !see Map 21 and a total of more than 30.000 caves. Two sites have 
been inscribed on the World Heritagl! List for their karst features alone: Mammoth Cave in Kentucky 
and Skocjan Cave in Slovenia . Other very significant caves are associated features of other natural 
World Heritaqe sites in the Canadian Rockies. Nahanni. Grand Canyon, Tasmanian Wilderness. and 
the Australian Mammal fossil site. Other world class caves exist in Sarawak at Gunung Mulu and 
in Australia at Nullabor. In addition. the Agglatek cave and karst region in Hunqary/Slovakia has 
also been nominated as a World He ~itage site. 

Reasonably comofete inventories of the worfd"s cave systems are available in the above cited 
references . These provide "Guinness lists" of the longest, deepest, and largest which are 
continually being revised as exploration continues. In assessing all cave nominations. IUCN ha!; 
close liaison w ith the International Union of Speleology and carefully weighs their opinions in cave 
evaluations. In the specific case of Carlsbad Caverns National Park !CCNPI. this Union as well a•; 
outside reviewers all agreed on the high natural values of the area. The relatively recently 
discovered Lechuguilla cave in the park was confirmed as having particularly exceptional features 
which, under strict protection. remain in an essentially undisturbed natural condition. 

Carlsbad is radically different from the other two existing World Heritage caves. Mammoth Cave 
is notable for its enormous length, large level passages and ja11ged domepits. Skocjan is famous 
for its awesome river canyons and textbook portrayal of karst hydroljeology. CCNP is distin11uished 
by its huge chambers which are far larger than those in Mammoth or Skocjan as well as for its 
decorative mineral features which also far surpass the other two. Carlsbad also contains 81 known 
caves, a very high concentration, with Lechu11uil(a now accepted as the single most outstandinll 
of these and one of the most signific:ant caves in the world in terms of scientific values. 

In conclusion, CCNP contains some of the most outstanding caves in the world. It has spectacular 
beauty and its speleogenesis and biota and the natural condition of most of the caves put CCNP 
in a class of its own. Its features are distinctive from existing World Heritage cave sites and it does 
not duplicate values found elsewhere. 
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CCf\JP is found within the Chihuahuan Biogeographical Province along with 22 other protected areas 
on the UN List of Nai.ional F'arks and Protected f.,reas. As its surtic•al erwironment is not a feature 
that is beinq considered. a comparison on this basis is not relevant . Nevertheless. it should be 
noted tha t the park. has nationally signit:cani values !n terms of its Chihuahuan desert flora and 
fauna as well as imponant cultural :--:eritage reso~.,.;rces. 

3. INTEGRITY 

Mining for guano and tourism ha ve had some effects on the integrity of same of t•'e 81 caves 
fcund ;,, CCNP. During the period 1903-1!:! 23 ar. •srimated 100 .000 tons of ~at guano was 
removed bv hand tools trnm the entrance oreas of the access•b!e caves . Olher human •mpacts 
from tourism became noticeable bur in the 1970s various manogement measures were adooted 
which have largely brought these within acceptable l:mits. The park's updated management olar. 
Is due for aoproval in 1995 and various other specific cave management plans have been prepared. 
Sir1ce 1ts initial exploration a decade ago Lechuguilla cave has been strictly managed al!ow1nG oniy 
closely monitored v is1ts by researchers. 

One unfon:unate cave-related loss has been the dectine in the Mexican free-tailed bat population 
which ha5 declined f rom 5 mi:lion p!us !n the 19 20s to less than a million today. As the bat flight 
to and fran-. the caves is tru!·t a wildlife spectt:~cle . efforts are being made to reduce further !asses. 
As the losses occur when the bats migrate to Mt?xica this reQ uires international cooperanon. 

The one threat that !UCN would und8riine as serious is the potential for oil and gas exp!oratron 
aionQ the park ' s boundaries and the associated cons truction of t ransmiss ion and storage a rea~ tt1at 
wC 1J!d accompany It The problem has oeen studied by a panel of geo:1logisrs who hav~ 
recommended a ·cave protection· zone outside of the northern bouo@!"_y_Qf. the_.C.C:NP. If the 
Committee decides w inscribe the site a recommendation supporting the findings of the Panel' s 
report should also be sent to the American authorltles. 

4. ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

The nomination. submitted in Seotember 1994, used the former criteria for natural sites tha t 
expired in 1993. lUCN has re- written the summary of the nomination in conformity with the now 
ex1sting criteria. The US authonties have been notified of this revision. 

5. EVALUATION 

Of the many thousands of caves occurring in North America and in the nearby Guadaluoe 
Mountains. the caves within the CCNP are among the most outstanding . They are also notable 
worldwide because of the size. their mode of origin and the abundance. diversitY and beauty of the 
decorative rock formations (speleothems) they contain. The Lechuguilla cave is particularly 
noteworthy as an underground laboratory where geological processes can be Sti.Jdied 1n a virtually 
undisturbed environment. The site c!early meets natural criteria i and iii and fulfills all conditions 
of integrity. The only threat that faces the park is oil and gas exploration near its borders. A 
decision for inscription should be accompanied by an expression of support for creation ot a cave 
protection zone to the north of the park !i.e. condition of integritY v1) . 

6 . RECOMMENDATION 

Carlsbad Caverns National Park meets natural crir.eria i and :ii. and should be inscribed on the '-Norld 
Heritage list. 
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF RAY E. CUNIO 

U.S . House of Representatives 
Committee on Resources 
Washington, DC 20515 

CITIZENS FOR PRIVATE PROPERTY RIGHTS 
5605 WILSON BEND ROAD 

Sullivan, MO, September 8, 1996 

Attention: Mr. Don Young, Chairman 

Mr. Chairman, Distinguished Committee Members 
It is a great pleasure to have an opportunity to address this committee. I am Ray 

Cunio, 5605 Wilson Bend Road, Sullivan, Missouri; a rancher, businessman, and 
President of "Citizens For Private Property Rights." I also serve on a local county 
planning an zoning commission, soil and waster board, and county Farm Bureau 
board. I consider myself to bl! a conservationist and good steward of the land. 

It is my privilege to offer testimony in favor H.B. 3752 "the American Lands Sov­
ereignty Act of 1996"; in so doing to hopelhlly illustrate to this committee, the 
events that are currently oecurring in the Missouri/Arkansas Ozarks that are of 
great concern to many citizens of the region and how these events relate to the is­
sues addressed in H.B. 3752. 

COORDINATED HESOURCE MANAGEMENT-C.R.M. (MISSOURI) 

U.S. MAN AND THE BIOSPHERE (U.S.-M.A.B. ) 

OZARK MAN AND THE BIOSPHERE (O.M.A.B. ) 

In the early 1990's the Missouri Department of Conservation (as lead agency) in 
collaboration with Missouri Department of Natural Resources, U.S. Fish and Wild­
life, Natural Resource Conservation Service, U.S. Forest Service, U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers, and U.S. Park Service developed a program for the state of Missouri; 
known as "Coordinated Resource Management" (C.R.M.) All of the above referenced 
federal and state agencies are signatory participants to the C.R.M. is to inventory 
all of the state's natural resources (public and inventory all of the state's natural 
resources (public and privau•) and to develop 50 year goals/objectiveslstratagies for 
the use of those resources. (Attachment #2) This is to be accomplished through the 
collaborative efforts of federal and state agencies, environmental non-governmental 
organizations, commodity organization, resource users, and local citizens. 

In January 1996, a C.R.M. draft plan (188 pages, draft/appendices) for Region I, 
the "Lower Ozards", (eleven Missouri counties) was finalized and published. There 
are nine goals to the "Lower Ozarks" draft plan with corresponding objectives and 
strategies for implementation. Some of the goals and strategies appear worthwhile 
and workable; while other goals are not landowner or resource user friendly and 
seem to demonstrate a percE•ived need on the part of federal/state agencies to be­
come the primary managers of the land and resources of the region; incorporating 
the concepts of ecosystem, biodiversity, and sustainable development; with a pres­
ervationist tone. 

Of particular concern in the Lower Ozark (Region I) draft plan is goal IX under 
objectives and strategies. (Attachment 3) Strategies A and B specifically refer to the 
establishment of the "Ozark Man and the Biosphere (OMAB) Cooperative"; to work 
toward implementation of its goals and objectives also to coordinate and integrate 
the efforts of "The Nature Conservancy's" Lower Ozark Project "Ozark Man and the 
Biosphere". OMAB was modeled and developed using the concept of "U.S. Man and 
the Biosphere". (Attachment ;~4 . 5-A, 5-B) 

THE BIGGER PICTURE 

U.S. MAN AND THE BIOSPHERE 

U. N. MAN AND THE BIOSPHERE 

C.R.M. and its reference to "Ozark Man and the Bioshere" as stated in goal IX 
is the Missouri component of much broader and more comprehensive effort to imple­
ment the biosphere-reserve o:oncept on a regional basis, crossing political bound­
aries. This regional concept is known as "Ozark Highland Man and the Biosphere"; 
and encompass substantial parts of southern Missouri, Northern Arkansas, and 
parts of Oklahoma and Kansas. (Attachment #6) The anatomy of this proposed re­
gional biosphere reserve would consist of a core protected area, surrounding buffer 
zone, and transition area totaling 48 thousand square miles, involving both public 



93 

and privately owned lands in four states. Federally owned land by state is 8.9% Mis­
soun, 15.3% Arkansas, 3.6% Oklahoma, and 1.1% Kansas. 

The long term objective of the "Ozark Highlands Man and the Biosphere Coopera­
tive" would be to pursue nomination, designation, and official recognition through 
the U.S. M.A.B. Program (Attachment #7) with the ultimate objective being designa­
tion as a U.N. Biosphere reserve. (Attachment #8) Signators to the memorandum 
of understanding establishing the "Ozark Highland Man and the Biosphere Cooper­
ative" are as follows: Arkansas Fish and Game Commission, Missouri Department 
of Conservation, national Park Service, Arkansas Natural Heritage Commission, 
Missouri Department of Natural Resources, U.S. Forest Service and Ozark Land 
Trust (Attachment #9). 

PUBLIC INPUT-C.R.M. PLAN/BIOSPHERE RESER'\IE PROGRAM 

Initial public input into the C.R.M. process "Rejion !-Lower Ozarks" was minimal 
to non-existant, the Missouri Department of Conservation conducted six public 
workshops throughout the state in the period August though December 1994 to dis­
cuss the concept of resource management; only two in the Lower Ozark Region It­
self. There were no governmental agency sponsored public information meetings 
conducted to review the C.R.M. plan or the information meetings conducted to re­
view the C.R.M. plan or the O.M.A.B. proposal. After the plan was published in Jan­
uary 1996, various landowner/citizen groups and major community/farm organiza­
tions began holding public information meetings on C.R.M. It was primarily through 
this avenue that the public was informed on a broader scale; even so the vast major­
ity of the citizens of Missouri or their elected official remain uninformed on "Coordi­
nated resource Management" or the concept of the biosphere reserve and what it 
entails. 

The citizens and elected officials of the four state region (Arkansas, Missouri, 
Oklahoma, and Kansas) have little if any knowledge of an expansive biosphere re­
serve concept begin covertly thrust upon them through "Ozark Hif!hlands Man and 
the Biosphere Cooperative." Since 1991 there have been no public mformation meet­
ings helo by the signa tors to the O.M.A.B. memorandum of understanding to inform 
the general public or attempts to inform the respective state legislatures. 

A vailed attempt to develop select public reaction was conducted in September 
1991. "Ecological Services" (a consulting firm) was hired by (ten) state, federal and 
private environment organizations to conduct personal and telephone interviews of 
key individuals in Arkansas and Missouri.-Arkansas (28 personal-16 telephone), 
Missouri (24 persona~-18 telephone.) 

In the past nine months C.R.M./biosphere reserve information has reached some 
of the local citizens of the region resulting in a public out cry and concern, Arkansas 
and Missouri state agencies felt enough pressure to drop their signatory participa­
tion to the OMAB program-at least for now. However, 1t appears that the federal 
bureaucracys and environment N.G.O.'s remain undeterred in their efforts to pursue 
nomination of U.N. Biosphere reserve. 

CONCERNS AND CONCLUSIONS-OZARK, U.S., U.N. BIOSPHERE RESERVE 

Establishment of a biosphere reserve would have a profound impact on the utiliza­
tion of resources on public and private lands throughout the Ozarks. The multiple 
use of public and pnvate resources and human activity in the core/protected area 
would be non-existant. Buffer areas consisting of public and private lands would 
permit only limited human uses. Areas of transition/cooperation consisting primarily 
of private lands would be strictly controlled and managed by government bureauc­
racys and environmental N.G.O.'s. Overall social, economic and cultural factors 
would be negatively impacted for all of the citizens in the region. 

It is with the above mentioned background and concerns that I come to what 
seems to be a logical conclusion; the citizens of the Ozarks Region, their local/state 
elected officials, and the U.S. Congress have been circumvented in the development 
and attempted nomination/designation of the "Biosphere Reserve Program" in the 
Ozarks. A biosphere reserve patterned in the precise fashion as outlined in the U.N. 
Convention of Biodiversity, section 10 of the Convention on Biodiversity Assessment. 

It is the citizens of a region through their elected officials at all levels that should 
decide how a region's resources and public/private lands are to be used for our cur­
rent needs and managed for future generations. It is not for federal bureaucracys, 
(by administrative policy), preservation minded environmental N.G.O.'s or .an inter­
national body to decide these issues. They are not elected and are not directly ac­
countable to the people. 

Therefore, I implore this committee to support H.B. 3752, to ensure that the U.S. 
Congress exercises its Constitutional authonty/responsibility over federal lands, to 

35-376 0 - 96 - 4 
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ensure state's sovereignty, and to protect the private landowners in their Constitu­
tional rights. Above all to ensure that America maintains complete sovereignty over 
its lands from direct or indirect influence by any foreign or international body. 

Sincerely, 
RAY E. CUNIO, 

President 
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(Attachment #1) 

Page ~~ur1~~4 thetMidssou~i Department of Conserva tion 
Aug. ' ln ro uctlon of C.R.M. Region I (Lower Ozarks) 

Coordinated Resource Management Sections 

Dsaue::~tains j-·-

( ' ~ .. ; i 
.~ I 

' 

Springffld Plate1 -- : r- r--
i ' 

cr: I Big Rivers 
Section 

--L-~__l 
I t. 

For more informillion ilbout Coordineted Resource Mar.agement . write to : 
Planning Division , Missouri Department of Consel"\\ation, P.O. Box 100, 
Jeffer son Ci1y, MO. 6!1102-0180, or call (3141 751 · .. 115 ut . 259 . 



August 17, 1994 
Page 2 
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(Attachment 112) 

From the Missouri Department of Conservations 
in t roduction of C.R.M. Region I (Lower Ozarks) 

Q: What is Coordinated Resource Manacement (CRM)? 

A: CRM is a voluntary program to gel government agencies and citizens working together 10 

pl~n for the long-tenn health of Missouri's natural resources. It's a process to get 
everyone looking together at the ecosystems here; to get everyone: working together to: 

• Conserve healthy ecosystems, and if appropriate, restore those that are disappearing or 
are in short supply. 

• Take into account sustainable production of corrunodities consistent with Missouri's 
economics, lifestyles and tniditions. 

• Maintain and create opportunities for outdoor recreation. 

Q: Why do we need CRM? 

A: The diversity of Missouri's plants and animals plays an important role in sustaining our 
nuturul environment ami good human living conditions. As demands on our naturoll 
resources grow. the need to ccordinate our management effons increases. In addition to 
Missouri. other state and federal land management agencies have already begun efforts 
like CRM to keep natural communities thriving. 

Q: How does it work? 

A: Teams linking natural resource experts from different government agencies in Missouri 
have divided the state into ten sections (see map). The sections are based on climate, 
soils. watersheds and other natural features. For each section, the teams will: 

I. Take inventory of the plant and animal conununities, natural resources and outdoor 
recreation opportunities that exist now. 

2. _Propose 50-year goals for each section based on the social and economic realities of 
each area, as well as on wh:>l the land c:>n provide. 

3. Involve the public through citizen surveys, meetings and news releases. 

4. Finalize plans with the public's input 

5. Begin working towards common goals listed in the plans, checking progress on a 
regular basis. 
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(Attachment 11 3 ) 
Natural Reoouree Con•ervation and U• 

Missouri Ooinjons and Expectations 

Missourians foster the notion of balancing use with conservation of natural resources. 
The balance was recognized at Lower Ozark public workshops as one of the top ten iuuea 
facing the region. The success of the Scenic Riverways Watershed Partnership is ,,,j;• 
testament to the effectiveness of such initiatives. In addition, a feasibility stud,>r. (or an 
Ozark Man and The Biosphere program in the region documented wi ~aupport for 
the concept (see Appendix III: Public Profile). · 

Potential Threats 

Balancing conservation and sustainable development is a complex ~k. Ofte 
stakeholders with very divergent values will have to come together and reach ro' 
on the highest and best use of the region's resources. The greatest hindrance to 
success of such an effort is the lack of opportunities for COQIDl.~ation and the 
development of common goals. By fostering programs which ~Crease communication and 
consensus building, a greater possibility for success will em following objectives 
and strategies were developed with these issues in m:Uid. 

CRM OBJECTIVES FOR GOAL IX: 

Objective IX.l. 

Strategies: 

A. 

B. 

Foster and support the development ~d operatiori' ~f programs and 
partnerships which i'ritegrate 'resource co eJ::Vjltion and sustainable 
use in the regioJ)Ji · '· · 

h~~~ 

·;f~ :~~f~ 

rove support for the Scenic Riverways Watershed 
similar regional cooperatives. 

D"', , , .. Qontinue to develop relationships with local Resource Coneervalion 
'· elopment comm,ittees and local .rovernments to develop and 

' r te mutually beDeficial activities. 

Objective IX.2. Develop a wide variety of demonstration areas and projects which 
·::, illustrate the value and management of native ecosystems, natural 

communities, sustainable natural resource extraction (eg. timber 
harvest, natural forage) and sustainable local economies. 

Department of Conserva iton 
Reso urce Management Region r' January 1996 Draft 

Lower Ozarks 
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(Attachement #4) 
Natural Re1ource Conaervation and U•e 

GOAL IX! INTEGRATE AND BALANCE THE CONSERVATION OF THE 
REGION'S NATIVE SPECIES AND NATURAL COMMUNITIES 
WITII THEIR SUSTAINABLE USE AND ENJOYMENT. 

Backuound. 

lDI<!r·Elie•ocy effort to identify and desi&"Date 
Natural Areas System is to recoruize 

of Missouri's natural communities. With a 
community typea occurring reiionwide, 

Mu~ao~lli'a Natural Areae act not only as 
alao ae areas for baseline research and 

cornp<>lt<lon and processes of native ecosystems. The 
many outstandinr Natural Areas (see Appendix II: Natural 

~~~ ;~~~~~~and demonlltrate the value of the full array of natural 
w•v· .~, .. ~··· additional iuventory, deeirnation and manarement of areas 

otl-tRI'ain,iloll' prolfl'llDIS will help ensure the inte8l"ation and implementation of 
local level. 

Mi ssouri Department of Conservation, January 1996 Draft 
n-Coordinated ResourCE! Management Region I Lower Ozarks 
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(Attachment 5-A) 

AUG 24 i992 
MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION 

MEMORANDUM 
fORESTRy 

DATE: Aygust 21 1m 

FROM: Tim Nigh 

TO: Jim H. Wilson 

SUBJECT: Ozark Man and the Biosphere Cooperative , 

It is time for" the De,lartmt-nt to give consideration to our participation in this program. Wbil~ the 
Mission , Goals and Objectives provide a summary of potcnti.<.~.l activities, lhcy do not contain all the 
facts necessary to determine Department participation. This memo reviews sotne of the facts 
pe1tinent to detl!rmining Department participation in an MAD cooperative. It provides back:ground 
on the MAB program, some history of the potential Ozark MAll cooperative and recommendations 
from "'Y perspective. I hope this information will not only help in determining Department 
participat ion, but will also help Forestry Division persoMel gain an understanding of the program as 
we pass representat ion on to them. 

I. 

While the nomination and designation of an area as a bioreserve is still ·an important aspect 
of 1hc program, the f•>rmation of an Ozark Man and the Biosphere Cooperative to achieve 

. h Mission Goals and Ob.ectives attached to this memo is the strcn h of the program. In 
my opinion , focus on the cooperative is more impanant than the b1oreserve esignauon. 

NOT<: s:1 i f.!CI'OI\.D,VC 10 fl{ 5'1:!l rrwM?s 11111 :!JTI/rOfr:J/1 ~~ t1 !ltilf . 7fiu111 

~.1 D 1'.> "' ISLiiA I>III'G 
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(Attachement 5-B} 

The Ozark l\1AB Committee. A group representing 12 agencies/organizations from 
Missouri and Arkansas has be;:n meeting since 1988 to determine participation in the 
development of an MAB reserve in the Ozarks. Participating agencies and organizations 
are: 

Ozark National Scenic Riverways 
Mark Twain National Forest 
Missouri Dept. of Natural Resources 
Missou:i Dept. ef Conservation 
L.A. D. Foundation/Pioneer Forest 
Missouri Chapter of The Nature 

Conservancy 

Buffalo National River 
Ozark National Forest 
Arkansas Game and Fish Commission 
A !kansas Natural Heritage Commission 
Arkansas Chapter of The Nature 

Conservancy 
U.S. Fish and Wilqlife Service (MO and AR) 

3. The FC'asibility Study. The t-.'!AB Committee cooperatively funded a feasibility study to 
invc.1.tigate regional interest and fe.l';ibilily in the establishment of an r..tAB cooperative. The 
study was compktl!-(1 in 1991. The study conclu,lcd t!J,:t the estat.lishmcnt c,f an MAB 
coopcrati\'C and designation as a U.S. MAD R: . .:sen·c would benefit the region and shou!J 

proceed. ~9~2rrCRE!. s_:_:rp_9~~m both ar...£!1SJ~nd ·be._]ocal_r~~: c~~~nJlQ_:~~Q. -
concept and the bencf~ts of an Ozar~ MAR program was r~.x·l!h•cd.. 

Given the resuhs of the sn1dy, d1c committee rlt:tcrmined to proceed witt; the devt"lopment of 
a program focusing on the watcrshuls of the Curren!, Cleven Point and Buffalo rivers. 

4. The Mission, Goals and Obje.·ti\'es. The Mission of an MAB cooper&tive ;, very 
compatible with the Mission of the Department. The consen•ation role of an MAB program 
- to conserve the biodi\·rrsiry ol' reprc:;cntative portions of the Oz.arl r2gion - is particuli!rly 
compatible with the DeJlrtmcn1's Mission. The HAD concept, however, promotes the 
integration of man and his activities iuto resource conservation and responsible utilization. 
It does this by promoting cooperation amongst agencies, organizatiuns and the local public 
t'J develop Md arhieve r~gion;:,l ~oals. In short, an M A B cooperative r.ould providt' a 
framework for cooperation in d1!veloping and achieving comprehensive regional natural 
resources planning. 

The goals and objectives for the cooperative dostly parallel those recommended by the 
Missouri Biodiversity Task Fcn:e (particularly under the conservation goal). They also 
parallel our approach to regional planning. Objectives are includOO to 1) establish 

/'JO~ _.. presenlemenf vegetation (i.e. MDC regional guides), 2) develop an ecological classification 
'P- .l. system (i.e. MDC regional guides), 3) inventory ecosystem diversity utilizing remote 

sensing/GIS technology (i.e. MDC proposed GIS pilot project), and 4) es13blish la~g~ core ' 
RIOD tLAC areas (i.e. MDC ecosystem con;ervation areas). These closely follow our reg1ona panning 

approach, but if carried out , wo~lld do a more comprehensive job of regional planning than 
we can currently do. 

Goals 3 (snstainability role) and 4 (education role) would complement some of our current 
programs (especially eJuc~llion) and would ccrtlinly make the long-term conservation of 
natural resources more feasible. 

/'IJT~ Jt J. 'PP.6S( TTL(MOVT' MER.1! [lf_(ou -rile iNTnU'S:CN Q("Mf;N 

,1/urffl 'f _')/C(' fiTTIIC~(D H:lP ·c• r., ·,...,nc_ &<'O"''JS'Il'M (oiJc.t'oreu,JTi<'·J ;;,·on' 

r 
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(Attachment 116) 

THE 

OZARI\ 
rllr ( • }U LA,\..,. lD· .. C.~ ' £ _1 't·J ll ·., ~ -~ ~~ ~ ---~ 

Missouri 

\rkansas 

From the "Ozark Man and the Biosphere Cooperative" Draft Plan 
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(Attachment 117) 

DRAFT 

OZARK HIGHLANDS MAN AND THE BIOSPHERE COOPERATIVE 
MISSION, GOALS AHD OBJECTIVES* 

Mission: To sustain and restore the biological diversity and 
ecological integrity of representative portions of the Ozark 
Highlands, integrating these natural values with the culture and 
economy of the region and provide for sustainable utilization of 
the natural resources . 

GOAL I. (LOGISTICS ROLE!: To provide a framework for regional 
cooperation amongst public agencies, orgar.izations, local 
COIIllt\Unities and private citizens to promote sustainable 
conservation and utilization of the natural resources. 

Objective l: <;reate an O;:ark -Man and the Biosphere eooperati ve 
with oarticiration and support from key agene1es, organ1zat1ons, 
local communl t1es and Cl t:u:ens. 

Tasks: a. 

b. 

c. 

Identify program organizational structure, 
staffing, and budget. 
Seek support from cooperating agencies and 
organizations. 
Develop a cooperative agreement amongst all 
participating parties. 

Objective 2: Seek desiqna1:ion as an Ozark Man and the Biosphere 
cooperative through the u.s. ·M.A.B. Program. 

Tasks: a. 

b. 

Prepare nomination proposal 
desi~nated sites which support 

including 
adopted 

Objective 3: Facilitate the identification of key regional issues 
and the cooperation of th<! public and private sectors for the 
achievement of regional goals. (Avoid duplication of efforts, 
recommend cooperative allocation of resources, etc.) 

Tasks: 

ocjective 4: 

a. Summarize issues from feasibility study and 
others as appropriate. 

b. Identif:r' key issues and form working groups to 
develop an action plan to address them. 

Facilitate involvement of COIIllt\unitie:>, institutie,ns 
and other pa~ties to promote partnerships. 

* These draft statements wer.e developed by the steering committee 
with the intent that revisi()n and additions would result with the 
involvement of additional C(JOperators as the program progresses. 
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(Attachment 1/8) 

DRAFT 

., COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT 
(Memoran.dum of Understanding (FS)) 

FOR THE 

ESTABLISHMENT AND OPERATION OF THE 

OZARK HIGHLANDS 
MAN AND THE BIOSPHERE COOPERATIVE 

THIS COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT, made and entered into this 
day of , one thousand nine hundred and , by and 

between Arkansas Game and Fish Commission, Arkansas-natural 
Heritage Commission, Missouri Department of Conservation, 
Missouri Department of Natural Resources (Division of Parks, 
Recreation and Historic Preservation), National Park Service 
(Buffalo National River and ozark National scenic Riverways), 
Pioneer Forest (Missouri), The Nature Conservancy (Arkansas and 
Missouri), ozark Regional Land Trust, U. S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, u. s. Forest Service (Mark Twain NF and Ozark/St. 
Francis NF), all of whom represent several land management and 
planning agencies with interests iri the general area of the ozark 
Highlands, do hereby join together for a common and specific. 
purpose. 

ARTICLE I. BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVES 

W I T N E S S E T H: 

WHEREAS, the parties to this cooperative agreement, 
pursuant to their respective statutory authorizations, are 
engaged in programs and projects intended to further conservation 
and development of the natural, cultural, and economic resources 
within the ozark Highlands region of the United States; and 

WHEREAS, in 1971, the Man and the Bios~here Proaram was 
formed by the united Nat1onal Educat1onal, Sc1en 1fic, an 
~ultural Organization for the purpose of bu1lding a harmon1ous 
relationship between man and the env1ronment on a scientific 
basis; and the United States Man and the Biosphere Program 
cooperates with the international program for this purpose; and 

WHEREAS. the International Coordinating Council of the 
an and the Bios here Pro ram has reco nized the ozark Hi hlands 

region as one of the most suitable areas 1n the worl for 
develop1ng a model cooperat1ve natural and cultural resource 
program because of its unique and ~lobally significant natural 
ecosystem and i'ts wealth of sc1ent1f1c expert1se; and 
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(Attachment #9) 

ARTICLE VII. GENERAL l;'~OVISIONS AND APPLICABLE CIRCULARS 

The General 'Provisions attached hereto and the 
applicable references to federal circulars referenced therein are 
made a part of this agre•~ment. 

SIGNATURES 

D~rector, Arkansas Date 
Game and Fish Commission 

D~rector, Missouri Date 
Department of Conservation 

F~eld Director, Midwest Date 
Field Area, National Park 

&. ~~fli . -e ~ ~'z .,r.. 
anagei; Pioneer Fares Ja e 

Missouri State Director Date 
The Nature conservancy 

Reg~onal Director, Date 
u.s. Fish and Wildlife service 

Director, Arkansas Date 
Natural Heritage Commission 

Director, D~vis~on of Date 
Parks, and Historic Preservation 
Missouri Department of Natural 
Resources 

Superv~sor, Ozark Date 
National Forest, U.S. 
Forest Service 

Arkansas State D~rector Date 
'I'he Nature Conservancy 

Executive Director, 
Ozark Land Trust 

Supervisor, Mark Twa~n 
National Forest, U.S. 
Forest Service 

Date 

Date 

From the cooperative agreement (Memorandum of Understanding) 
"ozark Highlands Man and the Biosphere Cooperative" 
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF KATHLEEN P. JACHOWSKI 

SUMMARY OF PRESENTATION 

This testimony speaks to the significance, relevance and ramifications of using 
international agreements and federal land use designations to frustrate the public 
process in land management in order to restrict land use and stop economic develop­
ment. It is my understanding that H.R. 3752 is attempting to stop the damage being 
done through these mechanisms-this testimony supports that efforts. 

STAT:f;MENT OF TESTIMONY 

The part of the United States where I live (Northwest Wyoming) is a prime piece 
of real estate which exemplifies the use of national and international mechanisms 
to blur geo-political authority, compromise state and national sovereignty, and as­
sume politically-correct postures which ignore as convenience private property 
rights. 

Documents such as the Vision for the Future-A Framework for Coordination in 
the Greater Yellowstone Area, August 1990, and the Bio-Diversity treaty (not rati­
fied in December 1995) find their ways into our lives in spite of strong public objec­
tion. The past and renewed use of Heritage areas throughout the U.S. Attempts to 
ignore the living history and cultures of American in the making by exploiting the 
pain of past mistakes and historically understandable approaches. The agenda of 
such documents has little to do with respect for the resource, and everything to do 
with social engineering at its worst. The agenda is control not management, the 
agenda is social engineering not freedom guided by constitutional guarantees, and 
legitimate public expectations of a people's government. 

SIGNIFICANCE 

Involvement of government agencies in developing such documents carries with 
it validation of the concept-implied or stated-perceived or real. This is significant 
collateral fallout. 

Such documents through creation of labels and acronyms such as the Greater Yel­
lowstone Area, or GYA, imply that such areas are within an agency's jurisdiction 
and purview. Public attitudes are nurtured which do not reflect an understanding 
of the many geo-political designations and le~al differences which exist. 

It is significant that such labels include ' private lands" and include all parts of 
12 counties of Montana, Idaho and Wyoming as stated in the brochure "Vision for 
the Future" first paragraph. With the flick of a "hie pen" so to speak, seeds of mis­
understanding by the public have been sown. Seeds which lay the ground for future 
polarization and confrontation. 

RELEVANCE 

Example-The Vision document-Chapter 1-5 discusses "the Coordination Proc­
ess". If references the 1987-Agregation document published by the Greater Yellow­
stone Coordinating committee. A reading of even this short section cannot help but 
leave the astute reader with the reality that congressional mandates between and 
among agencies will be modified, coordinated or over-viewed in such a manner as 
to avoid implementing their legally recognized missions. A case in point would be 
to have a national forest do minimum multiple use to conform more with a national 
park which does not permit such activities. Example, Chapter 3-35 of the Vision 
document Paragraph 2 uses words such a minimize, reduce, reclaim and closure of 
roads in discussing the management of timber. This is only one example. 

Superimpose and/or integrate such concepts as Bio-diversity (Vision document 3-
3) and the attempt to shut down politically incorrect activities are obvious. While 
the Bio-diversity treaty may not have been ratified, rest assured that its precepts 
are consistently being integrated at every opportunity. Chapter 3-15 of the Vision 
document, paragraph 1 under Coordinating Criteria states, Biological diversity ob­
jectives must be integrated with other Park Service resource-use objectives and For­
est Service multiple use objectives." Notice the use of the imperative form "must be 
integrated". 

Chapter 3 of the Vision document gives a real insight into the land management 
future and how the mission of one federal agency can be subrogated to those of an­
other. Paragraph 2 (Chapter 3-29) states "Responsible mineral development activi­
ties will continue on forest lands where it is compatible with other GYA goals and 
values." Remember that the concept and term GYA is a self-created one, here given 
the significance of "policy". This technique of empowering a document and a term 
with such leverage cannot be overemphasized as a "Red Flag". 
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RAMIFICATIONS 

The use of federal land use designations, along with overlapping and often repet­
itive international land designations to frustrate the public process in land manage­
ment in order to restrict land use and stop economic development has far-reaching 
and insidious ramifications. 

The contrived message that land belonging to the United States somehow becomes 
part of a global real estate ovmership brin~s us to the Heritage areas and once 
again Yellowstone Park falls victim to such d1stortions and manipulations. 

The treaty so designating Yellowstone National Park as a world Heritage site con­
tains the language for creation of a buffer zone whenever it is deemed necessary. 
An example of the blurring of geo-political lines and private property rights. 

When control could not be otherwise snatched from state and private entities this 
international agreement has been brought onto stage front and center as the heavy 
artillery. Intimidation of the general public is the name of this ramification. How 
many private U.S. Citizens or state governments would be comfortable second­
guessing the United Nations? 

Heritage areas, federal land use d3esignations and international agreements re­
sult in their circumventing of important legal documents such as the National Envi­
ronmental Policy Act (Crown Butte Mine), Taylor Grazing Act, multiple Use Sus­
tained yield Act and other mechanisms long ago validated via the public process. 
This is the reality of everyday life in America as we have now come to know it. All 
are held hostage to this larger a1~enda-known as socialism in some countries. 

CONCLUSION 

Simply put, the significance, rdevance and ramifications of the theme of my testi­
mony give new meaning to the term cumulative effects. Ask yourselves as clear 
thinking Americans why would any business endeavor want to invest time and 
money into any area is constantly shifting sands. Into an area which is constantly 
being redefined Heritage areas with their ever-present "Buffer Zones" would blur 
the "Vision" of any group and r•~present changing rule that no one can be sure of: 

Buffer Zones and Heritage areas have the same effect as mine fields and grenades 
in other parts of the world. They dislocate people, destroy economic foundations, 
achieve ethnic cleanings of politically incorrect cultures and put citizens at the 
mercy of agendas with which they have nothing in common. 

The American peopl~anglo as well as American Indian-have a right to expect 
that public law and policy will respect contemporary as well as past cultures. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: 

KATHLEEN P. JACKOWSKI 
SUPPLEMENTAL COMMENTS 

September 20, 1996. 

having listened to the questions and comments at last week's committee hearing 
on H.R. 3752 I thought the Committee and public record would be well served by 
these supplemental comments. 

Familiarity with documents such as the vision for the Futur~A Framework for 
Coordination in the Greater Yellowstone Area is understandably not countrywide. 
While this document pre-dates the visit by the World Heritage Committee in Sep­
tember, 1995, the significance is in their "shared philosophy," shall we say. 

The casual reader would look at the Vision document and get the impression that 
its development was high proflle, with lots of public input. Actually while there were 
meetings, the significance, scheduling and participation in no way reflects the rami­
fications and magnitude of a 19 million acre document. Congress needs to fully ap­
preciate that regulations for compliance with public notice and input are today to­
tally inadequate for the magnitude of the decisions, scope and direction set forth, 
and given "life" by such documents. 

Even on localized basis the public-at-large understandably cannot foresee the 
ramifications of these documents until it's too late. Americans living well away from 
the immediate area also have no reasonable opportunity to participate in the public 
involvement process until well after the proposals have been finalized and imple­
mentation is underway. 

When specimens such as the Heritage Treaty, Biosphere Reserve and Vision docu­
ments are carefully read and reflected upon the terminology, philosophy and "deco­
rative" public input appear very similar. All serve to blur Congressionally estab­
lished distinctions among agencies, and geo-political boundaries. To one degree or 
another they move an agenda forward at the expense of pre-existing legal mandates 
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and private property rights. To one degree or another pieces and parts of each be­
come part of the management scheme. 

The American public is constantly brainwashed while such documents are being 
formulated, that the purpose and content are benign. This easily lulls a trusting and 
unsuspecting public into thinking their best interests are being served. This happen­
ing all over the country. 

This American wants to ensure that the Committee deliberating any new legisla­
tion is fully cognizant of the seriousness of the mechanisms being used to cir­
cumvent eXJsting laws and their intent. 

Sincerely, 
KATHLEEN P. JACOWSKJ 

Park County multiple Use Association 
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<C9ok tri~s t.o;block bi~sphere designation 
, (Continued from page 1) Biosphere Program. 

· '"l'h11 d·eaignatlon is ·ordinarily 
The letrer was se~t ~ 'U.S. Sen. applied to unpopulated areas in an 

Daniel Patrick 1\{oynihan,.: D-N.Y., effort to · limit . development and 
: U.S. Sen. Alfonee D'AmatO; !t-RY..;· recogn.iz,e. .thooe a1eaa aa environ­
. Houae Demilcrat Mauric•dJinchey· mentally Valuable? due. tO their cur­
. of SaugertieS and •. ~use 'Re, rent urriDhabited state," Cook said. 
.publicans Gerald Solomon' of. Glens "tinlik:e other· designated areas, the 
. falls~ .. Be:ijamin Gilni&n. ·of 'Mid- Catakills·are. relatively heavily pop­
. illetown and Sherwood BOehlert of. u!ated, although certainly not ur-
New Hartford. · ban ·in characrer. , 

. . Ari application was , subuutted ':I'h<: reaidentsj of: tile, Catskills 
-DeC. _15, 1994, for deaigna'tion of the are cun-ently besi~d by.New York 

.·Catsl!ill. Regi0n. Under .. the l~er- City's. _effoi'ta.~. to ' impose' land use 
· ship.of tlie Catskill Ceni<:r for Ci>n· regulatlon8 aiid; -the -last thing this 
servation and Development;·tbe 0)- . regi_on nseds:· is 'an .international 
ive·. Natural Heritqe .SoCiety, ·. Ed- · group of~~- telling us what to 

. m\md Niles ·Huyck 'Preserve .and do with our property." . 
-the_Mohonk Preserve, ·the applica· ·The Catskill ' Center was closed 
tion was prepared· by a committee Monday" ·m :. oba:"etvance of freai ~ 
of non"-profit groups, gO.ve.r:wD.ent dent's Day·.and oftidals were not · 
agencies; local . citizens and immediately avaUable for conunent 
educato111. on Cook's opPosition. 

Cook, in his letter,· said the ap- Th.e ·cat8kill ~ter, . in a news 
plication is J>!lnding at the Stare releas" annowtcing· the application, 
Department and has been aub- said the global aiin of the Man and 
mitred to the United Nationa Scien· the · Biosphare'· Program ill "t.o 
tific, Educational and·Cu!tulal Or· . achieve a long-term haalthy bal­
ganization (UNESCO) Man of:-the -ance between humana and th• en-

vironment. n 

There are Currently more than 
300 Biosphere Reserves worldwide, 
including the Great Smoky Moun­
tains · and Yellowstone N a tiona! 
Park. 

'"The Catskills ""' a world-claas 
landscape with outstanding natu­
ral values ~d community tradi· 
tions," Toni Hatley, executive direc­
tor of the Catskill Centsr, said in 
the release. 

"It is also a world'<:lass labora­
tory of I'Ogional challei\gea in the 
continuing effort to integrare eco- . 
nomic and ·environmental · health. • 
. The Catskill Cenrer s8id a public 
meeting will be held e9mewbere in 
the Catskills this spring to get more 
information to the public. 

"Biosphere Reserve des_ignation 
is volWltary and completely non­
regulatory in nature, and the ac· 
tivities within the program are a 
cooperative effort ~tween agen­
cies, COfllll\unities, educational in­
stitutions· and non-governmental 
organizations," the group's release 
said. 
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PRESERVATION vs. CONSERVATION 

Hnving been ~nvolved in the 
*Environmental" movement since it 
first became popularized in the late 
60's, rve seen a few things evolve. 
During the 60's there was Iota of 
social proteal Our generation •got 
involved.• We took sides, we had 
opinions. The Viet-Nam War 
polarized things-neither side was 
very tolerant of the other. We learned 
to make noise; we learned to play 
with government. 

AB the war's stimulus faded. national 
attention seemed to focus more and 
more on the government's deficiencies 
in protecting our environment. Two 
schools of thought could be identified. 
The traditional conservationist. 
rel&tivel.Y unchanged in form ainee 
Teddy Roosevelt, and the new guys, 
the preservationists, the new 
extremists of the family who were 
often intolerant, sometimes narrow· 
minded, ~d always aggressive. 
This crowd presents some reai 
dangers to the entire movement 

i\TES~ 

~ 
C!C • 

RESERVE NOW 
FOR SUMMER SLIPS! 

• Transients Welcome (to 70') 

• Shower• l Rutrooma • Ship'• Store 

• 25-ton Trav.tift • Launch R1mp 

• Engine & HuU Repalra 

• NYS Ucenaed Bottom Painting 

• Fu .. Dock ~ Gas & Di .... 

~L..AR.SCN 

Call Us on VHF Ch 16 

Dock Road, PO Box 748, Marlboro, NY 

(914) 236-4486 
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by Tony Tantillo , Natural Resource Ediwr 
today. First of all, they have some 
strange ways oflooking at thinga:. No 
use of the specific., targeted resource 
is allowed (except by them of course). 
Sort oflook, but don't touch for the 
rest of us. They want to be the self­
appointed curators for the ecosystem 
'in question. They will use it their way 
and dictate a separate set of 
guidelines for •non-member" use. All 
to often these days, this bunch 
advances an agenda in the name of 
the environment, making it difflcult 
for more moderate members of the 
clan to challenge them for fear of 
public ridicule . Worse than that, some 
preservationists have effectively 
taken over many of the old 
conservation organizations and/or 
formed new groups making them 
increasingly more powerful and 
influential. 

The other bunch of us environmental 
types are the more moderate 
conservationists. We are, by 
definition, the "wise users" of our 
natural f't!sources. Still reactionary 
and involved, true conservationists 
recognize that man i~ a part of nature 
not 60 alien here from somewhere 
else. Relying on our education and 
intellect, we must strive to 
understand how we fit in. \\'hat do we 
need from our environment? What do 
we want? How do we best handle 
conflicts? How much can you 
manipulate an ecosystem without 
harming it? Obviously, the better 
educated we are the better we can use 
our resources, maybe even repair 
some of the damage we've caused in 
the past. 

Currently, a conflict between the two 
schools of thought is manifesting 
itself in our dealing with the Hudson 
River. There are those who don't want 
us to use it at all . Some groups, 
influential groups, opposed the 
NYSDEC's fisherie• staff 
recommendations for increase in 
recreational catch limits for striped 
bass. They were able in 1987 to 
eliminate the catch completely. The 
ensuing protest was strong enough to 
allow a one fish limit in 1988 and 
after. In my mind, it was part of an 
organized effort t.o make the river less 

MARCH 1993 

appealing to boaters and fishermen. 
This effort' seemed to be continuing 
with the current pWJh to resurrect the 
PCB dredging project. Any dredging 
will Mmplieate, not solve, the problem 
but it certainly will discourage river 
use. Something else, why would 
anyone opaqae projects which would 
give the pub,lic better/cheaper access 
to the rivei'l In keeping with the 
preservatiolust theme. both acc:ess 
and development of marine slip spAce 
similarly are discouraged. I've seen 
the self-proclaimed environmentally 
elite delighted with the hoopa they 
make developers jump through. These 
legal hassles serve no purpose except 
to try to delay and aggravate the 
planner enough to go elsewhere with 
their projecta. It is important that we 
realize that the river belongs to all of 
us, and a handful of elitists with a 
private agenda should not be allowed· 
to control its inanagement. Persons 
whn oppose all river development 
present a far worse danger to the 
river than people willing to allow 
some reasonable growth. The 
backlash to an intolerant and 
extremist management program could 
easily stymie many legitimate 
consetvation efforts in the fl:Jlure. 

Remember, we are the present 
stewards of the river. It is a treasure 
for us to el\ioy ond should be a 
treasure for generations to come as 
well . 

Anthony Tantillo hails from New 
Paltz, New York, wht!rt he and his 
wife, Fawn, have operated their family 
business, Sun..wt Sporting Goods Inc. , 
since 1972. -rony" holds a B.S. degree 
from Utah Stak University in 
Fisheries Man.a.cement Biology and a 
Masters degree from SUNY-New Paltz 
in Biology. An avid sportsman, he can 
be seen regularly on the Hudson in his 
17' boat aptly named, "Sunset/." 

In addition to serving on. the Hudson 
River Estuarj Managem~nt Advisory 
Committee (NYSDEC) 'Tolly " is 
involved in numerous local 
organizations committed to conseruing 
our natural resources. 

Boating On The Hudson 
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TESTIMONY OF PAUL C. JONES 

AMERICAN LAND SOVEREIGNTY PROTECTION ACT 

INTRODUCTION: 

I am Paul C. Jones. Ex·~cutive Director of the Minerals Exploration Coalition. an 
advocate of the multiple use of public lands of the United States including that for 
environmentally sound mineral exploration and development. Today I am pleased to testify 
before this Committee in support of the American Land Sovereignty Protection Act, 
introduced as H.R.- 3752. I helve over 35 years experience in the mineral industry in North 
and South America in all levels of the industry from junior engineer to Chief Operating and 
Chief Executive Officer of publicly held corporations. 

The Minerals Exploration Coalition is an advocate on public policy issues involving 
access to, and the safe and environmentally responsible use of, public lands of the United 
States for mineral exploration a11d development. Our membership, including more than 30 
corporations, represents a diverse group of professionals and companies engaged in mineral 
exploration on public lands. 

I personally attended and made a technical presentation at the "hearings" held by the 
World Heritage Committee to investigate the Committee's and the National Park Service's 
desire to list Yellowstone National Park as a "Heritage Site in Danger" and to supposedly 
judge the effect of the New World Project on Yellowstone National Park. It is because of my 
first hand knowledge of international bodies inserting their agendas in U.S. domestic policy 
that I want to share the concerns of the Minerals Exploration Coalition with you today. 

SUMMARY OF PRESENTATION: 

I would like to discuss today the use of an unprecedented application of a loosely 
worded international treaty obligation of the United States (the World Heritage Convention) 
by special interest groups and the current Administration to circumvent the proper 
application of U.S. law related to the mineral industry. The specific incident to which I will 
refer is the 1995 intervention of the World Heritage Committee, an organization attached to 
and a part of the United Nations Environmental, Scientific & Cultural Organization (UNESCO) 
based in Paris, France, into the federal permitting process for the proposed New World Gold 
Mine located northeast of Yellowstone National Park near Cooke City, Montana. 

In the case of the New World Gold Project, in December 1995 the World Heritage 
Committee, prematurely and without the basis of adequate fact, declared Yellowstone 
National Park a "World Heritage Site in Danger" because of presumed, yet unsubstantiated, 
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allegations that the New World Gold Project would create irreparable harm to Yellowstone 
National Park. 

The World Heritage Committee refused to review more than three years of good 
science and fact-based research prepared for the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
process before making a determination on the issue although Crown Butte had specifically 
ask the Committee to review the material before making a decision. 

More importantly , the company asked the World Heritage Committee to reserve 
judgement on declaring Yellowstone National Park a Heritage Site in Danger until the draft 
EIS was completed. This was to ensure there was no disruption to the permitting process 
established under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) provided for by the U.S. 
Congress. In December, 1995 the World Heritage Committee arbitrarily declared 
Yellowstone National Park a "World Heritage in Danger". The Committee, by their public 
and highly publicized actions , in fact subsequently contravened the established permitting 
process and unduly influenced U.S. domestic policy. 

This premature, unjustified and unwarranted declaration on the part of the World 
Heritage Committee provided special interest groups and their associates within the Federal 
government with tremendous political leverage to "induce" further challenges to a fair and 
unbiased permitting process. Additionally a new forum to circumvent U.S. domestic policy 
was created by the World Heritage Committee with the help of the Administration, special 
interest groups, and the media. 

Equally disturbing is the fact that the U.S. Department of Interior, the body mandated 
by you (the Congress) to carry out the application of U.S. law as it relates to minerals 
exploration and development was the co-architect of the World Heritage Committee plan -
I will elaborate more on this in a moment. 

In this example the Congressionally mandated National Environmental Policy Act 
regulatory process, the established vehicle for evaluating the environmental suitability of the 
New World Project or any other project, was adversely affected by an international 
organization seeking to assist in !toe circumvention and influence of U.S. Domestic Policy. 
The actions by the World Heritage Committee side-stepped the United States Congress and 
set a precedent for nullifying good science and fact in the permitting of minerals exploration 
and development projects. Its actions reduced more than 30 separate laws including the 
Clean Water, Clean Air and Endangered Species Acts mandated under NEPA, to a tool for 
manipulating and politicizing minerals exploration and development in America. The 
Minerals Exploration Coalition believes such intervention in U.S. Domestic Policy is 
without merit and a violation of the letter and spirit of the law. 

While, in the case under discussion, the intervention affected a mining project, it could 
just as easily been a logging, ranching , recreation or other segments of American life on 
Public Lands which could have been the subject of the intervention. 
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The Minerals Exploration Coalition strongly supports the American Lands 
Sovereignty Act, (H.R. 3752) sponsored by Chairman Young , to limit the activity of 
international or United Nations (U .N.) organizations such as the World Heritage Committee 
with in the United States unless such activity is specifically authorized by Congress. In 
addition we suggest the CongresE; should limit the actions of the Administration in "inviting" 
actions such as occurred in the case of the New World Project. While our nation should live 
up to its treaty obligations the Administration should not encourage unwarranted intrusions 
into the domestic affairs of the United States by outside groups, such as was the case of the 
World Heritage Commission's intrusion into the application of NEPA and the New World 
permitting process. 

BACKGROUND TO NEW WORLD PROJECT: 

The New World Project was a proposed medium sized underground gold-copper 
mining operation and related mineral processing plant. The facility was to be located in 
Fisher Creek north of Cooke City, Montana. The project site is approximately three miles 
northeast of the northeast corner of Yellowstone National Park and situated on a watershed 
which flows away from, not into, the Park. 

Crown Butte Mines, Inc. and its predecessor companies have been developing the 
New World Project since the mid-'1 980's. Initial environmental data collection on the project 
began in 1989 with the Environmental Impact Statement process beginning in 1993. The 
proposed project would have us•~d a conventional water flotation, non-cyanide recovery 
proL.ess of mineral concentration . The waste material was to have been permanently stored 
in an environmentally safe state-of-the-art facility designed and built with proven technology. 
The mine and mill complex wa!; planned to operate at a 1,500 ton per day rate for an 
anticipated twelve year period and would have produced approximately 130,000 ounces of 
gold and 3,000 tons of copper per year. The project would have employed approximately 
175 individuals on a year-round basis. 

WORLD HERITAGE COMMITTEE INVOLVEMENT IN NEW WORLD: 

As a part of an opposition strategy to the project a group of 14 U.S. special interest 
groups sent a letter dated February 28, 1995 to the Chairman of the United Nations 
sponsored World Heritage Committee, Dr. Adul Wichiencharoen, requesting that the 
Committee initiate an investigation to determine if Yellowstone National Park should be 
included on the "List of World Heritage Sites In Danger". This letter (Exhibit B) stated as 
reason for the request the "serious threats presented to the park and its larger ecosystem 
by the proposed "New World" go ld mine ... " · In addition to the New World Mine, the letter 
listed seven other unrelated items which requested the attention of the Committee in their 
considerations. 
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The World Heritage Committee's authority within the United States is derived from a 
voluntary treaty obligation which the United States assumed by joining the World Heritage 
Convention in 1978. This Convention, and its underlying obligations are briefly described 
in Exhibit A-2 to this presentation. 

The Director of the World Heritage Committee, Bernd von Droste, responded to the 
letter from the special interest groups with a letter to Assistant Secretary of Interior for Fish, 
Wildlife and Parks George Frampton dated March 6, 1995. In his letter (Exhibit C) Director 
von Droste suggested the World Heritage Committee could request it's affiliated group, the 
World Conservation Union (IUCN), to review the draft EIS when it was published to 
determine if suitable reason existed to designate Yellowstone a 'World Heritage in Danger". 
He indicated that the World Heritage Convention required "State Parties" (in this case the 
United States) to take whatever action was required to remedy a site declared "in Danger" 
by the Committee. Quoting von Droste 

"It is important to note that Article 1 of the World Heritage Convention 
obliges the State Party to protect, conserve, present and transmit to future 
generations World Heritage sites for which they are responsible. This 
obligation extends beyond the boundary of the site and Article 5(A) 
recommends that State Parties integrate the protection of sites into 
comprehensive planning programmes. Thus, if proposed developments will 
damage the integrity of Yellowstone National Park, the State Party has a 
responsibility to act beyond the National Park boundary." 

"Clearly if there are threats to World Heritage values the State Party 
has a responsibility to act. If enabling legislation is not adequate, new 
legislation should be considered (emphasis added), as was the case in 
Australia with respect to the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage site." 

von Droste further stated 

"The World Heritage Committee has the authority to act unilaterally in 
placing a site on the List of World Heritage in Danger .. .ln this respect we 
would appreciate receiving a comprehensive report on the situation in time for 
the meeting of the World Heritage Bureau to be held in Paris in early July 
(1995). SLich a report would enable the Committee to give serious 
consideration to the listing of Yellowstone National Park on the .. ust of World 
Heritage in Danger. should such a decision be warranted, at its nineteenth 
session to be held in December, 1995." 

The Assistant Secretary of the U.S. Department of Interior, George Frampton, 
responded to von Droste in a letter dated June 27, 1995. In his letter (see Exhibit D) 
Frampton indicated "the Secretary (of the Interior) and the National Park Service have clearly 
expressed strong reservations with the New World Mine proposal." May I point out that this 
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correspondence was undertakt~n during the ongoing New World permitting process required 
under NEPA. Frampton stated in his Department of Interior reply to von Droste 

"Until the scope and nature of the analyses [referring to the New World 
Project draft EIS] are better defined and the matter is satisfactorily resolved 
without jeopardizing thB values of Yellowstone, we believe that a potential 
danger to the values of the Park and surrounding waters and fisheries 
exists and that the Committee should be informed that the property as 
inscribed on the World Heritage List is in dao.gg.r" (emphasis added). 

This statement conveys as fact a conclusion contrary to the findings of the EIS, and boldly 
advocates World Heritage Committee involvement in U.S. regulatory affairs by a key official 
of the Administration. Frampton goes on to state he is unable to comply with von Droste's 
request for a comprehensive report on the status of threats to the Yellowstone World 
Heritage Site before the Committee's July meeting - a strange statement for the Department 
of Interior to make if they were "convinced" the site was in danger from a project which had 
not yet completed its permittinu process, much less received permits to begin construction 
or operation . It is interesting to note that in his letter of June 27th Assistant Secretary 
Frampton made no mention of "other" threats to Yellowstone although von Droste. in his 
March 6th letter, had made reference to several risks identified in the February 28, 1995 
correspondence to him from the conservation organizations and in a brief report to the 
Committee in July, 1993 by thH U.S. delegate. 

Assistant Secretary Frampton then invited the U.N. sponsored Committee to visit the 
site in the summer of 1995 to "meet with representatives from the non-governmental 
conservation (special interest) organizations, citizens' groups and the mining company, as 
well as appropriate Federal and State agencies, including the National Park Service, U.S. 
Forest Service, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the Montana Department of State 
Lands". 

On July 3. 1995 the Office of the World Heritage Committee "considered a request 
made by the United States to include Yellowstone Park on the Endangered Heritage List". 
The Office made a decision for a delegation to visit the site later in the summer at the 
specific request and expense of the Department of Interior, the government agency 
mandated to enact, yet challenging, the integrity of the NEPA process. By scheduling such 
a visit September 8-11 , 1995 the Department of the Interior and the World Heritage 
Committee superseded the established permitting process for projects such as New World 
and establishes a precedent for similar action on other inappropriate projects. 

The President of Crown Butte Mines. Inc., Joseph J. Baylis, sent a letter (Exhibit E) 
dated June 29, 1995 to Chairman Wichiencharoen explaining the New World Project, the 
environmental permitting process applicable to the project, and the status of the then-current 
permitting process. In his letter Mr. Baylis expressed willingness to provide the Committee, 
or their technical representatives, with substantial data on the project so that they might 
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make a knowledgeable science and fact-based review of the project. 

The June 29th letter was supplemented by a letter to Dr. von Droste, dated August 
15, 1995 (Exhibit F) in which Baylis expressed concern that the agenda, proposed by the 
National Park Service for the upcoming visit to the site, would create an unprecedented 
forum for those opposed to the New World Project and place the World Heritage Committee 
in an adversarial relationship with the EIS process set out under NEPA. Baylis again 
reaffirmed his company's willingness to cooperate with the Committee in a "fact-finding" 
mission during their visit to Yellowstone, but requested the visit come after the completion 
of the draft EIS. It was made clear that the company was confident that the New World 
Project had not, and would not in any way, harm Yellowstone Park or the Greater 
Yellowstone ecosystem. 

Crown Butte then sent Assistant Secretary Frampton a letter dated August 25, 1995 
(Exhibit G) in which it expressed "deep concern over the Park Service's proposed agenda 
for the Yellowstone visit of the World Heritage Committee". In this letter Baylis stated 

"We do not feel that you or any government official or cooperating agency 
should propose or lead a process alternative to NEPA and ultimately, the EIS. 
We believe that the Park Service plan with respect to the World Heritage 
Committee visit, at this stage of the EIS process, is both improper and 
misguided." Baylis continued 

"We take great exception to the following statement you put in your letter of 
June 27, 1995, to the World Heritage Committee:• .. .lt is unclear whether 
several specific concerns of the Depa:iment of Interior and the National Park 
Service, or other agencies, and of the conservation community will be taken 
into account in the EIS process ... • Are you suggesting that NEPA is a weak 
or poor law?" 

This latter statement by Baylis takes on considerably greater meaning following the more 
recent actions by the Administration to terminate the New World Project. It appears the 
Department of Interior was not interested in the facts because they had already made up 
their minds or had a different agenda. 

Thus the Department of Interior and the National Park Service requested and paid for 
a competency "hearing" by an international agency on those officials mandated by law to 
carry out the NEPA process and act on behalf of Congress. 

Immediately before the World Heritage Committee delegation visited Yellowstone in 
early September, 1995 President Clinton took time from a vacation in Jackson Hole, 
Wyoming to meet secretly with a delegation representing special interest groups opposed 
to the New World Project. He declared in a late evening, surprise press conference August 
25, 1995 organized by the National Park Service at the project site that he was ordering the 
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Secretary of Interior to withdraw from mineral entry under the nation's mineral acquisition 
laws about 4,600 acres of lands adjacent to the land held by the New World Project. This 
withdrawal, ordered by the President, was subsequently increased to an area encompassing 
over 33,000 acres and was designed to hamper the ongoing EIS. 

Thus the Administration unfairly intervened in the ongoing Congressionally mandated 
permitting process and the stage was set for the "fact-finding" visit to Yellowstone National 
Park by the delegation from World Heritage Committee in September, 1995. 

WORLD HERITAGE COMMinEE VISIT TO YELLOWSTONE AREA: 

The agenda for the Worlcl Heritage delegation visit to Yellowstone, September 8-11 , 
1995, was prepared without industry input and controlled by the National Park Service which 
acted as host to the delegation during the four day working visit. This agenda is attached 
as Exhibit H to these remarks. As can be sean by reviewing the agenda, the schedul ing is 
highly biased in favor of the Park Service and special interest groups. Crown Butte was 
limited to a 20 minute period on Friday, September 9th to make introductory remarks and a 
two hour period Saturday, prior to the New World site visit, to explain the details of the 
project to the delegation. 

On the second day of the "hearings" Crown Butte Mines, Inc. personnel gave a two 
hour technical presentation to the Committee representatives. This presentation overviewed 
technical work done to date on the project, the permitting process undertaken, and other 
relevant data on technical aspects of the project. During this presentation, few questions 
were asked by the representatives of the Committee indicating to some either a lack or 
understanding of the technical aspects or a lack of interest in those aspects. 

Following the technical presentation, the group visited the Kennecott tailings pond 
located on Soda Buttes Creek east of Cooke City and then took a three hour tour of the 
project site. Accompanying the Committee representatives on the site visit were National 
Park Service, Forest Service and EPA personnel, the news media, individuals representing 
special interest groups, a few project supporters or mining industry personnel such as 
myself, and about eight company personnel or consultants. Numerous comments and 
discussion by Park Service, special interest, company personnel and others were made 
during the site visit. 

On Monday, September '11th the Meetings reconvened at the Mammoth Hot Springs 
Lodge where hearings describEld as "technical" but sorely lacking science and fact were 
conducted by the Committee representatives throughout the day. About two thirds of the 
speakerS represented special interest opposed to the project. Some presentations were not 
directly related to the New World Project, such as discussions on regional geography and 
history, wildlife planning, regional economy, forest ecology, etc. Other issues discussed did 
address the planned mine. 
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During the proceedings on Monday I made a technical presentation (Exhibit 1-1) to the 
Committee on the ability to develop an environmentally sound project on this particular site. 
In my presentation I addressed the key issues of controversy and addressed some 
misconceptions or incorrect comparisons to other projects. In addition, I cautioned the 
Committee Chainman about allowing his organization to be "used" by special interest groups 
in a domestic dispute. This latter "caution" was not well received by the Chairman. 
Subsequent to the "hearings" I wrote a letter dated October 4, 1995 (Exhibit 1-2) 
supplementing my testimony with additional data on issues raised at the "hearings". 
Included in these additional issues was the incorrect comparison of the New World Project 
to that of Summitville, a heap leach gold project in Southwestern Colorado which 
experienced serious environmental difficulties leading to abandonment of the project and 
bankruptcy of the company owning the project. 

Although he asked to make a concluding remarks at the end of the Monday 
proceedings Crown Butte President Baylis was not allowed to speak during that session. 

The Committee took limited testimony, none of it under oath, from a limited number 
of technical personnel familiar with the specific project. Numerous non-technical "witnesses" 
talked of earthquakes, clear-cutting, area economics, wildlife habitat, area history, buffer 
zones and other topics. Minimal discussion was given to the subject of the stringent 
(meticulous) state/federal permitting process and the massive and costly effort to produce 
a realistic EIS for the New World Project. Although Crown Butte Mines had specifically 
asked the World Heritage Committee to review more than three years of science and fact­
based research, including the more than 15 volumes of technical penmit infonmation, 
prepared for the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) process before making a 
determination the Committee did not review this data, even refusing to accept a copy for 
review at a later date. 

The Committee representatives heard considerable speculation by representatives 
of special interest groups and the National Park Service based on "what if' scenarios 
related to the project. Little wonder a realistic, fact based decision was not made by the 
Committee regarding the matter at their December 12, 1995 Berlin Germany based 
conference. 

Committee personnel, particularly the Chainman, Mr. Wichiencharoen, and Executive 
Director Von Droste, appeared to me to have arrived at the meetings with their minds "made 
up" and a pre-set agenda that the project was a danger to Yellowstone . This attitude was 
exhibited by numerous public statements and/or questions of both gentlemen during the visit, 
including Chairman Wichiencharoen's infamous statement to the Billings Gazette, which I 
personally witnessed, that he believed the U.S. had a very dysfunctional (unorganized??) 
regulatory system and that a 12 million acre "buffer zone" around Yellowstone was justified 
and desirable. This statement was made on the afternoon of the second day of the four day 
meeting. Unfortunately the statements I have described demonstrate a definite bias against 
the New World Project and total disregard for good science on the part of the Committee's 
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leadership. This bias was clea rly established without science and in cooperation with the 
Department of Interior and National Park Service, supposed unbiased agencies, which is 
mandated to participate in the EIS process as protected under NEPA. 

WORLD HERITAGE COMMin"EE ACTION: 

At the conclusion of thH "hearings" the World Heritage delegation held a press 
conference in which they stated they would not make any decision on the status of 
Yellowstone until reviewing the results of the Environmental Impact Statement. This 
statement was reported in the Tuesday, September 13, 1995 issue of the Billings Gazette 
and is quoted below. 

"Members of the delegation said ... they are confident the U.S. Forest Service 
and Montana Department of Environ-mental Quality will consider far-reaching 
impacts of the mine in the EIS due out late this year. They said the World 
Heritage Committee will not decide on Yellowstone status until the EIS is 
released." (emphasis added) 

Information regarding other new:> articles covering the "hearings" are provided in Exhibit A-3. 

Regrettably the Committe•e did not live up to this publicly stated "commitment" to make 
no decision on the matter prior to the completion of the draft EIS. The World Heritage 
Committee, at its annual conference in Berlin, Germany December 5, 1995, after limited 
discussions, declared Yellowstone National Park a "World Heritage in Danger". Minutes to 
these deliberations (Exhibit J) indicate the U.S. representative to the Committee quoted from 
Assistant Secretary Frampton's totally unsubstantiated statement in his June 27, 19951etter 
in which he said the National Park was "in danger'' (emphasis added). The minutes further 
indicate the EIS had not been published and that the U.S. government did not consider the 
World Heritage Committee actions an intervention in domestic law or policy. This latter 
statement is difficult to justify by any knowledgeable and reasoned individual. 

In taking this action the• Committee also listed several other issues of concern. 
Considerable self-serving language was devoted to justification that the Committee action 
was not in conflict with domestic; law or policy of the United States. 

The action of the Committee was announced to the world press through a news 
release issued by the very special interest groups which wrote the February 28, 1995 letter 
to the World Heritage Committee. 

This news release (Exhibit K) , c'n National Parks and Conservation Association, American 
Rivers, Beartooth Alliance and Greater Yellowstone Coalition banner and datelined 
"December 5, 1995- Berlin" announced 
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"The World Heritage Committee today voted to add Yellowstone , the world's 
first national park and a World Heritage Site, to the international list of "World 
Heritage in Danger'' . The Committee concluded that the proposed New World 
gold mine .. . warranted its addition to the list." 

CONCLUSIONS: 

In the United States, our Congress and State legislatures establish laws setting out 
policy by which we live our lives and operate our business. The Administrative branch of 
government then establishes regulations to administer these laws. Over the past twenty five 
years more and more public input has occurred in the process of promulgating regulations 
and, similar public input has evolved in the issues to which the regulations are addressed. 

In the mining industry, as in all other f){Jblic land-use industries, we have a lengthy 
series of public laws and regulations which govern our activities, including those related to 
the environment. In each of these areas adequate opportunities are provided for public 
input into the governmental decision making process. 

In the case of the New World Project, numerous permits related to some facet of 
environmental concern must be obtained from over 35 federal and state agencies before 
the project can proceed - obviously an adequate opportunity to thoroughly address any 
environmental issue in a substantive manner. As many of you know the project was in the 
final stages of publishing a Draft Environmental Impact Statement as required under the 
National Environmental Policy Act when the recent "land exchange" agreement was 
announced by the company and the President. I am confident this Draft EIS, had it been 
released , would have demonstrated the New World Project could have been built and 
operated without endangering Yellowstone National Park, as the company stated and the 
NEPA process substantiated. 

The intervention of the World Heritage Committee into the normal regulatory process 
of the United States and that of the New World Project was, in my opinion, an undue, 
improper use of influence by an outside, ex parte group to influence the New World 
regulatory process. 

The Committee took limited testimony of both a non-technical and technical nature 
on the estimated effect of the New World Project on Yellowstone Park. Many of the non­
technical comments were based on impractical "what ifs" related to the project. Almost no 
testimony was given on other "dangers" to the Park, a subject which had been mentioned 
in the initial February 28th letter to the Committee from the special interest groups. 
Unfortunately, it appeared from questions and statements made by both the Chairman and 
Director of the Committee. both in the meetings and to the press, that the Committee had 
clearly come to Yellowstone with "their mind made up" on the subject. Not surprising since 
they were the guest of the Department of Interior and special interest opponents. 
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The World Heritage Committee's very highly publicized visit to Yellowstone in 
September, 1995 followed by the fund raising campaign of numerous special interest groups 
created extremely negative publicity against the project in the national news media. This 
publicity, for the most part, was totally without the benefit of fact and mostly reiterated 
"slogans" of special interest groups in league with the World Heritage Committee and the 
Department of Interior. 

Following the determination by the World Heritage Committee that Yellowstone was 
a "World Heritage Site in Danger", the Administration began an unprecedented set of 
maneuvers designed to further frustrate the NEPA process and simultaneously began 
negotiations with Crown Butte to acquire the New World Project in exchange for "surplus" 
federal lands elsewhere. Such an exchange was announced on August 12, 1996 by 
President Clinton, just two weeks before the Democratic National Convention - in my opinion 
a politically timed announcement. 

Such a land exchange , and the extraordinary circumstances leading up to its 
inception, sets a terrible precedent by the Administration for using foreign intervention in 
U.S. Domestic Policy and other equally inappropriate and potentially illegal tools to 
circumvent the normal permitting process- if that process does not produce the results the 
Administration desires. Such a precedent does not bode well for the U.S. regulatory system 
in general, or the NEPA proces:s in particular. 

In summary, the December 1995 determination by the World Heritage CommitteE~ that 
Yellowstone National Park was a. "World Heritage Site in Danger" was premature and without 
the basis of adequate fact. It was based upon presumed and unsubstantiated allegations 
that the New World Gold Proje•;t would create irreparable harm to Yellowstone National 
Park. If published, the Draft EISon this project will, most certainly, refute these allegations. 

This premature, unjustified and unwarranted declaration on the part of the World 
Heritage Committee provided the special interest movement with tremendous political 
leverage to "induce" the Administration to negotiate the recently announced "land exchange" 
with the owners of the property rather than pursue to its normal conclusion the 
Congressionally mandated National Environmental Policy Act process for evaluating the 
environmental suitability of the project. 

Congress has seen fit in its wisdom to guide minerals exploration and development, 
as well as all natural resource dt~velopment. with the most stringent environmental laws and 
most precise application of the best science and research in the world. To abandon those 
principals and tools and to allow international intervention as a tool for those who desire to 
ignore or reinvent law and government procedures without Congressional approval, as has 
occurred in the case of New World , will surely have tragic and far reaching consequences 
to our mineral industry and to the nation as a whole. 
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The Minerals Exploration Coalition strongly supports the American Lands 
Sovereignty Act, (H.R. 3752) sponsored by Chairman Young to limit the activity of 
organizations such as the World Heritage Corilmiltee within the United States unless such 
activity is specifically authorized by Congress. Strong steps should be taken by this 
Congress to prevent such an occurrence of meddling by outside (foreign) parties into the 
normally prescribed permitting process in this country. In addition, the Congress should limit 
the actions of the Administration in "inviting" such actions which occurred in the case of the 
New World Project. While our nation should live up to our treaty obligations the 
Administration should not encourage unwarranted intrusions into the domestic affairs of the 
United States by outside groups, such as was the case of the World Heritage Committee's 
intrusion into the New World permitting process. 

I thank you for your attention to my remarks on this important subject as it relates to 
the fair and unbiased application of U.S. domestic law in its intended state for the review and 
development of mineral deposits on federal lands. 
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SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION 

EXHIBIT A-1 

BACKGROUND TO WORLD HERITAGE COMMITTEE INVOLVEMENT IN NEW 
WORLD: 

The World Heritage Committee designated Yellowstone National Park as World 
Heritage Site, or area , in 1978, about six years after the United States signed the World 
Heritage Convention of UNESCO. In the initial request for designation as a World Heritage 
Site a buffer zone of the six surrounding National Forests was proposed. A part of this 
"buffer zone", the Absaroka-Beartooth Wilderness Area was established by Congress in 
1978, specifically excluding the New World Mining District north of Cooke City Montana as 
a result of the U.S. Geological Survey's prediction of the potential for significant mineral 
development in the area. 

In 1990, federal agencies and special interest groups made a strong attempt to 
implement an extremely larger buffer zone a~ound the National Park through what became 
known as the Greater Yellowstone Vision Document. This document was met with a huge 
outcry by the public and the states of Idaho, Montana and Wyoming . The Directors of the 
National Park Service, U.S. Forest Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service who 
formed a regional coordinating committee to implement the Vision Document were 
removed from their respective positions in 1991 thus terminating that effort. 
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EXHIBIT A-2 

WORLD HERITAGE COMMITIEE JURISDICTION WITHIN THE UNITED STATES 

The World Heritage Convention, initially signed by United States and 19 other 
countries, was adopted by the General Conference of the UNESCO on November 16, 
1972. In 1995 there were 469 cultural and natural sites designated in 105 countries 
around the world, of which 20 are found in the United States. Included are the Statue of 
Liberty, Independence Hall, and the Everglades, Yellowstone, and Yosemite National 
Parks, to name a few. 

The purpose of the Convention is to establish "an effective system of collective 
protection of the cultural and natural heritage of outstanding universal value" currently 
referred to as "global commons". The Convention embodies an important concept of 
linking together conservation of nature and that of culture. To quote UNESCO, 

"(f)or a long time, nature and culture were perceived as opposing elements 
in that man was supposed to conquer a hostile nature, while culture 
symbolized spiritual values. However, nature and culture are of course 
complementary, the cultural identity of different peoples has been forged in 
the environment in which they live and frequently, the most beautiful man­
made works owe part of their beauty to their natural surrounding." 

Article 2 of the Convention can be used to protect areas of "natural heritage" such 
as Yellowstone, the Everglades, and the newly nominated Heritage site, Carlsbad Caverns. 
Article 2 also extends protection to areas which constitute the habitat of threatened or 
endangered species of plants and animals. Article 2 reads 

"For the purposes of this Convention, the following shall be considered as 
"natural heritage": natural features consisting of physical and biological 
formations or groups of such formations, which are of outstanding universal 
value from the aesthetic or scientific point of view; geological and 
physiographical formations and precisely delineated areas which constitute 
the habitat of threatened species of animals and plants of outstanding 
universal value from the point of view of science or conservation; natural 
sites or precisely delineated natural areas of outstanding universal value 
from the point of view of science, conservation or natural beauty." 

Article 4-6 are key to the functioning of the Convention. While nations recognize the 
duty of ensuring the identification, protection and conservation of World Heritage sites 
belongs primarily to them, any nation signing the treaty also agrees to do "all it can" to 
protect these sites. Article 6 clarifies this statement even further by stating "Whilst fully 
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respecting the sovereignty of the State [nation) ... State Parties to this Convention recognize 
that such heritage constitutes a world heritage for whose protection it is the duty of the 
international community as a whole to cooperate (emphasis added)." Article 4 states that 
a nation signing the treaty is "to thEl utmost of its own resources, and where appropriate~. 
with any international assistance and co-operation" protect these sites. 

Article 5 outlines the responsibilities of the nation state 

" ... each State Party to the Convention shall endeavor, in so far as possible, 
and as appropriate for each country: 

1) to adopt a general policy which aims to give the cultural and natural heritage 
a function in the life of the community and to integrate the orotection of that 
heritage into comprehensive planning programmes· 

2) ~within its territories, where such services do not exist, one or more 
services for the protec.1jon conservation and presentation of the cultural and 
natural heritage with an appropriate staff and possessing the means to 
discharge their functions; 

3) to develop scientific and technical studies and research and to work out such 
operating methods as will make the State capable of counteracting the 
dangers that threaten jts cultural or natural heritage; 

4) to take the apprwriate legal scientific technical administrative and financial 
measures necessary for the identification protection conservation, 
presentation and rehabilitation of this heritage ... " (emphasis added) 
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EXHIBIT A-3 

PRESS COVERAGE OF THE WORLD HERITAGE COMMITTEE EVENT: 

The Committee's activities at Yellowstone were covered in detail by the regional and 
national press. Of particular mention was coverage by the Casper Star Tribune and the 
Billings Gazette. This coverage included both special interest and company aspects of 
the issue but in many instances criticized the U.S. NEPA process under which the New 
World Project was being permitted. 

One of the more outspoken issues raised was Chairman Wichiencharoen's 
statement regarding the need for a 12-18 million acre buffer zone around Yellowstone 
Park. The September 10, 1995 issue of the Billings Gazette quoted the World Heritage 
Committee Chairman as stating 

" ... he is inclined to suggest that the international panel urge the United 
States to expand Yellowstone Part to encompass millions of acres of national 
forest that surround it. Certainly the forest areas around Yellowstone belong 
to the same ecosystem." 

Wichiencharoen further stated 

"Land managers should simply keep undisturbed regions undisturbed.: 

World Heritage Director von Droste stated 

"the U.S. Forest Service should manage the some 11 million acres of 
adjacent national forest to avoid projects that would stain the entire 
Yellowstone region." 

At the conclusion of the meetings the Casper Star Tribune indicated 

"The committee was more interested in how a coherent ecosystem 
management strategy to protect Yellowstone could be fashioned out of 
competing laws and agency priorities." 

"Committee Chairman Adul Wichiencharoen of Thailand ... [stated] that as a 
signatory to the World Heritage Convention Treaty, the United States has a 
duty to take steps to preserve the Yellowstone ecosystem across 
administrative boundaries of the park." 

"Executive Director Bernd von Droste of Germany, ask if the EIS would be 

TESTIMONY OF PAUL C. JONES 
Mineral$ Exploration Coalition 
~12,1118 

HOUSE COMMITIEE RESOURCES 
American Lands Sowreignty Act 
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developed with the concept of critical buffer zones around the park in mind. 
"It's a bit too much piece-mt~al, doesn't speak to the biological interactions" 
outside park boundaries, he continued." 

These statements indicate a sharp bias against, or criticism of, the NEPA process by the 
leaders of the delegation. 

Following are some of the articles published during and after the World Heritage 
Committee proceedings at YellowHtone. 

TESTIMONY OF PAUL C. JONES 
Minerals Exploration Coalftion 
Sept&mber 12, 1996 

HOUSE COMMITIEE RESOURCES 
American Lands Sovereignty Ad. 
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Newspaper Articles in Exhibit A-3: 

"Report: Gold mine no threat to park" BILLINGS GAZETIE May 17, 1996; 

"Delegation ends mine site visit" BILLINGS GAZETIE September 12, 1995; 

"Heritage panel defends visit" CASPER STAR-TRIBUNE September 12, 1995 

"Panel: Park needs buffer zone" BILLINGS GAZETIE September 10, 1995 

"Guest Editorial - New World sabatoge" LIVINGSTON ENTERPRISE September 5, 
1995 

Newspaper articles in Exhibit A-3 and all items in Exhibits B - K may be obtained upon 
request from the MINERALS EXPLORATION COALITION at the address below. 

MINERALS EXPLORATION COALITION 
1019 8th Street, Suite 305 
Golden, Colorado 80401 
Phone 303-277-1155 
Fax 303-277-1212 
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EXHIBITL 

STATEMENT OF QUALIFICATIONS - PAUL C. JONES 

Paul C. Jones is the Executive Director of the Minerals Exploration Coalition, an 
advocate on public policy issues involving access to, and use of, public lands of the United 
States for mineral exploration and development. He is also President of Sovereign Gold 
Company, Ltd. and Sovereign Management Group, Ltd., two privately held companies 
engaged in exploration and development of precious and base metals in the Western 
United States, Canada and Latin America. 

Mr. Jones is a recent past Chairman of the Board of Directors, Director Emeritus and 
a past member of the Executive Committee of the Colorado Mining Association (CMA). 
He currently serves as the Chairman of the CMA Summitville Mine Task Force and is a 
member of CMA's Environmental, Governmental Affairs, and Public Affairs Committees. 

In April, 1993 Colorado Governor Romer appointed Jones to the Governor's 
Summitville Advisory Committee, a group representing local. state and federal agencies, 
special interest coalitions. the general public, and the mining industry. The Governor's 
Advisory Committee serves as a conduit for information on Summitville and provides 
guidance to the Governor's Office on matters related to the reclamation and closure of the 
project. 

In addition Jones is currently the Vice Chairman and Chairman Elect of the Colorado 
Mining Association Educational Foundation, a private organization which has provided 
college level credit training in min in!~ and minerals exploration to more than 1000 primary 
and secondary school teachers ov•:!r the past 26 years. 

Jones is a recognized industry expert on responsible land use and land 
management in minerals exploration. permitting, development and reclamation. He is a 
sought after advocate for responsible mining and adherence to the strict standards that 
govern mining and natural resourcE~ development in North America. 

Mr. Jones has a Bachelor of Mining Engineering Degree from the University of 
Minnesota. is a Registered Professional Engineer, and has served in numerous 
engineering, operations and senior management positions in public and private companies 
during this 35 years in industry. '-le is a member of the American Institute of Mining 
Engineers, the Society of Mining, Metallurgy and Exploration, the Mining and Metallurgical 
Society of America, the Minerals Exploration Coalition. the Colorado Mining Association 
and the Northwest Mining Association where he has served in various roles, and is a 
founding member of the National Mining Hall of Fame & Museum and the Colorado Mining 
Exhibit Foundation. He was the 1995 recipient of the prestigious "St. Barbara Award" 
given by 14 Colorado mining organizations "In Recognition of Outstanding Contributions 
to Colorado Mining". 
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EXHIBITS 

PRESENTATION 

OF 

PAUL C. JONES 

TO 

COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES 

U. S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

SEPTEMBER 12, 1996 

EXHIBITS 

A-3 (Newspaper Articles Only) 

B- K 

MINERALS EXPLORATION COALITION 
1019 8th Street, Suite 305 
Golden, Colorado 80401 

Phone 303-277-1155 
Fax 303-277-1212 
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Ptust~lt,.. brand taJ: transmit1al rnemo 7'671 flfotptges • ., 

,.,-:(.1 \ \I'>"! Loll.. ~ :r\-... {[.1;~{5. 
reo.- C& 

~ ~-· ... ... 

• • op•n•ons 
Guest Editorial 

New World .sabatoge 
Will the New World Order ubotqe 

the New World MUle? ClllltoD lldmiJ:Ib. 
tration offidala appear to be scheaW!e 
to bring that about. 

Auistant Interior Secretary Georp 
Frampton and Yellowstone Park 
Superintendent Mike Finley have 
invited a United Nations panel, the 
World Heritage Ccllllllittee, to review 
the propQHd 10111 miAc, wbich Crown 
Butte MUla wuts to build aear Cook 
City, just outside Yeilo'lfstone Park. 

It would be safe to say that most 
Mont&Jllllls, aa well as JDost Amari· 
cans, bad never heard of the Wcirlil 
Herit&&e Coll:llllinee. Ift aafe to say 
most Mo11.taDULS had no idea the Ullit· 
ed States 11 obllaatecl by treaty ro 
"protect" ccrtaiu 11it'Os, like Yellow­
ltolle Parlt, if tbe coJDmlttee pro­
claims th ..... tD be "iil dan&er"o N 

CrowG Butte President Joaeph 
Baylis ltz'oiiCiy ohj~ to briJigiq ill 
tbe eomtllittee. Bayli~ contends that 
by doin& 111, tbe Interior IleparaDent 
ia attempl!ng to subvert the aol"'Dal 
re"\'iew process, which l.s currently 
unduway. . 

Finley denies that, but the deaial 
rin&s bollow. BIITiia bas l)11ldw:ed let· 
ters ta wllich Framptoa urcu the 
et~mmittee to declare that Ule mine 
endancera Y.Uowatone, even tllaugh 

the committee ibelt adriiCd that sucli 
a COIIC!usioa. would be premature. 

A lot of people ve probably ahoc:kerJ 
to learn that a United Nations gro1.>' 
apparctly has tbe power to influence, 
cir even determ!ue, the New Worl<i 
Mlne~ioe. 

Frampto11'1 COIIdact is shoc:king, as 
w11ll. He is working to persuade a 
Ullited Nation• panel to sabotage tJu; 
mille review now being conduct~ by 
the U.S. Forest Service and the l-ion­
ta:aa Department of Eaviroame:~ul 
Quality. Frampton and Finley may be 
afraUl the lawful review process will 
not produ~e ttw decmons they went, 
aad hope the U.N. bedy will O!)pose 
the mine. 

Tb.e sovenun~nts of Mantua, 
WyoiD.iDg IJld the United Statas = 
dectde this lAue perfectly well with­
auf any help tram the United Nation;;. 

U asking the World Heritage Corr .. 
mlnee to torn thumba down on tbe 
mine be!ore the review process i3 
eomi'letad !8 admint.tratlon pv!icy, 
Pneideat CIJDtoo should speak UJI sn 1 
accept r81p011Jiblliry. 

U FramptDII wu actilll!" on his o~. 
be lllou1d be fired. 
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• 'GREATEST ISSUE' 

Delegation 
ends mine 
rsite visit 
!World panel reserves 
judgment on controversy 
!y MICHAEL MILSliiN 
Gal.~~e Wyo!T'IOng !kl"ftcu 

YEllOWSTONE I'IA TlON P.L PARK. · Wyo. 

~~~~:~;:~~e~N~~~:u;;~.;~~u=~ f~r~~~ 
nonb~m h~!:D!Spherl! . the sr~at:u ctivirocmeiJta.l ir 
sue Lhcte D:· said I lcad.r O{ ii.D internaticaill panol 
reviewin.; the mini!: . 

Y~llowstone •·is rully a. supefb.tl.ve site and thi~ 
quurion of minil\!t n.o!~Tby \$ an h'n(lOrtant one for all 
parks.,·· 1-.id B~f'?d von Droste. dit~cror of tb~ World 
Herirase Cocur.me <!. V.."'hether or tlOl the rrnne. ;:oe~ 
•hud. h.• n id. op~n dlscuS5ion o[ ill: lHO) a1\d ~on;. 
''bas sivcn me admi.ration !or the A::nencaa sptetn." 

The ~ml!timt:,·teruc discu~i-:m ror me d.elc­
gati9A 's beD-tfit 
on Mogth)' Ml 
jumped rrom Crown Butte ne 
the mine to lc~­
giug to a sol"! ot 
fCV.e tS! Ameri­
Ci!O impctial­
ism_ 

Wbde cnvi· 
roumcgtal i s.t~ 

who bad sum­
mooed tbC par"" 
el pnx:taimed 
its visit • we. 
c~ in fOC\Uin& 
global atr~.at i on 
on th: N~'!Jo· 

!:'L~.t:i~~ 
r;ompaa~ be­
bit1d th~ rninc 
aear Cgoke 
City 'ermed rhe proceecli.ng1 •·a bit ,:)fa taree." 

FouT npre1eutati•~:S of the Warld H~rin.c.:: 
Cg(nfuintc wound up a. !our-day vi~it to YeUo~topc 
on Z..londay by t~s<rviu& 1 c:oneb.:.$iOn oa the mine 
plan. but hoistin& r~ fb.p oa oti\c:r park fronts: :eo. . 
thcnnat deveiopment, tourUt c•vercro..,din~ IA4 
threaten~d gtizz:l)i bean:. 

Durini a Decembt:r meerinz in Gcrm<~ny. they 
win repJrt their fin.dinp to the: full World. H.:ritag~ 
Comtnitt~e. wbicb Wl"U tben decide whetlMr Yellow .. 
nuu~ fits onto d\c pocnphkal equivaltnt of cbc cn­
dan!!eted Jpt:eie' list. 

"Y.:IJowstonc bu 1. wortd-wtd.e constitueo.cy." 

. "!···· 

(tY-

~
·., . 

~ 
~·· - ~ 
·~;~-;~~ . 

•.Group bac;': 
expansion c.:; 

• Park chief d..,. 
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BILLINGS "~TTE" 
Tueoday, Sept. 12, 1995 

.~,~~'i'i't--' lf"""'' '' ..... .. . 

Mine 
hom Paz- One 

Park m.anaJtts, in' Y cUoW3tone and 
elsewhere. mui\ alw ftauro out ways _ ro 
bc=·m.mace poople wbo lillY Ollie""'.!< 

· ~ lhii patk.IID ~lb," '!oa !>mote. said. 
Bu1 moot ot IIIC more lban 20 teebni­

cal prcsent&tiom tbe ll(orli! · Heritoge 
voo Droste said. . Cobunittec ~o"l' heiiRI on Monday = · 

. : '£n'rironmcntal orgalliU.tioos bod . tcred Th: '!:., ew ..:=.., Pto.=n.au, ·; •. 
~ed tbe deleption to ~p wllctbe{ lbe. oludin• 0 . --'uon ~.t.e-nl from . ~en. 
plonaed ' lllille 'IIUI'illla. liolilll Yellow· • ''11 •• -~ 
•<one Park, a dcaipale.d World Hcrilase Cnnraa Bums (R-Mont.). came from 
Sote. as "iri danger." Instead, the goup tbaoe wbo abi<><led to lbo deleption'• · 
;<oi,.d the ~r or such illistial c!vt. aot pracz~oc ill the finl pM. · · 
to tlle mlne, but to zeo<bem>al <level- . Echoloa . OOllllnCDia from ollicials of 
opmenl. . Cr"""' BU!Ill Mill<:o in<., lhe OOD1p<IIIY 

:z~a - ! ~ 

~c·:.~ . 

st.-:-:-.-: 
~:;c .. . ~ 
Cr<.'., ~­
~r:J .: · .. 

ti~· -. . 

·:;' 
;-ll:·~ f 

t'1e .· 
' ""'· .' fe-r .J l ..:. 

Retiml U.S. G.:ologjcal Sun-oy Je- propooiDg dle.millc with fialacial boockin& 
"'arch ~eolopt IrviDc Friedman told !he !rom Canadian ~ P.nt Nor&ada, 
deleganon that uncontrolled devel- Bwas and others laid mteruational over­
opmcnl, . iDcludio& oU and . su drillillf- llcJat iS pretpature. Ro>Mw by U.S. ageu· 
n.:a.r the ·11atio.,al park coWd ' "seriO\Aiy c:ies. eow wriliaa u enviroameotal impe,;t 
im~air ·• Y c:llo,.toae·s , geysen and hoi ltl.lemcnt that Will.- the n>ine, should - ~~~~ ~ 
· Th;...,ll to such ~1-knowa fntWe They l>tau.d Fll>ley lQd tbe National . '""'-C 

may by ibclt wuront an " in doDger~ tilt• . Pa.k Sen;..: pon:o1 lniA;rior Deportment 
mg fo.f Yellowst:ODc ud. a recf\Je&e tbac tbo for sigaioa onto an &nvir01llllctHalgt .. (•d 
U.S. goYetnment take bnmediate stepo !0 IA'ri'UIIion to the 4eleplion that ll>ay un-
b':'c!."~: .'!:d.par~·, hot-water _ditplays, von de~ i~ .!/!:'it.., the iuue of 

"We're not OOII<eruecl only about tile llcuniltin& Ibis mine bu become mirecl in 
mine, but we're cou .. tn•d abotot tbc rhetoric IDcl glDit~" Bums .. 14. in 
whole sy>tem," said Harold Jt. l!ids>it, a a olateman •esd by Burns aide Suoat 
World Heritag.: Co.qwiUee st\fter. · Br~ke. ''1 believe today's ev~nt is anoLi-

· --•••··--•ooM'' ,.._, 

stone. Fumiss,ald. 

t3Il:':~: 

~~)-.: 

'\V'! 'i ';; .; ' 

C?7'- . 
;.;..:tE-

Mine oppoucuta repeatc4 re... tbet 
u lmpqculdamtl desiped lo llol4 m\1-
UDas of- of,..,""· tact from lho mine 
<OUid pnetotc ·..;d 'poUution that "'auld 
Ink dowuslreom it the ,_,..w r.lls. 

lots<r lncli.aoa la'll'lll"-·" · 

.··.'!NOD) S'l'ORIJ:B 

;~!!\:ti pme o_nd tb~ ,!-' N has 

. ·,) the ~ •• 1" Com-

·~ ;:d N=-~ttlo.: =po~ 
.:·eatcd by I tl<4tr cam 

. -~l.::: ritaae Cou\l'enUOD. . 
: .;. tatter of th'e Gieatcr Yellow­
: on liked wllether a- hod 
: ' oommento ill advoooc wiU. 
. ' or Noraudo ofliclol<, Brooke 
-~oruptly.' '"11M: · seur.or ean 
· ~,.If.:.. I know thai's p<obo­

·:, you.. but b~ Qta.." 

: 5peaker. Xalhleea1acbowoki 
-'yo.. ter1DCd invoJvement by 
. .a.tcrior of!itWs an iuault to 

· :::> peopM &lld the govemmenr 
c rev!o..U.s lbe tnW:. propoool 
·!$. • . 

~erill&• Commlnee l'Rslde01 
-•ll<h1110en retorle.d tb&t otbor 
.. ; metimes re•ent "'.Aalc::riQn 
• · and said his delccuiOA it !>or 
···•'· By ........... , Am.Crieam 
;.o!tland tllat. ''yo~'n: IDoullillg 
.. ., people," be Mid. · 

.:!"'atinJ Moa4ay lu a Iormor 
. i the Nalio110l Park Sc.-.ioe 
_, -;plit between 1-uppon for lAd 
:_, lbc mioo that RWd sit 
:tigb peob east or y eUow-

·: " ::' ---.-----

MiA< -- $lid. th• projecl CDIIIcl -­.Uy. belp Yello,.._ by c:lcanln& up 
-left by unnploled lllillers cio<a4oi 

. Bayh, now a Waobitif!oo, D.: . .. 
1110rtdDg u • consultanf to ,Crow~ • . 
~ajcl cnvitoamental groups h3"'':. " 
so sn\ldl ''otl wbat tbey'r~ 3.g,lr·,:.; :_ 
loot lildll a!WIIat !hey'« fot ." 

Mcmben of the delcfatioc ,_;; .: •. , 

~ M;,.':!dc~~~t~ts~~-~ -:~ ,_. .... . 
Pullllled wat01 .W <baiD . acny from 

Yellowatone it Crown But<o &eto penall­
,;ou to budd lbe otue-Qf-tbe-art impolm4· · 
RJeDt where il bu propoled. said compaay 
a•ol<>siaU. But ID altoraato site woald JNI 

~:r~~ ;,.,~~tt;::';~~ 
minded die IDtemadonal sroup. 

Tiley radc<l tho lbodow of past mlDe 
dilulen, altbolllb Crown Bune otl!dllis 
eonleoded tbe cumplu ue DOt relevaot 

Gcolopst ~ fllmiss, •ho oc:· 
knowledsed bo had 'beon eacployed by • 
Notanda au.bUdlary but ts now o Uoiveni-­
ty of Molltou~ arad\IGk student. detail.-! 
hie ctudiel o( >b:eaw Deu the propooed 
mine site. The t ... lrcb sllowa the ,.,....., 
haY<> ....,. !Iced by oatunlly oeeurring 
add . d(ainaae mel toxi< beavy metals .lor 
~-~!~~:. _··-J __ . .. ; __ , _____ ... ... 

menial ()Qallty will coooider !a: 
impiCU of tho 111ine in the E!J 
late tbil year. Tbey soicl the W: :•. 
U.Je Committee wfU not de~C:., . 
lowstoae•s ltalUS until the EIS ic 

Still, <::r<nnt Butte PresiC.~ -~ · 
Baylis called the llclcgatictl·, 
b.n:e' ' iu .auch cnviton~:tno . .;. -:. . . ~ 
cc:~mpind with utional oark -oi:.S-; .:.. .... 

cx-,::d~=~~~;~: ._ 
oul :rc•• at the Wotl<l He:f.,,; : 
~c:Je~1:~ :f::~e:'aee~~ ~~-
schedule iD their favor. 

''We bave a ICIIDleSs mes~o:~ -:: · _ : ~ · 
from tbeso ltOIIpl and !rem ·::: · . 
emmcmt :ageuc:ie! that are ir-:r.~-- , 
pl.c:c sciC~KC aa.d f6c:t3 ·.v.w_ 
~0~ .~f Wg"&")d .. ~i~OD,'' h,e V-' -~ 
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CASPER "STAli.-TiiiButiE" 
Tuesday, Sept. 12, 1995 

NEW WORLD MINE 

Heritage -panel defertr1s visit 
Critics: International group's deliberations on ::-_ _-r -~e insult to U.S. 
By CHiliS TOLLEFSON 
Star-Tribu"" •t~f wrillr 

leue$ .• draft env1rorunental impact c.-: ~ ~>l or the committe~ · s visit 
statement- as tiM! FoRSt ~rvice hoa.& hav~ ~- .. ,,._racterited it a6 unntce&!l&ry 

· recominettdecL m~?C...::... _ .. j !n local affair3, and vowed 
MAMMOTH HOT SPRINGS- On ·a But if the OEIS is not r~lcased by no: '··' : , ease U.S. so•ereigni;v <Mit 

day s~t a..tlde Cor scientific ..nd tec.lL· the tim.e of the Herlt&Jt Committee':s tl'!~ ~--''··=project to the international 
nical presentations before membtjrs of. De~ember meetlng, tbe group will ;ltv t;~- -
l.he ~orld ·Hetit.J.Ce COnuuiUee) the make a recon\mendaUon on the mine Cr ·;-. ; Rutte Mlnes President Joe 

~:~t~:ra~r ~~~ ~P= -··-----· ~n:::~~~:U,di~~ ------·~] ::~~~~~::~:~:~~~~~~ 
m tlie forefront. 'I iecommend The full commit- 'We have ~e !· ·:e. members ~nd a.ccompa-

The commit tee spent ~-1 'h . tee will decide invited by· t::~ nied thelD on a. tour o! the 
most of the afternoon Mon- e entage whether to liot Yo!· :nine site, called the entire 
day, the last doy of their (corru:ru_ · ttee) Jowstone u : a United Sta; c ~ ·Jisit "wrong and totally in-
<JSit to Yellowstone Na- 1 World Heritace ~ppropriAte' Monday. 
tional Par'-, defcndmg their go

1
.on and .let Site in Danger at governrne::c, That oenliment wa.s echoeu 

presence, Intentions and a m~ting in early and ~ arc oy U.S. Sen Conr~d llurn' 
prior statement,. ,the U.S. December, bued ::-Mont. 

At a p< .. s conference at handl thi ' on information not go!!'.;; Burns had originally 
the end of the d"f, the COD\· e s. provided by th• ')lanned to te5tify In ptt-
mitt_ee said they are not i dele•ates who home.' ; on, but 1nstead sent a writr 

PAT~ II(JiCU D 
tAking sides at till! point MOin<TAI!< 011. .um II• .. be<ort visiting cen statement in which he 
In the debate over the c.<!~ ~'nON tho proposed mint . """'il) vo:v Dl~. <•a.rshly critjdzed Park Ser-
mine, and have not detel"- site. woaLD IDWTAG:! ·.lice officials !or thelr ·role 
mined . whu recommend&- Pllk Service of- COillCITill'S in opposin& the mino, •ott<>n 
tiohs they would tnake.to 1 fldals, who ba.Y~ ·~tltho.ut the facts; or even 
rho full World Horllal• Committe.• at spo11110n!d !'lw commi~'• ..Uit; lia.., when :i>o facts do not support the 
its December meetihs- j · said that ~he World Heritq:e Treaty, poJ!tion:' 

The committee Aiel it would prefer a. rar!!led liy Congress; hal the Coree Su.-.c ;; &aid in his st~tement that 
to wait before malcln& a recomli'en- a.nd statur..ory authority of fedefal prot~c ~.:: ~~s !or buffer 10nes like those 
dcttlon until the Forest Service- re. law. ::~e tee l'ELLOWSTONE. AS 

·---------------------
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~NE: .}'ldi'J/~ c;,~:.~·~{$, in DeWmber _ 
C::o11tiaae<1 fro• Al · fident the county commli1lon .· former . .IJ.S. stnator !rom lndl­
aqoresscd by· the committee '"'uld ~· ahl~ to rnch .f. s~ttle , . ..,.. ,'liircll' c•~ ;, tol<l the.· com­
' have been <li><:uua<1 - and re- mel\t. 'Speall:illc-a4 .:..:·npreoen: :_ mitt'e,e' tho~ aside ·fro!" con­
jected - by the U.S. con;res- tat\'"' of th~ -Ro'eky kounf&n: :' frol!tation. t.l;e .,dl t4aue i& tv­
slonal committee 'lri~ )uriSCiic, · 011 and !las AstOciat!o.n.. he. aa41.;. el}'OI\e"5 muru•l i(ltereot ln the 
11on over the COJIYention. that~eWHC•hollldnotb*ln;:: ~d; .. :·. · · 

· World Herltaae Committee tert.~in£ ' 1Fith the NEPA j>~-· 'As ·one";vh" spent a whole 
Chairman Adul W'idlltlldlaroen ~.. . • , . , :" . . - lifetime wo":<i •'& on ell'liron-
of Thailand said that otbtr cou.n- 'I recoml!lend the ' )lerJtage mental iJISI'es. ::'o hard J:>r .me to 
tries without SJ>ecific dom~tic (com~r~ltue)' go :on Nul let the understand h·->w I could be on 
mandatu to manaae buffer U.S. handle this;' he soid, cal1in« the other side o: this ls•ue: he 
•onOfl ob•e""" the r;~nes vollll\· it an insult to those la...rlllly said, appealir.g to the enriron­
tarily "hen reeommended loy complyi!l~ with'pennittinz pro- mental com:h·c~i:Y to meet 'llfith 
the World Heritage Comm,in.h. eessos.; · · h i_m to' · rtnd so me_ .'conuuon 

"It's not a caoe of atendlnc a · : . •we an here In 110 -,o:y JUdi· ground. . . · 
buffer zone into a residential' iD& or lnterfeiiDI llrith the'.im- · 'My first <O>ctlDii was 'my 
area ... l>utilthere .are a...as' 'IJOasta~ .c; l!'!ttwiiCc!es- god, a mill< ·;l<>se to 1:ellow- · 
that are f\01 clecraded; It can M ' !&nation) Is a oeparate proceu: stone," Bayr. <>; d, recounting a 
mnnaged in ouch a "'•7 that said WHC Eseeutive Dinctor meeting he _;,., ,~ with 9ro,.n 
theso values are protected,· he B~tl\d Von Drost, aplaininC Butte when tile o mpany ofrHed 
sa\d. . ~his ·qrganiZatlon !lao a man· to hire hir.~. !':·., !\e said w!len 

Burns spokeswomu Susa11 date to m'lke ou<h detennina· looking at the prcposal, it tquclr 
Drooke ,a;d !llat Bums Jiu tak- . tions. · · biiu as a way to 1mprove c:ondi-
en 1\0 pooitions on the merits of · •we have boon il:lvlted by .;Ao tiono near the p ark. . 
the mine. . United Nteo govarnment, 'and · As _. one ot the original 

"He is juat ukina that the· .we are -no~, ping home, • Vol\ founders . oi the · NaJional 
United llt~tes proeess be ~1- DroSt repUed. · · , · , · Envlrol\lllental Policy Act, l!ayh 
l~d to proceed/, she said. Another Wyoming ruidt!lt, said the act was lntonded to 
, Marathon Olt official Pat Kathleen Jaehanlci 'of Cody, al- follow an eco•ystem IDlUI&Je­
Chllden, who Is alao pASidont 10 called the committee's pres- men't approach of the holistic 
o!the Parlt County Multiple Use once an lnoult 'tO U.S. citinns. nature nqu~ s :>d. It must be 
Assoelation, said hl5 Industry Tbi.>- ptwolced a~ respon~o :lllowed to ruo ::s course, he 
..;n pay the lion's all&to of taus from Wichiencharoen, who oald said. 
to fi~tance impacts fro&n the thai: d\e trUe il\,cult l"J'&S tO think •[ would orge 1011 to con.sldet" 
miri.e if Crcnirn Batte doe• )lot that ·Amertca.n cttizen, can not tht possib1lity c·l taldng some 
come to an ll!reement -..trh hrl< handlo ocrutiny from the orga- or tile gold o,.t or Henderaon 
County lo offset those Impacts. n!Atlon. D\OUntain al\d putting it to wori< 

l!u~ he said that ho ..., con- Crown Buu.t eoiiSWt&l\t and cleaning up that area, • ho said. 
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EXHIBIT B 
Spedal Interest Letter 

February 28, 1995 

NATIONAL PARKS AND CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION 
GREATER YELLOWSTONE COALITION* AMERICAN RlYERS 

THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY * SIERRA CLUB 
TROUT UNLIMITED • NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 

WORLD WILDLIFE FUND • NATIONAL AUDUBON SOCIETY 
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL* MiNERAL POLICY CENTER 

FRIENDS Of THE EARTH " BEARTOOTH ALLIANCE 
CANADiAN PARKS AND WILDERNESS SOCIETY 

february 28, 1995 

Dr. Adul Wichiencharoen 
Chairman of the World Heritage Cornlrinee 
UNESCO, 7, Place de Fontenoy 
75700 Paris, France 

Dear Dr. Wichiencharcen, 

We are writing to encoura1:e the World Heritage Committee to initiate an investigation 
to determine whether YellowStone Natic•nal Park should be included on the "List of World 
Heritage in Danger.· Our recommendation is prompted by the extremely serious threats / 
presented to the park and its larger ecosyStem by the proposed "New World" gold mine just 
outside the northeast boundary of Yellowstone National Park. However, the danger from the 
New World Mine is exacerbated by marty other threats to the park's internationally signific•nt 
resources. We believe all of these factors merit your review. 

The New World project lias been. appropriarely described by the New York Times as a 
"calamity" threatening "the crown jewel of the American park sysrem. • ("No Mines Near 
YellowStone,· AuguSt 29, 1994) The mine would endanger three major watersheds of the 
YellowStone River, imperil water qualicy in YellowStone National Park, destroy important 
wildlife habitat for the threatened grizzly bear and other animals, .and degrade the natural 
beauty and wilderness character visitors seek within and just outside the northeast comer of 
YellowStone National Park. The park's Soda Bune Creek and Lamar River and their 
important riparian and wildlife values ar: immediately downstrc.. ·m from one of the primary 
sites under consideration for an enormo~:.s toxic tailings impoundment, with accompanying 
rislcs of severe damage from leakage or failure. As the Chief of the Branch of Resources at 
Yellowstone National Park said, "If you threw a dart at a map of the United States, and 
decided to put a gold mine there, it ' s pn>bably the worsr place possible.· 
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Despite increasing information tllat conftrms tlle real risk of environmental disaster, 
and an outpouring of national opposition, the project proponent is pushing ahead for permit 
autllorizations. An environmental impact statement is currently under preparation, with a 
draft document expected as soon as summer 1995. Project proponents hope to receive 
authorization to begin work as soon as 1996. 

An immediate investigation is critically needed to help ensure t:h.at the potential 
impacts and risks to the national and international values of Yellowstone National Park are 
broadly understood and' averted. Rigorous assessment of the project and its consequences are 
needed to ensure that corrective or alternative actions which eliminate risks to Yellowstone, 
the world's first national park, are fully explored and adopted. 

Yel!owsrone In Danier 
Tbe serious danger presented by the New World gold mine is made much more 

serious by the myriad threats already confronting the park which endanger its ecological 
integrity. Any evaluation by the World Heritage Collllitittee should consider these problems, 
as well as those presented by the New World mine. Some key threats, described in more 
detail in attachments to this letter, include: 

'"The park's world renowned geothertnal resources remain at risk from geothermal 
development and other subsurface drilling beyond park boundaries. 

" Timber harvests, oil and gas development, road building, mining, home building 
and new population clUSters continue to encroach on sensitive wildlands and important 
wildlife habitat which surround the park and on which the park's llealth and integrity 
depends. 

* Destruction of h.abitat and increasing human-bear conflict jeopardizes tlle threatened 
grizzly b~ar. 

'" Bison from the once free-roaming herds within the park are routinely slaughtered if 
they cross park boundaries. 

'" Illegally introduced lake trout threaten to displace Yellowstone's native cutthroat 
trout, an important food source for grizzlies, and other small mammals and birds. 

• An enormous pile of toxic mine tailings located only several miles upstream of 
YellowStOne's northeast boundary continues to leacll heavy metals and acids into the park's 
Soda Butte Creek despite numerous cleanup attempts. 

• Ever-increasing levels of visitation create problems related to over-crowding, 
including disturbance ro wildlife, during winter as well as summer. 

World Heritaoe Values At Risk 
Yellowstone was liSted as a World Heritage Site in 1978 in recognition of its 

outstanding uitiversal signiticance and internationally significant natural phenomena. It was 
agreed that Yellowstone satisfied all four of the criteria' for a natural heritage site, including 
the presence of "outstanding examples representing ... biological evolution,· "superlative 
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natural phenomena ... tsuch asr outstanding examples of the most important ecosystems and 
areas of exceptional natural beauty,· and "the most important and signiticant natural habitats 
where threatened species of animals or plants of outstanding universal value from the point of 
view of science or conservation :;till survive.· The nomination specifically cited the park's 
"exceptional natural beauty," "watersheds and intact ecosystems that are unaltered by the 
activities of man,· "wildlife, including grizzly bears ... as well as the natural processes 
which affect their population and distribution and allow biological evolution to proceed with 
minimum int1uence by man.· The nomination noted that "The area is essentially the same 
wilderness it has ~n since prehistoric times . . . • 

The nomination implicitly acknowledged the ecological interdependence of 
Yellowstone and its surrounding lands, and directly recognized that protecting the integrity of 
Yellowstone National Park requires compatible management of surrounding forest service 
lands. The nomination acknowledges, for example, that some of Yellowstone's wildlife 
species ·cannot be totally proteCted by the park • and that "buffer zones in the form of 
National Forests surround Yellowstone for added protection. · 

There bas been increasing recognition of the ecological interdependence of 
Yellowstone and its surrounding forest lands as our undemanding and appreciation of ecology 
has deepened. YellowstOne's cUirent "Statement for Management,· for example, states: 

The greatest challenge now facing land managers in the greater Yellowstone ecosystem 
is integrating a variety of agency mandates and public needs in a way that will 
maintain the integrity of the largest nearly intact natural ecosystem in the temperate 
zone of the earth ..•. For a host of ecological reasons (some of which are only now 
beginning to be understood) it is not possible for managers in any part of the greater 
Yellowstone to manage th~ir units in isolation. The time when national parks could 
be perceived as autonomous islands or when national forestS were guided by uniform 
management direction wherever they were located is past. The evolution of an 
ecosystem management approach has been spurred by encroaching civilization as well 
as new scientific knowkdge. Today, management of public and private lands with the 
greater YellowstOne ecosysrem is inextricably entangled. 
A welcome side eft"ect of r.he growing realization that all partS of this ecosystem are 
interdependent has been tb.e heightened recognition of tbe remarkable qualities of the 
lan(lS that border Yellowstone National Park. The park itself, so long seen as a 
"crown jewel" of wild naroze. was for many years viewed as being SUITounded by 
lands that are somehow le:;s "important.· from an ecological perspective, the entire 
ecosystem has scientific and cultural values that are vulnerable to management actions 
in any portion. 

Statement foe Management, Yellowstone National Park, November 1991, pp. 39-40. 

Unfortunately, the promise: implicit in Yellowstooe·s World Heritage Site nomination 
to manage surrounding forest lancls as "buffer zones· is not retlected in the actual 
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management of those lands, despite the recent language in the park 's "Statement for 
Management.· As a result, Yellowstone's special values are placed at risk by tile New 
World Mine project. The proposed New World Mine site is located in the Gallatin National 
Forest, one of the national forest areas described in the nomination as "buffer zones" which 
purportedly provide "added protection· to Yellowstone. In reality, the proposed New World 
Mine imperils both the outstanding narural values that justified the inclusion of Yellowstone 
on the World Heritage list, and the surrounding lands on which the park's health and integrity 
depend. 

New World Mine Project 
The New World Mine project is proposed by Crown Butte Mines, Inc., a Montana­

based subsidiary of the Canadian-based Noranda inc, a multi-billion dollar, multi-national 
conglomerate. The "New World Mining Project" would be a 1,500 to 1,800 tons-per-day 
mining operation which would extract gold, silver and copper from underground ore bodies. 
The proposed mine site is located in the mountains upstream of Yellowstone National Park 
approximately 2.5 miles from the park's northeast boundary. The Absaroka-Beartooth 
Wilderness surrounds the project on the north, west and east. The mine site includes a mix 
of private patented mining claims and public National forest la.;ds. · 

The target ore body is located underneath Henderson Mountain, a triple watershed 
divide which fonns the headwaters of Soda Butte Creek, the Clarks Fork River, and the 
Stillwater River, all tribuuries to the Yellowstone River. Soda Butte Creek t1ows directlv 
intO Yellowstone National Park wht:re it joins the park's pristine Lamar River. The Clarks 
Fork has been designated as a component of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. 
The Stillwater River t1ows through the Absaroka-Beartooth Wilderness Area. 

The project would include an underground mine, ore processing mill, 75-acre toxic 
tailings impoundment, water treatment facility , a 68-mile-long powerline, and a ten-acre 
mobile home work camp. Mining facilities would be located at the 9,000 foot elevation in an 
area that receives over 30 feet of snow a year . Construction and operation of the project 
would necessitate construction ancllor substantial upgrading of roads adjacent to Yellowstone 
National Park and the Absaroka-Beartooth Wilderness. The proposed mine would require an 
estimated 350 employees during construction and 175 during operation. The present year­
round population of Cooke City, an adjacent local community, is less than 100 people. 

New World Mine Threats 
The New World Mine presents clear threats and signifi<.. 'nt risks to the waters, 

wildlife , scenic beauty and visitor experience of Yellowstone Nauonal Park and its 
surrounding$. The plan to permanently impound 5.5 million tons of toxic mine waste .at the 
site imperils water quality and related riparian and ecological systems. Leakage or 
catastrophic failure of the impoundment could devastate water quality and innumerable water-
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dependent species in Yellowstone 's Soda Butte Creek and Lamar River, the Clarks Fork Wild 
and Scenic River, or the Stillwater River, depending on where the impoundment is located. 

The proposed tailings impoundment would cover an area of 75 acres to a depth of 10 
stories deep. To avoid severe future environmenr.al harm, the tailings impoundment must 
ensure stable containment in perpetuity. Yet the impoundment involves an experimenral 
"subaqueous containment" desip never used in the kind of extreme conditions and severe 
winter weather, including high seasonal run-off, avalanches and geologic instability, that eltist 
at the high altitude New World site. Many expertS question the ability to safely store mine 
wastes in perpetuity under these conditions. 

The company's preferred impoundment site is a high subalpine meadow which drains 
into the Clarks Fork of the Yellowstone River, a designated Wild and Scenic River. 
Construction of the impoundment at this sire would require destruction of 56 acres of rare 
high elevation wetlands and permanent diversion of Fisher Creek, a tributary to the Clarks 
Fork, around the tailings . 

The primary alternative impoundment site under serious consideration is in the 
watershed of Yellowstone National Park. The site is located in the Soda Butte drainage, 
which flows into Yellowstone Na.tional Park just four miles downstream. A third alternative 
site is in the watershed of the Stillwater River, which t1ows through the Absaroka-Beanooth 
Wii-ciemess. 

If the impoundment is locatfd in the Soda Butte drainage, Park Service scientist:; say 
that leakage or failure of the impoundment could be devastating to park waters. The eff~rt of 
any accidenral release of toxins from the impoundment would be exacerbated by the fact that 
substantial heavy mer.als already exis. within the stream bonom sediments of Soda Butte 
Creek. These sediments are the legacy of past mining and milling activity upstream of the 
park, particularly a major tailing!: pile precariously "stabilized in place" directly in the flood 
plain of Soda Butte Creek. Park Service studies show that the release of acids into Soda 
Butte Creek from the New World. projeCt could react with the toxic metals settled in the 
sediments, creating a toxic envircnment that could kill flsb and other aquatic life. 

Similarly, ground and surface waters could be contaminated by acid drainage directly 
from the lll45Sive underground mine itself. The hydrogeology of the area is not well 
understood, but Park Service scientists believe that the highly fractured and faulted geologic 
structures may allow waters contaminated by mir.:Og to enter ground and surface waters 
flowing into YellowstOne National Park. Waters within the nearby Absaroka-Beanooth 
Wilderness and Clarks Fork Wild and Scenic River are also at .~sk. 

The proposed mine site contains meadows, wetlands and conifer forests thin provide 
habitat for grizzly bears, moose, ·~lk. mule deer, bighorn sheep, birds and small animals. 
The area is considered particularly important to the endangered grizzly bear because it 
contains abundant white bark pine:, a primary food source for grizzlies, and because it serves 
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as a migratory corridor between major drainages and territories. Similarly , the 68-mile 
transmission line, which requires a 50-foot-wide corridor cleared of all vegetation, will cut 
across an area important to peregrine falcons, grizzly and black bears, bighorn sheep, 
mountain goats, moose, mule deer and elk. 

The destruction of wildlife habitat and displacement of wildlife is unavoidable . In 
addition, the int1ux of new residents into the area due to the mine is expected to increase 
hunting pressure on wildlife and illegal poaching within the park. 

While the mine proponents say that the expected life of the mine is 12-15 years, the 
impacts will last much longer. Reclamation is considered extremely difficult if not 
impossible be-'...ause of the high elevation and extreme weather conditions. 

Mining operations will also degrade the wilderness character and solitude of the 
northeast corner of Y etlowswne. The development of roads to provide year-round access 
for hauling ore from the mine, as well as the influx of mine workers in what is now a 
remote, sparsely populated area, will dramatically increase traffic and use in YellowstOne's 
northeast corner, now considered one of the most remote and beautiful areas of the park. 
The "Chief JoSeph Scenic Highway" east of Yellowstone, a road that is presently part dirt 
and gravel and not snow-plowed in winter, would be plowed open year-round, inviting more 
winter traffic into Yellowstone . Park officials already repon that increasing winter use may 
be adversely affecting wildlife and other resources and that each winter they receive more 
complaints from visitors avout crowding, undesirable noise and exhaUSt odors. One park 
ofticial noted that "The New Worl-d Mine has potential to change visitor use patterns in 
Yellowstone National Park more than anything else in the past 50 years . · 

Mining activities may also create noise intrusions into Yellowstone and degrade air 
quality . · 

Criteria for Inclusion On The List Of World Heritage In Danger 
Article 8 of the World Heritage Convention provides for listing of a World Heritage 

Site on the "List of World Heritage in Danger" if it is threatened by "serious and specitic 
dangers, Sl•ch as the threat of . .. large-scale public or private projects .. . • The World 
Heritage Committee's Operational Guidelines elaborate, providing for the listing of natural 
properties ii the "propeny is faced with major threats which could have deleterious effects on 
its inherent characteristics· such as ·development projectS . . . so situated that the impacts 
threaten the propeny. • (Section 6 1) 

We believe Yellowstone National Park meets these criteria, especially when one 
considers the cumulative effect of the proposed New World Mine and the myriad other 
challenges endangering the park. 
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lnadequacv Of Exjstin~ Protections Underscore The Need For International Oversi~ht 
There is great danger that the existing statutory and regulatory framework which will 

guide decisions regarding the fumre of the · New World Mine will prove inadequate to prote:t 
the World Heritage values of Y eilowstone National Park and its larger ecosystem. This fact 
underscores the need for oversight and investigation by the World Heritage Committee . 

Yellowstone is a designated unit of the National Park System administered under the 
National Park System Organic Act which mandates the protection of park units "unimpaired" 
and prohibits the ·derogation· of their resources. The assertion of these legal mandates to 
prevent actions beyond park boundaries that could degrade park values, however, has 
traditionally been _extremely limit·~d. Thus, it is questionable whether the Organic 
Act will serve to prote...--t Yellowsmoe from the impacts and risks presented by the New World 
mine. 

Also problematic is the fact that the New World mining project is based largely on the 
presence of mining claims which, under the 1872 Mining Law, assume the starus of private 
property rights. This archaic law •• the focus of a national reform effort -- grants mining 
companies an exclusive right to extract minerals from public land without a prior 
determination of the site's suitability for mining and without paying royalties to the United 
States government. Unfortunately , the 1&72 Mining Law has meant that in the New World 
Mining Disrrict, as well as many other places in the United States, mining operations have 
been pertoitted to proceed without any prior determination of the suitability of the site for 
mining . 

There is presently pending before the Secretary of .Interior a legal challenge to Crown 
Butte 's application to patent and mine 27 acres of the Gallatin National Forest. This area is a 
portion of the lands proposed for mining by Crown Bune. A favorable decision would not 
affect other. valid existing mining daims, the development of which would threaten the 
Yellowstone ecosystem . 

Numerous other federal and state water quality and mining laws apply to the proposed 
New World Mining project. But these laws are largely designed or administered to regulate 
only limited aspects of mining operations or impacts, and do not address the central problem 
posed by the New World Mine -- the clear unsuitability of the area for mining. Thus, there 
is great concern that existing law will fail to ensure that decisions regarding the mine will 
give adequate weight to the paramount importance of preserving Yellowstone 's World 
Heritage values . 

Finally , tbe World H~ritag e: Co mmittee ' s Operational Guidelines recognize the need to 
protect World Heritage Sites from incompatible activities bey•) •. 1 their boundaries and 
specitically recommend the establi~:hmenr of "buffer zones· around prOtected properties. The 
nomination 'of Yellowstone National Park as a World Heritage site included suggestions that 
tbe presence of National Forest lands around Yellowstone provide for such a buffer. 
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The Committee's Operational Guidelines say : 

When necessary for the proper conservation of a cultural or natural property 
nominated, a "buffer zone· around a property should be provided and should be 
afforded the necessary protection. A buffer zone can be defined as an area 
surrounding the property which has restrictions placed on it~ use to give an added 
layer of protection; the area constituting the buffer zone should be determined in each 
case through technical srudies. Details on the size, characteristics, and authorized uses 
of a buffer zone, as well as a map indicating its precise boundaries, should be 
provided in tbe nomination file relating to the property i.n questions. 

Paragraph 17, Operational Guidelines. 

The nomination of Yellowstone National Park as a World Heritage site says: 

Yellowstone National park is the fully protected core of a larger area of Federal lands 
surrounding it. Grand Teton National Park nearly adjoins Yellowstone on the soutb, 
while 5 national forests surround them as controlled buffer zones. The national 
forests are managed by the Federal government under multiple-use policies that are 
generally compatible with the preservation management of the National Park Service. 

Page !2, Nomination of Yellowstone National Park as a World Heritage Site, December 8, 
!977 

Unforrunately, however, the grave threats posed to Yellowstone National Park by the 
proposed New World mine, as well as the myriad threats presented from other activities on 
adjacent forest lands, illustrate that these lands offer Yellowstone wholly inadequate 
protection from incompatible land uses. Indeed, many of the myriad threats confronting 
Yellowstone arise on Forest Service lands as a result of that agency 's commodity production 
mandates. 

In summary, there is substantial danger that the existing statutory and regulatory 
framework will fail to adequately protect Yellowstone National Park and its surrounding lands 
from adverse impacts due to mining at the New World site. This situation has led the 
Director ol tbe National Park Service to observe, "It is quite possible that Noranda could 
comply with all Federal and state legal requirements regarding siting, operating, and 
reclamation of the mine but still have long-term <:..'ld undesirable effects on t.t"te Yellowstone 
ecosystem.· 

Conclusion And Recommendations 
Conservation history was made in 1872 when people thinking far into the future 

convinced the U.S. Congress to oreate Yellowstone National Park as this nation's and the 
world's tirst national park . Conservation history was made again when Yellowstone was 
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included on the World Heritage: List in 1978, as 'one of the first two properties within the 
United States to be protected w1der the World Heritage Convention. We hope that t.'le 
history of conservation will show that decision makers in the United States upheld the 
promise of these designations by taking actions to protect Yellowstone from the New World 
Mine and the other myriad threats facing the park. At present, however, the oversight and 
involvement of the World Heritage Committee is needed to help ensure that federal agencies 
in the United States fully under.rumd and uphold their commitment to protect the 
internationally significant values of Yellowstone from harm. 

lt is for these reasons that we request that the World Heritage Committee initiate an 
investigation to determine whet11er Yellowstone National Park qualifies for inclusion on the 
"World Heritage in Danger' list. Furthermore, consistent with the procedures described in 
the Oper.atiooal Guidelines, we urge you to develop and encourage the adoption of "a 
program for corrective measures • that can eliminate the threats which may justify listing. 

We recommend that the Committee make its inquiries and express its concerns 
through participation in the environmental review process for the New World Mine. Your 
involvement could help ensure that the environmental impact statement under preparation 
fully assesses and considers altematives which will avoid the impacts and risks posed by the 
New World Mine to the values justifying Yellowstone's designation as a World Heritage Site. 

Finally, we strongly urge that the Committee initiate an investigation as soon as 
possible, prefer.ably this spring and summer. This would allow a meaningful interface with 
the environmental review and decision making process now underway. Furt.'lermore, firsr. 
hand field tours of the site are n:.llly only possible during these fair weather months. 

We would be pleased to assist you in any way appropriate. Please let us know if we 
can be of assistance. 

Sincerely. 

Paul C. Pritchard, President 
National Parks and Conservation Association 

Mike Clark, Executive Director 
Greater Yellowstone Coalition 
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Rebecca Wodder, President 
American Rivers 

Jon Roush, President 
The Wilderness Society 

Carl Pope, Executive Director 
Sierra Club 
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Steven N. Moyer, ·Director, Government Affairs 
Trout Unlimited 

Jay D. Hair, President 
National Wildlife Federation 

/;lk; c.:.&.())~ 
Michael Sunon, Vice President, U.S. Land and .Wildlife Program 
World Wildlife Fund 

Brock Evans, Vice President of National Issues 
National Audubon Society 
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;1/m H.~~ 
(./J~hn H. Adams, Executive Director 

Narural Resources Defense Council 

Phil Hocker, President 
Mineral Policy Center 

Dr. Brent Blackwelder, President 
Friends of the .Eanh 

Jim Barrett, Chair 
Beartooth Alliance 

--B-JGL 
Harvey Locke, President 
Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society 
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cc: Dr. Bernd von Droste, Director 
World Heritage Center 
UNESCO, 7 Place de Fontenoy 
75700 Paris, France 

Robert C. Milne 
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Chairman of the Federal Interagency Panel for World Heritage 
Office of International Affairs (023) 
National Park Service 
P .O. Box 37127 
Washington D.C. 20013-7127 

George T. Frampton, Jr. 
Assistllnt Secretary for Fish, Wildlife and Parks 
Room 3140 
Department of Interior 
1849 C Street, NW 
Washington D.C. 20240 

Roger Kennedy, Director 
National Park Service 
P.O. Box 37127 
Washington D.C. 20013-7127 

Mike Finley, Superintendent 
Yellowstone National Park 
P.O. Box 168 
Yellowstone National Park, WY 82190 
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EXHIBIT C 
von Droste Letter 
March 6, 1995 

Uolted. Nation~ F...ducat.in.n:ll. Sciemjfic ;'lnd C:tlltural Or;oniz.ation 
Organisaci•>n des Natinn.< Unies pour !"education. L< sciem:e et La culru~ 

RV. : WHC/74/533 6 March 1995 

Dear Mr Fr~pton , 

I ab writing t? you with respect to a le~ter from a group of 
~ortn ~erican conservacion organizations, addressed to Dr. Adul 
Wichiencharoen, Chai~n of Ch" World Heritage Co=i1:'CGe, and dated 
28 February, 1995. The World Heritage Co~i~tee is the executjve 
bod¥ c~ ~e convention and is el .. cted by its 140 s~ates Farties. 
I note ~na~ a copy of this letter ~as sent to your office . Tbe 
letter concerns the possible iisting of Yello~stone National Park 
on the List of worl•:l R•ritage in Danger. 

The World Heritage Committee had been rn~de a~are of soroe or 
these concerns in a brief re?ort by the United States Delegai.e to 
the July 1593 11\CCting of the World Heritage Bureau. 

The tour::een ox-ganizations signing t.his letter are as you Jc.no1.1 
among the most prestigious and in!luem:ial in the field ot: nat:u~al 
resources conservation. We believe that the concerns they raise 
about the th::-eats teo Yelloustcne rauct be carefully examined and 
addressed.. 

Included vith their let"Cer vas a br iefing book containing 
copies of corre,;pon•ienee fro111 the Governor of wyo;oing and Senator 
Eachu~ ot Montana, each raises serious questions about the 
potential da;oage to Yello~stone Nattonal Park. in particular from 
the proposed min in•~ operation . Si1nilar letters of concern are 
provided rro~ profassional geologists, geomorphologists and 
hydrologists ~ho have investigated the proposed mining operation. 
'!'his correspondence i& o;ufficient to raise considerable concern 
about the long-te~ · sustainability o! the World aeritaqe values of 
t.his World Heritage site . · 

From the rQPort it appears ~at While ~ draft Environ~ental 
·I~pact Statement has been prepared, it did not resolve several 
major que~tions and many issues renain under review. Thus it would 
appear pr~ature to reach any _conclusions ~t this -cime . 

. The Honourable Gao~e T- Yr~pton Jr. 
Assistant Secretary for Tish i Wildlife & Parks 
united States Department or the Interior 
OCCica of the secretary 
WASHINCTON, D.c . 20240 
USA 

All"&:..'-'00 ~I:Jic.t : 7 . rl:ta tkr;.~~. 'l:\.\!tl l"'..att!" 0 7 Sl'/ 1, T111: 'Mic.tli~. iS1:t'2 t~.arU: <.:tcloa I~ ·- ··· --- . . ... . . .. 
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With respect to tile List: of 'World l!eritage .i.n D~nger • there 
are no specific criter i a . The Co~ittee has the author~ty to p l ace 
a site on the L~~t ot Yorld Heritage in Danger Yhcn it is of the 
viev tha't. 'tile world Heri~c;e value:s f()r. ""h i ch the •ite t.~as 
inscribed are seriously threatened . 

The procedure for listing non.ally involves a 'lu>nitorina 
report by the World conservation union (!OCI•I) in consultatl.o·n wicn 
the State Party and the management authority responsible for ~~e 
site. IUCN reports to the Bureau or the World Heritaqe committee 
~hieh ~eet~ in July and the Bureau ma~es a reco~endat;ion to tha 
Committee. whl.cb usually ~eets in December of. each year . 

While Ye nave taken note that t he conservati on organi~ations 
have requested that the World !ieritage Secretar i.at involve itself 
in the EIS process , we simply are not statfec to de so. We would, 
however, be pleased to address these organizations on any ~spects 
of the operation ot the World Heritaqe Con~ention . We could also 
requesc IOCN as our technical advisors, to reviev t:be Enviro~ental 
I••pact Statement. We are confid.,nt that a,; the State Party 
responsible for the imple~entation of the Convention the .essential 
professional skills are available to you. 

It is i~portant to note tha~ ~rticle l of the world Heritage 
Convention obliges the State P~y to protect. conserve, present 
and trans~it to future qeneraticns World Heritage sites for which 
they are responsible - This obligation extends b~yond the boundary 
of the site and Article S (A) rec omlltends th~t State P<>rti~s 
integrate the pr-ot.ection of sites into cornp=e...,ensive planning 
p~ogr~es . Thus, if propos~d developments v ill da~age the 
integrity of 'Xello.,.stone National ParX., the State Par'ty has a 
responsibi l ity to act beyond the National Parx boundary. 

~Kanplc~ of ~he need to act oeyond pa~k boQndaries are fcun~ 
~t the Everglade$ National Park , Glacier National Park and Glacier 
Bay National Park, all World Heritage sites. In two of tne sites 
tlle Government of British Colu111bia acted to close 111ajor 111ining 
op<arationl$ ral:.her than risk. possible damacoe to dolo'nstream world 
Her~tage values in both canada and the United states. 

Cla~rly if there are threats to World Heritage values the 
State Party nas a responsibility to act. If enabling legislation is 
not ade~uate, nev 1eaislation sho~ld be considered. as was the case 
in Australia ~~~n respect t~ the Tasmanian Wildarness World 
Heritage site. 

The Worl~ Herttage coamittee has the authority to <>Ct 
unilaterally in pla_eins a site on the List of Wo~ld Heritage i~ 
Danger. However, ln the past th• C<nMli.ttee has demonstrated a 
clear desire to wor~ in consort vith the State Party. In this 
respect we would appreciate receiving a co111prehensive report on the 
situation in time tor tha meeting of the World H~ricagc Bur~au co 
be hP.ld in Paris in early July . Such :a report woul.d enable the 
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Com~~~ittet! to- givt! :;erious consideration -co t.he l~sting or 
yellotJst:otu• National :~;• ,.rJc on the List of World Ueritage :1.n Danger . 
s~ould suc:l\ a decision be "'"=anted, at it.::> n i neteenth sess.i.ol'"l ~0 
be held in Oecen~ber 1!195. 

The tltti-ced St:ates na.s an exempl ary recor-d in support: of and in 
accordance \lith the principles antt requi;r;e.nentG or the Wo:rl,j 
Heritage ConvQntion. we look forward to continuing this 
cooperation. 

Yours sincerely, 

-· --. 

Berna von -O:roste 
Di.rector 

World HQritage Centre 

cc.: Or. A. ~ichiencharoen, Chair~an. World Heritage Co~ittee 
Mr Paul Pritchard, President , National ?arks & Conservat i on 

Association, USA 
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EXHIBIT D 
Frampton Letter 

June 27, 1995 

• 
-

. 

"" 

United States Department of the Interior 
OFFIC£0FTHE.SECRET."-R \' 

WASHlNCTON. O.C. 20'240 

A39(0Z3) 

or. Bernd von Droste 
Din~c-cor 

June 27, 1995 

World Rericaqe Centre 
United NationG Educa,iona~ . Scien"Citic and c~~tural Organiza"Cion 
7, Place de Fontenoy, 
75352 Paris 07 SP, <ranee 

Dear or. von Droste: 

Your interest on b~~alf of the World Heritage Committee in Uni~ed 
States aetions and issues related to ~orld Heritage is, a~ a~~ays, 
welcome. AS you are aware, ~e &tron;ly supported Director General 
Federico Mayor's initiative to create the World Heritaqe Centre a& a 
semi-autonomous institution fully professionally staffed and capable 
of addressing both the requirement~ of the Committee and the 
proper, i. es on the world Heritage L1t:t. Your col!IIUent:s ara in part. a 
reflec•ion of an achievement of this goal. I take t:his opportunity 
to con9ratu1ate you on your ap~ointment as centre D1rector and your 
very capable efforts to date. 

Wi-ch respect to the ~est:ions vl\ich you have ralaed regarding possi.b l. e 
threats to the 'tello~st.one National Park World Heritage Site, 
Secretary Babbitt and I are informed of the non-governmental 
conservation qroup concerns as transmitted .to the centre. U.s. Ne~s 
& Wo~ld Repo~ maga~ine recently quoted the Secretary referr i n9 to 
the proposed Ne~o~ World H.l.ne site to t:he effecl:. that.: "Placing a giant 
mine jut>t across the boundary from Yellowstone is a bad idea, pure a~d 
simple. • Fu~her, the canadian mining co~~~pany in quea'tion has a lOn<l 
history of. envi.ro!UIIental compliance problems both in Canada and tll<a 
Uni-ced States. 

In liqhl:. of the potential adverse ilupacts on 'fellowst:one, it is 
ex-crem.e~y illlpo-rtant thac a thorough and ~ailed 1~ac:t:...;!.!!~lY!JiS ot 
the situation l:>e performed. . . Considering the national and 
international significance of ~ellowstone, GOd in compliance with the 
World lleritaqe Convention :and ·Public La"W !J6-51S, the United States 
111Us~ assume ful.t r-esponsibility for as&urin'J the integrity of l'orld 
Her~t:age values is not eompromised by adver~e environmental actions 
taken either internal or external to world Heritage Site l:>oundaries. 
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Dr- ~ernd von Dros~e 

'(\ The Secrc1:a;ry and ~he Na~ior..al I?arX. Service h~ve clearly eJtpreAGed 
IG trong re.ae:-vat:ionc "'ith the Nev W'orld Hine propo~a).. In 't.his 
in&~ance, t:he National Park Ser"ice :i.S a de!Oigna1:ed cooperat:ing agency 
... !-.:h ~he u.s. Forest: Sl!rvice and ";:he Mom:ana Depanment: ot S";:ate LandG 
:i.n cr.e required Envircnmental Impact Statement (tlS ) process. While 
Freeident Clint:on hau caid p~blicly that he vanes to ~ee che highesc 
le\lel of environmental analy&i6 erGployed so that. t:hc .iJnpact:s c•m be 
accurat:ely determined , it i 6 unclear "'nether several specific concerns 

1'll · of the Depa.rt.lllent of 1:he Int:erior and the Nati onal :Park Service, ot 
~\ other a~encies, and of the conservation co~nity will be taken into 

account in the EIS process. For exaarple, the National :Park has 
requested that there te a full analysis of tailingG di9pOsal OQtside 
<t-he Greater Yellowstone ecosystem. In addition, co111plete aquifer 
analysis is criti~al for a&ce&&ing pos3lble environme~~al etfects of 
the proposed ~P-ine. Th.e U.s. !"ore,;;~ Service and the Sta~e o! Montana 
have not a;;reed 1:0 thl.s level o! analyses. 

Until <t-Ile sco;>e and na·~=e of t.he analyses are better defined and the 
matter is satisfactorily resolved ~ithout jeopardi:ing the values of 
Yellovs-eone, we believ·e ";:hat a po";:en'ti.al danger to the values of the 
'Parle: and surrounding waters aod fisheries exists and that the 
Comm.i:t'tee should be informed that· the propeny as lnscribed on the 
world !leritage List i~• in danger . 

· We are unable to comply \l ith your request: !or the preparation and 
delivery of a cornpreh•~nsive report on the sta't.U6 ot t:hreats to 'the 
'tellovstone llorld Heritage Site in till'e. to:: 1:h" early July lllCO!tin<; of 
the World Heritage Bureau. Ho-..ev~. t:here is clearly the need for a 
thorou~h and detailed eval:.~ation o! all the !actors. for -c hat reason, 
a first hand preliminary monitoring revie~ by represent~tive& of the 
international cownunity prior to the completion of Oil; analyse& 'o'Ould 
be particularly useful. Therefore, I ~ish t:o ~uggest tha._ you and/or 
other representat.ives of the Commitr.ee, and, in particular, -che Worl.d 
Conservoa.tion Union ( IUOI) make an in~eri111 assessment of 'the New World 
11ine proposal and the r elated &r.virorunen-c:al Impact A93e3:>ment. process 
tor tl1e benefit of the Committee U>d report~~~~~ U.ndinCJB 't.o -.:.he Bu~eau 
and the ful l Collllllittee: dur!.no; the Oecel!\Oer 1995 General Session. 

1 would su;;gest ";:his visit 'o'ould be best made <:luring late sUIIII1ler 1995. 
By 'Chis tiroe initial data can l:>e collec'ted and at least partially 
evaluated by technical and profession~l personnel. Further. I would 
hope that <t-he occa::sion o! an international visit would be us<!.d r.o 111eet 
With representatives trolll the non-governmental conservation 
organizations, citizells • groups ~U>d the mining eompany, ~>3 vell. as 
appropriate Federal <ltld State agencies, includinq tl'le National Park 
Service, u.s. ror.,st serviee, u.s. l!:nvironmtlntal P.-otec::tion ,.genc:y and 
'the 1<\ontana Ceparonent: ot St:a.te Lande. 
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cr. Bernd von Drost~ 

!n addition, and in conjunc~1an ~ith non-governme~ta l pa~~icipation~ 
~~ are provid~ng ~o ~he Committee~ unde~ eepara~e cover 1 addi~ional 
periodic s~a~ua and monitoring report3 on o~her u.s. World Heri~age 
Sites in vhich the Co!MU.~tee hils indic4ted a particular interest and 
concern. The&e include upd<>ted repor~s on Ever<;Jladc:s. 'l'aos Pueblo and 
Redwood World Heritage Sites, a9 you have requested. 

Other materials being torvarded to the Centre include ~he "Report by 
the Bi-Notioll.al Working Group on the Glacier - Wa-.::erton In~erna~l.onal 
Peace ?ark" requested by the world Heritage Bureau, the revised World 
Heritage nomination for that property requested by the Committee, and 
the det:ail.ed · teChnical ·reepom;e to r.lle prelim.i.nacy review o! the 
nClllli.nation by IU~. The united Stat:es and Ca!'lada have every 
con!idence that these joint materials vill receive a thorough and 
objective review aad full consideration by the Bureau. After over a 
decade or State Party · responsive~ess to requests from ~he C9mmir.tee 
and. IVCN reco=endation:s, it is our hope that this rna~ter ~o~ill be 
favorably resolved in the near !ut:ure. 

X look forward to learning whether a~ interna~cnal assessment visit 
to Yellovs~one will be possible. Thank you for your past assistance 
and your consideration of this proposal : 

CC: 

Sincerel y, 

Ge~1'-~~p+--~ 
George T. Frampton , Jr . 
Assistant secretary !or Fi&h and Wildlife 

and Parks 

V. S. Permanent: Observer Delegation, UNESCO 
Ray Manner, I0/005 

35-376 0 - 96 - 6 
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EXHIBIT E 
Baylis Letter 

June 29, 1995 

CROWN BUTTE MINES, INC. 
New World Project 

H.E. Professor Dr. Adul Wichiencharoen 
Chairman 
Intergovernmental Committee for the Protection 
ofthe World Cultural and Natural Heritage 
UNESCO 
7 Place de Fontenoy 
75700 Paris 
FRANCE 

Your Excellency: 

June 29, 1995. 

On February 28. 1995, Mr. Paul C. Pritchard, President of the National 
Parks and Conservation Associ<.tion ("NPCA") and rl'ir. Mike Clark, Executive 
Director of the Greater Yellowstone Coalition wrote to you on behalf of their 
organizations and other environmental groups requesting the World Heritage 
Committee to initiate an investiga.tion to determine whether Yellowstone Natio'"al 
Park should be included on the "list of World Heritage in Danger". 

We have been informed that the Bureau of the Committee at its meeting in 
Paris next week, under your distinguished chairmanship, will consider this reques,. 
In order to assist your deliberations, we have prepared a brief which provides a 
detailed description of our company's New World Project. 

We submit that the annexed brief demonstrates that our mining project does 
not in any way constitute an ascertained or potential danger which threatens 
Yellowstone National Park. In o·cJ.r respectful submission, in applying any of the 
criteria set out in the Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the World 
Heritage Convention, you can only conclude that the Park should not be included in 
the list of World Heritage in Dang1lr because of the New World Project. 

Crown Butte believes that vour Committee should stay consideration of the 
NPCA submission until the U.S .. permitting process has been completed. Crown 
Butte has participated fully and openly in the exacting U.S. federal and state 
permitting process. We have been under the microscope of over twenty (20) federal 
and state agencies. We have put our faith in the process because it is a fair and 
appropriate process which will result in an ultimate decision based on fact and not 
on rhetoric. It is expected that a draft environmental impact statement prepared by 
these agencies will be issued shortly. Once issued, there will be a period of public 

2501 Catlin Street, Suite 201 • Missoula, MT 59801 • Tel [4061 721·8419 • Fax [4061 721-9704 
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as a result of the permitting process, a draft environmental impact statement will 
be issued shortly. 

Crown Butte would be pleased to provide you and your colleagues on the 
Committee as well as designated representatives of IUCN, ICOMOS or ICCROM 
with any further information which you deem necessary to assist you in your 
deliberations. Furthermore, should you at any time decide to send a mission of 
qualified observers to visit our property, we would be pleased to cooperate with you 
and assist with necessary arrangements. 

We recognize the very important role which your Committee ful£ls in the 
implementation of the Convention concerning the protection of the world cultural 
and natural heritage. We sincerely believe that our New World Project will 
enhance the environment in and abutting Yellowstone National Park, not harm it. 
We hope our brief and this letter contribute relevant and pertinent facts to the 
debate. 

JB/mn 
Enclosure 

cc: Mr. James Thorsell 
Senior Advisor to the National Heritage Programme 
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OVERVIEW 

Crown Butte Mines· New World Mine Project 

Crown Butte Mines of Missoula, Montana owns the New World Mine Project 
near Cooke City, Montana. The company bas applied for permits to construct and 
operate an underground mine in Henderson Mountain and related surface facilities 
for the production of gold and other metals . An Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) is currently being preparE!d under the leadership of the Montana Department 
of State Lands and the U.S. Forest Service . More than 20 other state and federal 
agencies are cooperating in the EIS which has been ongoing for nearly three years. 

Crown Butte Mines supp•)rts this permitting process, even though it has been 
costly and protracted. We have cooperated fully and openly. We have been urging 
that the EIS process be pern:.itted to proceed carefully and deliberately to its 
conclusion without outside interference or political pressure. We believe the EIS 
should be based on the requirements of the law and a determination should be 
reached on the basis of fact~- . As v.ill become apparent from the following 
information, the facts are that the New World Mine P::oject will not harm 
Yellowstone National Park or the Greater Yellowstone ecosystem. Further, the 
facts indicate the New World Mine Project will significantly improve the greater 
Yellowstone ecosystem. 

In an effort not to be argumentative, but rather to engage in a meaningful 
and productive dialogue on this important and worthwhile topic, Crown Butte 
Mines will address the specific claims against the New World Mine which were 
contained in the submission of the National Parks and Conservation Association 
("NPCA") which has been referred to the World Heritage Committee on February 
28, 1995 by Mr. Paul C. Pritchard, President of NPCA. 

First, the submission sta:es that the New World Mine will " ... degrade the 
natural beauty and wilderness character visitors seek within and just outside the 
Northeast corner of Yellowstone National Park." This statement implies that the 
project area is a pristine wildemess. Crown Butte concurs with those who believe 
that Yellowstone National Park is a pristine area. However, the Henderson 
Mountain area most assuredly i:> not. The area around Henderson Mountain has 
been a ,source of mining activity since before President Grant established 
Yellowstone as a national park. This area bas been mined extensively from the 
1870s to the late 1950s and shows the scars of poorly planned mining. There are 
abandoned open-pit mines and historic underground mines which have been 
leaching into all of the surrounding watersheds; and mill footings and other trash 
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leaching into all of the surrounding watersheds; and mill footings and other trash 
clutter the landscape. Currently, 250,000 tons of abandoned mine tailings from 
previous mining operations have been deposited adjacent to Soda Butte Creek 
which flows into Yellowstone Park. Every day, these tailings leach into the Creek, 
thence into Yellowstone Park. Congress specifically excluded this area from the 
Wilderness designation of Absaroka· Beartooth Wilderness in 1978 for two reasons . 
It does not have the natural appearance of a wilderness area, and the geological 
survey indicated significant mining activity and mineral potential. 

Second, the submission states that the New World Mine " ... would endanger 
three major watersheds of the Yellowstone River [and] imperil water quality in 
Yellowstone National Park." As stated in the previous discussion, the three major 
watersheds referred to in the submission are already subjected to acidic runoff 
because of previous mining activity in the area and naturally occurring acidic 
runoff. In fact, today, the first three miles of Fisher Creek are biologically dead. As 
will be demonstrated later, the New World Mine operation will dramatically 
improve the quality of water in the surrounding streams and rivers. Specifically, 
the New World Mine Project site is located exclusively within the Fisher Creek 
watershed. Fisher Creek flows~ from Yellowstone Park. For water from the 
Fisher Creek Basin to reach the Park or streams such as Soda Butte Creek and the 
Lamar River that flow into the Park, it would have to flow uphill over Henderson 
Mountain. 

More importantly, a portion of headwaters of Fisher Creek is biologically 
dead today. During the New World Mine operation, all water flowing through 
Fisher Creek will be collected and treated. This will allow the three miles of Fisher 
Creek, which is currently uninhabitable to fish and other aquatic life, to recover 
biologically. This should also improve the water quality of Clarks Fork of the 
Yellowstone. 

It should be noted that a report from the State of Montana Department of 
Health and Environmental Sciences Water Quality Division, on April 3, 1995, 
stated that the New World Mine " ... will result in improved water quality." The 
state's analysis also considered the positive impact of the New World Mine Project 
on the Clarks Fork of the Yellowstone. 

Third, the submission warns of " ... risks of severe damage from leakage or 
failure" of the proposed tailings impoundment. The tailings impoundment has been 
variously described as a "giant toxic lake" and "an environmental time bomb 
waiting to explode toxic wastes over some of America's most beautiful landscape 
and waterways." The New World Mine proposal does include the utilization of a 
tailings impoundment in close proximity to the mine and mill site. Because few 
people have bothered to study the impoundment facility's location, nature, structure 
and redeeming qualities, it has become a lightening rod for the opposition. 

2 
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A careful examination discloses that the impoundment facility is more than a 
fundamental feature of the mining operation. It also is a critical element of the 
New World Mine environmental reclamation and enhancement program which will 
have a significant positive impact upon the greater Yellowstone ecosystem. 

Tailings are what remair;s after the precious metals have been removed from 
the pulverized ore. Half of the tailings created during the mining operation will be 
put back into the mine and sealed in a manner which will ensure that there is no 
acid mine drainage in the future . Some of the tailings will be utilized to plug and 
seal old mines in the area, thereby eliminating acid-mine drainings from these 
abandoned projects. The remarider of the tailings will be stored permanently in an 
impoundment adjacent to the raill in a manner which will insure that all tailings 
placed in it, will retain their alk.alinic character. The impoundment is designed to 
employ well-proven containment technologies and is engineered to withstand more 
than "worst case" flooding and seismic events. It is located out of the main 
avalanche zones. 

The containment embankment ~-ill be founded on solid bedrock and will be 
constructed from competent cru;hed rock compacted in controlled lift thicknesses to 
produce a strong, durable and flexible structure particularly appropriate for the 
seismic activity anticipated at the site. A similar design was utilized in the 
construction of the Hegben Lake Dam which withstood a mag:lltude 7.5 eart' .;'-lake 
in 1959. An adjoining mountair, crumbled, but the dam remained intact. 

Within the impoundment, a highly effective composite liner system will be 
constructed. This liner system will consist of a minimum 12" layer of compac:ted 
low-permeability, naturally occurring clay directly overlain with a high density 
polyethylene (HDPE) liner which is identical to the liners approved by EPA f:o~ •tse 
at many Superfund sites where some of the nation's most hazardous materials are 
stored. The HDPE liner itself will be protected from the elements and from damage 
by a protective layer of crushed and screened fine rock. 

As an added precaution, a comprehensive system of drains beneath the entire 
impoundment will enable groundwater flow, together with any potential seepage, to 
be regularly monitored and, if necessary, treated to meet stringent discharge 
standards. 

It is a scientifically proven fac t that sulfide bearing rock cannot create acidic 
conditions if oxygen is not present. The tailing facility will be closed with a multi­
layer rock camp composed of a minimum of two feet of low-permeability rock 
overlain by two feet of high-permeability rock. The rock layers will be placed onto a 
layer of organic material (to consume oxygen) and covered at top and bottom with a 
geofabric material . The cap will be topped off with a two-foot-thick vegetation layer 

3 
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suitable for returning the area to a wetland. Crown Butte Mines has worked 
closely with Dr. Ray Brown of the U.S. Forest Service to ensure the area can be 
revegetated into high quality wetlands. 

It should be emphasized that tailings stored in the impoundment facility are 
not in and of themselves acidic. They are highly alkaline (pHlO) when stored. The 
tailings impoundment is designed to prevent them from becoming acidic. Tailings 
have a consistency of damp sand. Before the final topsoil layer is added to the 
impoundment facility , the damp tailings will be packed repeatedly by heavy 
equipment into a damp , semi-solid static state. 

In conclusion, permit me to emphasize one of the most important, yet least 
understood features of the New World Mine Project. To be sure, the New World 
Mine will be a commercial, hopefully profitable enterprise. However, Crown Butte 
Mines is irrevocably committed to taking all steps necessary to ensure that the New 
World Mine will be an example for all to see of how a modern day gold mine can be 
operated in a safe, environmentally sensitive manner. To summarize the mine's 
positive environmental contributions: 

Fisher Creek, now biologically dead for three miles, will be 
revitalized and made inhabitable for fish and other aquatic life, thus 
improving the water quality of Clarks Fork of theY ellowstone. 

The New World Mine mining process v,-hl provide tailings for 
backfilling and closing off all of the historic underground mine 
workings. This will permanently stop the acid mine drainage which is 
occurring from these old mines, today. 

Presently, 250,000 tons of abandoned tailings from an old mine 
have been deposited upon the bank of Soda Butte Creek, creating acid 
drainage into the creek which flows into Yellowstone Park. This 
threat to the Park can be eliminated by removing these tailings from 
the bank of Soda Butte Creek and storing them in the New World 
Mine tailings impoundment. In effect. the tailings impoundment will 
make it possible to clean up and eliminate the most dangerous source 
of continuous acid-mine drainage which threatens the Yellowstone 
National Park today. 

Since 1989, Crown Butte Mines has been involved in the 
comprehensive reclamation and environmental clean-up of several 
abandoned mine sites (McClaren Pit, Como Pit, Glengarry Dump, 
headwaters of Fisher Creek and others) in the Henderson Mountain 
area. Mountainsides, defaced by open pit mines, have been reclaimed 
and recontoured. Dan McLaughlin, New World Mine Project manager, 
has been working closely with the U .S. Forest Service and their 

4 



Summary 

164 

and varieties of seeds and grasses which can be grown at the 9,000 foot 
altitude and above . As a result, plants are growing on what, before, 
had been barren slopes. This activity will not only result in a more 
beautiful and natural landscape, but also will significantly lessen t!J.e 
soil erosion and acid drainage which has continued for years. Also, 
abandoned and rusting equipment, scrap metal , and trash from past 
operations is being removed to enhance scenic beauty. The U.S. Forest 
Service has recognized Crown Butte Mines with an award for the 
environmental work performed in the Henderson Mountain area. 

Crown Butte is committed to responsible development of the New World 
Project. We are confident that the EIS process will bear this out 

We believe that the EIS process should not be prejudged. Only after the EIS 
is complete will the facts about our project have been documented by the teams of 
federal and state regulators involved. 

Crown Butte shares the World Heritage Committee's interest in and desire to 
protect Yellowstone National Park. The New World Project is a means for doing 
just that. We respectfully request, therefore, that the Committee stay consideration 
of the submission made by the National Parks and Consenation Association, the 
Greater Yellowstone Coalition and other participating environmental groups until 
the EIS process is completed. 

Crown Butte Mines recognizes the important role which the World Heritage 
Committee fulfils in the implementation of the Convention concerning the 
protection of the world's cultural and natural heritage. We sincerely believe that 
the New World Project will enhance the environment in and around Yellowstone 
National Park, not harm it. 

5 
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EXHIBIT F 
Bny lis Letter 

August IS , 1995 

CROWN BUTTE MINES, fNC. 

August 15, 1995 

Dr. Bernd von Droste 
Director 
World Heritage Centre 
United National Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization 
7 Place de Fontenay 
75352 Paris 07 SP 
France 

Dear Dr. von Droste: 

I am writing to you co ncerning :he visit by expertS from the Worid Heritage Centre and 
Internation::.i Union for the Conservation of Nature toY ellowstone Park in early September. 
We had un t: i recently understOod that the mission would be a f::.ct-f~'lding trip looking at 
our proposed mining ;;rej ect a:-.d a host of other issues affect ing the Park. Accord ' ·, , yo u 
can imagine ou r suiprise \vhen we learned today that the proposed agenda goes fa r t '- J ond 
fac t- findin g and apparently goes as far as to include a full public :;;ee:ing a;;d wu:o. Tnese 
by defii1 itio n are bound tO become fcmms for rhetoric and emotioP. and not fact or reason. 
As wei!, this agenda that has been tJrop osed by the Natior-.al Par~ Service appears to fo cus 
entirely en cur project as opposed to Yellowstone Park. 

We believe t. hat your vis it at this time has been orches trated by opponents of the project in 
an effort to derail the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) process that has been ongoing 
for over two and a half years. This, unfortunate ly, will place your organization in an 
adversarial relationship with the domestic EIS process as set dov.-n by the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEP A). 

As noted in our June brief to Professor Dr. Adul Wichienchareon, we are confident that our 
mining project does not in any way constitute an ascertained or potential danger which 
threatens Yellowstone National Park or the Greater Y e!lowstone ecosystem. The proof of 
this, will of course, be the EIS process in which Crown Butte has participated. More than 
twenty ~tate and federal agencies including the Park Service are involved. A draft of thls 
document will be available this fall for public comment. 

1 Adelaide St. E. • Suite 2902 • Toronto, Ontario , Canada MSC 2Z9 
Telephone: (416)982-74.-GO • Facsi..mUe: (416)982-7388 
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. 2. 

Assuming that the purpose of your mission is fact-finding, we will be available to meet wit:1 
your delegation privately to exp la in the details and answer your questions about our project. 
To e::able us to prepare for your visit and to make the best use of your time, we would 
appreciate receiving copies of the briefir.g book that you have received as well as copies of 
the let:ers of concern that were referred to in your letter of March, 1995 to A:;sistant 
Secretary Frampton. (a copy of whio:h was provided to us by the Park Ser.ice). Would ycu 
also kindly provide us with a copy of your iti;1erary, pa,ticipating. World Heritage 
representatives and their technical credentials so that we can make the necessart 
arrangements and C:ln T.ake sure tha t the appropriate technical staff are available to mee t 
with you. I also noce that we have no t yet received an acknowledgment to our brief of June 
29, 1995. 

We recognize the ve:-y ir::pcrtant role which your Co:r~-niaee fulfils in the implementation 
of the Convention ccncern.~ng the prote\:tion of the wor!d cultl:ial and natural heritage. We 
sir:cereiy believe \hat our New World ?reject will er~~Jance ;he environmer.t in and abutting 
Yellowstone National Park. Our C·pponents have generated a great deal of .:antroversy 
throug~ the use cf rher.:ric and mi , i.'1fcrma;ion. If you continu~ tO fd your visit s:~ou!d 
precede :he re!eas~ of the drafl EfS. It is our hope that our meetings with you can be 
conducted quietly and rationally witho~Jt the med:a attention generated by special interest 
groups. 
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EXHIBIT G 
Baylis Letter 

August 25, 1995 

CROWN BUTTE MINES, INC. 
Nr"' World Project 

August 25, 1995 

George T. Frampton, Jr. 
Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks 
United States Department of the Interior 
Office of the Secretary 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

Dear Mr. Frampton, 

We want to e;tpress our deep concern over the Park Servi~'s proposed agenda for the 
Yellowstone visit of the World Heritage Committee. In our view, the agenda seeks to 
establish a parallel forum to U.S. domestic law, NEPA and the EIS process presently judgillg 
Crown Butte's New World Project. 

Crown But:e has spent three years with more tban 20 state and federal regulatory agencies 
including the Park Service, in a detailed EIS process. We have dealt openly and fairly with 
the Park Service and coopera:ing agencies working towa:ds a draft EIS. All this was done 
to ensure that the agencies, assigDed under NEP A to ensure the integrity of the process, 
have the necessary i.n.form.ation to prepare a thorough and valid EIS. It is this fact-based 
process, with its full opportunity for public involvement, that should serve as the determ.i.n.ing 
factor on the permitti.1g of the New World Project. 

We do not feel that you or any governmenc official or cooperating age:~cy should propose 
or lead a process altemative to !'<"EPA and ultimately, the EIS. We believe that tbe Park 
SeiYice plan with respect to the World Heritage Committee visit, at this stage of the EIS 
process, is both improper and misguided. 

We take great exception to the following statement.you put in your letter of June 27, 1995, 
to the World Heritage Corr..::n.inec:·· .. .It is unclear whether several speci£.c concerns of the 
Department of the Interior and the National Park Service, of other agencies, and of the 
conservation community will be taken into account in the EIS process ... " Ate you suggesting 
that NEP A is a weak or poor law? 

Crown Butte Mines continues to have confidence in the open and exhaustive EIS process 
to assess our project technically, factually and as prescribed by law. We carmot participate 
or condone any actions that undermine the legally constituted .N"EPA process. 

We strongly believe that the agenda proposed by the Park Service constitutes a great 
disservic~ to the people of Montana, Wyomiog and all those with interests in Y cllowstone 
National Park. It also undermines the NEPA process established by Congress and the herd 
work already done by the State of Montana and the federal agencies. 

l501 <:&IliA S=c-., Sv.ltc lOl • Miuoula, MT 5PI01 • T•L 14061 711-1419 • '"" [4061 721-9704 
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Notwithstanding the foregoing, we have corresponded with the World Heritage Committee 
and advised that if their mission is for fact-finding puzposc:s, Crown Butte will extend the 
courtesy of a site tour and briding in an environment that will allow for a fact-based 
infonnation exchange. 

We would COilSider participatioll in a format for discussion that does not relinquish the 
right.s of domestic America.a regulatory authorities to protect the Park. However, before 
doing so, we mu.st be convinced as part of the normal EIS process and have: your assurances 
that the acth'ities of the World Heritage Committee will not undermine, or prejudice the 
NEP A process that we arc legally obliged to follow. We believe that any public comment 
session with respect to the New World Project should be handled in the normal EIS process. 

Regards, 

/~~ 
Joseph J. Baylis 
President 

cc. Michael Finley 
Superintendent, Yellowst•Jne National Park 
Administration Building 
Yellowstone National Park 
Mammoth, WY 82190 

I 
Governor Marc

1 
Racicot 

Capitol Building 
Helena, MT 59620 

Dave Garber 
U.S. Forest Service 
Gallitan National Forest 
10 East Babcock 
Bozeman, MT 59715 

Sherm Sollid 
U.S. Forest Service 
Gallitan National Forest 
10 East Babc-ock 
Bozeman, MT 59715 
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EXHIBIT H 
"Yellowstone Hearing" Agenda 

TE~'TATfVE SCHEDt.:'LE 

WoRLD HERITAGE DELEGATION TOUR 
YELLOWSTONE NATIONAL PAR.<.;: 

SEPT.Eiv!BER 7-11, 1995 

Thursday, September 7: 
• De!egat!cn arrives; ac tivities and briefmgs TEA 

Friday, September 8: . 
• Welcome and i.t>trc<iuction by Ydlowstone Naciocal Park Supt. Mike Finley 

• Brieflllg by Crown Bun~ Mines, Inc. on mine proposal 

• Brieflllg by feceral and state agencies (may include the fo!Iowing): 
-National Park Service 
--U. S. En·;ironrneotJ.l Prot~ctioo Age~cy 
--U.S. Forest Service 
--U .S. ?~-.ny Corps of Engin~~r; 

--Monta.c.a Division of St.o!'~ Lands ··, 

• Brief.tr.g by ccr..s.=rvadon g~cup repr~s~m:~d ves on m!ne threats to Ye!!cv:s~one: 
--Naticna! Parks a."!d Cor-Se~ation A3scciatioa 
-A:ner:can Rivers 
--Bear.ooL'l Alliance 
-Gr:arer Yellcws:one Coalition 

Saturday, Seote::::::ber 9: 
• ..O.ll-day tou~ of proposed mine sire: 

--inCusuy. co:r..serYatioo group, and agency repres.:r,ratives 

Sunday, September 10: 
• No scheduled acdvitks. Delegation may tour Yellowstone. 

Mooday, September 11: 
• Presem.arior.s by ir.dividuals with scie"tific and technical e;r.pertise 

NOTE: Members of the Press Are Invited 
to Participate in All Tour Activities. For more information, call 

Marcia Karle or Cheryl Matthews 
Yellowstone National Park 

307/344-2015 
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Monday, September 11 , 199~ 
Mammoth Hot Springs Hotel Map Room 

EACH PARTICIPANT WILL BE ALLOWED 10 i\IINUTES FOR THEIR PRESENTATION 
FOLLOWED BY 5 MINUTES FOR QUESTIO:-IS FROM THE WORLD HERITAGE 
COMMITrEE REPRESENTATIVES 

8:30 il.m. -
8:35 a.m . -
8:50a.m. -
9:05a.m. -
9:20a.m.-
9:35a.m.-

9:50a.m. -

10:00 a.m. -
10:11 a.m. -
10:30 a.m. -
10:45 a.m. -
11:00 a.m.-
11:15 a.m. -

Tony Bamoslcy. Moderator 
Roben Smith. En~:inccring ConsultanL, Wildlands Federation 
~n Pierce, Geologi)1, Retired USGS 
Jim Howard, Geophysical Surveyor, Independent 
Dave Mansou, Wildlife Biologist, Univeruty of Idaho 
Allan Kirk:, Senior Project Manager, Schafer and Associates 

BREAK 

Lee Rozakalis, Hydrologist, Hydrospbl:tt: 
Don C. Lawson, Geologist, Retired ;\IT Mining & Minerals 
Tom Gerald, Economic Coarultant, Independent 
George Furniss, Geologist, Graduate Sruderu, Univ. of Montana 
Ralph Glidden, Local Historian 
Se1111tor Conrad Bums 

11 :30 a.m.- LUNCH 

1:00 p.m. -
1:0' p.m. -
1:20p.m. -
1:35 p.m. -
1:50 p.m. -

2:05p .m. 
2:20p.m. -

Tony Barnosk:y, Moderator 
Irving Friedman, Geologist, Retired USGS 
Dennis Glick, Wildlaml Planner, Gre.azer Yellowstone Coalition 
Franz Camen7.ind, Wildlit'e Biologist, Independent 
Doug Parker, Hydrologist. Permitting Manager, Crown Butu: Mille 
OR Dan SWIIey, Project Geologj,;t, Crown Butte Mine 
Doug Rogness , Hydrogeologist, Maxim Technologies 
Pat Childers, Regulatory Compliance CoordinatOr, Marathon Oil Company 

2:35 p.m. - BREAK 

2:50p.m. -
3:05p.m. -
3:20p.m. 
3:35p.m . -
3:50p.m. -

Kathleen Jachowski, Re~oc.al Geographer, Independent 
Birch Bayh, Consultant, Crown Butte Mine 
Paul C. Jones, Professional Engi.neer, Nalur.U Resource Development 
Betty Stroock. Geologist/Geochemist, Greater Yellowstone Coalition 
Closing Remarks - Mike Finley, Yellowstone National Park 

4:00 p.m. - MEDIA OPPOR'I'UNITY 
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EXHIBIT 1-1 
jones Presentntion 

September II, 1995 

PRESENTATION TO THE WORLD HERITAGE COMMITTEE 
MAMMOTH EVENT CENTER, YELLOWSTONE NATIONAL PARK 

SEPTEMBER 11, 1995 

Good Morning Ladies and Gentlemen: 

My name is Paul c. Jones. I am President of Natural Resources 
Development Company, a privately owned mineral oriented consulting 
firm, and two mineral development firms, all located in Golden 
Colorado. I received a Bachelor of Mining Engineering Degree from 
the University of Minnesota, am a Registered Professional Engineer 
in the States of Oklahoma and Texas. I have over 3 3 years 
experience covering exploration, engineering, operations and 
corporate management in the mining industry in North and South 
America. In addition I belong to and have held leadership 
positions in several mining organizations, including the American 
Institute of Mining Engineers, Society of Exploration, Mining and 
Metallurgical Engineers, the Mining and Metallurgical Society of 
America, the Colorado Mining Association, and the Northwest Mining 
Association. 

For the record, I do not hold any economic interest in the New 
World Project nor am I an employee of, or a consultant to, any 
company involved in its development . I address you as a member of 
the mining profession in the United States who is concerned about 
certain aspects of the permitting process related to the New World 
Mine. 

An environmentally successful mining operation must be based 
upon the following factors: 

* 

* 

* 

* 
* 

Proper and adequate environmental baseline information 
upon which to develop mining and reclamation plans; 

Proper engineering design of all facilit i es. Such design 
should fit both the process and the project site; 

The development of an adequate, but workable, set of 
permits to regulate the mining and reclamation operation; 

Adequate quality control of project construction; 

Adequate regulatory enforcement by the appropr i ate 
agencies; 

* Not allowing external factors interfere with site 
permitting, construction and regulation; and 

* Correcting problems, if and when they occur, in a timely 
manner. 

Pr•s•n~at1on o t Paul c. Jon ett 
to the World Berita9e Co••itt•e 
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In the last three days you have heard much information, some 
of it fact and some of it opinion, regarding the proposed New World 
Mine. Saturday I accomp;mied your group on a briefing and tour of 
the proposed project sponsored by Crown Butte Mines, Inc. At this 
briefing and subsequent t:our of the site, Crown Butte employees and 
their project consultants provided the group with significant 
factual information which has been developed to show the project 
can be implemented in an environmentally sound manner. Significant 
information has been developed by the company, and various state 
and federal agencies to support this conclusion. 

However, the process is not complete - the Draft Environmental 
Impact Study has not been issued. It is premature for ~' 
including the World Heritage Committee, to determine at this time 
whether the mine should be permitted and constructed. such a 
decision should be only made after the Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) has been published by its coordinating agencies -
the U.S. Forest Service and the Montana Department of State Lands. 

As proposed by Cro~t Butte the New World Mine will be a 1,200 
to 1, 500 ton per day underground mine and mill located in the 
Fisher Creek valley, entirely outside the Yellowstone National Park 
drainage system. The mine will process the ore produced using 
proven milling processes of gravity separation and flotation which 
has been used world-wide for over 100 years . Cyanide will not be 
used in the milling process making New World one of the few, if not 
only, gold mine in the United States not to use the chemical. 

Approximately 50% of the waste rock, or tailings, will be used 
as cemented backfill in the mined out area, thus filling all mining 
voids created by minin9. This will provide mine support in 
addition to minimizing the effect of the underground workings on 
groundwater flow. The remaining tailings will be placed in an 
environmentally safe tai l ings disposal facility for final burial. 

As you were told Saturday by the principal of the firm 
designing the tailings fa.cility, the facility will be a "state of 
the art" engineered facility designed as a sub-aqueous burial 
facility - in other words, the tailings will permanently buried 
with water filling all interstitial spaces to prevent oxidation of 
any sulfide material in the tailings. This facility will be 
designed to withstand <Ln earthquake event in excess of that 
conceivably anticipated =or the site . In addition, the facility 
will include an underdrai::t system, a multiple underliner to prevent 
release of moisture in the tailings into the groundwater system, 
and capped with a multi-layer cap composed of a reductant (carbon 
layer to defer surface oxidation), a impervious layer to prevent 
upward or downward perc:olation of water out of or into the 
tailings, and a engineereci ground soil layer for final reclamation. 

PY-•At..ation or P•ul c . Jon .. 
~o ttl• lfoxl.d Berle.qe Coaalt:t.- Paqe ~ ot: 5 
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Existing naturally occurring and acid mine drainage from upper 
Fisher Creek will be used as a portion of the mine water supply, 
thus improving the current effects this drainage has downstream 
from the site. In addition, any water produced by the mine will 
also be used as process water. The New World Mine will be subject 
to the terms and conditions of an National Pollution Discharge 
Permit (NPDS) for all off site water discharges, both during 
operations and after operations are completed. As such any water 
discharged from the site ~meet Clean Water Act standards. Such 
water treatment - including treatment in the post mining period -
has been successfully addressed in numerous mines both in the 
United States and elsewhere using proven technology. In addition 
several state regulatory agencies in addition to the u.s. EPA have 
developed passive treatment processes for use post mine water 
treatment which may be considered for the site. 

The gold and copper concentrates will be shipped off site for 
further treatment using over the highway trucks - estimated by the 
company at five, twenty ton loads per day. 

Several technical questions appear to remain unresolved in the 
ongoing EIS process. Of primary concern is the effect the project 
might have on the Miller Creek-Soda Butte Creek Drainage which 
flows into the Yellowstone National Park. 

Crown Butte Mines has not proposed to build the mine-mill 
complex in the Miller Creek-Soda Butte creek drainage. However, an 
alternative site in the drainage is being considered in the EIS 
process. Clearly any such proposed mine-mill site suggested to be 
located in the Miller Creek-Soda Butte creek drainage should ~e 
rejected. siting a facility in this drainage is inappropriate when 
there exist more appropriate site locations outside the Yellowsto;1e 
Park watershed. 

The effect of the proposed mine on the groundwater hydrology 
of Miller Creek deserves further study which - I understand from 
visiting with Crown Butte and Forest Service officials is 
ongoing. At present the source of a portion of surface wc>.ter 
flowing into Miller Creek consist of springs along both sides of 
the valley. Those springs on the northeast side are mostly 
believed to be related to north-south oriented splay-faults. 
Water flows down-dip along bedding planes of the Park Shale or the 
Meagher Limestone either to outcrop or to an intersection with a 
fault and thus along the fault to a surface interception. The 
western edge of Miller creek orebody is approximately 800 feet 
northeast of the outcrop of its enclosing Meagher Limestone in the 
Miller Creek Valley. The effect of mining the Miller Creek Orebody 
may have some localized effect on the springs flowing into Miller 
Creek. 

PY:•••nt.-t:.ion of' P•u~ c. Jon .. 
to the Yow: ld 11•11:' 1 taqe Co•• 1 t~l9e Paqe l of' ~ 
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Mining of the Homestake Orebody will have significantly less 
effect upon the Miller Creek groundwater hydrology since that 
orebody is several hundred feet further to the northeast than the 
Miller Creek orebody. Separating the two orebodies is a 
significant interval of Homestake Dacite Porphyry and late dacite 
dikes, both intrusive bodies with very poor permeability. Faulting 
in the area is perpendicular to the direction to outcrop, thus not 
likely providing groundwater paths from the Homestake Orebody to 
the Miller Creek drainage. Details of the effects of this geology 
as it relates to the 9round water hydrology will be addressed in 
the ongoing above mentioned study. 

It is my opinion, based upon over 33 years of experience in 
the mining industry, that the proposed New World Mine can be 
constructed, operated, and eventually closed and reclaimed in an 
environmentally responsible manner without adversely effecting our 
premier national park - Yellowstone. The technology exists today 
to do this, crown But;te Mines, Inc. has publicly demonstrated a 
commitment to make such an effort, and the appropriate state and 
federal regulatory agencies appear committed to fulfilling their 
role in this ongoing regulatory process mandated by the National 
Environmental Protection Act (NEPAl. If this process is allowed to 
continue its mandated course, I believe an environmentally 
responsible mining operation meeting the criteria I outlined at the 
beginning of my presen~ation can become a reality and be a "good 
next door neighbor" to Yellowstone National Park. 

It concerns me greatly that the timing of your visit will do 
irreparable harm to the NEPA process in the United States and to 
the good will between the citizens of the U.S. and your 
organization. The statement of Dr. von Droste Saturday about the 
"greater good" over-riding our NEPA process - in other words that 
World Heritage Committee action should take precedence over United 
States law - gives me 9reat concern. 

The statement published on page one of the Billings Gazette 
yesterday morning ( S\tnday, September 10, 1995) quoting, Dr 
Wichiencharoen, the honorable Chairman of the committee and 
Delegate from Thailand, as recommending the implementation of a 18 
million acre "protection zone" around Yellowstone is, in my humble 
opinion, totally out of order. This statement indicates the 
Committee Chairman, if not the Committee itself, has reached a 
conclusion related to the issue - a conclusion made before your 
vsit is completed, all evidence has been heard, and most 
importantly, a conclusion made before the NEPA process concerning 
the project has been completed. 

Such statements to the press by some members of the delegation 
imply a committee action on the issues without the consideration or 
concurrence of your entire Committee. These ill timed statements 
also, in effect, interfere with internal United States policy. 
This should not be, and I'm sure is not, the intent of the United 

ft ... nt.ation or Paul. C. JO~ 
to tbe WOrld 11erlt.a.9• Co-1tt.. Pa.ge .. o~ 5 
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Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization (see 
letterhead of Dr. Von Droste's letter dated 6 March 1995 to Mr. 
Frampton) mandate under which your Committee operates. At best, by 
making such public pronouncements you are unfortunately allowing 
the good offices of your Committee to be used for publicity in an 
internal debate in the United States. 

I thank you for the opportunity to make this presentation to 
your Committee. 

Pr ... nt•tion ot P•ul. c . Jon•• 
t.o tbe flllorl.d llerit.aqe Co •ai ttee 

Paul c. Jones, President 
Natural Resources Development co. 
1019 8th Street 
Golden, Colorado 80401 
Phone 303-277-1222 
Fax 303-277-0006 

September 11, 1995 

Paqe 5 o t !S 
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PAUL C::- JONES 
Registered Professional Engineer 
~0~9 8th Street, Rm. 306 
Golden, Colorado 8040~ 

October 4, 1995 

Dr. Bernd von Droste 
Director 
World Heritage Centre 
7, Place de Fontenoy 
75352 Paris 07 SP 
FRANCE 

EXHIBIT 1-2 
Jones Letter 

October 4, 1995 

Re: Data concerning New World Mine, Cooke City, Montana PS'-

Dear Dr. von Droste: 

Monday, September 1~, 1995 at your public meeting· at Mamme> ;l. 
Hot Springs - Yellowstone National Park I indicated I would send to 
you factual data comparing Galactic Resources, Ltd. SurnmitvilJo 
Mine located in southwestern Colorado to that planned for the New 
World Mine near Cooke City, Montana. 

As you will recall I indicated that I am Chairman of the 
Colorado Mining Association's Summitville Task Force and mining 
industry representative on Colorado Governor Roy Romer's 
summitville Advisory committee. This committee consist of 
representatives of various interest groups such as local citizen 
groups, representatives of county governments, aides of state and 
federal legislators, environmental groups and the mining industry. 

Enclosed is an article titled "Summitville and Beyond" which 
I presented at the Northwest Mining Association conference in 
December 1993. This article presents a general overview of the 
situation ae the Summitville Mine, describes major technical 
concerns which resulted from the operations of the operator -
Galactic Resources, Ltd., and describes lessons learned by industry 
and the regulatory community from the experience (I enumerated 
these lessons in my presentation to your panel on September 1~th.) 
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Dr. Bernd von Droste 
New World Mine Project 
cooke City, Montana USA 
october 4, 1995 
Page 2 

Also enclosed is u.s. Geological Survey Bulletin No. 2220 
titled "Environmental Considerations of Active and Abandoned Mine 
Lands Lessons from Summitville, Colorado" to which another 
speaker (Tom Gerald) referred on September 11th. This bulletin, 
written bv orofessional staff members of the U.S. Geological 
survey, provides an excellent, unbiased overview of the 
envircr.me~~ac related geological aspects of summitville Mine. 

The Summitville Project was a 10, ooo ton per day open pit 
mine-cyanide heap leach operation located at an elevation of 11,500 
feet above sea level in an area of the San Juan Mountains of 
southwestern Colorado which receives up to 350 inches of snow each 
winter. 

The project developed 
construction and operation: 

several major problems during 

1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

The liner of the heao leach pad was torn during 
construction and never repaired. This caused the heap 
leach pad to leak cyanide solution throughout the life of 
the operation. 

Approximately 6. 5 million tons of high sulfide waste 
material were placed in an unlined valley fill over a 
spring producing fault zone, thus producing considerable 
acid mine drainage. This facility was not included in 
the initial plans or permit. 

The water balance for the project indicated a negative 
water balance (the project would require more water than 
it produced) when, in reality, the project was water 
positive. This error of design required water to be 
discharged throughout the life of the mine. 

Historic mine drainage, principally from the Reynolds 
Adi t, was significantly exasperated by the open pit being 
connected with the old underground workings. This acted 
as a "funnel" for snow melting in or near the pit being 
routed into and through the underground workings and out 
the Reynolds Adit. 

Fihally, the mine did not have an adequate closure and 
reclamation plan and was grossly under-bonded for 
closure. 

The first four problems mentioned above, coupled •..tith the 
state and federal regulatory authorities lowering the water quality 
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discharge standards dt:.ring operations, created severe problems 
ultimately forcing t he mine owner into bankruptcy. Each of these 
complicating problems a·: Summitville were a result of design flaws, 
construction managemen·t errors, less than ade·.:;uate regulatory 
monitoring of construction and o perations , or management problems. 
Careful design, dilic;ent management, and proper regulatory 
monitoring can prevent the occurrence of such problems in the New 
World Project. 

The Ne'.ol World Mine is designed and will be permitted as a 
1,200-1,500 ton per day underground mine which wil l use a gravity 
concentration-flotation ore beneficiation process to recover the 
gold and copper from tlle ores. The underground areas which are 
mined will be backfilled with a cemented tailings (mill waste) 
material, thus minimizing ultimate ground water flow and the amount 
of tailings placed in the sub-aqueous tailings facility to be 
construc~ed adjacent to Fisher Creek below the milling facilities. 

While the two projects both mine gold-copper sulfide ores 1 

there are more di fferences bet·,o~een the projects than similarities . 
A brief outline of specific comparisons of the proposed New World 
Project and the Summitville Mine is provided below. 

BASIC TYPE of MINING and MILLING OPERATION: 

New World Project The New World Project is a p l anned l, 200 t.u 
1,500 tor. per day underground mining operation producing a gold­
copper sulfide ore from a replacement deposit in a limestone and a 
separate gold-copper sulfide ore from a intrusive breccia pipe. 
ore will be beneficiated using gravity concentration of a portion 
of the gold, followed by flotation of the copper sulfide-gold ore. 
No cyanide will be used in the beneficiation process. 
Approximately fifty percent (50%) of the waste material, or mill 
tailings, will be used as cemented backfill in the underground 
workings of the mine while the balance of the tailings wil l be 
permanently stored in a. double lined 1 sub-aqueous tailings pond 
located below the benef i ciation facility. 

Summitville The Sunuui tville Mine was an open pit mining 
operation producing about 10,000 tons per day of gold ore from an 
oxidized Tertiary intrusive orebody formed above a vein structure·. 
This vein structure was periodically mined by underground methods 
from 1870 through the 1930's . In addition to the 10 1 000 tons of 
ore produced each day, an additiona l 1 5 ,000 tons of .waste rock was 
removed daily. This resulted in over 15 times the anticipated 
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daily production of the New World Project being produced each day 
at the Summitville Mine during the life of that operation. 

Approximately 9. 5 million tons of ore were leached durii1c: the 
project life, using a cyanide solution, in one large heap leach pad 
located east of the mine pit. Approximately 6.5 million tons of 
sulfide rich waste reck was stockpiled in a spring fed drainage 
upslope and to the west of the heap leach pad. ·rhis waste material 
was leached by natural oxidation as the material came into contact 
with surface and spring waters producing a large amount of low pH, 
highly mineralized solution. The heap leach pa.:: .:eveloped a leak 
in the liner during construction. This leak caused an ongoing 
problem of cyanide solution being discharged beneath the leach pad 
tnroug~cut the life of the operation. This cy~nide solution was 
collected beneath the heap leach facility and returned to the 
process, or treated prior to discharge. 

GEOLCGC:C CHARACTER OF OREBODY: 

New World Project The Miller Creek orebody is a gold rich copper 
sulfide replacement deposit of ·Tertiary age located i!"' the Meagher 
Limestone. The Hcmestake ore~cdy is a gold rich copper sulfide 
breccia filling in a Tertiary breccia pipe consisting of limestone 
and igneous rock fragments. The breccia pipe occurs within an 
unoxidized igneous intrusive (dacite porphyry) reck extending 
several hundred feet to the west to a contact with the Meagher 
Limestone . Neither orebody has been mined previously . 

Summi tvi 1le The Summitville orebody consisted of a low grade 
gold ore occurring in a highly oxidized Tertiary igr:eous intrusive 
stockwork. Beneath the oxidized zone, a near vertical high gold 
bearing copper sulfide vein structure was mined by underground 
methods by early day miners from the 1870's through the 1930's. 
Several old underground mine workings occur in the open pit walls 
and pit floor. 

HISTORIC MINE DRAINAGE: 

New World Project The area upstream (Fisher Creek) from the 
proposed minesite and on the adjacent drainage to the west (Miller 
Creek Drainage) was mined from the 1860's through the mid-1950's by 
both open pit and underground methods. crown Butte has partially 
reclaimed some of these areas and proposes to rec laim others as a 
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part of their mining activity. The Gold Oust Adit in upper Fisher 
Creek is currently discharging a maximum of 50 gallons per minute 
of water with a low pH and high heavy metal content. This water 
will be used in the proposed milling operation. Mining activities 
will not involve this adit or area. 

Su-:1!mitvi"!.le Underground mining of the vein deposits below the 
present day open pit occurred from the early 1870's through the 
mid-1930's. Two major adits, the Reynolds-Dexter and the Chandler, 
were driven in the late 1890's to access ore in these vein 
structures. The Reynolds Adit dischargec about 300 gallons per 
minute of water with a very low pH and high metal content from the 
very earliest days oE mining. Both adits have recently been 
plugged creating see.ps and springs around the base of the hillside 
adjacent to the adit areas. 

ELEVATION of OPERATIONS: 

New World Prg;ect The adit and mill are to be located a-t ~r. 
elevation oi 8,950 fee~ above sea level. The tailings facility is 
to be located at about 8,800 feet. Snowfall at the site averages 
up to 150 inches annually . 

Summitville The open pit is located at an elevation of ll,SOC 
feet above sea level. The heap leach pad is located at about 
11,000 feet. Snowfall at the site totals 350 inches per year. 

OWNERSHIP: 

New World Project CrQwn Butte Mines, Inc. is a wholly owned u.s. 
subsidiary. of Crown Bu·tte Resources, a canadian company. 

Su!Miity ille 
owned u.s. 
company. 

Swnmitville Consolidated Mining Company was a wholly 
subsidiary of Galactic Resources, Ltd. , a Canadian 

While both the New World Project and the Summitville Mine are 
gold mines, as the above description indicates there are many 
significant differences in setting, geology, mining method, and 
metallurgical recovery processes used. Much was learned by 
industry and the regulatory community from the problems incurred at 
Su:rnmi tville. These l•~ssons provide excellent guidance for the 
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successful design and implementation of future m~n~ng operations 
such as the New World Project, not prohibitions against such 
projects in the future. 

I would respectfully submit that, us i ng the lessons learned at 
Summi t v ille, the New World Project can be designed and constructed 
in an environmentally sensitive and acceptable manner. 

If you have questions regarding the above information, please 
contact me at your convenience. 

y~~ly, 

Paul c. Jon::! P . E. 

Enclosures: 

"Summitville and Beyond•, P.C. Jones, NWMA, December 1993 

•Enviro!Diental Considerations of Active and Abandoned Kine Lands 
Lessons from SlDIIIIitville, Colorado", u.s. Geological survey 
Bulletin No 2220, 1995 
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~rees including redwoods (Sequoia <:empervirens) greater 
than ~6 inches in diameter. The modification of the 
original proposal, in which 7 50 old-growth redwoods would 
be re111oved, illustrates . a s uccess in protecting World 
Heritage values and integrity. 

The Committee commended the State Party for the action 
taken to prevent the destruction of about 750 redwood trees 
requested tnat the World Heritage centre be · kept informed 
of future developments .with respect to the project . 

Yellowstofte Hatioual Par~ (Unite4 st~tes of America} 

The Co~ittee recalled that Yellowstone National Park was 
inscribed on the World Heritage List in 1978 and that it 
was the first National Park in the world . It furtllennore 
recalled that the Bureau discussed the potential threats to 
Yellowstone at its last session in July 1995. The Bureau 
had requested a joint lllission to the site to review the 
sit:uat:ion. The mission was .carried out in September B95 by 
the Chairperson of the World Heritage CO!IIllliteee, 
representatives of the World HeritagQ CentrQ, and a 
represe~~a~ive oc IUCN's Commission on National Parks and 
Protected Areas (CNPPA) - During ~~is mission, tb_~Q day~ of 
public discussions took place and =any tachnical reports 
were received frcro industry, gcvernment~ and NGO's. 

The Representative of the United states noted tl'.at t h.e 
Assistant: Sacrat:ary of . dhe Interior, in a letter dated 27 
June l995, wrote that "the Committee should be info!:"llled 
that the property as inscribed on the World Heritage List 
.l.s in danger_" I n a folloli-up letter dated l Dece::..Oer 1995, 
the Ass:.istant secretary provided an upda~e on the 
situation. The Representative of the United States further 
noted that the St~t:e Party is taking a number or•positive 
steps to address Jcey issues. The National Envi;:-onment 
·Policy Act (NEPAl requires a t:."'.orougl'l. and detailed 
environmental impact ~tuoy (EIS), of the n-alc~ 
C•o· n '•e-Mine propose~....- ..-......ct..: ___ ,~ ___ .....__ ·-.I..._ .... IZ . 

A~ a--~--
At the mo~tent nine possible alternatives are being 
considered. The EIS draft is expected in late January 1996 
an~ further public and government revie~ will last another 
year . He stated that the Stat"'- !?arty does not consider 
action by the Committee to be an intervention in domestic 
la"' or policy_ The State Party agr·eed to l<:eep the Collllllittee 
fuLly inform8d ~ith respect to actions to be taken . 

During the site visit it became cLear that threats to the 
"ark t.~ere ascertained in rel "t:ion to endellliC Yellovs~one 
cut-throat trout: a,; "'ell a.s with respect to the sewage 
leakaga and ..,astes: conta111inat:ion in certain areas or the 
Park. Othe.c is::iut!:..i· .r:elo.t:.ed to road construction and 
vi~itor pre~s:.ures year-round. In addition, potential 
threats included impacts on the quantity and C[Uality of 
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surface and g~ound-water and otbe:;- past ar.d p:::·oposed mir~e­
related ac-.:ivit::.iE!S. A potencial t::.hreat::. to the bison 
population is related to proposed control measures to 
eradicate brucellosis in the herds . The state Party noted 
~a~ all of these concerns would be thoroughly analyzed and 
ml.tl.gatl.on measures and management plans develooed as 
.apprapriac.e. Corrective actions will be tal<:en as 
necessary. · 

During the discus,;;ion it: 1:.1as· noted that wl:let:her the State 
Party should grant. a permit: t:o the mining C011l.pany or not is 
entirely a domestic decision of the State Partv. It was 
further stated thiit there is no vording in the Convention 
or the Operation~l Guidelines which could lead to ari 
interference in sovereignty. It was also noted that even if 
the State Party di:i not request action, the committee still 
had an L'"ldependen1: responsibility to tal<e action based on 
the information it had gathered. The convention "'as 
referre.d to as an emergent tool to assist all Stat:IIOS -. 
Partie:> in conservation. 

Af-.:e::- considera.bl" discussion the Cammit'::ee decided the 
fo:i.lo..,ing: 

On the basis of both asce::-tained dangers and potential :· 
dar.gers, the Cora:Ix:~tte.e dec~::!ed t.'":.at Yellows-:.cne Nat:iona} . . : 
Park be pl~ced on the List of World neritage in Danger . and ·., 
thU't. the Com:r.it-ce.e should ::-eqUI?...s~ continui::g repo=ts o n t.'"le ~ 
results of -::he E!S and J:> i tigat.J.ng actions being tal<:en tc ·e 
ensure in due course tr.e removal of the s:i'::e !:":"om the List"' 
of World R:erit:age in Danger . )-·.: 

·· .. ":~ . 

Ha Long say (Vietna:J . ·. -~.-!' . 

The Committ~~ recallad ~~at the site ~as inscribed on che 
World Heritage List in 1994 and took note of a report' 
.pJ:"esented by roor. The report outlines two potential ·~ 
threats to tha site: (a) a new port is to be developed L~ 
the Say which woulcl route large transport ships through t...'1.e 
site, and (b) a licensa far a large floating hotel at the 
si.t:e which "'ould have further impacts on the heavy tourist 
pressures in the say. 

The Delega~e of Japan prov~ded further infor:nation 
concerning financial support for the project from Japanese 
aid agenCiQS for an amount of USS 100 million. He 
underlined ~~at the case is still under considerat i on and 
that ecological impacts of this project "'ill be evaluated. 
The final decision has not been made, however, the project 
is seen as important for the .Curther economic development 
of Vietnam. The Delegate of canada outlined the problem of 
private ·colllpanies invo lved and referred to Article 6.3 of 
the World Heritage, Convention, that "Each State Party to 
thig Convc.ntion undertakes ~ot tc takP- any deliberate 
~~ .-::..~·. 1;:-t?.~ vh !.c!'! :r:i:;r-.. !'". d.C.-:".::!":J~ ~~.:-ec.t:!y e'!:" i~-::!::. :.- e-;: ":.l;· ~:--.c 
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EXHIBIT K 
Special Interest News Release 

December S, l99S 

• Natlonn.l Pnrks aod Conservation Associakon • 
• American Rivers • Beartooth Alliance • 

• Greater Yellowstone Coalition • 

FOR IMMEDIATE R.ELL>.SE: De<:embcr S. t9'.lS I 
coNTAcrs: 1 

National Pl!fks and Conac::vwon Assoc.: KAtlly Wcro-a, 202.1223-6722. c>Ct. 121 
Americm R.ivcrr. R=dy Showruck.. 202/547-<i900, en 30! 2 ' 
Bea..'""tOOtl: Allic.cc: Su.:: Glidden, 406/83Hl3< 
Greater YcUowS"<OQc Coa.l.ltloa: Bob Ehy, 4061'5&6-1593 

YELLOWSTONE DECLARED "IN DANGER'' 
"AsCERTAINED AND POTENTIAL" THREATS TO WORLD'S FIRST 

N.-'..TIONAL PARK CITED BY INTERNATIONAL doM:MITTEE 
· CDtUcrvdio11 Coaliiion Haiu D~n I 

I 
.Bortin -The World Heritaat Coruroiru:.: today voted to add Yallowstane, tho: world'• first na.tlo!lal 
ps.rl:: and 4 World Heritage Site, to ili• intematioual list of "World f{cri~au in i Dans~. • The 
Committee CO!l.Clu<iod tr..st the proposed New World ~old millo, &!alia with tbrCats t:c tho pari:'~ 
nal!Ye curthroat trout, bi=, grinly he=, w1 ~oothe:rmal resou=:s, cocsti~ botil ·~1 
dan~= and pot=tial dani'cn" to Yellowstone that w~ its addition t:c tb\: !1st. A coalition oi 
14 co=-vatlon ' group~. oraan.iztd in Fcar.Jll.0' to call for~ "In Danger• i.l.stiilg. hallcd the decisior .. 
wW.le exprcssic.o; sorrow that one of the world'' most treasur"...:i resvurc~ is at ri.sk. 

"Today, the world 1w e.tfumed what we !:.ave said repe:s.tt:dlr th.a.J: Yellowstone ii in jeopardy 
and the J)ropo~ New World a::ioe ill a sign.iliCIID.l part of th&t tbm.t, • said Paul C. Pri!l:.lwd, 
!"rcoid= of the National Parl::s and C<>c...=vo.r:ioll A.sw:la!lou (NPCA), whicb. orwunl.ud the CDalitloa 
to call for a World Honta.so Committee lnve~gution of the mlna and othC!' pul:: th.r=.ts. "lt is our 
bopc that the Co=iltco'~ dndlngs will help Am"!ica :edoublc {tJ efforu to pr~t tbla iloblll 
tracnzn. We siwllld be~ by napping ~ New W<>rld. Mill&,· Pritchard said . 

'"1"lW dcslg.wu.ion iE a so= of .sorrow, not of prlda. It dcmoastrat='s we need to work: lw'd<X 
to protect Y..llowstooe..' said Milca Ctuk of the Gre:~tor Ycllow~nc Coaliti011, a luding resio!!.2l 
caru~a.tlon OfgJ.niutioll. "The World Horilage Commlttee's doaisioc. !!I. o~ of mazcy voices that 
hJ13 exprcsaed. caneem ahout tb!.l proposed 110fd rnlne.' Whenever anyooo view,; this mill<l - whoth<:r 
local citi:z:CDJI, Prt:llident Cllntoc., or a pane! of !nr=>atioMl CDnsc::rvatiooim. •• 1hey all conclude thi• 
mlnc could baml Ycllowslo~ N&l.[on.&l Pari:" 

·we a.re b.eattened by the dec~lon to place YellowstOne Oil the list of World. Hcrluza In 
Danger bc<:atUO now the whole world is W1tching. The inte::ua.tioca! cotnmunl~ has joillod Prcsidclll 
Clioton and nJaiJY otbets in expr=lng !foe decp<:sl coocm> about tho propo!;ed,, ootoriouo New World 
gold mine," &&id Tholn:U Ca:<.,idy, General C'.onnse\ !or Nncrtcan Rivers, tho ruz.ion'a priw:lpal r!uor 
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cocse.rve.lion organization. "'Today' ' da;j~ion Te:t.fi"annJ our vfcw th.lt a ~.icc ~h.lc.b cnda.aacn 
Yal\~wm.onc •hould not be developed. Norand• 4lld the olhe f><>An<ial backers of this ml.c.ing 
scheme should abandon ~ projc,::L • 

"The world' J coruervatlon ~~. valid ale what lo=! r=id<:Jlts nave bo:n ... y!.ug tbr yo an;: 

tbis :nine th.r<'..o.tc[l!! Yc!Lowa~oce.: ,;aid Jern 8&rron of the Beartooth AJJI"!lce. "A::iyone who tal::es a 
close I colo: at <he situalion will come to <be same conclu&loo." Tne Bear.ootb Alliance. based m 
Cook• City, 1'..1.olt"..ana.. ~a group c:· c;i~ w~c live a.c.~ work r.c:u- Ycii.cwnone and who led ~c 
.,.._,<rootS G!Pt •C"-i-'lSt theN""' Worlci M!Ae. . l 

The World Hc.:-'.t.>ge Co=lr-"' co01prisc.s 21 rep.rc::;c::.tz.uv<:S elec-~ tnjo 142 iOv~= 
tb.a1 siit>o<l tho World Hcrito.go CcllYen\ion, an lr.lcrnAtio!l4] t:=ry ratiii.cd by_ o/ U.S. In 1973. The 
Comrn.itl.e<: ls an >.uto,ou::.ous oq;a.:i:utJon wbolly .scpa!4t• from the Ur.it.od Nn.tioll&. The treaty 
provides for the ,!o.igDLtioc. .._. World Hcrt~gc Sit es boCl :::.tu...,J and cui~ uoao of "o=.d.i.na 
u.tllvas.>J value to man)jj,d" which hove !:>c:cc. <:Datinaud by boS'C coUAtries. ~ ll'<:oty also pr.:~vl~s 
for the llstin~ of &:it.c" facia~ "pot~<nti.aJ• or ·~· .UOge on s lict of "Wf<Ld Heritage i.e. 
Da.c.ger.· " , 

As a £ignatory Ul tba tn:J.ty, the U.S . b.=.s conuniitoc t.:l "·jo all lt C.:)., •• tO tbc: u.traos\ of its 
resourcesn to c..os'Jre the. "protc:ction.1 con.so:-vatioc. presenta:Iion. md eficctive ~on to future 
gcoo:r:u.ians" of Yollowotoa.¢ aod otuor U.S . World Ht:ritage Site-s. 1 

I 
Iu 1978, at the request of l.be U.S . Govemm~at, Ye!lowmme N•uows.l ~ark was lUlJOa.g the 

fvt! 12 sit.::s ia ti1c wo. cld US1od 45 'World Heritage Sites' by the committee. I now is o:o.c of abo<:t 
100 n:trura.l World H.!ri~o Site. uou:>d the world. Othc:rJ i.!>cl,;de the Galijl OS !tllan<U, Austrnlia'• 
Great S&.cricr Reef, ltlld the: S~c::i ?lEw of Tao.zani!L. Othe:- World Hdtaa &lt=.s in the U.S. 
illclwie l.rulepenc1=ce &ill, Evc:rgladt:c Natio"-'.1 Pa.rl:., Gruld c..e,r,yon N•tio!l.Bl , ..X. Groat Smoky 
MountciDs National Parle. Olympic Nation& Part. aJlcl Redwood National Parle. . 

11>.a Commt='a deci.siDc. to o.dJi YdlowfitOlle 1D th~ u..t of World ~fl:lp fu o.n.o:::- ill no 
way II1Ii>d:s j url!<tictionel or manago:mc:cJ responsibility for lho parlc. ThJs re.malna wtth the patk 
ruyerln!.endcnt u the nsprc:.senurive of the U.S. &ovcrnwec.t. Slmil.uly, li<ting Yellowoto"" does oc>t 
affect dc:cision·makil:li authority ovor rbe propoS<:d New World IY!l.oc or ether ~ llffclttillg tho 
pruk. Deols!oc.• ngardl.c.g tha fun.tlc of the :nine will be nw!.o by thll Stott of Mo11bma and fcde:111 
>.i-=ics involved i.e. llu:: pc=i!Ii»a pro<:=. 

Tba decl•lon to duclaro Yollovmono ·1n Da.nger" t., however, a powerful .xprmuion of worid 
oplnlon wd ooru:c::.m about the int<>¢ry of tho pule. It s<:rvos to bring wcrldwldo artcotion to mo 
lbr="': co.afrontin~ lb.. park. 

- 30 • 

t-/Q{# It> rcporu:nr: A CCJPY of th< <oalltion's February /tt:Ur to tlr~ Wor/tf s~ritar:~< CorrunJLr,u Lf 
==!teL 
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF GEORGE T. FRAMPTON, JR., 

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, thank you for the opportunity to ap­
pear before you today to present the views of the Department of the Interior on H.R. 
3752, the American Land Sovereignty Protection Act. It is our view that this legisla­
tion would impose inappropriate and unwise restrictions on the ability of federal 
agencies to work cooperatively with states and other levels of government to achieve 
the benefits of international recognition for U.S. conservation sites, and that it 
would, if enacted, significantly reduce the recognized leadership and influence in 
global conservation which our nation has earned in the eyes of the world. We 
strongly oppose this bill, and will urge, should it reach the President's desk, that 
it be vetoed. 

Mr. Chairman, the short answer to the question posed in your June 25, 1996 Dear 
Colleague letter: "Is Boutros Boutros Ghali Zoning Land in Yo1ir District?" is "No." 
This Administration has no intention of ceding sovereignty over U.S. lands to inter­
national organizations, nor have the five previous administrations, both Republican 
and Democratic, which have participated enthusiastically in the international con­
servation agreements targeted by your bill. 

H.R. 3752 is an attempt to fix alleged problems which do not exist. It would 
unnecessanril encumber successful land management and research efforts for some 
of our most significant natural and cultural resources. Many of these lands have 
been preserved by law in the United States as national parks and they should con­
tinue to be recognized as some of the most significant natural and cultural resources 
in the world. They include, to name a few: our first national park, Yellowstone; the 
complex cave and karst system of Mammoth Cave National Park; and the Indian 
cliff dwellings at Mesa Verde National Park. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to address some of the concerns that prompted this 
hearing and your proposed legislation. First, international agreements, such as the 
World Heritage Convention, have in no way been utilized to exclude Congress from 
land management decisions, nor do they have the ability to do so Second, the nomi­
nation processes for the international conservation designations in question are gen­
erally consultative and are usually based on demonstrated initiative and commit­
ment at the local level. Third, international site recognitions defer land use deci­
sions to the local management entity, whether it be federal, state, or local govern­
ments, tribes, or private property owners, subject to the domestic laws in place. The 
United Nations does not have any authority to affect federal land management deci­
sions within the United States. Finally, international site recognitions do not re­
strict land use or stop economic growth. To the cont:.·ary, World Heritage sites and 
U.S. Biosphere Reserves have been embraced in many local areas as value-added 
designations, increasing partnership among federal, state and local governments, 
and private property owners for mutual benefit and have additionally contributed 
to notable increases in international tourism, especially vital to rural economies. 

H.R. 3752 would unduly ·restrict the existing legal and administrative framework 
for implementation of important U.S. commitments to international environmental 
cooperation which have up to this point enjoyed consistent bipartisan support. The 
bill would specifically li:ni.it the executive branch's discretion by amending the perti­
nent sections of the authorizing legislation for the World Heritage Program (Historic 
Preservation Act Amendments of 1980), but also specifically addresses biosphere re­
serves and generically many other international environmental listing programs. 

The bill would require express authorization by Congress of any future nomina­
tion of federal sites for inclusion in the World Heritage List. It would instruct the 
Secretary of the Interior to object to the inclusion of any property (including private 
lands) in the U.S. on the List of World Heritage in Danger, absent authorization 
by a Joint Resolution of Congress. Finally, it would also establish similar Congres­
sional authorization processes for the biosphere reserve designations, again exclud­
ing non-federal lands, and for practically all other international listing programs 
that relate to the terrestrial or marine environment (presumably including cultural 
properties). This bill does not accomplish any new protections for American land 
sovereignty. Rather, it encumbers what are now effectively administered programs 
that fulfill our commitment to environmental leadership in the world. 

Section 5 of H.R. 3752 would, if enacted, require the executive branch to obtain 
explicit statutory approval before nominating, classifying, or designating "any lands 
owned by the United States and located within the United States for a special re­
stricted use under any international agreement ... " Likewise, such nominations, clas­
sifications, or designations under an international agreement would have no force 
or effect unless such actions were specifically authorized by a state or local law (for 
lands owned by a state or local government) or were consented to in writing by the 
owner (for privately owned lands.) 
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These restrictions would apply to, and encumber, federal land use decisions be­
yond those explicitly mentioned in other sections of the proposed legislation. The 
term "international agreement," as used in Section 5, includes "any treaty .... and any 
foreign entity .... havin~ a primary purpose of conserving, preserving, or protecting 
the terrestrial or manne environment, flora or fauna." This definition would apply, 
inter alia, to the bilateral migratory bird treaties in force between the U.S. and, re­
spectively, Canada, Mexico, Japan and the Russian Federation, which are intended 
to further the conservation of migratory avifauna. Thus the Section 5 limitation on 
nominations, classifications .. or designations of land could affect the implementation 
of the treaty in force between the U.S. and the Russian Federation, which calls for 
each party to: 

Identify areas of breeding, wintering, feeding, and moulting which are of special 
importance to the conservation of migratory birds within the areas under its juris­
diction. Such identification may include areas which require special protection be­
cause of their ecological diversity or scientific value .... Each Contracting Party shall, 
to the maximum extent possible, undertake measures necessary to protect the 
ecosystems in those special areas described on list number I against pollution, det­
rimental alteration and otht!r environmental degradation. 

With respect to the legal effect of the international designations at issue, what 
the Congressional Research Service said in its May 3, 1996 report on the "World 
Heritage Convention and U.S. National Parks" holds true for all these international 
designations: "The Convention has no role or authority beyond listing sites and of­
fering technical advice and assistance." 

The federal government has made this point on numerous occasions. For example, 
in a March 20, 1996 letter to a Regional Forester of the U.S. Forest Service, the 
Solicitor of the Department of the Interior wrote the following: 

... As a party to the World Heritage Convention, the United States has undertaken 
"to take the appropriate legal, scientific, technical, administrative, and financial 
measures necessary for the identification, protection, conservation, presentation, 
and rehabilitation" of natural and cultural heritage features designated in U.S. ter­
ritory. In our view, this obligation is discharged entirely within the framework of 
the appropriate U.S. and state laws. Therefore, the World Heritage Committee's re­
cent decision ... does not impinge in any way on the United States' sovereignty and 
does not, in our view, supplant the orderly legal process established under United 
States law for the evaluation of development proposals .... The Committee itself 
noted ... that "whether the [United States] should grant a permit to the mining com­
pany or not is entirely a domestic decision of the [United States]. 

The case of "biosphere reserves," established in connection with UNESCO's Man 
and the Biosphere program, similarly admits no international control of U.S. lands. 
Indeed, the charter document for the UNESCO program clearly states that "Bio­
sphere Reserves, each of which remain under the sole sovereignty of the State 
where it is situated and thereby submitted to State legislation only, form a world 
network in which participation by States is voluntary." (As used in this quote the 
word "State" refers to sovereign nations.) 

The World Heritage Convention, a foreign policy initiative of the Nixon Adminis­
tration, has been a cornerstone of U.S. international environmental foreign policy 
for nearly a quarter century. The U.S. played a conspicuous leadership role in draft­
ing of the Convention and was the first signatory in 1973, following Senate ratifica­
tion. Although 146 nations now participate, the U.S. has continued its leadership 
role, twice serving as chair. 

It is noteworthy that, even in the context of its decision to withdraw from 
UNESCO, the Reagan Administration opted to remain active in World Heritage and 
promulgated the program regulations, still in force, that made the program fully op­
erative in the U.S. In 1992, Secretary Manuel Lujan hosted the meeting of the 
World Heritage Committee, the second time in the Committee's 20 years of active 
work that it has met in the U.S. Some might find it ironic that an international 
cooperative conservation program in which U.S. participation was first sponsored by 
the Nixon Administration, and which was supported firmly by the Rea~an Adminis­
tration, would be criticized as a step toward "one-world government' during the 
Clinton Administration. 

In our view, U.S. participation in the World Heritage Convention and other inter­
national conservation agreements, has benefitted parks and adjacent communities, 
and has been helpful to U.S. foreign policy objectives. The "national park" idea and 
the World Heritage Convention, originating a century apart, were American ideas 
that have now been universally acclaimed and accepted by virtually every nation. 
Their widespread acceptance is a continuous advertisement of America's prestige 
and global influence. U.S. participation in international conservation agreements in­
sures that these ideals continue to extend their reach and also that U.S. sites re-
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ceive the prestige and recognition they deserv~n par with that enjoyed inter­
nationally by the Taj Mahal, the Great Wall of China, the Serengeti Plain, and Vati­
can City. 

Rather than being hannful to local and community interests, World Heritage des­
ignation appears to be economically beneficial and a lure for foreign tourists. It cor­
relates closely with increased visitation. During the period 1990-1995, visitation to 
U.S. World Heritage parks increased 9.4% as opposed to a 4.2% increase for all 
parks. There is evidence to suggest that a significant part of the increase derived 
from increased international tourism; World Heritage designation makes it more 
likely that foreign visitors, especially those with specialized interests, will learn 
about and consider visiting these parks. 

For example, Wrangall St. Elias National Park reports an increase in foreign visi­
tation from Europe, currently at 10%, due to its world heritage designation. Grand 
Canyon National Park, where foreign visitation is roughly 40%, reports that foreign 
visitors respond more readily to the World Heritage designation than to the national 
park tenn. Given that the total economic benefit of Grand Canyon National Park 
to the region is estimated at $350 to $700 million per year, the impact of the World 
Heritage designation is clearly salutary there. 

Under the World Heritage Convention, each nation nominates its own most im­
portant natural and cultural sites and pledges to take the necessary steps to pre­
serve and protect them under their own legal systems. The treaty, implementing 
legislation, and program regulations mandate a process that is orderly, predictable, 
and exacting, requiring a minimum of more than two years between the proposal 
of a site for study and its consideration by the World Heritage Committee. 

The U.S. nomination process is clearly delineated in law and regulation (Title IV 
of the Historic Preservation Act Amendments of 1980 and 36 CFR 73-World Herit­
age Convention). Under the regulations, the National Park Service staffs the Inter­
agency Panel on World Heritage, which is advisory to and chaired by the Assistant 
Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks. The Panel nonnally meets at least twice 
annually in public sessions to consider proposed nominations and to review com­
pleted studies. Proposals to nominate have originated from private organizations 
and citizens and local governments as well as from park superintendents. 

Every property proposed has a strictly defined boundary. The criteria and docu­
mentation requirements for nomination are highly selective; many proposed prop­
erties have been turned down or deferred for cause. Relevant Committees of the 
House and Senate are notified of all pending proposals and again infonned when 
the Department has decided to nominate a property. Over the years, when Members 
have commented, they have commonly supported proposed nominations in their re­
spective states. 

Since 1979, when Yellowstone and Mesa Verde were listed, 18 other U.S. sites 
have been placed on the World Heritage List, for a total of 20. A handful of others 
have been nominated but not listed. No new proposed nominations are being ac­
tively considered, although within recent weeks of ficials concerned with the 
Charleston Historic District, S.C. and Slater's Mill, R.I., have expressed strong in­
terest in being considered. 

The World Heritage Committee, composed of representatives elected from 21 
member countries. reviews all national nominations. At present, 469 properties have 
been listed. The Committee also places properties on the List of World Heritage in 
Danger. Only the Committee can place properties on either List. Neither listing ac­
tion imposes any legal requirement for U.S. sites beyond those already contained 
in U.S. law. 

The World Heritage nomination process is also respectful of private property 
rights. Affinnative concurrence is required from all non-federal owners before prop­
erties can be nominated for inclusion on the World Heritage List. The two private 
U.S. properties on the World Heritage List are Monticello and Taos Pueblo. Three 
other non-federal properties on the World Heritage List (University of Virginia, 
Cahokia Mounds, and La Fortaleza in San Juan, Puerto Rico) are ovwned by the 
States and the Commonwealth. 

World Heritage designation does not impose any particular new management re­
quirements; it does often present new opportunities. In Hawaii, the World Heritage 
designation of Hawaii Volcanos National Park is serving as the linchpin in a strat­
egy to draw more tourists to the Island, and is an element of the town of Volcano's 
strategic planning. At Wrangell-St. Elias/Glacier Bay, two parks that are listed 
jointly with Canadian parks across the border, World Heritage designation has led 
directly to cooperation with Canada on mountain rescue and in managing traffic, 
travel, and rescue operations on the Alsek River. Finally, the Reagan administration 
chose to highlight one of its major initiatives in private sector fund-raising for 
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parks, the restoration of the Statue of Liberty, by nominating the Statue to the 
World Heritage List in 1984. 

Though the Department of the Interior plays a leading role for the U.S. under the 
World Heritage Convention, it plays a cooperative role in our participation in the 
Man and the Biosphere Program. The designation and management of U.S. Bio­
sphere Reserves provides recognition benefits similar to those received by World 
Heritage Sites, and allows U.S. sites to be linked to a global network of science, edu­
cation, and technical assistance cooperation. Designation does not pose a threat to 
the sovereignty of American lands. There are 47 designated biosphere reserves in 
the United States. Biosphere reserves are purely voluntary associations of land 
managers to emphasize conservation science and education to develop consensual 
solutions to issues of conservation and development in their regions. The purposes 
of these alliances are to facilitate the discovery of practical solutions to complex con­
servation and development problems by providing a science based framework for 
finding mutually agreeable ways to achieve common goals. This cooperative setting 
allows each party to share resource and economic expertise that no one group could 
attain on its own. Mammoth Cave is an example that provides a clearer description 
of this program. 

MA.t\fMOTH CAVE AREA BIOSPHERE RESERVE 

The Mammoth Cave Area Biosphere Reserve was designated in 1990 and includes 
Mammoth Cave National Park and its primary groundwater recharge basins. The 
Barren River Area Development District (BRADD), which is chartered by the Com­
monwealth of Kentucky and is responsible for regional planning within the ten­
county area surrounding Mammoth Cave, selected the U.S. biosphere reserve model 
as the tool to address regional water quality issues. The biosphere reserve is admin­
istered through the BRADD, whose Board of Directors are locally elected officials, 
and is viewed as a locally managed effort rather than a federal undertaking. To co­
ordinate resource management activities, the BRADD established a Biosphere Re­
serve Council which consists of Western Kentucky University, USDA Forest Service, 
USDA Combined Farm Services Agency, USDA Natural Resource Conservation 
Agency, Tennessee Valley Authority, U.S . Economic Development Administration, 
Army Corps of Engineers, agendes of the Kentucky Natural Resources Cabinet, the 
Resource Conservation and Development District, the Caveland Sanitation District, 
and the National Park Service. Together, these previously unlikely partners have 
made significant accomplishments which have directly benefitted the area. These ac­
complishments include: 

The Mammoth Cave Area Water Quality Project-A partnership approach to pro­
tecting the Mammoth Cave Watershed, which includes significant financial re­
sources available to farmers from the USDA on a cost-sharing basis, significant in­
vestment by the NPS for monitoring, and support from the EPA to continue this 
effort. 

Regional GIS!GPS and Development of a Geospatial Data Center-Members of 
the Biosphere Reserve Council have pooled their resources to enhance data sharing 
and analysis capability and to establish a geographic information system and global 
positioning base station which has a variety of applications of benefit to all mem­
bers. Additionally, a grant from the U.S. Geological Survey has established a 
Geospatial Data Center at Western Kentucky University. 

Economic Development and Impact Studies-The Economic Development Adminis­
tration funded a study in the area to assess the potential for compatible industrial 
development. The results of this study have been made available to the community 
to ass1st in economic and infrastructure planning. Also, the National Biological 
Service in partnership with local universities is working on an economic impact 
study of the park and local area to assess the impact of tourism expenditures locally 
to assist in future planning. 

The Mammoth Cave Area Biosphere Reserve, with the national park as its core 
area, has brought national attention to address local conservation and development 
issues, including additional financial resources not previously available. Landowners 
and communities have derived tangible benefits and received recognition for work­
ing together to resolve complex conservation and development issues and protect re­
source values. 

A survey of biosphere reserve managers in 1995 suggests that, in cases where 
their cooperative activities identify explicitly with biosphere reserve concepts, there 
are more cooperating parties and more participation of local organizations than in 
cases where such cooperation was merely consistent with these concepts. 

Biosphere Reserves also maintain their importance internationally from a per­
spective of providing a network of protected areas, particularly essential as stop 
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overs for migratory birds and living resources the U.S. shares with other nations, 
and U.S. citizens are frequent visitors to the internationally recognized sites of other 
countries. For example, the American Redstart is a colorful Neotropical migratory 
bird that winters in tropical forests, such as those found in the Latin American and 
Carribean biosphere reserves, and is also found in its forested breeding areas in the 
United States biosphere reserves. The redstart's dependence on an international 
network of protected areas is critical, but Americans too find similar importance in 
these areas as destinations. More than 65 million Americans watch and feed birds 
each year and more than 25 million of these people travel away from their homes 
specifically to watch birds. These birdwatching Americans spend $5.2 billion annu­
ally, generating an annual total economic return to the U.S. economy of nearly $20 
billion. American businesses also are the beneficiaries of visitation of U.S. citizens 
to foreign countries as they operate the tour companies that frequent biosphere re­
serve sites abroad. 

The Department of the Interior is committed to the sovereignty of American lands 
whether they be federal or non-federal, including private lands. International site 
recognitions such as world heritage and U.S. biosphere reserves are not a threat to 
U.S. sovereignty, but rather an enhancement to areas already protected under do­
mestic law and a benefit to communities which are fortunate enough to be recog­
nized internationally. Mr. Chairman, I thank you for holding this hearing so this 
issue can be claified. The "national park" idea was something inherently American 
which has been extended internationally through such programs; to inhibit our ad­
ministration would be a disservice to furthering this idea both within the United 
States and abroad. 

This concludes my prepared remarks. I appreciate the opportunity to appear be­
fore you today. I am happy to answer any of your questions. 

THE PREPARED STATEMENT OF NINA SIBAL 

INTRODUCTION 

UNESCO does not take a position on the pros and cons of the legislation proposed 
in H.R. 3752 at the 104th Congress. The way in which the United States chooses 
to relate to our MAB Programme or to the subject of the World Heritage is a sov­
ereign decision of the American people and the American Government. 

We provide herewith information on how the MAB and World Heritage pro­
grammes work and, particularly, on how the sovereignty of the United States is pro­
tected in statutes and working methods. 

Biosphere reserves remain entirely under local, state and national jurisdiction. 
Article 2 Paragraph 3 of the Statutory Framework states that "Individual biosphere 
reserves remain under the sovereign jurisdiction of the States where they are situ­
ated. Under the present Statutory Framework, States take the measures which they 
deem necessary according to their national legislations." The U.S. Congressional Re­
search Services (CRS) in a June 1996 fact sheet found that "their are no legally 
binding requirements on countries or communities regarding the management of 
Biosphere Reserves. Full sovereignty and control over the area continues as it was 
before recognition". Indeed, even the national MAB Committees, together with 
UNESCO, have no power to set limitations on activities in these area. They merely 
provide general guidelines. Enforcement is purely a local decision. Additionally, the 
same CRS fact sheet accurately makes clear that "areas are listed only at the re­
quest of the country in which they are located, and can be removed from the bio­
sphere reserve list at any time by a request from that country." 

From a national perspective, all the U.S. MAB sites are under the independent 
United States National MAB Committee, one of whose six directorates coordinates 
the Biosphere Reserves. The U.S. MAB Committee is made up of American sci­
entists, representative of Government agencies and voluntary and private organiza­
tions. The U.S. Biosphere Reserve Programme is funded from a number of Federal 
Agencies. These funds are overwhelmingly spent in the United States. 

The World Heritage Convention, officially called the "Convention concerning the 
Protection of World Cultural and Natural Heritage," originated at a White House 
conference in 1965. In presenting the Convention to the United States Senate, Presi­
dent Richard M. Nixon, stated that "this Convection creates international Machin­
ery for the Identification and Protection of natural and cultural areas of outstanding 
universal value which constitute the common heritage of mankind." (President's 
message to the Senate. March 28, 1973, the White House.) 

The Convention's primary mission is to define the world's heritage by drawing up 
a list of sites whose outstanding universal value should be preserved for all of us. 
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The United States is currently one of the 21 members of the World Heritage Com­
mittee which administers the Convention. The Committee is responsible for main­
taining the World Heritage List and the List of World Heritage in Danger. It also 
defines the criteria on the basis of which a property belonging to the cultural and 
natural heritage may be included in either the World Heritage List of the List of 
World Heritage in Danger. The Committee also administers the World Heritage 
Fund which provides technical and financial aid to countries requesting assistance. 

Sovereignty over the State's properties continues to be protected in the monitoring 
and reporting procedure which follows inscription. The Operational Guidelines state: 

"It is the prime responsibility of the States Parties to put in place on-site monitor­
ing arrangements as an integral component of day-to-day conservation and manage­
ment of the sites .. .. The State Parties are invited to submit to the World Heritage 
Committee through the World Heritage center, every five years, a scientific report 
on the state of conservation of the World Heritage sites on their territories." 

There are currently 469 natural and cultural sites around the world on the World 
Heritage List. Twenty sites in the United States are Listed, including Yellowstone 
and Grand Canyon National Parks, Independence Hall and the Statue of Liberty. 
There are eighteen sites worldwide on the World Heritage in Danger List including 
two in the United States: Yellowstone National Park and Everglades National Park. 
The United States paid voluntary contribution to the World Heritage Fund of 
$400.000 for 1994-96. In addition, the Convention's Secretariat. 

The World Heritage Center and UNESCO's Division of Ecological Sciences cooper­
ate extensively with U.S. univ·~rsities , scientific institutions and foundations (Getty 
Trust, World Monuments Fund, the Smithsonian Institution and American Express 
to mention only a few ) to provide technical assistance and training worldwide. 

The nomination of any site onto the World Heritage List can come only form the 
Government of the country concerned (Article 11, paragraph 3 of the Convention.) 
Application of the World Heritage Convention fully respects the interests of its State 
Parties and in no way infringes on their sovereignty. The World Heritage Commit­
tee, for example, coordinates studies and research for drawing up the World Herit­
age List and the List of World Heritage in Danger with the agreement of the State 
concerned (Article 11, paragraph 7 of the Convention). Moreover, Article 6, para­
graph 1 of the Convention states: "Whilst fully respecting the sovereignty of the 
State on whose territory the cultural and natural heritage ... is situated, and with­
out prejudice to property rights provided by national legislation, the States Parties 
to this Convention recognize 1;hat such heritage constitutes a world heritage for 
whose protection it is the duty of the international community as a whole to cooper­
ate." 

The World Heritage Committee follows Operational Guidelines in the implementa­
tion of the World Heritage Convention. The Guidelines further emphasize the full 
participation of a State Party and its citizens in the nomination and maintenance 
of its World Heritage Sites. For example, paragraph 1.8.14 of the Guidelines enema-­
ages "participation of local people in the nomination process". One of the criteria for 
inclusion of a site is "the existence of protective legislation at the national, provin­
cial or municipal level..." (paragraph I.C24(b)(II) of the Operational Guidelines). 
Along the same lines, "inscription of sites shall be deferred until evidence of the full 
commitment of the nominating government ... is demonstrated. Evidence would take 
the forms of relevant legislation, staffing, funding and management plans ... " (para­
graph I.A.6(v) of the Operational Guidelines. 

A further point is that the World Heritage and Biosphere Reserve programmes 
are complementary: some 30 World heritage sites form the core of large biosphere 
reserves. The biosphere concept, with its buffer zones and transitional areas, and 
its aim of reconciling conservation with economic activities, meshes with the more 
rigorous conservation necessary in the core World Heritage Sites. 

UNESCO actively promotes the role of the World Heritage sites and biosphere re­
serves in creating economic opportunities and jobs in their areas. The World Herit­
age Center organized an important meeting with the UN Environment Programme 
in 1993 to work with the World Tourism Organization to help local authorities, the 
tourism industry and governments plan the best ways to generate business and, of 
course, jobs while maintaining the continued attractiveness-and profitability-of 
these major attractions. We recognize that tourism is now the World's largest indus­
try and that it is in the intere:;t of all for conservation and economic development 
to go hand in hand. Important points are: 

• that biosphere reserves are the essence of locally involved, voluntary efforts in 
sustainable development; 

• that biosphere reserves and World Heritage sites really form a nucleus for at­
tracting tourism and catalyzing local involvement; 
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• biosphere reserves are the greatest outdoor laboratories that provide the re­
search to help decision makers to create effective policy; 

• designation increases public participation from people and local communities; 
• biosphere reserves and world heritage sites are very useful links between local 

schools, colleges and universities. They provide a unique possibility for families, 
children and their parents, to understand their country; 

• designation means national and international visibility. The private sector, 
travel agents, tour guides, U.S. airlines, hotel industry etc can profit from this. 

UNESCO reiterates that in no way has the world heritage or biosphere reserve 
recognition limited, or impinged upon, the sovereignty of the people who live within 
or around these areas or any other sites. 

The United Nations and its specialized agencies, such as UNESCO, have abso­
lutely no jurisdiction over the territories designated as biosphere reserves or World 
Heritage sites, which remain totally under national jurisdiction. 

Biosphere reserves are areas recognized internationally under UNESCO's Man 
and the Biosphere (MAB) Programme-a voluntary, scientific ~rogramme which has 
absolutely no jurisdiction over these territories, which remam entirely under na­
tional jurisdiction. Biosphere reserves are active in fostering nature conservation 
and economic and human development which is socio-culturally and ecologically sus­
tainable. 

Some biosphere reserves are owned privately and others publicly. All entered the 
biosphere reserves' programme voluntarily, and the owners/authorities, public or 
private, ceded no part of their sovereignty or control over the land areas or the uses 
of the land in the biosphere reserve area to the United Nations, or to any other ex­
ternal body. Neither UNESCO nor the United Nations has ever sought any jurisdic­
tion or authority over these sites. In conformity with the objectives of the MAB Pro­
gramme, UNESCO does attempt to encourage the exchange of information and the 
adoption of programmes to further international cooperation and learning about con­
servation and sustainable use of the planet's resources. 

1. MAB Programme and Biosphere reserves 
The Man and the Biosphere Programme, known as the MAB programme, is a sci­

entific programme of UNESCO begun in 1970 aiming at promoting research and 
training on the rational use and conservation of the natural resources of the bio­
sphere and the maintenance of associated cultural values. It serves as a framework 
for cooperation between countries in improving the global relationship between peo­
ple and their environment. The overall programme is guided by the MAB Inter­
national Coordinating Council Consisting of 34 Member States elected by the 
UNESCO General Conference. Programme activities are entirely voluntary and are 
conducted in more than 110 countries under the coordination of MAB National Com­
mittees and in cooperation with other organizations such as the World Conservation 
Union (IUCN). 

The biosphere reserve concept was developed under the MAB Programme in the 
early 1970s. Biosphere reserves are areas of terrestrial and coastaVmarine 
ecosystems (or a combination of those) which are internationally recognized under 
the MAB programme as promoting and demonstrating a balanced relationship be­
tween people and the environment. They are nominated for this recognition by 
States, through MAB National Committees, according to a given set of criteria and 
conditions. Basically biosphere reserves aim at fulfilling three functions: 

• conservation: contributing to the conservation of landscapes, ecosystems, species 
and genetic variation; 

• development: fostering economic development which is ecologically and cul­
turally sustainable; 

• logistic support for research, monitoring, training and education related to local, 
regional and global conservation and sustainable development issues. 

To carry out the different activities involved in these three functions, biosphere 
reserves are organized into three inter-related zones: 

• a legally constituted core area devoted to long-term protection. It should be 
large enough to meet its conservation objectives. There is minimal human activity. 

• a buffer zone around or next to the core. This can be an area for experimental 
research to enha~~e h;igh quality production while cons~rving n.atural resources, or 
ecosystem rehab1htabon. It can accommodate educat10n, trammg, tourism and 
recreation facilities. 

• an outer transition area or area of cooperation whose limits are not fixed . It is 
here that the local communities, nature conservation agencies, scientists, cultural 
groups, private enterprises and others stakeholders must agree to work together to 
manage and sustainable develop the area's resources for the benefit of the people 
that live and work there. 



194 

Collectively, biosphere reserves form a World Network of areas that include all 
major ecosystem types and which will foster cooperative studies on how these eco­
system work and can be used productively without destroying their essential ecologi­
cal properties and their life-support potential. 

Today, there are 337 biosphere reserves officially recognized under the MAB Pro­
gramme located in 85 countries. There are 47 in the United States. 

2. US and MAB in the beginning 
There was very strong involvement of the US in the beginning of MAB. There 

were many notable US participants, if!cluding Russel Train and High-ranking offi­
cials in the Department of Agriculture, the Office of Science and Technology at the 
1968 "Biosphere Conference" held in l.JNESCO, which was the first major meeting 
of governments on people and the environment and which subsequently gave rise 
to MAB in 1970. There was an important US delegation to the first meeting of the 
MAB International Coordinating Council in 1971, led by Don King of the State De­
partment. The US hosted the third meeting of the MAB Council in Washington in 
1975. Form the beginning, there has been US member in the MAB Council Bureau 
until the withdrawal of the USA from UNESCO. In addition , the US has seconded 
several scientists to work with the UNESCO Secretariat over the years. 

3. Current US Involvement in MAB 
There is a US-MAB National Committee composed of scientists from universities, 

government agencies and other members from entities such as private conservation 
organizations. The US-MAB Programme coordinates six directorates studying var­
ious kinds of environmental regions and issues: one of these six is the Biosphere 
Reserve Directorate. In 1994, following a meeting of US biosphere reserve man­
agers, the Department of State published "Strategic Plan for the US Biosphere Re­
serve Program". Many US specialists attended the International Conference on Bio­
sphere Reserves in Seville in March 1995 and actively contributed to the prepara­
tion of the Seville Strategy for Biosphere Reserves and the Statutory Framework 
for the World Network. 

4. US and the International Coordincting Council 
According to the MAB Statutes, only UNESCO Member States can be elected to 

the MAB Council. The US-MAB as is the UK-MAB, is nevertheless invited to send 
observers to the International Coordinating Council meetings and hence can contrib­
ute actively to the development of the MAB Programme. In addition, there is the 
possibility for US specialists to :~articipate in their individual capacity at l\1AB ex­
pert meetings which draw up recommendations for the various MAB activities. In 
particular, US specialists have been appointed by the Director-General to serve in 
the Advisory Committee for Biosphere Reserve which was set up by the UNESCO 
Executive Board in 1991. (The person was Mr. Pall Risser in 1992-93, and Mr. 
Dean Bibles, Chair ofUS-MAB, in 1996). 

5. Sovereignty and management implications 
Biosphere reserve recognition does not convey any control or jurisdiction over such 

sites to UNESCO, the United Nations or any other entity. The USA and/or States 
and local communities where biosphere reserves are located continue to exercise the 
same jurisdiction as that in plac·~ before designation. However, the stakeholders for 
these sited are encouraged to develop cooperative mechanisms to maximize opportu­
nities for research and information-sharing in line with the MAB Programme. 

6. Economic development 
Biosphere reserves promote development activities, notably in their buffer zones 

and transition areas, which are ecologically and culturally sustainable. This meam: 
developing activities, such a green tourism, or quality vegetable production, or local 
traditional crafts, which do not compromise the biological productivity of the region 
and provide direct benefits to the local community through additional employment 
and income, as well as building up pride in their home environment. 

7. Steps to designate a biosphere reserve 
This is spelled out in Article 5 of the Statutory Framework. States, through their 

MAB National Committees, are :responsible for preparing nominations of biosphere 
reserves and must ensure that the local communities and the administrative au­
thorities are fully involved and in agreement with the designation. In this connec­
tion, the biosphere reserve nomination form explicitly requests letters of endorse­
ment from the local and government authorities. 
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THE WORLD HERITAGE CONVENTION AND SITES ON THE WORLD HERITAGE LIST 

1. Development of the world heritage convention and the united states 
The United States were involved in the development of the World Heritage Con­

vention, as the idea of a "World Heritage Trust" had evolved at US Government 
level: 

• It would be fitting by 1972 for the nations of the world to agree to the principle 
that there are certain areas of such unique worldwide value that they should be 
treated as part of the heritage of all mankind and accorded special recognition as 
part of a World Heritage Trust." (President Nixon on 8 February 1971, 92nd Con­
gress, First session, House Document No. 92-46. ) 

Following the UN Conference on the Human Environment in Stockholm in 1972 
and the work of expert groups involving IUCN, ICOMOS and UNESCO, the "Con­
vention concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage" was 
adopted by the General Conference of UNESCO on 16 November 1972. On 28 March 
1973 President Richard Nixon presented the World Heritage Convention to the 
United States Senate for consideration: 

The United States ratified the World Heritage Convention on 7 December 1973. 

2. Main objective of the Convention 
The maiu vbjective of the Convention is to protect, conserve, present and transmit 

to future generations the cultural and natural heritage. By adhering to the Conven­
tion each State Party recognizes that the responsibility to do so belongs primarily 
to that State (article 4). 

The World Heritage Convention establishes two instruments to collaborate with 
State Parties to obtain this objective 

• the World Heritage List 
• the World Heritage Fund 

3. States sovereignty and respect of property rights 
Article 6 of the Convention states: 
• "Whilst fully respecting the sovereignty of the States on whose territory the cul­

tural and natural heritage mentioned in Articles 1 and 2 is situated, and without 
prejudice to property rights provided by national legislation, the States Parties to 
this Convention recognize that such heritage constitutes a World Heritage for whose 
protection it is the duty of the international community as a whole to cooperate". 

4. The inclusion of Yellowstone National Park on the world Heritage List and the 
List of World Heritage in Danger 

Yellowstone National Park, the first National park of the world, was inscribed as 
one of the first twelve natural sites on the World Heritage List in 1978 under all 
four natural criteria. 

At its nineteenth session in July 1995 the Bureau of the World Heritage Commit­
tee recommended (based on information provided by the United States) that an ex­
pert mission to Yellowstone World Heritage site be carried out in order to review 
the current management situation and potential threats tot he site (this is reactive 
monitoring). On the invitation of the United States, this mission took place from 8 
to 11 September 1995 under the direction of the Chairman of the World Heritage 
Committee. The mission included technical presentations, a one day visit to the 
mine site and another one day visit of other features of the park. At a hearing 
NGOs, local population, national and international experts as well as representa­
tives from the U.S. National Parks Service exchanged their views. 

The results of the expert mission can be summarized as follows Threats to the 
site can be noted as (a) potential threats from the impact of the Crown Butte Mine. 
Potential impacts related to changes in underground water systems, acidification of 
surface waters and the long term physical security of the "tailings disposal area". 
The risk of threats is high and poses a threat to the greater Yellowstone ecosystem; 
(b) the possible disruption of the hydrothermal system through oil and gas hydro­
thermal exploitation on private and/or public land outside the park; (c) secondary 
threats relate to the gradual reduction of grizzly bear habitat, reduction in the bison 
population, elimination of the endemic cut-throat trout by competing trouts and in­
creasing tourism pressure on the Park's infrastructure. 

The results of the mission were presented to the nineteenth session of the World 
Heritage Committee in December 1995 in Berlin, Germany. The Committee decided 
to inscribe Yellowstone National Park on the basis of both ascertained and potential 
dangers on the List of World Heritage in Danger. 
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5. Involvement of local populations 
Paragraph 14 of the Operatio::~al Guidelines indicates clearly that "Participation 

of local people in the nomination process is essential to make them feel a shared 
responsibility with the State Party in the maintenance of the site." It is the States 
Parties' responsibility to involve local populations in both the nomination and the 
preservation of the site. 

THE PREPARED ti1'ATEMENT OF MH. D. DEAN BIBLES 

MR. CHAIRMAN: 
.I appreciate the opportunity to testify on this bill that you have introduced-H.R. 

3752. I am here in my capacity as the Chairman of the U.S. National Committee 
for the U.S. Man and the Biosphere Program (MAB). I recently retired after 42 
years of servir.e with the Department of the Interior. I have served in many capac· 
ities with The Bureau of Land Management as a District Manager in the states of 
Montana, California and Idaho; as Assistant Director in the Bureau's Washington 
office with responsibility for Lands, Right of Way, Recreation, Wilderness and Alas­
ka Programs; and as State Director in Arizona and then Oregon/Washington. Most 
recently I served on the Staff of the Secretary of the Interior as Director of Policy 
on Land Tenure. 

The U.S. Man and the Biosphere (MAB) program is managed by t.he U.S. National 
Committee for MAB, which is composed of members from private industry, univer­
sities, representatives of the participating (now 15) Federal agencies, and the chair­
persons of the six MAB program directorates. Scientists from the biological, natural 
and social sciences are publicly and competitively recruited and appointed to serve­
on an unpaid basis-on the program directorates. The Department of State, in con­
sultation with other Federal agencies, names the Chair of the National Committee 
for a three year term, and also supports a small administrative Secretariat staff. 

One of the six program areas of U.S. MAB is that of biosphere reserves. A bio­
sphere reserve is a terrestrial and/or coastal area which ideally consists of a core 
protected area, an area of manag·ed use and an area of cooperation outside of the 
legally protected areas. A "model biosphere reserve" should encourage the land­
owners, the local people, resource managers and scientists to work together to pro­
mote and achieve the three goals of conservation, education and cooperation. Bio­
sphere reserves are a focus for :lcientific study, environmental education, ar1d re­
gional cooperation on common environmental issues. The use of the model is inter­
preted locally and is unique in each of the 47 such sites in the U.S. The largest U.S. 
biosphere reserve is the Champla::n-Adirondack Biosphere Reserve in New York/Ver­
mont, designated in 1989, with eight million acres where more than 300,000 people 
live. The most recently approved site is the privately-owned Grandfather Mountain 
designated in 1992 as a core area of the Southern Appalachian Biosphere Reserve. 
Most biosphere reserves, however, are identified with established National Parks or 
National Forests or other federal .areas. 

In the 1970s, there was only minimal public involvement in the biosphere reserve 
desi~nation process. These sites were then seen as merely exemplary sites for sci­
entific studies and "The Conservation of Naturallu·eas and of the Genetic Materials 
They Contain"-which was the original title of the program now called biosphere 
reserves. 

In the past decade, however, there has been a steady evolution toward greater 
local community involvement and accountability. The Statutory Framework for the 
World Network of Biosphere Reserves (a non-legally binding guideline for the world 
network) encourages this evolution of the program. Article 4, on the criteria for bio­
sphere reserves, states, "Organizational arrangements should .. . [include] inter alia 
public authorities, local communities and private interests in the design and carry­
ing out the functions of a biosphere reserve." Similarly, the recent Seville Strategy 
for Biosphere Reserves, which wa:l adopted by the International Coordinating Coun­
cil for MAB i!mphasizes this local involvement. Twenty one (21) of the 47 "Rec­
ommended Actions at the Individual Biosphere Reserve Level" encourage local in­
volvement. Finally, the U.S. National Committee for MAB also requires that the 
proponents of any new U.S. Biosphere Reserve seek the concurrence of the relevant 
local governments in the nomination of the new reserve. 

The diagrams of concentric cirdcs depicting the various zones of a "model bio­
sphere reserve" which appear in 5everal of the exhibits I am attaching to this testi­
mony, as well as in various articles could cause some misunderstandings. The core 
or protected area, as well as the ·'area of managed use," must have legal conserva­
tion protection. In the U.S., adequate legal protection for these areas is provided for 
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by the legislation creating the National Park or Forest; or in state and local laws. 
In the case of privately owned areas, certain restrictions arc placed voluntarily on 
their lands by the private landowner or conservation organization which owns the 
land. 

The U.S. MAB program, as stated in the Strategic Plan for the U.S. Biosphere 
Reserve Program, clearly encourages the creation of creative partnerships with all 
of the local community stakeholders in the areas surrounding a biosphere reserve. 
Whether or not other U.S . Biosphere Reserves will develop specific geographic areas 
of cooperation is a decision each makes on its own. What i.s on a conceptual map 
is not so important as the spirit and emphasis of involving the local people in con­
servation, management, education and enlightened self interest. In the U.S., only 
three biosphere reserves have formally developed the additional "transition area" or 
"area of cooperation": Southern Appalachian, Mammoth Cave and Land Between 
the Lakes (a Tennessee Valley Authority center for recreation and environmental 
education in Kentucky). 

Even within officially recognized biosphere reserves there is occasional confusion. 
Recently, for example, we became aware that some state park officials had a sign 
constructed at their gate which said "A UN Biosphere Reserve." At some other bio­
sphere reserve sites there are signs at the · gates which claim the site is "An Inter-
national Biosphere Reserve." Both of these claims are wrong. . 

Since we learned of these erroneous signs, the U.S. National Committee for MAB 
is taking corrective action. We are urping all U.S. biosphere reserves to post a sign 
which correctly identifies the unit as ' A U.S. Biosphere Reserve" If the local author­
ity wishes, they may also add the words "A Member of the World Network of Bio­
sphere Reserves." Again, Mr. Chairman, and to stress the point: we, at the level of 
the U.S. National Committee, do not directly control these land areas. We are proud 
to recommend them for nomination as a biosphere reserve based on their exemplary 
conservation excellence, but we do not control their lands .and we do not control the 
signs they put up in the past. We are providing guidance for correct future signs 
on U.S. Biosphere Reserves. 

We also try, Mr. Chairman, with a science and education mission, to keep as 
many people fully informed as possible about the MAB Program. Our U.S. MAB 
Bulletin is setd to over 7,000 people world-wide. For many throughout the world our 
Bulletin is one of their main sources of information about MAB. It goes to the work­
ing level scientists and land managers. Frequently wherever I go on behalf of U.S. 
MAB, people from other counties come up to me and thank me for their receiving 
the U.S. MAB Bulletin. 

I know of no example where biosphere reserve designation has resulted in prohib­
iting any economic activity. This is true because of the voluntary and legally non­
binding nature of the program and because no element of commitment to a bio­
spherE: reserve would have such effects. It is also true because all legal conservation 
protection appropriate to the biosphere reserve must be in place before the bio­
sphere reserve designation can be awarded. In no case have new or additional laws 
been enacted in order to gain biosphere reserve status or because of biosphere re­
serve status. 

I am concerned that the passage of H.R. 3752 would legislate into existence an­
other governmental program requiring a multitude of procedural steps and bureauc­
racy. I see that as a real possibility if H.R. 3752 is enacted. The beauty of the bio­
sphere reserve concept, as it is implemented in the United States, is that it is truly 
a "ground up" program that is started voluntarily by local people to deal with re­
gional issues. It is a very simple, non-bureaucratic method of allowing all interested 
parties-whether they are private landowners, corporations, local, state or federal 
government representatives-to come together as equals to the discussion of how 
they manage their resources to receive reasonable return at a sustainable rate. 
While the elevation of the process to congressional action may sound good, it may 
lead to the local folks getting left behind when the whole process becomes "national" 
in scope. 

This country has a growing number of biosphere reserve success stories-South­
ern Appalachian Man and the Biosphere Program, Mammoth Cave Biosphere Re­
serve, the Sonoran Desert Alliance, Colorado Rockies Regional Cooperative, The 
New Jersey Pinelands Biosphere Reserve, the Virginia Coast Biosphere Reserve­
are just a few. Each of these biosphere reserves organized themselves on a local 
level with willing participation by many private entities to address resource issues 
specific to them. The only similarity is that they used the biosphere reserve as an 
"umbrella." 

The staff of the Committee has been provided with copies of Biosphere Reserves 
in Action: Case Studies of the American Experience which demonstrates some of the 
experiences of U.S. Biosphere Reserves. I would also note that the "Statutory 
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Framework ... " has also been provided, and I need not cite it here to show how bio­
sphere reserves remain under the sole sovereign jurisdiction of each country. There 
is no danger of giving up sovE'reignty over any American land, private or public, 
through this program. 

One of the greatest benefits of the biosphere reserve program is support of a 
strong scientific research and environmenial education program. I believe that the 
good scientific data bases of these sites can be of significant value in making good 
environmental policy. Similarly, we in the U.S. MAB National Committee support 
the electronic linkages among these sites. These Internet networks will enable land 
managers in similar biogeographical areas to significantly increase their information 
on issues of common interest. 

I also believe that the U.S. managers can provide international leadership for 
more effectively managed conservation areas abroad. Some sites in other countries 
may provide valuable insights and lessons for U.S. conservationists. I was fortunate 
to have an opportunity in 1994 to visit a biosphere reserve in the former west and 
east Germany. Light industry had moved to the area because of its status as a bio­
sphere reserve. The president of a dairy I visited moved to the area in order to be 
a competitive milkJroducer in the European marketplace. The farmers were able 
to change to natur fertilizers, move their cattle holding facilities out of the creek 
bottoms and thus manage their farms with environmentally sound practices. Envi­
ronmentally sensitive production methods provided a better market for the farmers 
who produced in that manner and allowed them to also profit from the tourism gen­
erated by maintaining a farm scene that city dwellers came to visit. Comparing 
problems and sharing information about effective programs and experiments can in­
deed help promote a more harm•mious relationship between humankind and the bio­
sphere in which we all live. 

In sum, Mr. Chairman, biosphere reserve designation encourages voluntary co­
operation and requires no special program, methods of management, financial obli­
gation or changes of ownership. U.S. MAB provides some minimal program support 
to U.S. Biosphere Reserves, but the local partners in the biosphere reserve are in 
charge. 

Mr. Chairman, U.S. MAB h2.s supplied the committee with six publications to 
help inform this Committee about the U.S. MAB Program and about the biosphere 
reserves program in particular. I hope these materials, and my testimony, will help 
to remove some of the "enigmatic" qualities that you cited about biosphere reserves 
in your recent letter. 

EXHIBITS PROVIDED BY MR. BIBLES: 

1. U.S. Man and the Biosphere Proqram, a brochure giving a general overview of 
the U.S. MAB Program. 

U.S. Biosphere Reserves (brochure) 
World Network of Biosphere Reserves, a brochure and map depicting the location 

of the [then) 329 biosphere reserves in 83 countries and text on the nature of the 
program. 

Strateqic Plan for the U.S. Biosphere Reserve Proqram. 
BRIM, a pamphlet describing the Biosphere Reserves Integrated Monitoring for 

Biological Diversity Conservation and Sustainable Use of Natural Resources. 
Biosphere Reserves in Action: Case Studies of the American Experience, a booklet 

of reports on 12 of the U.S. Biosphere Reserves. 
Due to the high cost of printing the following publication that were submitted to 

be added to this hearing were placed in the hearing record files of the Resources 
Committee. 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MYRON EBELL 

Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to testify here today on your impor­
tant legislation to subject United Nations environmental designations within the 
United States to congressional control and oversight. My name is Myron Ebell, and 
I am folicy director of the Frontiers of Freedom Institute. I am testifying today on 
behal of Frontiers of Freedom, a non-partisan political advocacy organization dedi­
cated to defending our constitutional liberties. Malcolm Wallop, chairman of Fron­
tiers of Freedom, wanted to be here today to testify, but had to go out of town this 
morning to fulfil another obligation. 

My qualifications to testify are these. I have been working full time on the whole 
range of property rights and federal lands issues since September 1989, first as 
Washington representative of the American Land Rights Association, then as a leg-
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islative assistant for a member of this committee, and for the past nine months at 
the Frontiers of Freedom Institute. During that time, I have worked with people 
from all across the country whose rights were being violated or threatened by one 
or another federal agency or by proposed legislation. It is therefore a pleasure to 
be able finally to testify on a bill that seeks to protect people's rights, rather than 
to disregard them. 

Frontiers of Freedom supports passage of H.R. 3752, the American Land Sov­
ereignty Protection Act. Enactment into law will be a big first step toward establish­
ing congressional authority over United Nations involvement in the internal affairs 
of the United States and over a burgeoning bureaucracy within the federal govern­
ment as well. In our view, this will have several good effects. First and foremost, 
it will open the process to public scrutiny and participation. Second, it will to some 
extent constrain the mischievous activities of this and succeeding presidential ad­
ministrations and to a lesser extent the activities of those environmentalist and 
preservationist pressure groups officially recognized as NGOs. And third, enactment 
of H.R. 3752 will provide limited protections for private property owners and States. 
I will consider each of these beneficial effects in turn and then conclude by offering 
some suggestions for further legislation. 

First, public scrutiny and participation. Insofar as H.R. 3752 passes no judgment 
on the appropriateness of any particular United Nations environmental designation 
but simply seeks to assert Congress's proper constitutional role in establishing and 
managing these designations, then it would seem to be simply a good government 
bill, which no one could reasonably oppose. Of course, there are those on the left, 
whose purposes have become so unpopular with the general public that they cannot 
survive the light of day, who will oppose H.R. 3752. They will oppose it (although 
they will not say so publicly) because it exposes all these United Nations environ­
mental designations to public scrutiny. 

And that will, I think, be the most important effect of enacting H.R. 3752. I am 
not aware of the circumstances surrounding designation of most World Heritage 
Sites and Biosphere Reserves, but of the several I am familiar with the most trou­
bling aspects are the total lack of public participation in the designation and man­
agement processes and the total lack of public knowledge that such designations are 
even being considered. As far as I can tell , most such designations are accomplished 
by the executive branch working behind closed doors in cahoots with United Nations 
officials and environmental and preservationist organizations which have been 
granted official status as NGOs. (In this regard, I must say that I would like to see 
the people who grow the food, mine the ore, and produce the goods upon which 
human life depends be granted some sort of official status in the "work" of the Unit­
ed Nations, but perhaps that is too much to hope for.) 

To take only one typical example, Carol LaGrasse, a professional engineer who 
lives in the Adirondacks in upstate New York, recently wrote to me of her experi­
ence with a United Nations designation: "One of the major reasons that I founded 
the Property Rights Foundation of America was because of the secrecy in designat­
ing the Adirondack-Champlain UN Biosphere Reserve in 1989. While I was on the 
Town Board as an elected Councilman and writing for the local newspaper, I discov­
ered purely by chance that such a designation had taken place. Neither I nor any­
one else that I spoke to knew what it meant. I subsequently read the journals in 
which the people who were involved in the designation wrote about it and similar 
matters, and thereby learned that the purpose of such designation was to restore 
land so 'honored' to the pristine condition of that before human influence. Even the 
educational and scientific research conducted by the program is to that effect. Only 
a small group of university people and members of the State super-zoning agency, 
the Adirondack Park Agency, were involved." 

Requiring prior congressional approval of any United Nations environmental des­
ignation within the United States will put the American people where they should 
have been all along-in the middle of the deliberative process. It is impossible to 
foresee what the effects of public involvement might be. Perhaps a majority will 
want many more Biosphere Reserves and World Heritage Sites, in which case Con­
gress will be very busy passing bills. On the other hand, perhaps widespread sus­
picion of the United Nations will mean that no such designations have a chance of 
being passed. Or perhaps Congress will approve some and defeat others. Whatever 
the outcome, the important point is that H.R. 3752 will open the process and force 
proponents of Biosphere Reserve and World Heritage Site designations to make 
their case to the public. The proponents of such designations should welcome this 
change because any designations that result will enjoy much more support than 
they do under the current secretive designation process. 

Second, constraining those who would use these designations to achieve their own 
illegitimate ends. The title of H.R. 3752, the American Land Sovereignty Protection 
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Act, suggests that the over-arching purpose of the bill is to protect the sovereignty 
of the United States against infringement by international treaties and agencies. 
While that is a laudable goal, my diagnosis of the source and nature of the threats 
to our political order and consequently of the reasons whv congressional authority 
should be asserted is rather different. • 

A story in this Tuesday's New York Times reported that the director of UNESCO's 
New York office, Nina Sibal, had been asked to testify at today's hearing and quotes 
her as follows: "'Unesco will be there to reassure the Congress that putting a site 
on the World Heritage List or designating a site a Biosphere Reserve does not in 
any way cede sovereignty to any authority outside the Uruted States."' 

Other witnesses appearing before the committee today no doubt possess the tech­
nical expertise (that I lack) necessary to sort out the arcane legal considerations in­
volved in questions of sovereignty. Perhaps there are some details that should con­
cern us all, but I am prepared to accept Director Sibal's statement as correct for 
all practical purposes. Biosphere Reserve and World Heritage designations of them­
selves pose no real threat to the United States's sovereignty. Even if there are some 
legal entanglements to which we have unwisely committed ourselves, the United 
States can always say to the United Nations or any other international body, Go 
away and stop bothering us. 

This does not mean, however, that such designations cannot be used to subvert 
or circumvent the laws of the United States. But we must look within our own 
boundaries-to the current and perhaps future presidential administrations, to the 
federal bureaucracy, and to the NGOs-to find the source of this threat. 

The intervention last year if the World Heritage Committee at Yellowstone is a 
well-documented example of what I have in mind. High-ranking Clinton Administra­
tion officials connived with some of our leading environmental pressure groups (no 
doubt all of them officially-accredited NGOs) to use Yellowstone's World Heritage 
designation as a way of interfering with or circumventing the laws of the United 
States and of Montana in order to stop development of the New World Mine. Allow 
me to quote at length from a speech given in Toronto on April 18 by Mr. Joseph 
J. Baylis, the presiaent of Crown Butte Resources Ltd., the owner of the proposed 
New World Mine, which admirably summarizes the highjinks. 

"A senior official of the U. S. Department of the Interior, working closely with the 
Greater Yellowstone Coalition, invited members of the World Heritage Commit­
tee ... to conduct a 'thorough and detailed evaluation' ofYellostone National Park and 
the New World Project. 

"Assistant Secretary of the Department of the Interior George T. Frampton, who 
with fourteen special interest 1~oups that originally invited the Committee to the 
United States, stated the Department of the Interior and the National Park Service 
did not believe that NEPA, the National Environmental Policy Act, was sufficient 
to protect Yellowstone's interests. Frampton indicated in correspondence to the 
World Heritage Committee that Secretary of the Interior Bruce Babbitt and the Na­
tional Park Service (a cooperating agency in the EIS process) had, and I quote, 
'clearly expressed strong reservation with the New World Mine proposal.' 

"Without any clear scientific evidence or a Draft Environmental Impact State­
ment, Frampton stated, and I quote, 'Until the scope and nature of the analyses­
[referring to the New World Project Draft EISJ-are better defined and the matter 
is satisfactorily resolved without jeopardizing the values of Yellowstone, we believe 
that a potential danger to the values of the Park and the surrounding waters and 
fisheries exists and the [World Heritage] Committee should be informed that the 
property as inscribed on the World Heritage List is in danger.' 

"Thus Mr. Frampton and official of the U.S. government nimbly jumped over more 
than twenty state and federal agencies, three years of research, and a fifteen vol­
ume permit application prepared during the EIS process, to hand determination of 
the issue-without analysis-to an international agency. 

"What is more disturbing, Frampton indicated that the United States would not 
view such an action by the Committee as intervention in domestic law or policy. A 
subsequent letter indicated the Department of the Interior would continue to involve 
the Committee in the NEPA and other U.S. domestic processes. 

"Even more disturbing is that the U.S. government offered to pay for their trip 
and fully intended to do so until challenged by the U.S. Senator. 

"Three members of the World Heritage Committee visited the Park and the mine 
site for only three days in September of 1995 in a much-publicized. media tour. They 
declined our invitation to study scientific research, they refused a technical scientific 
briefing, and attended two days of emotionally-charged presentations by special in­
terest leaders. 

"This event ignored science and had more the look and feel of a political conven­
tion, complete with coordinators carrying two-way radios and runners to distribute 
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questions to those placed in the audience for that purpose, than a serious review 
of our project or whatever the other perceived dangers facing Yellowstone National 
Park may be. And I remind you that the national Park Service-a cooperating agency 
in the EIS process-controlled the agenda, hosted, promoted, and sponsored this 
event. 

"During their brief visit, the World Heritage Committee also took the opportunity 
to lecture the citizens of Wyoming and Montana about the importance of creating 
a 22 million acre buffer zone around Yellowstone National Park [and] they once 
again reinforced the land use and land management themes of those special interest 
groups opposed to mining and our project. 

"This whole project was orchestrated by the Department of the Interior and the 
National Park Service. It allowed an international agency to challenge the com­
petency of the federal and state offcials mandated by law to carry out regulatory 
and permitting processes under NEPA." 

Mr. Baylis's account provides much food for thought. I wonder, for example, 
whether the World Heritage Committee ever considered putting Yellowstone on its 
World Heritage in Danger list several years ago when an inferno turned a million 
or so acres into a sterile wasteland. The National Park Service's disastrous policies 
are, as far as I know, still in effect at other National Parks, several of which are 
World Heritage Sites. Shouldn't the Clinton Administration therefore be pushing 
the World Heritage Committee to list these Parks as World Heritage in Danger be­
cause of the likelihood that they too will be destroyed by catastrophic fires? 

But the main point I understand Mr. Baylis to be making and which I want to 
emphasize is that no matter how improper or objectionable the conduct of the World 
Heritage Committee in this disgraceful affair, the main culprits are Assistant Sec­
retary Frampton, Secretary Babbitt, and the environmental organizations with 
whom they connived to use the World Heritage designation in order to undermine 
the legitimate processes of government. The Clinton Administration and their allies 
in the environmental movement wanted to stop the New World Mine from going 
into production. They were not confident that the laws of the United States or Mon­
tana would produce the desired outcome. Unwilling to do the dirty work themselves, 
they found someone else to do it for them. 

As I see it, this is the principal danger of World Heritage, Biosphere Reserve, or 
any other United Nations environmental designations. They are tools lying around 
that can be picked up and used by unscrupulous individuals for their own nefarious 
purposes. In this instance, the owners and employees of the New World Mine project 
were treated most unfairly. But inasmuch as Assistant Secretary Frampton and 
other appointed officials were using an international body to try to undemine or cir­
cumvent the laws they have sworn to uphold, then the American people have been 
treated most unfairly as welL The American people in Congress assembled passed 
NEPA to deal with such things as the New World Mine project. If the Clinton Ad­
ministration felt that NEPA was inadequate, then it should have asked Congress 
to provide laws adequate to the situation. 

The fact that the Clinton Administration resorted to the World Heritage Commit­
tee rather than Congress makes me think that the real threat to our legal order 
comes not from the United Nations or some other external entity, but from within. 
Thus I conclude that Congress in asserting its authority over United Nations envi­
ronmental designations should devote most of its oversight capabilities to the ac­
tions of the executive branch and the NGOs. 

Third, protections for private property owners and State and local governments. 
The provisions in H.R. 3752 that require the consent of private property owners and 
State and local governments before their property can be included in any inter­
national environmental designation is most welcome. However, I do not think that 
this protection will ultimately be found to be sufficient. In the story from the New 
York Times which I quoted above, UNESCO Director Sibal is reported to have said 
that "concerns about such designations being obstacles to local development were 'a 
needless fear' since they have no effect on how a property is used." I would like to 
believe that that is true, but I find worrying hints in some cf the official documents 
that this is not entirely the case. For instance, Goal II listed in the Seville Strategy 
for Biosphere Reserves, which was the product of the International Conference on 
Biosphere Reserves held in Seville in 1995, recommends that Biosphere Reserves 
"develop alternative means of livelihood for local populations, when existing activi­
ties are limited or prohibited within the biosphere reserve." Or again, the Mission 
Statement of the United States Biosphere Reserve Program, which is printed in the 
Strategic Plan for the U. S. Biosphere Reserve Program (published by the State De­
partment in December 1994), refers to "compatible economic uses." It is worth con­
sidering in this regard that the New World Mine project was outside the boundaries 
of the Yellowstone World Heritage Site. 
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Finally, a suggestion for further legislation. As I said above, enactment of H.R. 
3752 will be a big first step toward establishing appropriate congressional control 
and oversight over these programs. However, H.R. 3752 is almost exclusively con­
cerned with congressional approval of the initial designation. We can expect that 
problems or threats unforeseen by Congress at the time of initial approval will arise 
over time. Therefore, I believe that continued congressional oversight of these des­
ignations will be necessary. According to the Strategic Plan for the U. S. Biosphere 
Reserve Program, thirteen federal agencies were participating as of December 1994. 
Congress should require regular reports from all participating federal agencies that 
detail what the agencies are doing, how much money they are spending, what NGOs 
they are cooperating with and to what extent, and any complaints they have re­
ceived from private individuals and landowners. I recommend that these reporting 
requirements should be made as onerous as possible. Only in this way, I believe, 
will Congress be able to deal adequately with the potentially mischievous uses to 
which these international environmental designations can be put. 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my testimony. I would be happy to try to answer 
any questions you or members of the committee may have 

PREPARED S~~ATEMENT OF JEREMY A. RABKIN 

I should begin by thanking Chairman Young and the Committee for inviting me 
to testif;v. I certainly cannot claim any great expertise regarding the particular 
internatiOnal programs that would be affected by this bill. As an academic, however, 
I do have the luxury of pursuing historical research and philosophical or general re­
flection. I hope a somewhat larger view of the context here may be of some benefit 
to this committee. 

In what follows, I would like to make three general points on behalf of H.R. 3752. 
First, while the international programs at issue involve very little direct coercion, 
the concerns about "sovereignty" in the findings of this bill are not at all misplaced. 
They follow in a long and honorable tradition of American constitutional thoughi 
and they properly address what has always been one of the central aims of the doc­
trine of sovereignty-to fix clear lines of governmental accountability. Second, while 
there may be areas where oven:iding international imperatives make it proper to 
temper our historic concerns about national sovereignty, the programs at issue here 
cannot plausibly be classed in that category: they seem to offer very few tangible 
benefits while leaving considers.ble potential for mischief. Finally, if these inter­
national prorams are seen as harmless because merely symbolic, Congress is enti­
tled to thin competing concerns also deserve "symbolic" recognition. H.R. 3752 
seems to me a modest but useful statement that global enthusiasms should not be 
allowed to run roughshod over oc.r traditional constitutional principles. 

The prime stimulus behind this bill , I gather, is the controversy that arose last 
year over international involvement in what had been a domestic dispute about 
mining operations near Yellowstone Park in Montana. Many environmental advo­
cacy groups opposed the extension of mining at a site only three miles from the bor­
der of the Park. Montana officials had begun a careful environmental impact state­
ment to determine whether the proposed mining operations would be a threat to the 
ecosystem in the park or in the surrounding forest lands. Before the impact state­
ment had been completed, however, an appeal was made to the World Heritage 
Committee, an international body associated with the United Nations, which sent 
a team of inspectors to the site and then adopted a resolution describing Yellow­
stone Park as "in danger." This i:n turn provoked loud and angry protests from local 
Eeople, echoed by members of Congress from Montana and neighboring Wyoming. 
The protests have frequently decried the involvement of international officials in 
this controversy as a threat to American sovereignty. 

Environmental advocates dismiss these concerns as absurd. A spokesman for the 
Greater Yellowstone Coalition (an environmental advocacy group) was quoted in a 
news account, earlier this year, o:haracterizing the protests as "black-helicopter ar­
guments"-that is, lunatic tirades against sinister international assault teams in 
black helicopters, who would allow "the UN ... to come out, claim the area and run 
the park." 1 Needless to say, that is not the threat posed by international involve­
ment. 

1 Valerie Richardson, "UN" intrusion' stirs anger at Yel!owstone; environmental alarm seen 
as meddling," THE WASHINGTON TIJ>..lES, February 1, 1996, p. AI. 
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The United States is a signatory of the 1972 Convention Concerning the Protec­
tion of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage. Under the international program 
established by this treaty, Yellowstone Park is listed as a "World Heritage" site. 
Under a different United Nations program called "Man and the Biosphere" ("MAB") 
Yellowstone has also been listed with international authorities as a "biosphere re­
serve." Essentially, both programs involve the certification of lists by international 
committees: international standards for the maintenance of these sites are enforced, 
in the last instance, by the threat to remove a previously certified list from the site. 
The ultimate sanction in both programs is simply the embarrassing publicity that 
results from removal from the list. In the Yellowstone episode, the World Heritage 
committee placed Yellowstone on a list of sites "in danger" which is a sort of warn­
ing or probationary status, but again entails no ultimate sanction beyond the threat 
to remove the site from the list if the "danger" is not properly addressed. 

Clearly, there is nothing in this which can "force' the United States to do any­
thing it really does not want to do. But if this is the measure of a threat to our 
sovereignty-that we will be forced to take actions against the expressed and settled 
will of our own government-then there has never been a credible threat to our sov­
ereignty and probably never will be, at least in our lifetimes. There has nonetheless 
been a series of intensely serious debates about sovereignty in the course of this 
century. The participants understood that sovereignty is not just about warding off 
improper interference from outside but about establishing proper lines of author­
ity-which is to say, proper lines of accountability-at home. 

That has always been true. "Sovereignty" is a relatively modern term-it only en­
tered political treatises in the 16th and 17th Centuries-because it expresses a rel­
atively modern view about the purpose and character of ~overnment. The point of 
the new term was to disentangle the governing responsib1lities of kings from their 
personal feudal obligations to other princes, from their feudal claims as personal 
possessors of land tracts, from their religious obligations to bishops and popes. The 
point, in other words, was to emphasize the sole responsibility of a government for 
its own peopl~and thus, in some w::J.y, to its own people. Charles Mcilwain's cele­
brated survey of medieval thought put it this way: "Among the characteristics of po­
litical thought to which we attach the word 'modern' none is more important than 
the conceptions, closely related to each other, of sovereignty, of the responsibility of 
the ruler, of adequate public sanctions for the enforcement of this responsibility, and 
of nationality." 2 

The application of this outlook in the American Declaration of Independence bears 
reemphasizing. When the Declaration invokes "the Law of Nature and of Nature's 
God" in the opening para~raph , it speaks not of the rights of individuals (though 
it sees those, too, as God-g1ven)' but as the authority under which the American peo­
ple, as "one people" are "entitle[d]" to "assume, among the Powers of the earth 
[their] separate and equal station." The reasoning of the Declaration seems to be 
this: as all governments derive "their just powers from the consent of the governed," 
the American people are entitled to assert their independence- -the independence of 
their own government-from the control of other governments to which they have 
not consented. 

If one looks at the great debates over purported threats to our sovereignty in this 
century, they have always been, at bottom, about the proper means of preserving 
a government accountable to the consent of the governed. Take first the debate over 
American participation in the League of Nations at the end of the First World War. 
Defenders of the League were quick to observe that the League could not actually 
force member states to contribute military forces, that the League's Council could 
only "recommend" military action. The Senate Foreign Relations Committee, chaired 
by Henry Cabot Lodge, still insisted on a reservation "to meet the most vital objec­
tion" by stipulating that the United States would never send troops to assist in mili­
tary operations of the League "except by action of Congress" which "by the Constitu­
tion of the United States ... alone has the power to declare war." 3 

We have, of course, seen a renewal of this concern in the debates of recent dec­
ades over presidential war powers. Most commentators now seem to agree that our 
post-war defense pacts, such as NATO, would not independently authorize the 
President to commit troops to the defense of our allies~ven in circumstances 
where treaties promise assistance to an treaty partner under attack-unless Con­
gress directly authorizes such a military response. Even when the Security Council 

2 Charles H. Mcilwain, The Growth of Political Thought in the West (New York: Macmillan 
Co., 1932), p. 390 

3 Henry Cabot Lodge, The Senate and the League of Nations (New York: Charles Scribner's 
Sons, 1925), p. 173, quoting the Foreign Relations Committee's report on the covenant of the 
League. 
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of the United Nations had expressly authorized military action against Iraq, the 
Bush administration, bowing to congressional demands, sought and received inde­
pendent authorization from Congress. The House, I understand, has recently passed 
a bill aimed at restricting the President's authority to commit troops to UN peace­
keeping operations without express congressional approval. The underlying spirit 
behind this measure seems comparable, in many ways, to the War Powers Act of 
1974 (passed by a Democratic majority over the veto of an incumbent Republiean 
President). 

Whatever the merits of any particular measure, the underlying concern through 
all these debates has been quite similar. The concern is not that American troops 
will be deployed without any control or veto by any part of the American govern­
ment. The concern is that international commitments or UN authorizations will be 
invoked to short? circuit the normal, constitutional channels through which our gov­
ernment is supposed to be held aecountable to the American people. 

These concerns have by no means been limited to questions of military policy. In 
the early 1950s, Congress gave serious attention to a proposed constitutional 
amendment, which came to be known as the "Bricker Amendment" (after its leading 
sponsor, Senator John Bricker of Ohio). The champions of the amendment were par­
ticularly concerned about the impact of United Nations human rights conventions 
on American sovereignty. Of course, they did not seriously suppose that American 
adherence to these conventions v>ould allow blue-helmeted UN policemen to take 
over American towns and displace the local administration of justice. These people 
were not cranks or crackpots. One of the leading advocates for the Bricker Amend­
ment was the President of the American Bar Association at the time; another was 
an editor of the American Journal of International Law. Their quite reasonable 
worry was that in the name of implementing the conventions, courts would construe 
Congress to have powers which it would not otherwise have under the Constitution 4 

and even worse, might apply the conventions to strike down state and local laws 
not otherwise in violation of the Constitution or of federal law.5 So the Bricker 
amendment sought to clarify that no international treaty would take effect without 
implementing legislation by Congress and such implementing measures would be 
constitutional only if they would be judged constitutional in the absence of the trea­
ty. 

Of course, the Bricker amendm.~nt was not finally adopted. But part of the reason 
was that Secretary of State John Foster Dulles assured Congress that these con­
cerns were taken quite seriously by the Eisenhower administration and that, in con­
sequence, the administration would not recommend Senate ratification of any of the 
UN human rights conventions. More than thirty years later, when the Reagan ad­
ministration finally began the process of American adherence to these conventions, 
it honored the spirit of the Bricker advocates by supporting a stipulation (adopted 
in a catch-all reservation by the Senate) that the treaties would have no effect in 
domestic law without separate congressional action and a further stipulation that 
the United States did not commit itself to making any specific changes in American 
law as a result of adherence to the treaties .G What the Senate was evidently deter­
mined to prevent was a situation in which courts started moving off in unpredict­
able directions on the basis of language drafted by delegates from a hundred foreign 
governments. 

H.R. 3752 seems to me simply a device for establishing a similar sort of control 
over the international programs at issue here. The bill seeks to establish legislative 
control over which lands are placed under the supervision of international authori­
ties. That supervision may be limited, but it is also a characteristically ambiguous 
sort of supervision. It has the same underlying tendency-which critics of open-

4 The concern stems from the Supreme Court ruling in Missouri v. Holland, 252 U.S. 416 
(1920), under which the Court upheld a congressional measure for the protection of migratory 
birds, though it had previously struck down a nearly identical measure as an unconstitutional 
interference with the reserved powers of the states. The new measure was upheld because it 
was viewed as implementing an interr.ational treaty on migratory birds, negotiated subsequent 
to the invalidation of the earlier law. '!'he case still seems to be good law insofar as it holds 
that Congress has special powers to implement international commitments beyond the powers 
specifically enumerated in Art. I, Sec. 8 of the Constitution. How far this additional treaty power 
may extend remains quite uncertain. 

s See George A. Finch. "The Need to Restrain the Treaty? making Power of the United States 
Within Constitutional Limits," American Journal of International Law, Vol. 47 (1954), p 57, fo r 
a useful overview of the arguments and concerns behind the proposal. 

6It is questionable whether "ratification" with these disabling conditions can really be under­
stood as ratification. I do not mean to endorse the approach taken b;v the Senate, but simply 
offer it as a reminder that concerns about protecting American sovereignty-which r.lainly ani­
mated these reservations-have arisen in quite respectable settings: Say what you Will, the Sen­
ate of the United States is not a body of cranks. 
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ended international commitments have always warned about-to blur the lines of 
authority and accountability in our own government. 

Let me just give two examples here. First, there is the question of how far-even 
in a geographic sense-this supervision extends. It is true that the American gov­
erninent itself, pursuant to the treaty, nominated Yellowstone for listing as a World 
Heritage site. It is also true, however, that only the park itself was nominated. The 
World Heritage Committee urges a "buffer zone" be maintained around the sites 
which it lists. Was the United States therefore committing only the Park or much 
of the surrounding area as well to international supervision? This remains unclear­
and is precisely the sort of ambiguity that Congress is entitled to clarify, as the 
present bill seeks to do. Still more remarkably, the U.S. Man and the Biosphere pro­
gram has now designated 47 sites-with no legislative authorization at all, without 
even a treaty. The program simply reflects recommendations of a United Nations 
agency, never embodied in any formal treaty or convention, hence never placed be­
fore the Senate for ratification. 

Here is another example. At whose behest did the World Heritage Committee act 
when placing the Yellowstone site on its "in danger" list? Clinton administration of­
ficials have insisted that the committee acted on its own at the behest of environ­
mental advocacy groups.7 Yet minutes of the World Heritage Committee meeting in 
Berlin in December 1995 indicate that the representative of the American govern­
ment did not at. all object to having the Park placed on the "in danger" list.8 So 
whose policy was this? It is just this sort of confusion-and such opportunities for 
obfuscation-that traditional doctrines of sovereignty sought to resist. 

II 

There may be many circumstances in which it is not feasible or prudent to insist 
overly strongly on our prerogatives as a sovereign nation with its own constitutional 
system. It was certainly useful, at the height of the Cold War, to leave some doubt 
in the minds of our enemies in the Kremlin, as to whether the United States would 
at once spring to the defense of a NATO partner or sit back and wait until Congress 
had been summoned and agreed to a declaration of war. But the matters at stake 
in the international agreements here are not of that kind. 

What is the American interest in these programs? The United States had well es­
tablished programs of conservation long before the United Nations was established. 
Yellowstone Park, itself, established more than a hundred years ago, is the oldest 
national park in the world. We do not need the permission of other countries to do 
what we think is necessary to preserve our own natural or cultural treasures. We 
do not seek financial assistance for our efforts in these areas. We are unlikely to 
need technical assistance and, should we feel the need for such assistance, it is even 
more unlikely that we would experience any difficulty seeking such assistance from 
other governments or from experts in other countries, quite apart from any ongoing, 
international program in this area. 

Probably the best argument on behalf of such programs is that they may provide 
encouragement and assistance to other countries to protect their own cultural or 
natural treasures. Less developed countries in Africa, Asia and Latin America may 
well lack the financial resources and the technical apparatus to protect "world herit­
age" sites within their own borders. But even here, if we think such support is im­
portant, it is not easy to see why it could not be provided on a direct, bilateral basis 
by the United States. Nor is it easy to understand why, if so many other developed 
countries want to participate in such programs, the United States needs to partici­
pate, itself. 

Yet we do not simply participate on a token basis. UNESCO, itself, has lamented 
that "world heritage' sites are disproportionately in the developed world. The reason 
for this seems to be that less developed countries have been less eager to participate 
and therefore have nominated fewer sites to the list. It is unlikely that the commit­
tee involved, with perpetual majorities from less developed countries, has indulged 
a snobbish, Eurocentric view of what constitutes a "world heritage" treasure. Simi­
larly, the United States, with less than 5 per cent of the sites (18 out of 469), now 
has more than ten per cent of the sites listed on the "in danger" list (2 of 18, with 
a third American site under discussion as a possible addition to the list). Is it really 

7 See, e.g. , "Dig for the facts and you'll see who really threatens Yellowstone," letter published 
in the WASHlNGTON TIMES, February 14, 1996, p. A16. 

8 "The Representative of the United States noted that the Assistant Secretary of the Interior, 
in a letter dated 27 June 1995, wrote that 'the Committee should be informed that the property 
as inscribed on the World Heritage List is in danger.' ... He [the Representative of the United 
States] stated that the State Party [the United states) does not consider action by the Commit­
tee to be an intervention in domestic law or policy." (p. 18) 
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credible that the United States, with all its national wealth and developed infra­
structure of environmental controls, is less able to protect its sites than the poor 
countries of the world? It is far likelier that the United States is simply more eager 
to participate. So, of 102 "natural"-as opposed to "cultural"-sites currently on the 
World Heritage List, 15 are :in the United States. This appears to be true, as well, 
with sites designated under the Man and the Biosphere Program. The United States 
now has almost 15 per cent of the sites registered under thi~ program (47 out of 
324 reserves around the world). 

There is legitimate question about how well these international programs have 
done in inducing less developed countries to make greater efforts on behalf of their 
own threatened sites. And this should hardly be surprising. While it continues to 
participate in these particular programs, the United States has long expressed its 
official censure of the international organization which sponsors them-the United 
Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO). We officially 
withdrew from UNESCO in 1984 and have refused to pay general dues to the orga­
nization since then. The age~1cy was notoriously mismanaged and politicized. The 
abuses also have affected the World Heritage program. And again, this can hardly 
be surprising. 

The states represented on the World Heritage Committee are elected by a meeting 
of the states that are parties to the convention. a meeting sponsored by the General 
Conference of UNESCO. Many of the countries involved simply send their UNESCO 
delegates as representatives to the World Heritage committee. Abuses are predict­
able-and they occur. 

In 1982, for example, the World Heritage Committee insisted on placing the old 
city of Jerusalem on the list •)f "endangered sites"-at the behest of the Jordanian 
government. The United States representative at the meeting protested that Israel, 
which is in effective control of the city, had not a!'ked for this designation, had not 
even signed the World Heritage Convention and had refused to allow a mission from 
the World Heritage Committee to verify the charges in the submission by Jordan 
(whose claim to sovereignty over the old city of Jerusalem is not accepted by the 
United States, by the United Nations nor by more than a handful of countries in 
the world).9 All of this was to no avail. The third world majority in the committee 
went ahead with a pointless propaganda exercise. 

So it was at the latest meeting of the World Heritage committee--the one which 
placed Yellowstone on the lis;; of endangered sites. Japan raised a question about 
a site in Vietnam. The committee voted to postpone any action. Ecuador conceded 
that the Galapagos Islands, under Ecuadorian management, were threatened with 
a whole series of environmental problems. Ecuador asked for international assist­
ance but specifically asked not to be embarrassed by having the Galapagos placed 
on the "in danger" list. It wasn't. But Yellowstone Park was. 10 Is it really credible 
that sites under the control of the United States are more endangered than those 
remaining in the care of the Stalinist government of Vietnam or the impoverished, 
chaotic government of Ecuador? 

In most cases, however, lack of even-handedness in these programs cannot even 
be described as an abuse. Built into the programs is a sliding scale of responsibil­
ities, making it impossible to fix the rca! obligations of any particular country. Of 
course, it may be perfectly appropriate, in some ways, for wealthier and more tech­
nically advanced nations to place heavier burdens on themselves, as they are better 
able to bear them. Still, it means that we are entering into a set of mutual agree­
ments without any real or reli.able reciprocity. It is as if we promise to reduce our 
weapons stockpiles or lower our tariffs while other countries simply promise to do 
what they think is reasonable in return. 

So what point is there in a.ll this? It does have one consequence, made evident 
in the Yellowstone affair, which surely pleases some people--and ought to concern 
this committee. Whatev~r else it does, the process provides an international forum 
through which to put pressure on United States government policy. Probably the 
forum is most welcome for environmental advocacy groups already active within the 

o Article 11, Par. 3 of the World Heritage Convention speciftes that "The inclusion of property 
in the World Heritage List require' the consent of the State concerned." Israel, though claiming 
sovereignty over the site in <;\uestion and cert ~inly exercising exclusive and effective control, was 
judged not to be "concerned.' Among the 21 nations serving on the committee at that time were 
Libya, Egypt, Iraq, Jordan , Tunisia and Pakistan, as well as Senegal, Zaire, Brazil, Cyprus and 
Bulgaria. 

to And this, in spite of the fact that the World Herita~e Committee's own "Operational Guide­
lines for the Implementation of the World Heritage Convention" stipula•e that sites can be 
placed on the "in dan~er" list only when "major operations are necessary for the conservation 
of the property" and assistance under this Convention has been requested for the property" 
(I!l.A.iii, iv)--neither of which condi.tions applied in this case. 
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United States. Not all of them-and perhaps, given the difficulty of mounting an 
appeal to an international forum, not many at all of them-are quiet little conserva­
tion organizations, seeking to preserve particular little sites like the Royal 
Saltworks of Arc-et-Senans in France (which is on the list). Among the groups which 
intervened in the Yellowstone dispute was the Sierra Club, which had earlier 
mounted a most energetic political campaign against ratification of the North Amer­
ican Free Trade Agreement. Of course, they had every right to exercise their free­
dom of speech in the United States. But that is the point. We already provide such 
groups every opportunity to influence government decisions within our own political 
process. It is hard to understand why the government of the United States should 
offer advocacy groups new and separate international forum to pursue campaigns 
(like the one against mining near Yellowstone) which they fear they may lose within 
our domestic political system. 

III 

It may be said in the end that all any advocacy group gets from this is publicity. 
In the end, the government remains responsible for what it will do. Condemnation 
by international authorities here is not coercive but merely symbolic. It is not cer­
tain that this is true. Having signed the World Heritage Convention, it is more rea­
sonable to suppose that we meant to commit ourselves to abide by its terms . If we 
are not legally obligated to accept the promptings of the World Heritage Committee, 
established by that Convention, we may be, in some non-trivial sense, morally com­
mitted to give them some weight. It does not seem improbable that it will have some 
effect on a closely divided policy question. If we could be sure that it had no effect, 
what did we mean by signing and ratifying the convention? 

The Man and the Biosphere program, having no legal basis, would seem to have 
even less weight as a factor in American domestic policy. Involvement in this pro­
gram might indeed be described as entirely a matter of symbolism. But there are 
all sorts of symbols. The "Strategic Plan for the U.S. Biosphere Reserve Program," 
issued in 1994 as a State Department publication, adopts much of the favored jar­
gon that appears in UNESCO publications on the subject. One that is particularly 
notable is the term "stakeholder" which appears throughout the publication-as in 
this description of "zones ·Of Cooperation" ringing the core "protected areas" of the 
biosphere reserve: "open-ended areas of cooperation, where managing agencies, local 
governmental agencies, scientists, economic interests, nongovernmental organiza­
tions, cultural groups, local citizens and other biosphere reserve stakeholders edu­
cate one another in the process of linking conservation, economic development, and 
cultural values." (p. 4) These "zones of cooperation" include private property. But 
everything-lands of private owners, lands owned by state or municipal govern­
ments, U.S. government land-all seems to be thrown into this happy bundle of co­
operating "stake holders," where actual owners seem to have no more status than 
advocacy organizations from outside, where "local citizens" have no more status 
than "cultural groups" from the other side of the country. They will all "educate one 
another" not only on scientific facts about the area in question but each other's "cul­
tural values." 

Surely this must be symbolism. It seems to me to symbolism a world where basic 
constitutional boundaries-as between those who actually have property rights at 
stake and those who do not, those who actually are citizens of the local government 
involved and those who are not-no longer matter. Of course, sappy sentiment 
congealed in bureaucratic jargon is not in itself a terrible menace. 

Still this program purports to cover a vast amount of territory in its 4 7 "biosphere 
reserves" for purposes which are alarmingly open-ended. It is supposed to contribute 
to the sharing of data and to "education." Whatever lessons may be learned or 
taught by this program, it would not be unreasonable for Congress to insist on em­
phasizing another lesson-that vast programs, however well-intended, should follow 
from our own legislative enactments, not from the siren calls of international agen­
cies. It is surely not unreasonable for Congress to insist, as H.R. 3752 seeks to do, 
that no land be submitted to this program without clear and direct approval from 
Congress. Otherwise, the dreamy vision that shrugs off national boundaries too 
readily lends itself to another kind of dreaminess that also ignores boundaries be­
tween one owner's land and another or between the government's land and the land 
of private owners. 

Let me close by calling attention to a clause in the Constitution that is rarely no­
ticed, because it has never entered into litigation. Article I, Sec. 9 includes a prohi­
bition against granting any "Title of Nobility" by the United States and then goes 
on to stipulate a wider prohibition for public officials: "no person holding any Office 
of Profit or Trust under [the United States] shall, without the Consent of the Con-
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gress, accept of any present, I:molument, Office or Title, of any kind whatever, from 
any King, Prince or foreign State." Justice Joseph Story recorded in his Com­
mentaries that it "has been thought doubtful" whether "in a practical sense, [this 
provision] can produce much effect .. .. An intriguing or corrupt agent will not be re­
strained from guilty machinations in the service of a foreign state by such constitu­
tional restrictions." 11 Still, tho~ framers of the Constitution thought it worthwhile to 
emphasize the principle-that officers of the United States work for the constituted 
government of the United States and must draw what honor they have from that 
status alone. 

The bill currently before this committee seems to me in keeping with the spirit 
of that constitutional provision. If the bill is seen by some as symbolic, it is still 
a useful symbol. It is not at all inappropriate at this time to reemphasize the con­
gressional duty to keep international commitments from floating free of traditional 
constitutional constraints. 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF FAWN A. TANTILLO 

My name is Fawn A. Tantillo, I am a County Legislator from illster County, New 
York. Together with my husband, Anthony, and my children, Christina and Sal, I 
own a small Sporting Goods Store in New Paltz, NY. I am here today to urge you 
to support HR 3752- The American Land Sovereignty Act of 1996 

I have been involved in environmental conservation efforts all of my life. I cur­
rently serve on the Ulster County Legislatures Environmental and Consumer Af­
fairs Committee, the New Yo:rk State Area 48 Deer Management Task Force and 
the New York State Forest Practice Board. My husband has served on the Hudson 
River Estuary Management Advisory Committee, and is a noted Hudson River au­
thority. I believe it is reasonaole for me to say that we share a genuine love of Ul­
ster County and we are proud to share this resource with the millions of visitors 
who come to our area annually. 

Ulster County is located about an hour north of New York City and about and 
hour south of Albany. Ulster County is the horne of the Shawangunk Mountains, 
the heart of the Hudson River Valley, the gateway to the Catskill Mountains. It is 
also the horne of the John Burroughs society and legend has it that Ulster County 
was a favorite visiting spot for naturalist like John Muir, Henry Thoreau and Teddy 
Roosevelt. We shelter the Ashokan and the Rondout Reservoirs, keystones for New 
York City's drinking water supply. 

Agriculture has always been Ulster County's mainstay, but it is easy to under­
stand why tourism has become our largest growth industry. According to figures 
from State and Federal surveys, sportsmen alone spend almost 40 million annually 
in our County. Ulster County has followed true conservation in the utilization of our 
natural resources. We believe in the "wise use" of these assets for all our citizens. 
We do not advocate a preservationist agenda which would lock up resources for use 
only by privileged elite. 

Ulster County is still recove1-ing from the downsizing of IBM and the loss of thou­
sands of jobs. This was a genuine economic disaster for us. I am happy to report 
that with the help of Governor Pataki, we are beginning to turn things around , at­
tracting new business and expanding job opportunities. It is an exciting time of 
growth and change, and our future looks bright. 

I want to tell you all this, so you can understand how important it is, that Ulster 
County continue to maintain the careful balance we have achieved in conserving our 
natural resources while at the same time embracing new development. 

On December 15, 1994, an application was submitted for designation of the Cats­
kill region as part of a UNESCO Biosphere Reserve. This was done without the 
knowledge or consent of the Ulster County Legislature. In fact, on July 14, 1994 
the Ulster County Legislature had passed resolution # 200 (Attached) reinforcing 
our desire to retain strong horne rule over our land and waterways and actually op­
posed further takeover of our sovereignty by outside interests including the federal 
government. When the rumors and news items began to appear about a UN Bio­
sphere, we were surprised to say the least. 

At first, we were assured by the advocates of the application that it was merely 
an honorary designation. That it would bring our area recognition and eligibility for 
grants and programs that would enhance our efforts to attract tourism. However we 
soon began to hear words like "re-wilding", "core area" and "eco-region". We began 
to learn that we, the Legislature, the representatives of the citizens of our county, 

11 Commentaries on the Constitution, Vol. 3,-1346 
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would have nothing to say about how this Biosphere was to be set up or regulated. 
That in some Biospheres, core areas were actually de-populated . What did they 
plan for our beloved Catskills? 

Our etTorts to unravel this proposal was frustrated by having our questions an­
swered in "preservationist doublespeak", a language that elitist preservationist have 
made popular. When we asked for guarantees that our parks and open space would 
remain open to traditional land uses, like hiking, camping, hunting and fishing, we 
learned that this Biosphere designation could actually replace our endeavors toward 
conservation with outside ·preservationist legislation. 

At a public information session set up by Ulster County Legislator Barbara 
Strangfield, it was clear that the vast majority of people were alarmed and angry 
that outside groups, with questionable motives, were threatening traditional land 
uses, property values and home rule. This is unacceptable to the majority of the peo­
ple I represent and I believe it would be unacceptable to most Americans. I believe 
that it was, in part because of this public outrage that the sponsors have withdrawn 
the application for the time being. 

It is ironic that the very reason this area was even considered, was because local 
people have done such a fine job of protecting and conserving Ulster Counties natu­
ral resources over the years. That by maintaining this fine balance and inviting the 
world to share it, we found ourselves feeling pushed out of the formula for it's fu­
ture. 

HR 3752, The American Land Sovereignty Protection Act of 1996, will correct this 
situation. It reinforces home rule, yet leaves the door open for UNESCO Biosphere 
designation when we, the people of the United States, feel it is in our best interest .. 
Like other recent decisions concerning UN Command of US troops and UN insignia 
being worn by US troops, it recognizes that there may be times it is in the best in­
terest of the United States to join forces with the United Nations but we should re­
serve our right to self determination. 

HR 3752 protects individual rights and private interest while at the same time 
it recognizes that there may be benefits in creating environmental alliances. I ap­
plaud the people who wrote this bill because it addresses realistic concerns. 

I truly believe that for any conservation effort to truly develop into a long term 
plan, it must have the support and involvement of the people who love the land and 
have a personal stake in it's future. Outside legislation and control, that gives no 
voice or power to the people that are effected is doomed from the start. I again urge 
your support for HR 3752. 

RESOLUTION NO. 200 JULY 14, 1994 

REQUESTING THE STATE LEGISLATURE TO Al\1END THE HUDSON RIVER 
VALLEY GREENWAY LAW IN THE INTEREST OF HOME RULE, PRIVATE 
PROPERTY OWNERS AND SPORTSMEN 

The Environmental and Consumer Affairs Committee (Chairman Dunn land Leg­
islators Busick, Devine, Every, Noonan, Tantillo, Bischoff, Donaldson and Roberts) 
offers the following: 

WHEREAS, Article 44 of the Environmental Conservation Law (Hudson River 
Valley Greenway) is broadly written with respect to the powers of the Greenway 
Communities Council and the Greenway Heritage Conservancy, and 

WHEREAS, said Article 44 contains little about traditional land use or the rights 
of private property owners and sportsmen in relation to the expansive powers of the 
Council and Conservancy, and 

WHEREAS, other State regulatory agencies, like the Adirondack Park Agency, 
have restricted the rights of private property owners, and 

WHEREAS, the majorities on the Council and Conservancy are State, not local, 
appointees, thereby making municipal home rule a difficult goal to achieve, and 

WHEREAS, the exercise of their powers have thus far appeared to fluctuate , 
thereby creating uncertainty as to the extent of future State regulation within the 
Greenway, 

RESOLVED, the Ulster County Legislature hereby requests that Environmental 
Conservation Law (ECL) Article 44 be amended to allow a restructuring of the 
Greenway Communities Council and Greenway Heritage Conservancy to reflect 
more local representation in the interest of home rule, and 

FURTHER RESOLVED, that ECL Article 44 be further amended to insure tradi­
tional land use, and to specify private property owner's and sportsmen's rights, and 

FURTHER RESOLVED, that where municipalities or private property owners do 
grant easements for recreational use that the responsibilities and liabilities of said 
property owners be clearly set forth in State Law, and 
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FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Ulster County Legislature opposes the proposed 
transfer of the Greenway to t:he National Park System as yet another attempt to 
introduce an additional and more distant layer of government into local land use 
planning, and 

FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Clerk of the Ulster County Legislature shall for­
ward copies of this resolution to Governor Mario Cuomo, Senate Majority Leader 
Ralph Marino, Senate Minority Leader Manfred Ohrenstein, Assembly Majority 
Leader Michael J . Bragman, Assembly Minority Leader Clarence D. Rappleyea, all 
representatives of Ulster County in the New York State Legislature, the chief execu­
tive officer in each of the ten counties comprising the Hudson Valley Greenway, the 
New York State Association C.mnties, and the County Legislators and Supervisors 
Association of New York State, 

and moves its adoption. 

Hon. Daniel Patrick Moynihan 
Han. Alfonse M. D'Amato 
Hon. Benjamin A. Gilman 
Han. Gerald B. Solomon 
Han. Sherwood Boehlert 
5Hon. Maurice D. Hinchey, Jr. 
Washington, D.C. 20510-3201 

Re Catskills/Biosphere Reserve. 

Dear Honorable Gentlemen: 

ADOPTED BY THE FOLLOWING VOTE 
AYES: 28 NOES: 3 

LEGISLATOR BISCHOFF 
LEGISLATOR O 'REILLY 
LEGISLATOR R OBERTS 

LEGISLATOR BERTONE-ABSENT 
LEGISLATOR M CC ONEKEY- ABSENT 

CHARLES D. COOK 
SENATE, STATE OF NEW YORK 

ALBANY, NY 12247, February 14, 1996 

It has come to my attention that The Catskill Center for Conservation and Devel­
opment. is promoting a project to have the Catskills designated a United Nations 
Biosphere Reserve. This designation is ordinarily applied to unpopulated areas in 
an effort to limit development and recognize those areas as environmentally valu­
able due to their current uninhabited state. 

This application is apparently pending at the State Department and has been sub­
mitted to the United Nations Scientific, Educational and Cultural Organization 
(UNESCO) Man and the Biosphere Program. Unlike other designated areas, the 
Catskills are relatively heavily populated, although certainly not urban in character. 
The residents of the Catskills are currently besieged by New York City's efforts to 
impose land use regulations and the last thing this region needs is an international 
group of experts telling us what to do with our property. 

Please exert whatever influence you can bring to bear to thwart this ill-conceived 
plan at its earliest stage. The principles of home rule should not be trampled upon. 
Such a designation will only open the door for more outsiders to claim a right to 
direct future development in th·~ Catskills, a right that should certainly be left sole­
ly in the control of this region 's residents. 

Sincerely, 
CHARLES D. COOK 

State Senator 
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Not 1J er·e (u irwose res(r is;_(.ions 

UN's 'Biosphere' 
group meets, sets 
course for research 
Oy Carol LaGrasse 

l he nowly- lorm~d lrt!..o Ch<~m· 
· pl<'w Orosphcre Comrmnco is 
workin(l solely on r-:! :'.COrch and 
~d vc.1tion, th .;o maamzaliorl's 
q"'kesrnJn sard Monday. 

This a~surancc covnters the 
cont:ern lh~ ! Aduo<~d~ck 'I lome 
rule' advocalf$ ~ave raised that 
a 'Biosphere· <~gcncy migtn pro­
pose or impose further restric­
tions on area residents. 

•from front 

UN's Biosphere 
camminee . Gerdts leads a 
~home rule" organization tilled 
"Citizens Council on the Adiron ­
ci::~cks~. 

entative biosphere c:ommil­
h:t~ made of 10 representatives 
and eKperts from NY State and 
Vermont conservation and 
forestry agencies, universities 
and organizations involved in 
land management. met at the 
Adirondack Park Agan<-)' (APA) 
hecvJquar1ers in Ray Brook. Mon­
day lo negotiate the terms of a 
consultant's oontraci. 

The consultant. Ad Hoc Associ­
ates of Burling:on \'T, is being 
hired lo plan research and edu­
cational work in the lake Cham­
plain biosphere. UNESCO. a 
Unilcd Nations agency basild in 
Paris. designaled the region as a 
"biosphere" a year ago. t1 en · 
compasses thft Adirondock Park 
and much of the Vermont/ Lake 
Char'lplain watershed. P<~r1 of 
Quebec may be added \o the re­
gion laler. 

United Nallons backs 
'Biosphere' program 

Hcod emphasi:~:ed !hatthn Lal(e 
Charnplain Biosphero Commhloo 
(LCOC) would havo no leg<ll 
ao•eoment with tho API\. :JI-

r he ~:ru".(' ~.mnn. [d .... ::ud I leo.:! 
o: t! ;l! APA. said tho B,o.-;phoro 
prog r:-.m ·w ould ~Y~: rf..>eommcnd 
rr-gl! l<ltir.r: s. lor new lane! ;JSO re · 
stricrions.· 

This now~pJp~r has r('cently 
rPpOrlr> r! Don Goul!~· v,-,1rning ol 
tiqht rc :ol ;it.1ions comi~Hl out of 
lt;e ni!?W lntelll;l!ional l~osphere 

Sec Page 44 

!hough he had a lcetdership par1 
in selecllng tho mcmbt'rs. l he 
U.S. Man And Biosphere (MAG) 
Secretariat <II tha Dept ot State 
in Washir.gton DC is the agut'!C)' 
which har.dlas. the et'!tir11 bio­
sphere program in the Unhed 
States. 

A feature of !he 21st Century 
Commis5-ion's report repc.r1 aler1-
ed many people to tho lak.e 
Cha;np!::'lin Bio:-.phe;o ron~eot 
The map attached to the Co~­
mission's report showed ~:10 lo­
cation of two larg er boun<.laries 
than tho present APA blue line 
Tho newer bou!"darie~ outlined a 
propo:::ed new Adirondack Park 
bl!ffer zon{l and tho edge of the 
newty'(!'asignated lak.o Cham­
plain 8 iosphera. 

James Dawson of SUNY Platts­
burgh, a Biosphere Committee 
member (who was also a staff 
member of the Adirondack Com­
mission), ::aid thai tho two lines 
·Are not related in any way, • al­
lhough they follow similar cours· 
es. ItA said th"ttho Adirondack 
Park boundalies are "/I, p:llilical 
interpretation of some ol the 
same values this agency is inter· 
cstod in · 

In add~ion \o Dawson and 
Hood, the tentative Oiosphore 
Comminee member:; altha Ray 
Brook meeting wore Kathleen 
Regan of the Adirondack Ch<~p-

July 18, 1990 

-~ 

ter of Na!ure Conservancy. 
Hichard P~radiso of th~ Univorsi ­
ty of Vermont, Terry Healy o1 
DEC, G. Chilson of Paul Smtih's 
College, Aoso Paul of Vermont 
Agency of Natural Re sources, 
Mark Clew~land of Groen Moun· 
lain National Forest in Vermont, 
and Les!io King of Univers~y ol 
Vermont's Natural Resource 
Plar.ning. The Lake Cha-mplain 
Planning Committee, -wilh offices 
in Vermont, was abs_en~. ·· 
since !he biosphere r rogram 

began in 1971, about 270 bio· 
sphere reserves hav& been des­
ignated, Hood said>'' 

The lake Champlain Bio~Phero 
is a relatively protected and less 
disturbed sub·zono olthol.ake 
Forest Btogeographlca! Province 
that ' slcetchc-s I rom Minnesota to 
New Brun~wick, Hood said. Thfl 
L.:~;ke Ch:tmplain Biosphere Re­
servo is tho la~yest in the work:!, 
Hood said 

State-Owned Lands 
Are 'Core' Area s 

. The Adirondack par1 of the 
lak9 Champlain Biosph~re m3p 
designates Slate-owned lands as 
"c:o!o areas.· Ho said that the 
core areas ara lhC'SO least dis­
turoed, and most intereslii)(J for 
biosphere research, and that the 
"bulfcr areas· were somewhat 
distu!'bed by man. The map also 
has a small amount of wh~o aroa 

of r:o designation. 1:-tood sai(l 
this is where most ol the people 

live. He said that similar bio­
sphere researd1 could be dono 
j,, the Ura: lv1ounl " ins or Eastem · 
Si~ria. 

Dawson (who was a/$0 c hair­
man of the Adi;ondack A eseard'\ 
Genter in Schenectady) said that 
UNESCO requires thai bJo.. ·. 
sphore rosorvos bo Proted.e-d by 
law in soma way. That is why re­
source management anJ rural 
use zones .:O!O se!l'lded, ho said, 
not necessarily hocauso they are 
less disturbM than the wh~e ar­
eas on tho biosphere mo.p. 
A conferenc-e wi!i 00 planned 

lor la!er this yoar to obtain a 
broad cross-:ieclion of tho pub­
He's ideas of what they think a 
biosphere to be,' aa:ording to 
Committee Member Rose Paul . 
She said tho t.~Jmminee had to 
engage in fundraistng to sponsor 
the conference. 

One of the groups on the com­
mittee. the Nature Conservancy, 
is a non-prolil organization in· 
volved in 3(-QUiring and preserv· 
ing la~d . Hood t.aid thai A was in­
clud('d on the Cornn.inee be· 
c <tuse lil a CQ,1servancy is in· 
volv(!d in land management 
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF MR. GEORGE MCGOWEN 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 
I am an elected councilman from the town of Lake George, N.Y. My township is 

entirely within the boundaries of the U.N. Adirondack-Champlain Biosphere Re­
serve. This designation is unknown to all but a few of the elected representatives 
of both state and local governments, and virtually none of the citizenry. 

The Biosphere's boundary cuts across both state and international boundaries. 
This jurisdiction thus becomes a regional government and administration. The mon­
itors of the Biosphere Reserves will thus not be subject to the will of the people, 
sv.oken through their elected representatives. County supervisors, legislators, coun­
Cilmen, are thus rendered impotent in land use planning decisions, accept to enforce 
laws that they had no input in creating. 

We in the Adirondacks, already have such a non elected entity, the Adirondack 
Park Agency. The history of this agency is one of non adherence to the rule of law, 
and arbitrary executive rulings. Suffice to say, it is the most despised government 
arm in our region. Although created in 1972, only 11 of the 57 townships have ac­
cepted the yoke of their master plan. It is significant that the UNESCO'S des­
ignated and documented administrator will be the Adirondack Park Agency. The 
UN'S man within the agency, also fully documented, is Edward Hood. Although a 
public servant of the State of New York sworn to uphold the Constitution of the 
United States, he is in fact serving another government, (United Nations) and carry­
ing out plans and directives contrary to the laws of our nation. 

The UNESCO Adirondack-Champlain Biosphere was designated in 1986. What is 
curious, is that the United States had withdrawn from UNESCO in 1984. They did 
so because the agency was so blatantly pro-communist and anti-American; and the 
public's outrage over the subsidy of this UN agency finally persuaded the Regan Ad­
ministration to withdraw its membership. This action brings into question, whether 
or not the Biosphere designation is legal as the United States was not a member 
at the time. 

The highly restrictive land use maps of the Adirondack Park Agency and the Bio­
sphere's buffer, core and trar.sition areas are an almost perfect overlay. These enti­
ties are running a parallel course, not by coincidence. A recent proposal from the 
Commission on the Twenty I'irst Century for the Adirondacks, included the draco­
nian proposal of 1 house per 2000 acres. This perfectly coincides with the Biosphere 
Reserves vision of its "core" area which their own documentation states will allow 
no permanent human habitation. This planned enviro-cleansing is a subject almost 
unknown to the residents. It is little wonder that the people as a whole were not 
consulted. Homeowners, farmers, and loggers would be more than a trifle irritated 
if they learned of their planned eradication. This would explain why the Biosphere 
designation came not by due process, but by stealth. 

The devil is in the details. Hiding in the bureaucratic and environmentally ap­
pealing language are proposals so disturbing that the average citizen if made aware, 
would be seriously looking for the perpetrators who got us into this web. 

On R.age 98, Item 17 of the• UNESCO/ublication, Volume XX No.4, is the state­
ment 'Cooperation has been an embodie concept from its inception. It is an essen­
tial of the SYMBOLISM and the key to the fostering of personal commitment on 
the part of the people." This drivel clearly shows that public relations and the illu­
sion of broad support are part of the deception . 

Item 19 states, "Biosphere Reserves" provide the catalyst to martial government 
agencies to provide perspectives on use and management problems." Transla ted to 
recognizable English, that statement means that local and state agencies will dis­
seminate the politically corre•ct information and then become the enforcers. Once 
again, neighbor will be pitted against neighbor, with cries of extremism on both 
sides, and all by calculated design. 

Item 30 states, "Security for biosphere reserves should be assured through legal 
instruments. Where protection does not exist, it should be developed." One does not 
need a Cryptografher to deciphe• the meaning of this statement. It is clearly the 
plan for a regiona police force which begs the question, answerable to whom? 

In excessof 40 areas in the United States have been already administratively des­
ignated Biosphere Reserves b_y the U.S. Park Service. This U.S. agency is required 
to sign a declaration of committment to the UNESCO Action Plan. Members of con­
gress should be uncomfortable with the concept of the park service entering into the 
arena of Foreign policy. This is clearly another example of the movement away from 
national sovereignty. 

On September 25, 1992, The Association for the Protection of the Adirondacks 
gushed that the park "had achieved international recognition which includes devel­
oping mechanisms that reach beyond the boundaries of New York State" this is a 
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typical statement by an environmental organization which is endorsing the concept 
that the sovereignty of the United States is to be suborned to an unelected world 
body. 

\Vhen exposed, one of the techniques for selling statist land control to an unaware 
or uneducated public is ambiguous plans and definitions. The writers know exactly 
what their plans and intentions are. Anything less than clearly spelled out defini­
tions and parameters is the equivalent of buying a pig in a poke or as they say in 
the carnival, when slight of hand is used to fool , "smoke and mirrors." 

Another technique for environmental legislation is the manufactured crisis. The 
impending doom thus can only be adverted by quick action from a paniced and 
stampeded public. This crisis is then remedied by elitist central control because the 
peasants cannot grasp the enormity of the problem. Home rule and constitutionally 
protected rights are thus sacrificed for the "common good." 

A perfect example of managed news and a stacked deck was staged at a June 22, 
1993, meeting at the University of Vermont ostensibly for those interested in the 
Adirondack Champlain Biosphere Reserve. Attending by invitation were representa­
tives of environmental groups and planning agencies. Absent were the Farm Bu­
reau, industry representatives and private property rights groups. The Adirondack 
Solidarity Alliance, a local organization, was refused admittance to this public meet­
ing. Governor Dean then abruptly canceled the meeting. Dissenting views were 
clearly not to be tolerated. A more graphic example of phony democracy would be 
hard to find. The false consensus, which would have been press released, had been 
temporarily put on hold by legitimate members of the community demanding to be 
heard and that their rights be upheld. 

When the Biosphere designation is subject to full debate and scrutiny, the public's 
reaction is less than enthusiastic. In 1987 the state of Minnesota rejected this "hon­
orary" designation after deciding it to be "anti-human." Leading the fight was the 
International Falls Chamber of Commerce, Koochiching County Board, both U.S. 
Senators Durenberger and Boschwitz, and the Minnesota Department of Natural 
Resources. Across the board when fully informed, the local people spoke loud and 
clear, and what they said was "NO!". The Catskill Mountains likewise did the same 
after the citizenry and their legislatures became aware of the consequences of this 
new "green lining." Biosphere enthusiasts must therefore screen audiences and pan­
els beforehand to produce the desired outcome. This stage managed, technique was 
used quite effectively at the Earth Summit in Rio. Eminent scientists and politicians 
who were politically incorrect ie: Dr. Dixie Lee Ray, former head of the Atomic En­
ergy Commisission and former Ambassador to the U.N., Jeanne Kirkpatrick were 
ostracized from the debate. In our own area the Conference on Biodiversity and Sus­
tainable Development held at Silver Bay and sponsored by the Adirondack Park 
Agency was a similar canned event to promote the environmental agenda and inter­
nationalism. In Ambassador Kirkpatrick's own words, "sustainable developement is 
but an elaborate scheme for wealth redistribution". 

\Vho but a deliberate deceiver would say that the Biosphere Reserve is but an 
honorary designation? 

When completely informed, what citizen would believe this to be anything but a 
U.N. management and control plan? 

What citizen, when the green camoflage is cut away, cannot see the Biosphere Re­
serves as anti- Arnerican?and an end run around the sovereignty of the United 
States? 

Sincerely, 
GEORGE McGOWAN 

Councilman, Town of Lake George 
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PRZPAR!;D 8TATDQ.NT OF HON. BOB lZB&\RD 

BOB LESSARI> 
Senator 3rd District 
Ill State Capitol 
75 Constitut ion Avenue 
St. Paul , MN 55 155- 1606 
Phone: (612) 296-4 136 

September 25, 1996 

Honorable Don Young 
Chairman 
House Resources Committee 
1324 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Chairman Young: 

Senate 
State of Minnesota 

I am writing to express my strong support for your bill the American Land Sovereignty 
Act (H.R. 3752) which would provide badly needed congressional oversight for areas 
designated as World Heritage Sitts or International Biosphere Reserves in accordance with the 
United Nations Educational , Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) . 

The Northwoods International Biosphere Reserve was proposed for much of northern 
Minnesota in the mid-1980's. This proposal included Voyageurs National Park and the 
Boundary Waters Canoe Area Wilderness . 

Thankfully, the area was withdrawn from consideration because of massive local 
opposition. A bipartisan commis!.ion created by the Minnesota Legislature concluded, among 
other things , that the designation would be contrary to the purposes for which Voyageurs 
National Park was established. It was also found that this designation included provisions for 
creating buffer zones around federal areas. I understand that former Wilderness Society 
President George Frampton, who is currently Assistant Secretary of Interior for Fish, Wildlife 
and Parks, proposed creating biosphere reserves around all national parks and wilderness areas 
where roads would be closed and .economic development would be eliminated. 

I also understand that dozens of these areas have been created throughout the United 
States with virtually no legislative oversight or public input. I consider this an appalling 
situation that needs to be remedied. 

As Chairman of the Senate Environment and Natural Resources Committee, I am 
concerned about the motives and intentions of those who propose increased federal and state 
land use control under the guise of a program administered by the United Nations . 

COMMITTEES; Chairman. Environment & Natural Resoun:es • Environment & Natura l Resources 
Finance Division • Gaming Regulation " Metropolitan & Local Government • 
Rules ;md Administration • Iron Range Resources & Rehabilitation Board • 
Legislative Commission on Minnesola Resources • ...... 
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In this day and age of open government, I cannot understand how programs like these 
can continue without congressional oversight and local public input. As a result , I 
enthusiastically support the American Land Sovereignty Act. 

~ 
Senator Bob Lessard 
Chairman, Senate Environment and Natural 

Resources Committee 
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I'REPAtU;O STATEMENT Ot' J:;VEREIT G. MIDDI .t:1'0N 

September 7, 1996 

Members of Congress 
House Sub-committee 
Washington, o. c. 

Congress should pass H.R. 3752 in order to prevent programs 
su c h as the United Nations Biosphere Rese rve initiative. The 
land s of the United States must be protected from plunder. 

A short two weeks ago I became aware of an attempt to designate 
a huge piece of Arkansas and Missouri (see attached Ozark 
Highlands proposal) as a Biosphere Reserve. Ou r efforts may 
have stal led that designation but we need legislation to prevent 
future problems. 

Any program to designate pr operties of the United States should 
properly come as result of actions by our elected officials in the 
House of Representatives. This is in keeping with our system o f 
government. What we do not need~ and must be protected from, 
is the sei zur e of lands by non -governmental organizations . This 
is a threat to p rivat e property rights as well as state and 
national sovereignty. 

An attempt was made here in the Ozarks to initi ate efforts to 
place 48,000 square miles of state lands, most of which is 
private property, into the MAB system. Not one elected official 
in the state of Arkansas w•s involved in this designation. A group 
of non-governmental agencies, several of them federa l agencies, 
were involved in this designation. (see attached list of agencies.) 

As proof that this attempt was conducted under a cloak of secrecy 
I offer tha following: The governor of Arkan s as, Mike Huckabe e , 
my congressman, Tim Hutchinson, and my county judge, Kenneth 
Jefferson were a ll unaware o f this prog r am until a few weeks be f ore 
the signing of agreements lias to take p l ace. Also , while i t was 
necessary for this g r oup to publicize their progra m, they choose 
the smallest newspaper in this part of the state as the means of 
publicity. The Rackensack Monthly, a newspaper with a life span of 
four months and a readershj_p of a few hundred was the pllb licati on 
of cho i ce by the group . 

The effort to place our la rtds ur1der MAB designation was characteriz e d 
by dishonesty. An interview of 90 persons supposed l y took 
place and resulted in a near unanimous approval by the interviewed. 
(see attached literature). While it has been impossible to contact 
many of those interviewed, many persons contacted stated they 
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were never interviewed and that indee d, would not be in favor 
of such a designation. I enclose a lette~ from Kenneth Jefferson, 
County Judge, whose name appears on the list of intervie~ed 
peo~!2. He states he was not intervi ewed . He cer ta inly does not 
favor such a program. 

One of those persons interviewed was Lynn Neff. Mr. Neff was 
also involved as signator as well as helping organize this 
effort . So much for an unbiased interv iewee. (see li st of 
persons interviewed) 

The citizens of thi s country need protection from prog rams of 
this nature and the states and the nation must be protecte d. 
The American Land Sovereignty Act would be a good beg inning 
and I urge the committee to send thi s bill to the floor of the 
United States House o f Repre s entatives and t o urge our elected 
re p resentat ives to pa ss t h i s bill. 

Sincerely, 

f:ct !<' 7( ,f;t C)J(j;t/1 t:~ 
Everett G . Middleton 
HCR 64, Box 616 
fli pp in, Arkansas 72634 

Enclosures (5) 

Page 2 
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IIIOSI'IIERE RESERVE NOMINATION FORM 

2. OFHCIAL NA~IE OF rill': RESERVE: Otatk llighlnnds Man and the Biosphere 
r-"~l~lJ!.!l!:.L 

.1. BIOia:oGRAI'IIIC.'.I. RE<;ION: Interior. uuglaciatcd low plateaus (Ozark Plateau 
r!_u vi 1_:£~1 

~. Sll.l·. ,\ND Si'ATL\1. CONFH:tJRATION (sec lllap) 

~.I. Si7.e ul 1\n,c •\teats): _1illj1()_ hectares 

-L\. AppruxinLtt;,_·_ \ll_t· ul Tr;msitiun ;\rc~t(s): 507 520"'" ht!ct;:~res 

1l'uoperJtor ~tdillllutnn! within the Buffalu :tnd Current River watersheds. 
•· •·privately adiJililtolLil:d within the Buffalo and CLllTent Rtver w:ttcrslleds. 

:i .. \IJ,\IINISTI<ATIH. \IU·.,\S li'>Cl.UIJJ.:D IN TilE I'IHJI'OSEil BIOSI'IIERE 
ln.SI·:ItVE 

I! I'll•.: n1 lllllH: -.;_;;I"L;ng ;md "111 ~lhJw; ;nlllloniqr;nivc :tr~::::.~s c~_g __ nauunal park. n3turo.::: s;mnuary. experimental slation) 
;u..: l•• t>,• .m-ludcd in the Ulll' ;!ILU:-.1 ;md hulfer l.mlcfs) t•r the propo:o;ed biosphere reserve. give the name(s) of 
ilu<:hc~~ .... :nhllh(rativ•-~ .ut·:,: 1 :,nd 1lw n:mlt'i~) ,,f the ;unlnuny~!es) rc~ponsJble for its/tll;.~lr m:magcmcm. 

Lilll_>im l\f ~CYE.'I'Jl :ue:L~ wllich JJC gcogr·aplliC:JIIY St'parJtcd :Uld m~Ul3ged by 
dit!t'rerll ;\lliliullil<·~- ~'IYl' tile names ulthcsc adrninistr~!IYC areas ;;.nJ the names of lhe aut.horilies 
ll'~l'UI!Sibk 111r their lli<UidgL'JI:<.'n _ ln LI11S rase ~~.·luster biosphere reserve) .• t supplcrncrHary form should be complrtcd 

h•r ·:;1.l1 .rdltlllli.~u~utvL' ;nllill'lllf lDih.t::lictl. Tllc Mr\H Scue!anat c:u1 provide this supplemcmary Conn upon request. 

.-\rk<~lha~.: Arkan;o,;~:> i'ia!tn;tl llcritace Commission, Harold K. Grimmett (Director), Litt:c 
Roc\\; Buffalu Na!lll\lill Rtvcr (NPS), Juhn D. Linaban (Superintendent), Hanison; Ozark 
N;J!l'.lltd! h)[ot, L:r1:tt C. Ncl'f (h.>lt:Sl Supervisor), Russellville. 

\l:sstil!!i: :VI<trk '!\~;till Nduona! hu·est, B. l:iic Morst: lForcst Supervisor), Rol!a; 
,\lisSutJri Dcp;.uuncnt of l'unsc.:rvatiun. JeJTY J Presley (Director). Jefferson City; Missouri 
Ucp:.Hlllli.!!H or t\Jatmal EeSllUfCt::S, David :\. Shorr (Director), Jefferson City; Ozark 
~iJUOnal Set:llil· Rnerways C'HJS). Arthur L. Sutlivan (Superintendent), Van Buren: 
l'ioncer Fu1est, Clinwn E. Tranum;! (Manager). Salem; The Nature Conservancy, G. 
Rodney \-1illcr (Slate Directnn, St. Louis. 
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STEERING COMMITI'EE 

l'nparcd hy JUDY FAULKNER and JOHN WHITE 
ECOLOGICAL SERVICES 

SEPTEMBER l'i91 
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/\l'l't·:NDIX 2 

LIST OF PERSONS INTERVIEWED 

l'crsnnal Interviews in Arkum;ns 

(;uy Alexander 

Marion \.ounly F:trm Bure:111 q "' f/ 
llighway 1>2 Gisl "/ 'I D 
Yellville, Arkansas 721>1!7 

Jud~:e H.C. Alcxamlcr 
S!IIIIC ( ounly Courthou'c 
M11un1:tin View, Arka"" " 7251~1 

krry A'hworlh 
Nmthwc~l Arkansas Eronomk Dcvelupmcnl 

Ui\trkl 
1' .0. Box l'~l 

ll:misou , Arka""" 721>01 

c ;ary & Judy llcllcl ini 
J>o~woocJ Lodge 

~~~~ Sh111 ceres: D1 ivc 
Bull Shoals, Arkau"os 721>1'! 

~ ... ·nt B~tn:JI 

Ncwttlll ('ttunly WiiUiifc A'\sodtetiun 
IWR h2, Box IJW 
Deer . Arkansa.• 7262l! 

S..:ultic <·cur 
<it !'hen (icncral Store 
t;Jihcrl, Arkansas 7211.11> 

John Cooper, Jr. 
{ 'hcn1kcc Vilh1gc 
1'.0 . UoxCJU 
lknlonvi11c. Arkan:\as 7271 Z 

Audit· I )(;Pric.\t 
S<.·ar<.)' <:ounly OHkc of Economic 

()cvcl(tpmcnl 
1' .0 . llox •nx 
Marshall , Arka'"'" 721>511 

Judge J11c Dillard 
Baxter ( 'ourHy Courthouse 
Muunwin I luntt\ ArlmtL~as 12f~.l 

I 

Judge Curran Evereu 
Fullun Cuunly Courthouse 
Salem, Arkansas 72576 

Ben Fruehauf 
Gilherl General Store 
Gilberl, Arkansas ·72636 

Sandy Garcia 
01.ark Recycling Enlerprise 
HC 79, Box 271A 
Marshall, Arkansas 72650 

Jim GaSion ' "-.. 
( Gaston's While River Resort '\ 
. I River Road 

~kcview:_ Arkansas 7:~: 
..._ __ ... ....-

Kandy Gibbons 
/ Ncwtun County farm Bureau 

V Et•~• Side u( S'luarc 
Ja.•pcr, Arkansas 72644 

Teresa Hayes 
Newlon Counly Wikllilc A,so,.iation 

<..\' HCR 70, Box 561 
Jasper, Arkansas 72641 

( 
.. Judge Kenneth Jefferson ... . 

Marion County Courthouse/ · .. 
' Yell ville, Arkansas 72687 
' -......___::_._:----·---- -···· · . 
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Edmund Luther 
Slone County Commissioner 
Stunc County Courthouse 
Mountain View, Arkansas 12560 - .. .... ... __ _ 

.. Doug M.:Cielland 
Crooked Creek Resource Conservation ami 

Dcvclupmenl Commission 
1'.0. !lox 3117 
Y ellvillc, Arkansas 72687 --



Terry Horton 
Arkansas Wih..llifc Feder a Lion 
75tl9 Conirell Ruad 
Lillie Rock, 1\o kansas 72207 

Jack Linahan, Supcrinlcndclll 
lluffaln N~tional River 
1'.0. Uox 1171 
!Iarrison, Arkansas 7260 I 

Randall Malhis, Direcwr 
Arkansas Depar1mcn1 of Pollulion 

Conlrnl and Ecology 
1'.0. Uox <J5K1 
Lillie Rock, Arkansas 7221'.1 

Ronnie D. Murphy, Stale CunservalioniSI 
Soil Conservation Service 
5404 Fcucral Building 
71)(] West Capilal 
Lillie l{ock. Arkansas 72201 

l.ynn Ndf. Supervisor 
01~nk Nation;rl Fnrc:\l 
1'.0. Unx HKJX 
l~usscllvilk . Arkansas 72XOI 

Ken Smith, Special A~sistant 
for Natural and Cultural Resources 

Office of lhe Guvcrnor 
Stale Capitol 
Lillie Rock, Arkansas 72201 

Telephune Interviews in Missouri 

Rex Camphcll 
Dcp<HI11H.'nl ol Rural Sodnlugy 
University of Missouri 
Culumhia, Missouri ()520) 

I .co 1\. Drcy 
Pioneer 1-"ort:st 
1)41 SyJHJi1..:atc Trust Built.llllJ.I 
'115 Olive Strcd 
SL Loub, Missouri (diOl 

Rquc:-.c.:nlalivc J<~ Driskcl 
State CapiiUI Ronm 2."\4 
JcUcrson City, Missouri 65HJI 
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Sam & Phyllis Speers 
Ozark Society 
Route 6, Box 12011 
Mountain Hun1c, Arkansas 72£)53 

Ken Steel 
Arkansas Water Resource Rcscar~h 

C<:ntcr 
I J 3 Ozark liaJI 
Faycncvillc, Arkansa> 72701 

Van Thomas 
While River Planning and Development 

Distrit:t 
P.O. Box 2396 
Batesville, Arkansas 72501 

Chris VarncycaSIIe 
Arkansas Fnrcsuy A.<isociation 
410 Soul h Cross 
Lillie Rock, Arkansa5 72202 

State Senawr Nick Wilson 
P.O. Box 525 
Pocahnnta>, Ark~nsas 72455 

Steve Wilson, Dircclor 
Arkansas Game and Fish Commission 
2 Natural Re.,ourccs Drive 
Lillie Rock, Arkansas 72205 

Rohcro Flanders, Director 
Center for 07.ark Studies 
Southwcsl Missouri State University 
Springfield, Missouri 65804 

Rcprc~cntalivc Don Kohler 
Slate Ctpitol Rm 115-E 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65Jlll 

G. Trac-y Mchan Ill, Director 
Missouri Dcparlmcnt of NaiUral 

Resources 
P.O. Box 176 
Jefferson City, Missouri 65102 



··workinq '[or 'Marion Countu · 

Scptcmhcr 11. 1996 

To whom it may concern: 
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5° ATE OF ARKArSAS 

County of Ma Ion Kenneth E. Jefferson 
County Jutlg~ 

My name was listed in a puhlication called "Feasihility Study for an 01.ark Man and lhe Biosphere 

Cooperative·· as one who had been personally interviewed. The interview never took place, and 

after reading information on the subject, I do not and will not support such a progmm. 

If there arc any 4ucstions or if I may he of assistance in any way, don' t hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

2~ '~JiA ---/ 
Marion County JuV r 
KEJ :tl" 

Mlrlon County CourthouM • P.O. Box 545 • Yellville, Arkansas 72687 • Phone : 501·449·6231 • Fox: 501-441-4171 
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PREPARED STATEMEN1' OF CONNIE BURKS 

Date: 9 / 9/9G 

To: Mr . John Rishe l 
Hoom 1413 A LHOB 
Washington . D.C . 2 0 5 16 
fax: 202 225 6128 

He: Te stimony be fore Res ou r ce Committee conce rning HR 3752 
specifi cally c o utendinR the Man and Biosphere Programme to be 
a n Ina ppropr i ate , c rimina l presence and a grave da nger wi t hin 
our borde r s 

Pages o f Testimony - 4 

F r om : Connie Bu rks 
HC 70 Box 3 21 
Jasper , AR 7264 1 
( 501) 861-56 46 

Page s of Documentation - 8 

Rec o mm e ndation: This tes t i mony sh ould be give n s pecia l a ttention 
be caus e o f the eurre nl situation of Ozark Highl a nd 
Man and Bi o s phere ( MAB) effo rt being presently 
e xposed at the "las t minut~ · before i ts i ntended 
Se ptembe r 1 , 199 6 "t a rget date" inception of 
process t u 1'see it through t o complet ion''. 

TESTIMONY : 

Al s o that written te~timony submitted by 
Mr . Eve r e tt Middle ton be conside red alongside 
this tes timony as supporting a nd suppleme ntary 
documentation. 

Personal acquai n t a nce wi th s ubject of Man and ~i o sphere ( ~~B ) P rogram 

None , until abo ut two months ago (m i d July ' 96) when l made a 
curiosity phone call tu a National Park Service Headquarters near 
my h ome . Having read a Christian n ewslett e r article wa rning abou t 
the HAB Programme, l nske d about the possibili ty of such a pt·ogram 
ever occuring in my home area. I lntendtHl to state my opposition 
eHrly before it mip,ht ever be cons i dered here. I was surprised and 
alarmed when told that September 1. 1996 (Less than 6 weeks away) 
was a •target date" for 12 agencies; organizalions of Missouri and 
Arkansas to respond about being signatory members or such a MAB 
CooperHtive effo rt . Subsequent phone calls and a personal vis i t 
to the Buffalo River NPS office resulted in pages an~ pages of 
"information sharing" from their office as the gentle man in cha r ge 
of the effort , Mr . George Oviatt, attempted Lo convinc e me of the 
Programme's harmlessness HS he explained the procedure of the plan. 
Inst e ad of be ing pacified. I was further alarmed, especially with 
the potential risks of the UN connection and with the l ow key way 
the Programme was being i ncepted. 

The fullowing is a list of points that reveal the dece i tful way in 
which the Ozarks MAB Programme has been des i gned: 
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POINT Ul : 

The letter to the 12 agenc1es / or,p;an1zations was open - ended (see Item 
A-!Ja•·agraph 4) in suggesting a way any of them might be able to par­
tie ipa tc even though they riiigh t no t ht> ab .l e t o be signa tory members 
because of "current conditions" (apparently meaning public dissent) . 

Mr. Ovaitt told me all 12 signatures would not be necessary f o r him 
to proceed with submitting the nom i nation form to the U. S . MAB Com­
mittee in the State Department i n Washington which is the final step 
in the process of requesting approva l for actual designation as a 
Biosphere Res erve . 

An enclo~ure with the letter, entil l ed "Nanagement Briefing of Prior 
History" (s ee Item B) stated that "catalytic grants" might possibly 
be available for those partne rs who would implement the Programme . 

POINT #2 : 

Though MAB Programme has been under consideration for at least 6 
years, only l single article of media puhl i ~ation could be pro­
rt uc"<l hy t.he NPS office . I t appeared in a very short-lived monthly 
newsmagazine , The Rackensack Monthly, Decembe r 1993 issue (Item C) . 
This paper had a ve ry limited circulation. 

POINT 11:1: 

Any elected officials I contac ted (from County Judge and State Legis­
lator levels even to the Gove rnor's office) were totally unaware of 
both the Programme and its pe nding situation of bringiug UN 
designation 
upon us . Even U. S . Congressman Tim Hutchison . co-sponsor of the ~or­
rent Hfi 3752 whjch addresses and opposes the MAB problem, was unawa•·e 
that the Programme was about to be establishe d in his own district of 
represeutation. 

POINT #4 : 

Coutaiued in the Feasibility Study done for the Ozarks MAB in i tiative 
were the lists of people (i. e. County Judge s. Farm Bureau agents, 
local citizens, et~ . ) who had been Interviewed concerning the con­
cepts of this Programme . (S~e Item D) Also in the same section of 
the Feasibility Study is a sample interview that was supposedly 
conducted with these peopl e . It states plainly that it was inten­
tioned to gain .insights to a tt .i.tudes abou l the MAB concepts "wi Lhou L 
enquiring directly". (See I l em E) . Fr01n th~se dubious interviews 
they concluded "almost uni ve rsa l acceptance of the concepts . .. " 
(See Item D again . ) 

However! In the process of personally contac ting these County 
Jud~es, Farm Bureau agents, local citizens, etc .. a substantial 
number of them tell me they have never heard of such a Programme . 
neither ~an r"~all il.n int.,rv :lew of any kind to do with the MAB 
Programme. They stale, in essence, both ve rbally and in writing, 
that they have no knowledp;e of such a Programme and would have 
opposed any such concepts had they been asked directly. (See 
Item P- three samples of these writt"n statements- more available) 

2 



227 

POINT #5: 

When I initially contacted the 12 agency/organizations who were 
making a decision by September 1, 1996, I told them I was checking 
on their position concernirig information supplied to me by Mr. Oviatt 
of NPS. They apparently assumed I was working in cooperation with 
him and most of them positively indicated both support for the MAB 
Programme and intention to either sign or cooperate with the agree­
ment. However, when I revealed my opposition to the Programme, all 
but two of them immediately changed their attitude from •yes, we 
support• to "I can't say for sure . • With the help of Take Back 
Arkansas, Inc. recording secretary, Mary Denham, we prompted some 
local people and elected officials to also contact thes e 
agencies/organizations. They subsequently received the same "back­
ing away" attitude that I had. Also, in some cases, even a pre­
tense that their group had not seriously considered it anyway. 
Evidence shows plainly to the contrary . (See again Item A-paragraph 
2). 

POINT #6 : 

WinRock International support of this effort bears investigation in 
light of Mr. Oviatt's statements to me of the County Resource 
Councils usefulness in the overall effort. Resource Councils are 
funded at least in part by WinRock International. Also this is named 
as a cosponsor of a 1993 Ozark MAB Regional Conference in Harrison, 
AR. (See Item G) . 

POINT 117 : 

NPS implied to me that desire for acquiring the Programme's benefits 
for our area originated with area agencies/organizations needing 
such a "framework" among themselves and they were in the position 
of asking for this "UN benevolence". However! The Cooperative 
Agreement states plainly that the International Coord i nating Council 
of the MAB Programme "has recognized the Ozark Highlands region as 
one of the most suitable areas in the world for developing a model 
cooperative . . .. •. It is also mentioned as being "globally signifi­
cant" . (See Item H-bottom of page 1). 

POINT liB: 

Being that the 1994 Strategic Plan for the U.S. Biosphere Program 
publication states on page 3 that "U.S. Biosphere Reserves are im-
portant areas for developing lhe data, ... ... needed to implement the 
recommendations of the United Nations Conference on Environment and 
Development (i.e . Earth Summit 1992 )- one of these recommendations 
is the Convention on Biological Divers i ty Treaty which our Senate 
has rightfully refused to ratify- this proves that the MAB Programme 
was hatched in the same ·nest as a myriad of other "environmental 
causes" (i.e. GAGS , GBA, CBD Treaty, Wildlands, Wetlands, etc .etc.). 
And upon honest investigation, the principles and goals of these 
very questionable intruders are found to be totally unacceptable 
to the American tradition of life and liberty. 

3 
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CONCLUSION: 

For the reasons named above I believe the U. S. Man and Biosphere 
Programme is definitely worthy of Congressional investigation and 
should be declared unworthj · or toleration in any past, present, or 
future form on U.S. soil. · 

The ancient principle of war .is the displacement of peopl e and 
possesion of their homeland. These are the confessed goals of the 
above named environmental ca~ses in much of their published litera­
ture- all for the supposed "worthy" cause of biodiversity protection­
but nonetheless still their goals . And to fr i ghtening degrees their 
plans of population reduction and resettlement of the human species 
whom th ey characteristically see as the enemy in the "web of life" . 

J, therefore , contend that though this MAR Programme and . its propo­
nents posture themselves and their UN connection as non-regulatory, 
"nothi .ng more that a plaque on t he wall " , that in real i ty this is 
a Trojan horse tactic which came in to us by craft and deceit. 
And the 47 of these Biosphere Reserve Trojan Horses already wel.l 
entrenched on American soU pose an ominous threat to ou1· sovereign 
rights in this land of our heritage. 

And while I be lieve this HR 3752 to be a pos i tive way of dealing with 
the enemy among us, I fear that lts implementation by the usual slow 
process of legislation might have th e "trigger effect" of prematurely 
unlatching the trapdoors o f the Trojan horses thereby pouring forth 
the enemy's already disclosed plans for globa l control of our Amer i ­
can homeland. The perpetrators of th i s carefully designed tactic of 
25 or more years are not go i ng t o k i nd l y bow to the dictate s of a 
pi ece of paper numbered 3752 and just get up and leave . 

Effective ness of this measure will lie in i ts swi f t passage and a 
readiness of American power to reclaim our traditional position of 
inheritance and to oust this friendly appear i ng enemy who should have 
neither place of honor nor power of position among us. 

Pull and immediate enforcement of this may be necessary to avoid the 
very real possibility of foreign troops being activated within our 
borde rs . 

4 
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~ ~ 

~ ~ 
United Stales Department of the ln terior 

. . ·;_, NAT!ONAL l'ARK SE.lWlCE 
~~~~ 

P.O. Jln11 )11.1 

Hl6(BUff-ONH) 

..July 1, 199u 

As promised we have inquired as to the tentative status or your 
agencies's interest in continuing tha regional Man and Biosphere 
(JiAil) effort at this time. The consensus of these phone calls 
appears to be in support of continuing the HAB effort . 

We believe in thQ Man and Biosphere concept and that all the 
effort, time, and funding that each of you and your agencies have 
contribut ed since 1909 should now lead to a focused effort to see 
this idea. through to completion. 

The question becOJlles where do we go from here? We would. like 
your response to the following: 

1. l\. cqpy of the draft Cooperative Agreement has beeil enclosed 
for your final review to facilitate signature by interQsted 
partners. · 

2. We would ask you to provide the position of your agencies or 
organization regarding your interest in participating in a 
regional ~~B Cooperative. 

If cu rrent conditions U.o not enable your agency or organization 
to par·ticipate as a signatory member of the Coopel-ative or in 
nominating your sites at this time, you may wioh to consider 
be:l.ng ldentifie<.l as a cooperator with the Cooperative (you egree 
with H/\13 concepts, nntl will explore opportunities for sharin9 
information and t,;uoperating un particular activities). 

J. We would also recommend the steering Co•tmittee tnt>et again this 
fall to reach consensus on phase II which would be expansion 
or t:he Committee and idantifying a new Coordinator to replace 
lJave I·~oster who recently r_et::_i~.e~- - -~-~-~:~~ P~-~et;!.~-- ~~-~~~-~.9.':: _ ··- -------··· 

Please give these itell\6 careful consideration o.s we seek to move 
forward in this g_ffot:~· 

We would like to have,your reply to the aboye th;ee items no 
later than september 1. 1996. contact George Ovl.aLt or my staff 
at 501-741-54~3 . ext. 114, if you have additional concerns or 
questi6ris. · 

Sincerely, 

.John D. Linahan 
Superintendent 
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We woula like tc proviQe some background on the effort thus far 
as we understand it for those of you who have not been personally 
involved in this cooperative effort. The Feasibility study for 
an Ozark man and the Biosphere (MAB) Cooperative, completed in 
1991, identified opportunities for applying biosphere reserv~ 
concepts to help link conservation, research, sustainable 
dev8lopment, and local participation in the ozark Highlands. The 
study serves as a cat~lyst and guidinq document for the 
subsequent wor. }:. of our Steer~ng Committee. That ~omrnittae_.ha..s... 
pr.epa:t:ed{a mj,:;•don statement )for an ozark }!ighlands Regional 1-'.AB 
Ccoperat~ve, \a draft Cooper9-tive Agreement,} and completed 
information s~aries and a~nomination form~to support u.s. 
oomi natj ~( ~~mple~ent~~Y---~~p~q-~.1!\-~~-L~-~g_f!! __ s _for international 
recognl tion a·s - pa.Ft or a n ozark Highlands B osphere Reserve. An 
important _g!').a ining compone_n.t for the Steeri119--_Commi ttee' s 
consideration Ts how best:_ tq __ fa.G.iJi ta_te the <.full! partici~tion of -~ 
gavernm.en~, private entrt·feS, anct -lOCa1- comrouruties in a rUture­
regronarMAs Cooperative. Although the feasibility study 
documented "almost unive rsal acceE!_ance C)f the concepts_ embodie_d 
j:~~ Man~nd Bio~~~~~OJi~!t~, S6roe-paitri8i-Stnay- stiTl-d"riSire 
additional perspectrve on the practical benefits of the MAB 
approach in helping the~ pool increasingly stretched financial 
and human re&ources to ~ssess and address important local and 
regional issues. In this context, we note that the u.s. MAB's 
Biosphere Rese.rve Directorat" has recently proposed a new 
initiative to provide ~~~tic grant~. for local partnerships 
working to implement bi ,~sphere reserve concepts. Wa have 
contacted the coordinator and expressed a willingness to 
p-uticipate. I f funded by the u.s N~tional Committee, this 
initiative would offer ~;mssibilities for supporting cooperation 
in __ the. Oz arks. 

cc to the following: .' 

Arkansaa Game ' Fish commission 

Missouri Department ConsRrvation 

Pioneer Forest 

The Nature conservancy ~ : Missouri and Arkansas) 

u.s. Fish ' Wildlife Service 

Arkansas Natural Heritaqe Com.Jf\ission 

Missouri Department of Natural Reeources 

u.s. Forest service (Ozark and Mark Twain) 

ozark Land Trust 



231 

16 ~93 
1 Envirbnmetit .· · · /' · 
United Nations.resources project discussed for Ozark region 

c.lvd•: ro~:r.ooaofcoopetat.ioathftlu~ 
By VERN MOOEL.NID • A model community pla..n.D.iDc ..,luolatJ eommua.ity pro ,;.eta.• 
Sipldlll ta ':'• ~ Monthty pogram. aim.! •t lin.IQq: t&ut'i.IIID HiDoc. u.id tl» South•ra Appt.la· 

d.walopm•at ,.-ilh COD.Mtva~c of :chl~ ft•r- i..ac.ludu pan.. of Ala· 
-A bo~mthaa¢· IUlunJ .,..,~ b&ma, G.or,;:._ T•no-. North 
~~~tat.!. p> • Sui'?)rt i.o. ~tio1 ocd.a.a· · C&roli.Da ao:l Vlrciaia. 

litfcalaud.oeial6tldamattnH~a ~ .ad l.hraat.~ animal a.cd Withi.o i~ ..,. llali ~:~aa.l ud •tat. 
1M* moath fot W.U aa U:>cl~ l.bt plaa& ~- ind~ ,...mtroo:h.~a· pub,NatioaaJf'o~tle.nda./"t''!oolttU'd 
Curb ill. Uaitad Natioaao a.tutsJ Lioo o( Lb.• nd -oll in u.. c .... t labo,.l.ori••a..odHV•ralla.fp lou.r\5t 
,...._Jft&ectiooproj.c1. SIIIOII;y!dtiWI~N••oaiPark. •ttn.r:tioaa. 
~ .,... U. Mall IUMI Lb. a Da-lapmea\ of .-v.,nmeatal fUDOWI ot.t,...., that !.be n,Poa 

Bto.pbera JII"Op-ullld.mi.Aiat....-d b7 .tucatioo J'")~...adlao..le aDd h.u --.;-riaacocl heJUecdoua ud 
U.UtLitadNalio-Educatio-'.Sci· ~U... b~adh.c1.o17o5 l.jytiy WICot~.troU.d pvwt.b ia !h. 
.rd:i6:, aad Ci..Utw-&1 ~t.io~t ....-.ilablotiDtb- .. .p_ • la.t1.2o,_,...mtw:ilik.ep.:r-Uafth. 
(UNESCO). A1!5.l.ia1Joo could~ ~ucOI>ae(p~riod.icreeoUft* <harb.Ha.a~tbatpgurp~ 
Ub U. Ou.rb u Ua. .eGGed major ~meet wotkal»pe a.ad a.o &:l• hN oft.a. hind.er-1 wboleaom.• ~ 
,.poaJ pro p-.m. NMI"Ye ia Uaa Du...l pla40.i..ag at .. UDc. aocaic da~~Wiopmaat -.Pti da.mard lr-
Uilit.i StaW.. • &..~biU:h.i.ftc • fore.t htaJt.b replaoeabla J:~~~turaJ -~ 
~rt Hmot. i.s uKUU.,. .uz.- JUoWtorin& prop-ua.. HiDot.t~ tbatt.bebiosph11rv 

&oroftheSolll.hemAppaJ.-biuaMLO a lniliatjv., iD p11biK .ducatioa ,. .. ,_ prograt:l h• .b•ada b.. po 
aod Btoapban R..,t,..,. , ece of the iPc:ludinl' the •ludy cf IDIIlhociJ; of \ot(tJma.od.atearu:tra.otdinaryfl.lnd· 
~t r.an .. ia the UNESCO~ ooa.trollinado(""C'Cd e.nlhraenoeadi... i~. Jt ~li" on. diKntioa.vy dGUu. 
pc W!Orldwid•. He •aid tM pro- ••se and ot!H r thtt.a~ ID U\a &na"s • "ail•blt ia Chill' budpt. 9hight fad· 
......- haa bM!I:n:P• a miJdel io prot.el.- •nviron.ma nL er&l &~~d twQ •tate mtmb.rorJan.iu· 
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j0(Yril . ~:\lA 

.·,\,.\-1 ~ 
~~, .... ,,\> I) x +~ V SUMMARY 

A l.Jiosphcre reserve consists of l~'ii.J designated to be part of the United 
Nations' Ma11 a11d tile lJiospllere Program, known as MAll. The purpose or 
MAD is lo develop and show ways to conserve the natural resources of a 
region while benefiting the local economy and quality of life. The Man and 
the Biosphere Program accomplishes its goals through coordinated research, 
educt~ lion, and dcmoustratiou projects. 

A regional MAO cooperative consists or a group of biosphere reserve siles 
and cooperators which involve local res idents and orgauizations in activities 
lhat help sustain the region's ecosystems. 

Diosphc:re ,·cscrVes_ C(IJtsist of ·three lOucs. A ,·ore area consists o( strictly 
protectetl laud such a:; a nature prcsel've . An <Jdjoining area of managed use 
is mauagcd in a manner cousistcut with protecting the core. A surrounding 
transitiott aretz forms the third zone and stresses education and conservation­
wiucJeU dcvcloptucnl a nO rcsout cc usc. These zones heJp describe a bio­
sphere reserve, l>ul they do not determine or regulate how the land is used . 

In 1988 interested public and private groups formed .a steering committee to 
look into whether the MAD approach could help improve the environmental 
quali ty o( the Ozarks and the welfare o( its people. A Man and the Bio­
sphere clJopct alive program was seeu as a possible way to bdng people · 
together to address l'cgional prol>ll!ntS that need lo l.Jc solved by sharing 
information, reso.urces, and goals. 

The Oza rk MAB Steering Committee and the U.S. MAB program sponsored 
this stu!ly and report to detenur,ie lhc feasil>ility of using· the biosphere 
reserve conce pt in the Oznrks. The valleys of the Buffalo River in Arkansas 
a111l of the Current auJ Eleven Point Rivers in Missourj were initially 
identified as likely to toe suitable for starting the program. Certain public and 
private lands in thc~e valleys would. become pan ur the biosphere rese1ve, and 
residents or the surro·.111ding region woulU take part in the program. 

To learn about local :l.tlitudes toward the concepts of the Man~~ndtthe Bio· 
sphere Program,J!.!!.~op le from 15 Ozark c~~t.ies i11 Arkansas and Missouri 
were intervieWed. . Tltcse people included political leaders, private citizens 
'allcl""!in<IOWTIC'fs,lii.a.n~lgcrs of public lands, aml operators of businesses. 

The study (oun<.J that Ozark residents are proud of the region , a1m they are 
ii;.i)~oving· il~ · C c~~Q;i~y~ -.1~1;;;· maj;;;;~~i;;,;lmental concerns are solid waste 
Uisposal, sewage trc~liuenl, and wa ter quality. 

Ozark res idents waul development that does not degrade the area's scenery 
and water. Most Oza1 k industries arc based on the land- for exam pte, timber, 
fa1·ming, and tourism. "l11e region has -attracted a Jarge aud growing 
population of re tiret!S. Many people want more bu~iuesses that make 
producls from lol:a l resources such as timber and llyproducts of the poultry 
iuduslry. 

~l.dy..i2Y.!!..<J.~Jm.glL!:!!.!i~.~r-~~~~~pta.~.'--Q.[JJ~.!!..~EY ewl>odied in the 
~J!!!s! ..... !!!~.J}.i?.S.P~~C:.~~ !12&~.!!!· People support Lhe i<l~a of agencies 

coordinaliug with each other and with the public to solve euvJConmeutal and 
economic problems. 

AttituJcs Lowtlrd govcnunenl agencies in Lhc: Ozarks vary widely. Private 
citizens and c.::ivic leaders in suu1c counties rcpon all·arounc.l good cooper· 
alion, but many people arc upset about government regulations and land 
condemnation, especially Cor federal scenic river corridors and reservoirs. 
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Feasibility Study for an 
Ozark Man and the Biosphere Cooperative 

APPENDIX 3 

DESCIUI'TION OF PEHSONAL INTERVIEWS 

Examples of Interview Questions 

The following list illustrates the kinds of questions asked. Not all yuestions were asked of 

everyone. ~-=._9~-'l.l..l: in!£!!<!_e_u_t__o ~~~'."!>'!~t the it~t<:<~ie~£.i!!!!l)Qgajf} _ _i~g~~ 

i~-~-!-~~~~~-~ --to~~~r~_!~~-: .. ~~-~- -~ut-J_ccpt w~~~~~-~-~~~~!~~ing -~~~~~ 

Private Citizcus 

What is your family's histoty in the region? 

How long have you owned the l"nu, how did you acquire it, and why? Do you have 
emotion"! tics to the land'! 

What different uses has your family made of the land during your ownership? 

How h"s land use changed, aml how has the character of the land changed with use 
(i.e., walcr levels, springs, limber cover, development, etc.)'! 

How has the region change<! in the time that you've lived here? 

Which changes do you see as good, which as bad? 

SEPTEMBER 1991 
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DRAFT 

· ·r;_<::OOPERATIVE AGREEMENT 
(Mernoran4urn of Understanding (FS)) 

FOR THE 

ESTABLISHMENT AND OPERATION OF THE 

OZARK HIGHLANDS 
MAN AND THE BIOSPHERE COOPERATIVE 

THIS COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT, made and entered into this 
____ day of , one thousand nine hundred and ____ , by and 
between Arkansas Game and Fish Commission, Arkansas Natural 
Heritage Commiss i on, Missouri Department of Conservation, 
Missouri Department of Natural Resources (Division of Parks, 
Recreation and Historic Preservation), National Park Service 
(Buffalo National River and Ozark National Scenic Riverways) , 
Pioneer Forest (Missouri), The Nature Conservancy (Arkansas and 
Missouri), Ozark Regiona l Land Trust, U. s . Fish and Wildlife 
Service , U. s. Forest Service (Mark Twain NF and Ozark/St. 
Francis NF), all of whom represe nt several land management and 
plann i ng agencies with interests in· the general area of the Ozark 
Highlands, do her eby join together for a common and specific. 
purpos e . 

ARTICLE I. BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVES 

W I T N E S S E T H: 

WHEREAS , the pa rties to this cooperat i ve agreement, 
pursuant to their respective statutory authorizations, are 
engaged in programs and projects intended to further conservation 
and development of the natural, cultural, and economic resources 
within the ozark Highlands r .egion of the United States; and 

WHEREAS, in 1971, the Man and the Biosphere Program was 
formed by the United National Educational, scientific, and 
Cultural Organization for the purpose of building a harmonious 
relationship between man and the environment on a scientific 
basis; and the United States Man and the Biosphere Program 
cooperates with the international program for this purpose; and 

WHEREAS, the ~ternatianal Coordinating Council of the 
Man and the Biosphere Program has recognized the ozark Hlqhlands 
zeqion as one of the most suitohlR orens 1n the world for 
developing a model cooperative natural and cultural resource 

!Program because of 1ts un~que and globally silnificant natural 
ecosystem and its wealth of scientif1c expert se; and -~ -



Date: 9/11/96 

To: Mr. John Rishel 
Room 1413 'A LHOB 
Washington, D.C. 20515 
fax: 202 225 6128 

237 

Re: Written testimony pertaining to HR 3752 by Connie Burks 
submitted 9/9/96 

Purpose : On recommendation of Carol LaGrass that the following be 
sent immediately to the attention of Mr. Rishel as an 
Item Addendum to the aforementioned written testimony. 

Content: Item Addendum to Point #1 paragraph 2 (hereinafter named 
Item AA) 

Description of Item AA: Biosphere Reserve Nomination Porm of the 
Ozark Highlands Man and the Bioshpere 
Cooperative- pages 1,2,3, and 25. 

Note: Entire document is 25 pages in length which I can 
make available to Committee if necessary. Entire 
document is filled out and appears ready to sub­
mit except for the necessary signatures on the 
last page (#25). 

Corresponding Information : Mr. Oviatt, who first showed me this 
document on July 31, 1996 indicated that it was 2-3 years 
old and that there was probably a more current noaination 
form document soaewhere. He also told me yesterday (9/10/96) 
that because of the cooperating agencies current withdrawal 
from support of the Programme at this time•. that the project 
has been dropped for now. When I asked if he could assure 
me that the NPS would not pursue the designation process 
now or in the future, he said he could not promise that . 
I asked him to please notify me should that ever happen . 
He said he would consider that. 

• State Agencies in Arkansas have been notified by Governor Huckabee 
to not proceed with signature or otherwise until he has been fully 
informed. As a result, all Arkansas organizations who were pre­
pared to submit their signatures have suddenly dropped the project. 

Prom: Connie Burks 
HC 70 Box 321 

1 

Jasper, Arkansas 72641 
(501-861-5646) 
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1. COUNTRY: Unjte(States of America 

2. OFFICIAL NAME OF THE RESERVE: Ozark Highlands Man and the Bjospbere 
Cooperative 

3. BIOGEOGRAPHICAL REGION: Interior. unglaciated low plateaus (Ozarls Pla!eau 
Provim,'C) . 

4. SIZE AND SPATIAL CONFIGURATION (see map) 

4.1. Size of Core Area(s): 80.530 hectates 

4.2. Size of Buffer Zone(s): 616 140'" hectares 

4.3. Approximate Size of Transition Area(s): 507,520,... hectares 

*cooperator administered within the Buffalo and Current River watersheds. 
*'"privately administered within the Buffalo and Current River watersheds. 

5. ADMINISfRATIVE AREAS INCLUDED IN THE PROPOSED BIOSPHERE 
RESERVE 

U o11e or JDOTe exialinl <llld contiguous adminisualive areas (e.g .. rwional pule. nature sanco...y, ~ slalion) 
m to be Include<! In lhe core areo(s) aud buffor zone(s) cf tile ptOposed biospllere reserve, give Lbe name(s) of 
lh!S/Ihese ndniinistrative area(s) ond lhe narne(s) of tile IWihCrity(ies) ruponsible for itli\llelr IWII\aicmenL 

II Lbe proposed biosphere roseove consulS of sevcral 01·eos wblcb are geographicaiiJ! separ:u.ed aod managed by 
differeD! adminis<rative authorities, give lhe nnmes of these administrative areas and Lbe names or lhe authorities 
responsible for l!Wr management. In Lhis Cllse (cluster biosphere reserve), a supplemenWy fonn $houlll be comple!ed 
Cor each allministrative authority concemed. The MAB Secrew.riat con provide lhls supplemcnWy fonn upon request. 

Arkansas: Arkansas Natural Heritage Commission, Harold K. Grimmett (Director), Little 
Rock; Buffalo National River (NPS), John D. Linahan (Superintendent), Hamson; Ozark 
National Forest, Lynn C. Neff (Forest Supervisor), Russellville. 

Missouri: Mark Twain Nationa1 Forest, B. Eric Morse (Forest Supervisor), Rolla; 
Missouri Department of Conservation, Jerry J. Presley (Director), Jefferson City; Missouri 
Deparunent of Natural Resources, David A. Shorr (Director), Jefferson City; Ozark 
National Scenic Riverways (NPS), Arthur L. Sullivan (Superintendent), Van Buren: 
Pioneer Forest, Clinton E. Trammel (Manager), Salem; The Nature Conservancy, G. 
Rodney Miller (State Director), St. Louis. 
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6. GEOLOGICAL LOCATION · ~DRAFT 
6.1. Overview (major geogrP,phical features in the vic:luity or the proposed biosphere 
reserve) ".'" 

The Ozark Highlands coffiprise the westward exlenSion of the Iars« Interior Unglacialed 
Low Plateaus Region which extends eastward and generally south of the Ohio Rivec to the 
Appalachian UplifL Together with the Ouachita Mountains to the south, it forms the most 
extensive tract of elevated land betweea the Appa.W:hian IUid Rocky Mountains. lbis 
area encompasses approximately !55,000 square miles of landscape in southern Missouri 
and northern Arkansas with small extensions into southeastern Kansas, northeastern 
Oklahoma and southern Illinois. Four ll1lljoi- regional subdivisions are ienerally 
recognized: the SL Francis Mountains and Salem Plateau in Southern Missouri, the 
Springfield Plateau which extends from Missouri into Arkansas IUid the Boston Mountains 
in Northern Arkansas. The highest elevations occur across the central part of the rcpon 
from the southwC$t in the Boston Mountains (790m) in a nonheasterly direction to the SL 
Francis Mountains (540m). 1be elevation drops off on all sides of this elongated dome. 
more abrupUy on the shorter southern and eastern slopes than on the northern and western 
slopes. Because the present topography· is largely erosional, the greatest relief occurs 
along the major streams, which flow radially from tho dome, where dissection has 
proceeded most rapidly. Mainly on the southern slopes where small tributary streams are 
more numerous, dissection is often so complete that no upland flats remain, and the 
surface features consist of narrow, deep valleys separated by sharp ridges. Local reUef 
(150-250m) is greater in these drainages than the less promincndy dissected northerly 
slopes where relief seldom exceeds 100 meters. The dominance of the highly soluble 
limestone and dolomite bedrocks have given rise to classical karst terrane features, i.e., 
sinkholes, caves, springs, losing streams, which are characteristic of the region. 

6.2. Govemmenlal DivisiOIJS (e.g., state, province or region, county, territorial division, 
etc.) 

State: Arkansas. Counties: Baxter, Benton, Crawford, Franklin, Izard, Johnson, Newton, 
Pope, Randolph, Searcy. Stone, Washington. 

State: Missouri. Counties: Camden, Cai1Cr, Dent, Howell, Oregon, Reynolds, Ripley, 
Shannon, Texas. 

6.3. Nearest Major Town: Springfield. MO 

6.3.a. Approximate population: 140.500 

6.3.b. Distance rrom the nearest boundary or the proposed biosphere reserve: ill 
kilometers 

6.4. Approximate population density of the ~on (indudin& transient peoples, oomacb, 
etc.): ~-_inhabitantslkrn2 

6.5 Latitude and Longitude .__,£37"!.....!;10!£..'..,~N.:.....__.92"3~.,o'-· ..,E._ 

2 
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~ DRAFT I~AA 
7.'- TENURE ?·3 

7.1. National Government_- __ ;:.· .. .. .. ... . ... . . . . ... ... B.W~ SECONDARY ,. 
7.2. State or Provincial Gb~ernment .... .. .. . . ........ PRINCIPAL §.ft~Ji 

7.3. Local Government .. .. . . ........•...... ... .... PRINCIPAL SECONDARY 

7.4. Private Conservation Organization ... . ... ... ...... PRINCIPAL $J;J;,Qlj~ 

7.5. Private Individual. Corporation, or Group . .. ... .. .. . PRINCIPAL §§~m» 

7.6. University or Research Institution . . ..... .. .. ....... PRINCIPAL SECONDARY 

7.7. International Body .... . . .. . .... . ... ...•.... . .. PRINCIPAL SECONDARY 

7.8. Other (list) PRINCIPAL SECONDARY 

8. LEGAL PROTECTION OF CORE AREA AND BUFFER ZONE 

8.1. National Legislation . .... . ..... .. ... . .. . ..... . !Ilt.lti&JI0Ji SECONDARY 

8.3. Local Legislation . .. . ... .. . . .. . .... . . . . ... .. . PRINCIPAL §!l;§;Q..fiQ~~ 

8.4. Administrative Regulations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Jl!UJ!ltalm SECONDARY 

8.5. Executive Decree .. . ...... . .... ........ . . . .... PRINCIPAL SECONDARY 

8.6. Ownership . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . :!t,~!_~qjg.im SECONDARY 

8.7. Cooperative Agreements .... . ... . .. . . ... ... . .. . PRINCIPAL §!ll§!J§J1B.~ 

8.8. Voluntary Designation 

8.9. Other (describe) PRINCIPLE SECONDARY 

3 
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23. EXACT MAILING ADDRESS OF THE LOCAL A~~~Fp.D 
PROPOSED BIOSPUERE RESERVE 

Name of local adminisu-atio;;: .,.--------
•,: ~ Strut: ___________________ ___ 

Town and Poital Code:------------
Countty: _·------------~------------

Telex and/or Telephone Number: ---------------

24. DECLARATION OF COMMITMENT TO THE ACTION PLAN FOR 
BIOSPHERE RESERVES 

We hereby cenify that the administrative authorities responsible for the planning and 
management of the proposed bioophere reserve acknowledge their responsibility to pursue 
the objectives identified in the Action Ptau for Biosphere Reserves; to prepare 
corresponding management guidelines, as appropriate; and to panicipate in 1he 
international network of biosphere reserves and the MAB Infonnation System. 

25. ENDORSEMENTS 

25.1. Nomination form(s) or letter of endorsement, including an acknowledcement of 
responsibilities, from the responsible authority for each administrative area within the 
proposed biosphere reserve. 

25.2. Signed (on behalf of the MAB National Conuniuu) 

Full Name: ___________ _ 

Tille: _________________ _ 

Date: ______________________ __ 

25 
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Take Back Arkansas, Inc. 
2167 North Porter Road 
FAYE!TEVILLE, AR 72704 

FAX (501) 521-3530 
Telep~.one (SOl) 521-1933 

Bacia of Direcr01s · 
Elom L.Oenham. Choirtncr, 

Oole !<ice. vic~.c~ .. :J~rrM<r 
Charles Ag&a. S,:.crttfo·y/ f~€<.:~- t;: 

August 31, 1996 By Fax 202/225-6128 

Mr. John Rishel 
House Committee on Resources 
1413A Long 0. B. 
washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Rishel: 

Re: HR 3752 

A very few people in Arkansas have just learned about the ozark 
Highlands Man and Biosphere (MAB) plan. This plan involves 
46,000 square miles of the four states of Missouri, ·Arkansas, 
Oklahoma and Kansas. This is 75% of southern Missouri and 
northern Arkansas. Ninety-three percent of the Missouri portion 
is privately owned land. I would estimate at least seventy-five 
percent of the Arkansas portion is privately owned. 

Our elected officials -.,ere not informed of this until Connie 
Burks (HC 70, Box 32, Jasper, AR 72634; 501/861-5646 ), Everett 
Middleton (HCR 64, Box 616, Yellville, AR 72634; 501/453-8441) 
and my wife, Mary and I did so. We finally got the 
documentation, including a copy of the Hemorandu• of 
Understanding (MOU) to Governor Mi ke Huckabee's office and to 
Congressman Tim Hutchin~on five days before it vas to be signed 
on September 1, 1996. It was bogged do1.1n in the bureaucracy 
for two weeks prior to that. This MOU would result in an 
Ozark Highlands MAB Cooperative and their mission. 

We are leading an effort to inform, both elected officials, 
and the public as to how the MAB designation and its deceptive 
agenda threatens and endangers human life, liberty and property. 
This is a monumental tacsk to assimilate and disseminate this 
info to other average citizens like us, and to our elected 
officials who have been left out of the process. We believe 
citizens should not be blind sided. We cannot protect ourselves 
after the fact, from th:is egregious form of bureaucracy. When 
government ceases to pr•)tect and respect the civil rights of 
individuals, especially the rights of property and expressly 
the "due process" righ~ to be heard, civil unrest and mutual 
disrespect will grow. 

On our Arkansas ballot i~ November we will have a constitutional 
amendment for a 1/8¢ sale tax for "conservation agencies". 
The money from this tax will support this Ozark Man and 
Biosphere. Part of the tax will go to a Green Advocacy Group 
(GAG) which is a private corporation- a non-governmental 

Take Back Arkansas, Inc. 
A. GrassroOTS. Nor.-P;oU. Non-Pcrti:)On ?r ivoTe Proparty Proracti(;n OrgQrH.Z~li(;.n 
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organization (NGO). We understand this type of 
being sold all across the nation, in other words, 
to pay t o be so ld out. 

taxation is 
we are going 

The Biodiversity Treaty which the Senate did not ratify is being 
developed by fiat through these "conservation agencies", city 
and county cou rt ordinances, and state laws, mostly by uninformed 
officials. One just has to scan the U.S. MAB information on 
the i nterne t and learn about the federal age nciel'l and 
organizations supporting this. Obviously, the mulit-millions 
of tax dollars spent on this MAB program ~o~ould have t o be 
phenomenal . We believe this deserves congressional action and 
a c ongress ional investigation. 

The warm fuzzy language promoting this amendment 1~ ·the s am·e 
warm fuzzy language promoting the GAG-MAS agenda, like 
eco-tourism, watchable wildl ife, heritage areas and reser ves, 
and on and on. People can hardly believe that such ·innocent 
sounding rhetoric would lead to the Biodiversity Trea ty , with 
all of its tentacles. It's still a nation of innocence . 

We would be most privileged to t e stify before Congress in suppor.t 
of HR 3752 sponsored by Congressman Don Young. Would you please 
inlude this lette r as a pa rt of the permanent tes timony. 

Thank you for this bill. We need Congress to act positively 
on HR 3752. 

ELD/md 

Copies : .< The Honorable Tim Hutchinson 
Member of Congress 

··The Honorable Mike Huckablee 
·:c Governor of Arkansas 

enc: Ma~- Ozark Highland MAB 
Letter: Buffelo National River 
Memorandum of Understanding 
Letter: Bill Emerson, (Deceased) 

Member of Congress 
AR Constitional Amendment N2 

2 of 2 

Take Back Arkansiu,lnc. 
A Grassroots. Non-Profit. Non-Partisan Private Property Protection Organization 
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Take Back Arkall6u, Joe. 
2167 North Porter Rooa 
FAYETTEVIu.£. AR 72704 

FAX 

FAX (SOl) 521 ·3530 
fe/ephone (501 ) 521· 1933 

INFORMATION 

Booro of Directors: 
Etom l.Denhom. CMOirrr,on 

Dokit mee. Vl~·Cnotrmon 

Charles Agee. seetetQt\IJTrog~y ,~ ! 

TO: MR. JOliN RISHEL, 

1413A Long 0. B., 

Bouse co..dttee on Resources, 

Washington, D.C. 20515 

FROM: !lam Denham, Chairman 

DATE: 9-3-96 
X URGENT 

. ( X ) :F'OR YOUR REVIEW 

REMARKS: Dear Mr. Rishel, 

Take Back Arkansas, Inc. 

PAGES: 14 .. INCLUDING COVER 

( REPLY ASAP 

PLEASE COMMENT 

Carol LaGrasse, President of Property Rights Foundation of 
America suggested that we should write you concerning the 
upcomin9 hearing on HR .. 3742. As stated · in the 'letter Everett 
Micidleton and/or Connie Burks would be · excellent witnesses for 
your hearing. Connie ia a reapected pastor's wife and Everett 
is a former educator. They are both impacted by thia MAll plan 
and have a large file of documentation. 

The MAB concept and the Biodiversity Treaty is so outrageous 
that people find it unbelievable, partly because the philosophy 
has already invaded the public thought proces$es . having been 
sold through education at. all levels ancl religion • • • 
We do not support the MAB concept but we support this bill as 
it would be under the control ot Congress rAther than bureaucrats 
who are not responsive or responsible to the. people and blatantly 
ignore the intent of Congress on many bills. We respectively 
request that this entire fax be made a part of the permanent­
record. 

! will be in the office of Take Back Arkansas, Inc. 501/521-1933 
if you have any questions or we can be of any assistance. 

Y~truly,·~ 

Mary De~ecord1ng Secretary 

COPY: TBE HONORABLE HIKE BUCLUIEE, GOVERNOR OF ARXANSAS 
THE HONORABLE TIM !WTCIIINSOM, U.S. RBPRBSBIITATIVE ' 

Take Back Arkanlias, Inc. 
A Grassroots. Non-Profit. Non-Portiron Privole Property Protection Organaotion 
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\ 'l i s s o tl r i 

Arkansas 

OZARit MAN AND 'l'IIE BIOSPHERE PR.OGRA!t 
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United States Department of the lntt::~ior 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
~~Jf:dl) N:nional R.lv:r 

Nl6(BUFF-ONR} 

July l , 1996 

P.O . Bo~~: 1 J73 
Hal·fiaon , Ark:tn~'U 72M2~1173 

, Biosphere Steering Committee 
M~rk Twain National Forest 

As promised we have inquired as to the tentative status ot your 
agencies's interest in continuing the regional Man and Biosphere 
(HAB) effort at this time. The consensus of these phone calls 
appeare to ~e in support o! continuing the MAB effort . 

We believe in the Man and Biosphere concept and that all the 
effort , time , and funding that each of you and your agencies have 
contr ibuted since 1989 5hould now lead to a focused effort to see 
this idea through to co~pletion. 

The question ~eco:mes where do we qo from hera? We would- like 
your response to the fol.lowing : 

1. A copy of the draft Cooperative Agreement has been enclosed 
for your final review to facilitate signature by interested 
partners. 

2. We \olould ask you to provide the position of your agencies or 
organization regarding your interest •in participating in a 
regional MAB Cooperative. 

If current condition& de> not enable your ac;ency or orqani:tation 
to participate as a s i gnatory mem~er o! the Cooperative or in 
nominating your sites at this tillle, you may wish to consider 
being identified as a cooperator with the Cooperative (you agree 
\.lith M>.B concepts, and will e~plore opportunities for sharing 
infor~ation and cooperating on particular activities) . 

J. l~c Youid also recol1!111end the Steering Collllllittee meet aqain thia 
!all to reach consensus on phase II which would be expansion 
of the Comm i ttee and identifying a new coordinator to replace 
Dav~ Foster \olh O recent~y retired from Federal service. 
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? lease qive these items careful consideration as we seek to ~ove 
~orYard in this effort . 

~!a would lll<e to haye your reply to the ohoya three items no 
l ater than September 1. 1996. Contact Georqe Oviatt o! my staff 
at 501-741-5443, ext. 114, i! you have additional concerns or 
~.1uestiOns. 

Sincerely, 

John D. Linahan 
>; "Jperintendent 

:.::nclosures 

J) __ 

.:c to thea following :c;',· 

I· Arkansas Game & Fish ;commission 

.~). J1issouri Department Conservation 

~ ? i oneer !='or est 

'l'! oe Na t ure Conservancy {Mi ssouri and Arkansas) 

u. s . Fish & Wildlife serv i ce 

:.rY.ansas Natural Heritage CoJM\ission . 

· :. :·: l.ssou!.·.:.. 9e~)~rt'!!l.ent of Nnt· . .1 ral Resources 

~; .s. fo::cst service {Ozar:k and Mark TWain) 

~oark L~nl Trust 

. ' :'") f',J ('~..._ 1f ( ').._ ? 



248 

DRAFT 

COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT 
(Memora.ndum of Understanding (FS)) 
-~------·--·---·-----·~·-·-· 

FOR THE 

ESTABLISHMENT AHD OPERATION OF THE 

OZARK HIGHLANDS 
MAN ANC THE BIOSPHERE COOPERATIVE 

THIS COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT, made and entered into this 
____ day of , one thousand nine hundred and ____ , by and 
between Arkansas Game and Fish Commission, Arkansas Natural 
Heritage commission, Missouri Department of conservation, 
Missouri Department of Natural Resources (Division of Parks, 
Recreation and Historic Preservation) , National Park Service 
(Buffalo National River and ozark National Scenic Riverways), 
Pioneer Forest (Missouri), The Nature Conservancy (Arkansas and 
Missouri), ozark Region~l Land Trust, u. s. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, u. s. Forest Service (Mark Twain NF and Ozar~;st. 
Francis NF), all of whom represent several land management and 
planning agencies vith interests in· the general area of the ozark 
Highlands, do hereby join together for a common and specific 
purpose. 

ARTICLE I. BACKGROUND l'.ND OBJECTIVES 

W I T N E S S E T H: 

WHEREAS, the parties to this cooperative agreement, 
pursuant to their respective statutory authorizations, are 
engaged in programs and projects intended to further conservation 
and development of the natural, cultural, and economic resources 
~ithin the ozark Highlands region of the United States; and 

WHEREAS, in l97l, the Man and the Biosphere Program was 
formed by the United National Educational,'· Sciemtif ic, and 
Cultural Organization for the purpose of building a harmonious 
rela~ionship between man and the environment on a scientific 
basis; and the United States Man and the Biosphere Program 
cooperates with the international program for this purpose; and 

v WHEREAS, the International Coordinating Council of the 
Man and the Biosphere Program has recognized the Ozark Highlands 
region as one of the most suitable areas in the world for 
developing a model cooperative natural and cultural resource 
program because of its unique and globally significant natural 
ecosystem and its wealth of scientific expertise; and 
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WHEREAS, all parties to this agreement wish co join in 
a partnership e!!ort: to promote the conservation··and wise 
stewardship o! the area's renewable resources; to increase the 
environmental awareness of the general public; to encourage 
environmentally compatible economic development; to support and 
encourage continuing research helpful to the maintenance and 
understanding of the region's resources; and to embark upon a 
process which ensures the sharing and circulation of the results 
oi regional research efforts, and 

. ~ WHEREAS, the parties to this agreement are empowered by 
~various state and federal codes and statutes to enter into this 

agreement, and 

WHEREAS, the Economy Act of 1932, as amended, 31 u. s.c . 
1535 and l346(b) (Interagency Agreements), provides for federal 
agencies to enter into agreements establishing mutual policies, 
objectives, and cooperative relationships, and 

_WHEREAS, this agreement may be used to pool funds and 
human resources for a common purpose, and 

WHEREAS, all parties to this agreement recognize this 
joint effort will engender the further development of additional 
agreements with appropriate public and private agencies . 

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the foregoing 
premises and in the interest of mutual advantage for the 
attainment of common objectives, the parties to this ag<eemcnt 
hareto desire to cooperate and mutually agree to: 

ARTICLE II . STATEMENT OF WORK 

1 ) Establish a Ozark Highlands and the Biosphere Cooperative . 
The cooperative •hall be managed and directed through a 
council comprised of one administrator from each party to 
this agreement. The council shall establish program 
policies consistent with the cooperative's goals and 
objectives. 

2} Cooperate with reg ional, state , local, and other tederal 
governments , individuals, and other interested organizations 
to promote a land etnic that recognizes the importance of 
ecologically sound management o f natural and cultural 
resources. 

J) Ident i fy principal environmental and developmental issues 
related to the objectives of the cooperative . This will oe 
accomplished through ongoing communications, conferences , 
and meetings with interested groups and individuals. 

4) Undertake an ongoing and comprehensive effort to identify 
long-term sustainable , and ecologically sound economic 
development opportunities. 



ARTICLE V .. AWARD 
' 

This basic agree~ent does no~ provide for any financia l 
obligation and is a vehicle for determining agency agreement on 
basic premises, goals, and objectives. Work projects or 
activities which involve the transfer ot money, services or 
property vill require the execution or separate agreements. 
Alternative agreement instruments may include challenge cost 
share, participating agreements, contracts, volunteer agreements 
and collection agreements. 

ARTICLE VI. TERMINATION 

Cooperators can terminate their participation in the 
ozark Highlands Man and the Biosphere cooperative by providing 
written 60 days notice to all signatory parties. 
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ARTICLE VII. GENERAL PROVISIONS AND APPLICABLE .CIRCVLARS 

The General Provisions attached hereto and the 
applicable references to federal circulars referenced therein are 
made a part of this agreement. 

SIGNATURES 

Dlrector, Arkansas Date 
Game and Fish commission 

Director, Missouri Date 
Department of conservation 

~leld Director, Mldwes~ Date 
Field Area, National Park 

;;;·~~,Jrjc 
~To~bae . 

M1ssour1 State Dlrector Date 
The Nature Conservancy 

Reg1onal Dlrector, Date 
u.s. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Director, Arkansas Date 
Natural Heritage Commission 

Director, Division of Date 
Parks, and Historic Preservation 
Missouri Department of Natural 
Resources 

Supervisor, ozark Date 
National Forest, u.s. 
Forest Service 

Arkansas state D1rector Date 
The Nature Conservancy 

Execut1ve D1rector, 
Ozark Land Trust 

Superv~sor, Mark Twain 
National Forest, u.s. 
Forest Service 

oate 

Date 



5) 

6 ) 

7) 

8) 

9 ) 
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Undertake supporting cooperative research a·nd ."resource 
management initiatives which are regional in scope and 
disseminat~ resulting information from these activities. 

Utilize existing resources to promote and implement existing 
voluntary environmental education programs with the p~..:b.lic 
school systems of the region and with other interested 
organizations . 

AUglllent cooperative relationships with state, local, other 
federal and private entities within the region to attain 
coiUIUon objectives. 

Produce and disseminate informational materials appropriate 
to this project. 

Empower the council to establish an Ozark Highlands MAB 
Coordinating Committee/Office which can provide the 
expertise and labor to carry out the functions desired · by 
the parties to this agreement . 
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ARTICLE III. TERM OF AGREEMENT 

This agreement shall be evaluated and reviewed no later 
than two years after its implementation at which time 
recommendations for improvements and modifications shal l be 
considered by all parties. Any amendment or modification to this 
agreement shall be in writing agreed upon by all signatories and 
executed by the duly authori~ed representatives of the parties 
hereto and incorporated into this agreement by reference. 

ARTICLE IV. KEY OFFICIALS 

--------------------------' Arkansas Game and Fish Commission 

--------------------------' Arkansas Natural Heritage Commission 

------------------------~· Missouri Department of Conservation 

Missouri bepartment of Natural 
Resources, Division of Parks 

, National Park Service, Buffalo National 
River 

---------------------' National Park Service, ozark Nationa l 
Scenic Riverways 

, Pioneer Forest 

--------------------------' The Nature Conservancy (Arkansas) 

, The Nature cons~rvancy (Missouri) 

-------------------------' ozark Regional Land Trust. 

-------------------------' U. S. Fish & Wildlife Service 

35-376 0 - 96 - 9 

, U. S . Forest Service, Mark Twain NF 

U. S. Forest Service, Ozark/St . Francis 
NF 
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PROPOSED CQNSTITIJ":-IOS.'.L .UIENOME:-<T "U~t5ER ~ 
(R.efem:; by the G-ene~ .\ssembly) 

A 0:-<E-E !Gl-ITH OF ONE PERCEST SALES .-1..'-'D t:SE T.\.'< FOR SL' PPORT OF G.• • .'•IE ,\.'-'0 FISH, P.'.RJ<S '•-"D 
TOL.!i.JS:-1, .\R.!<.'-."SAS HERTL\GE .'1.."0 KEE:' .'\RK\."S.'.S 5E..\CT!FL' L 

BAL~OT TITI..E 

FOR.\ PROPOSED COI'-:ST!TI'T!ON.'.i.. .-1..'-IENOMENT TO LEVY.\ S.'.i..ES .\.-.:0 L:SE T/•._'1: OF ONE-E!CHTI-i OF 
ONE PE!\CENT (1/8 OF !%) FOR SL:PPORT OF THE .VU<.\.SS.\5 G.\.\IE .\.SO FISH CO , I'.:JSS!C''. THE 
0.-'.P .>.RnLE:-<T Of P.'.Rl<S .-~o.SO TOURISM, THE .\RK.'-'SAS OEP.\RT~IENT Of HERJT.\GE .\.'0 KEEP 
r.RK-I..'iSAS BE.\UTrFU!., INC --

BE !T RESOLVED 3Y THE HOUSE Of REPRESE!'-iT.\ TIVES OF T'rlE E!GH1'1ETH GENE!t'.i.. .\SSE.>IBL y OF 
THE ST.\TE OF .\!UO.NS.-\.5 "-"D BY 11-lE SE."-JATE .. \ .\1.\jOR!TY OF .\LL '.iE~IBERS ELECTI:O TO E.\CH 
!-IOLSE .\GREE!NG 7HER.E:70 ' 

1":!1! the foUowwg il hC'rt:by proposed ;u an am:nd.mcnt to the Co nsnrucon of the satz:: ~f ~a.'l$aJ., a.."\d upon being l'J btlll~ed 
ro d:.e eJec:!on of d::.e sutc: fo r J.p prev.l.l Ot n:jcc ~on J.! !:he next ge nc::U clecbon foe R..::p~sczu.Jci li'C 1 ana Scn J. tOrs, ,£;, r:a1onry o~­
r.:ze elccton vo~g thcrtoa Jc nocb clccuoa, .dept 'uc.h uocaci.-ucrn, the ~~.me shall become a pan of the Cor.H1ruaoa of dlc: 
State; oi :'\..:.kanHJ, «>wit 

SEer~ or-.; 1. Statunc.::n of pu:;xmt. The people oi !:be State of Ariunsas find tb.at filb.. wikilifc. pa.du, touriJ:m wd 
c..Jru.ra.! hcrit3&'= c:oc.stin.nc a major ecoc.omic ou:1d c.arur.ll rescuttc of the s.r.1r.e ou:1d they des in to prov1.de ad.d.it:oa:U Nods to the 
.~as C.:Oe md Fish Commiss;oe., l!le Dcpums<nt of Pad<! llld Towism, !he Dep"""'-"' of Hcc.uge lnd J<.ep .'..d.:snsas 
BeJ.u.ti.ful, lac.. 

SEen ON Z. (a) Tbcn: i.J hereby levied lA add.iooc&l uc.ilc r.u of occ<igtnh of one percent (1/ 8 of t%) upoc. .ill 
u.nblc s3.1c1 of property and scrvic:c1 1ubjcct to tbc w: levicd by the Mans.u Gross Rt:ctipts Act (.'\dtansa.s Code '§2~52- 10 1 
~t ~eq. ; , Uld 1uc;h tax tb.al.l be c:oU~:c.re~ reported 3ortd pUd i..a the same mmncr md ~t the l:lnle lime as i~ pn:3criboed by Ia~ tor 
r.he ccUecCon, re.por't'Wg .md paymtct of aU odler A.dtaon.s gtoH :t.ct:ip~ cu:e~. 

(b:• The~ IS be~ by levied a.=d add.ltion.U ~c.uc eu. of oce..agbW. of oce perc:alt (1/8 of 1 %) upor. lll r~g\'ol.:: 
pe~onal prope:rry subject !l:) chew leV'ied by the M3tUi1S CocnpcmaC.Dg Tu: ..... cc (.\.chos~ Code §Zt.·S3·101 et seq.: .. llld. suc.D. 
0..:::::: ~bill be ~::oUeo:ted, reported, wd p11d ill the 1a.me ml.Q.D.er 1nd ~t tbe nm.e time u is prtsc::ibed by bw foe the c-:: Ue c!'loa, 
reponing 10d paymeot of :\!kansas cotnpensating wes. 

SEC110,.... ! . L'3C of proc.ee.::U. (a) Norwitb.H;te.c:L.ng lDY pro"'s\on. of Atc.eodmcnt JS or o1.ny adler proV'\SlOil o:· lb.<! 
:o\.tka.os:u Corucinnioc. cc the c.oaauy, forty.tive percent (45'1•) o£ all mocies c.oU£ct!:d &om the ax leuicd herei:n s!-Jlll be 
depoiitd i.e the Sc1te Tre~u.cy ...s 1peci.! ~venues lll.d credited fO tbc Ga.moe Protecrioo FUI:ld to b( u~cd e:.:cJusively hy tbc 
.'\t:kac.s.l..1 G-lmc 1.0.d Fish Commiuio11,., a.pproprimd by the Geoer.l.l Assembly. 

('o) Fotty·frvc percent (45%) o( all mcc.ic' coUccttd from du: r.as levied he«itl shall be depomed 111 :he Scacc T rea.:;.~.,;:v 
lS ip.o!Clll ~'1eo~..:es llld creditea co the Dcpuunent of Pu*.s and Tourism FWld :\c:cou.nt to be used b:; the: Departmeoc of r-~ 
1n.d Tou.mru :"or ~Utr. pu:k. pwposcs, u :1ppropci.ated by the Gtner.JJ Assembly. 

{c) Nl.l"!e pcrceoc (9%) of 11! =ollies coUe.cted from d'tt tu levied hc~lll shall be dcpos1rt:d i.n tnc Stare Treouury u 
speci;.LJ rc vcu\lc:s Uld c~dited ro the .. ~.us Dcpa.nmenr of He:i(age Fund Account robe used exdqively by r.hoe Dcp~en! 
of Heriuge :1.1 lppropdared by me Ge.aeral. Assaobly. 

(d) One pc[tent (1 %>of Jllmonics coUectcd from the: w.; levied hen:itt sh:a.ll be depo~ itc.d in the State. Tre~ •H'? J.S 

~p4!cial. t'(Yenuc' and credited to tfte Keep Maosas BuuQful Fund Account w~c.h is heRby crea1cd on the boolc.s of the S('lte 
Tn:J.Sutet. St3rc :\ud.itor llld the CrUd File :!.I Officer of rhe StltC, co be used exclusively by K.t:cp J\.ckansas 8uuo.!u.J. lnc, ~' 
lppropn:ued by the General :'\.ssembly. -

SECTION 4 (J) The Ge:ncr.U :\.nrmbly shJ.I.I pro...,de ~or r.he ?roper ld.m.iruscnaon and enforcemcnr d ~"':.Is 

:ur.endr.v= r.; bv b...., 
(b} i_:rJess ch ~ ~!'lcul .\Hembiy provldcs lnothaprocet.!ure b ~ l1w, the pro....,siom ofdu .-~~-k:l.ll ~ :;~ !.lot Prc..:o:..! u: ~ 

·'.l !. :)e-:~ons ;u. : 8-tU: et ~r- '!·· ~hll! 10 i ll:J.s p:lcacablc be lppllo b.k :o chc !l.X itv tc.d b~ r.hu lffic::m.!JT\cr.r ..1.111.! l/lc: c :pOr":l..'1~ 

rc~1 mt:;! J.1d cnfo ro:e~l!nt of ti'IC !3.:( . 

SECT!O~ 3 Ca:Jectlon of !.he t~ imposed by :N:. :uncndmenc :ih:ill ~pply beginn1ng on )""i 't I. I ') 1
;-; 



BILL EMERSON 
loli~Ul,_ OJ CONt.RlU 
n'W C>ISTIUCT, WIISQUJI;J 

HOUSi CO ... Wl'T'T'(I ON 
A~RJCUlT\JIII 

)~OUst cow..,.•n~r OJI • 
NSUC WORU AHO 1'a.A.o'fVOATitonoH 

Mr. Jerome Smith 
Rt. 2 Box 346 
Norwood. MO 65 71 7 

Oear Mr. Smith: 
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qi:ongre.s'S' of tbe ~niteb ~tateS'. 
,"J!}ouse of ll.eprrsentatibes · 
•asbington, :ill( 20515-2506 

Februa ry 28. 1996 

001(U : "' 
.,UI1'(l)U \ 

A.o.t'IVII~ I U I~ I)II'O(; "' 
WA$~1HC>l0111 , 0< 10$1~~~CI 

li:'Z/21~ 

TH( 'II>EA.o.~o tVI~OI,.~ 
l»lllO..,ow'"'" 

CAl'( ~ IA.<.IIIIO(..o ,; MQ,H') : 
314/ll$-(1 101 

Thank you for contacting m• recently. I ap~riCiate It when the folks back l"lome take thi:' 
time to let me kno w what issues are of importance to them. 

Afler contacting numerou3 privltte and g ovemmental organitations I wu finally able to 
locate some information on the Uni.ted N~tion's Biosphero Reserve Program, which I believe yo.., 
were referring to in your correspondence. Even though this program has be.on aro und for 25 vea!s 
it has kept quite a low profile and very few people seem to be aware ot it, lncludiMg mvsel1 
However, tiie program has recently jumped imo the spotlight because of the uN ·s Int entions ro 
implemenr it during the next decade with support from United States Man and Sio!lohere proQ;arr.'!; 
member agencies, private orQ antzations, and an e.xpandinc community of Biosphere Reser ve 
stakeholders ar the local level. 

Currently there are 47 Biosphere Reserves across the United States that ranoe from 1 500 
acres in size to 8,259 ,999 acres. A typical 8i03phere Reserve encompasses three types of are as : 
1) one or more securely 'protected area.' for conservation and monitoring of minimally disturbed 
ecosystems; 21 'Managed Use Areas ,' usually surrounding or adjoiniMg the protected areas. wher e 
experimental research, educational acti..,i t ifl s, and public recreation occur i!ICCording to ecological 
pr inciplu; and 3} 'Zones of Cooperation.' which are open·ended atus o·f cooperation where 
managing ar;~enci es, local governmental agencie3. sciernlsts, economic interests, nongovernmen tal 
org anizations, c•Jitural groups, local citizens, and other biosphere reserve stakeholders educate one 
anot~er in the process of linking conservation. economic development, and cultur;l value s. Some 
of the bHter known Biosphere ReserVes include Denali . Everglades, and th e Virgin Islands. 

J continue to have concerns abcut the implicationS that these so-called b iOSphere!. co uld 
have on private property rig hts, and J am against control of our country's crown jE"wels by 
inr ~rna:ion aJ aoencil?s . ?!ease be assured that! will continue to monitor this svbj sct arF; a clo~ elv 

AQJin thanks for beino in touch . Remember do not hesitate to contact me in the lu:'..Jre if i can bt 
of assista nce to you . 

Since rely. 

;)w,~~o?~ 
BILL EMERSON /)(} 
Member at Congress - V 

SE.ijck 



August 13, 1996 

Mr. Rufus Williams 
Citizen 

Dear Mr. Williams: 
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STATE OF ARKANSAS 
OFFICE 01' lHE GOVERNOR 

Sl4UCafrlt11/ 
t.tulr RDd 12zor 

Mike Huckabee 
G(J\If!""Or 

In regards to your request for infonnation on the 1/8 Cent Sales Tax and the formation of the "Keep 
Arkansas Beautiful Cor:poratjon," I have gathered the following information. Parks and Tourism has 
a small division named the "Keep Arkansas Beautiful OJmmission" The "Commission" is funded 
through normal channels as you can see on the attached report from the Department of Finance and 
Administration (DF&A). There is no pubijc funding by the Governor's Office for the "Keep Arkansas 
Beautiful Comoratinn," 

If you have any questions or if I can be of further usistance, please contact me at 682-5707 or Tim 
Croft at 682-3635 or Parks and Tourism at 682-3507. 

Sincerely, 

~-~~ 
Eric P. Munson 
Liaison for Parks and Tourism 

EMP:tdc 

C:\OmCE\wPWIN\WPDOCS\WILLIAMS.LTR. 
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t~tJs1t:; o.1r•.::B._ iodiv.ersity 
' . · -~'- ··:. . ' : , . 

Ame. _ ric~_n biodiv-ersity. c.81f_S for n_ o'ning. leSS than reset.tling t/'Ht e n~rr. 
ma,Y.\le to.o much t_o ask.of the people .who &!ready hve there 

c:cn.mcry. 
!n f11cr. du long· cerm =oal o( chc Wil<i· . . 

lz,nd5 Proj t cc is nothinr leu chan a crarufor· 
m.:a lon of Amema from a pl;,c:~: where "1 . 7% 
of ch e land ls wil.Jtm<S1 to an archip«liiiJO of ·:' 
human·inhablce:d i11anJs Jurroundcd bv r•w· .. 
ral i! WU . h i$, t~ id e:co loiist Reea' F. N..;~sa . 
or.t 1.)1 ihc p l :~.n ' s :nchitec.u and d\e ed itor of 
(he journa l Con.urw:noM BioJ.on. "a visiol\ of 
what chit continen t mirht look like in 100 
ye;1n if we carl reduce the sc01l t ~Jf hutn:o~n 
acti~·icic1 . 

~ole Mtion may seem wildly im­
;>r::~.ecieal-d\1 m~uing1, perhapt, o( a hand· 
h.. I of n.Jic:a! acrlvim. Ycr the prineiples be'· 
hi nd the Wildlands Prolect have Jltncm:i . 
cndor5cmenu from such sctcntitic lurninar· 
i~' u Edward 0 . Wilson of Hai'Yard, Paul"~ 
Ehrlicl\ofStanlord (whodescribtshimsetf:..~ · 
an "enthusl:ucic Npportcr"L' tnd Michael ' 
Sou!t o( the Univcrsiry ofCaliforriia, Sana. · 

-~~·::o~~:~;t ~-=~~.~h~_.tA'~~= !h:!. 
p&ruof•ncarly ~Jiol\al Wildlanda PtoJ~cr · 

_have found. ·!hdr ny lnco che ;uee'a land . 
acquisition pfoposal.s. "'ln' tome: ways chc · 
Wildlands Project ·s_e.ems. nua," s_iy•· one· 
prominent _ec9loeist, "·ho uktd for anon· . 
ymhY because he hadn't had ctme to comlder 
the proPo11l tattfully._ "'&.f: cheti _you chink 

' abQUt it, and It t1 more .or lesi Wlic.re chi 
Kitncc 11 pointit\J tO-" ' · . 

The Klen~• lf ·poir\dnc in chis direction. 
ta'rcclyb«:auscofapwintccnviccionan\lmJ 

· coruuvacion .bioloeiscs and otflcr:.Kietulm · 
thac nati\'_c species, especially bis carnivores 
such u wolvu. rri:zly b.a~. and moUt~taln 
liotu, nee\~ cnOttnQus am~nu of space- co 
survh·~. Givina a.nimab ch.u •pace an be 
vicwcJ a.s the loeica! c:c ccruion of law1 
such ill the Et~danecrN Srecies.Acc, which 
mandvces that bi~X!ivcn:irv usc bl::: saYcd 
1'\\)n\Jcrt:rw ;)tt oecou. utcriric.s t c 
prOJect say cM.c •I cne sCience poii'us co 
costs that atf: so cnonnow, plann and 
an imals wlil become part oran ·w-ver· 
sus-them" banle in whkh they dori't 
sranJ rnuch. of a chance. . . 

"I .c:n cell Y0\1, from having WaEc:htd · 
chLl IUI.lt for ~omc til')'\t. rhe :;eop_lc w~ 
wouiJ be impacted by sud\"'fr.e:':erveure 
absohmly rerrifitd by them,"~ys pave 
Redmond , preU ~crccaty to R"cprt· 
n:ntatl•e Scib ~mlth, tn Or~Jon Rt· · 
publlc.&n who h_as introduced iefU!a~ · ·: 
cion co .rce~Le. ~Ck the Endan~ertd · 

;:~:: :r~~,e~G~~cr~~l~~wn ~~ 
itica!ly. that is jwc und!'~" · 
l(,omcthing (ilce che Wik.Haniik 
Pr!ljecc ts whac h ...,.;u t.akc co 
prc11:·rvc biodivtnity , Red ­
mond says, chen some blodi· 
vtrsity will have to JO · 
"That," he 1ays, •1a what 
we're fac !n~." 

CNz. whu is one of che projt"c.c's ·rounder$. mcn~al . rroup .th&t ~ea-:ne ' 
In their view chis 1pproac.h is the loric·al ... , t\O(Orious JO.r .Phrslcally It• 
cul min1cion of id.eas aboot rc,•r:ve· dCIIrn -:··_; ctckint pr~jr:c~ ·lp, , mc~~r1 .: 
~hac havr: already. 1nfluenc.ed land-usc plaru ,:;.deemed env~ronmtntally un- Otf.Umltl •. Core ,..,ug,a, buffer zones. anCI wildlife cctricors ... iu 
from chc Pacirlc Nonhwcn, '*h.ere ch.e:•e : ~ejir;~.lc: "My rcclln(t have . dominate tl'le Oregon ~ut in a Wildlands proposal. 
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evol~d." Foreman aaya, notlnJ th.ar he no Ina ruerYa and provtcl· 
lon1cr partie~ in IUCh rumU!e KCION, ; · infM.Jpplemet~caJ.habftat. 
Mbvt my primatY ,ot! hN always. been the ·~ To Fftva\t _,larlon, ndt · 
~amt-bir wildtmw ardl .wlth tarrc prelia· muw wovtd be linked 

r- con in th.t"m." In November ~( I 9' 1. n,,.. co lo ne11hbon'·.by corrl· , . . 
man. met In SUI FranetKo with a donn other dc.rs ·of nadve veaenrlon ,hat .. m tanft:, 
1'-tlvisa, ineludinr Nou. Out afthar rnnt· N~llfl, "'6i:nn.thortcON\ecco"afewdotm 
ina rrew chc Wildlands Project, an artempc .. m.ucn wide tO tq'{ona.l conido:s 100 miles 
co coord!nace ar.d encou~ie r•gicn.al con· or more in lenJth. and many mi\u in width." 
•crvuion plaru. Dniantnr chlJ nerwork beriru by col· 

~we ..,.nted to make conservs.don pro- laclnt daa hom sactlllre Inures. rMPI of key . 
at:tlve, rather than reactive," say1 projec.t di· plllnt and animal apccl~ dinribu.tlon, piotr 
u~ccgr David JohN, a poildal ·scfencln Jt of wildlife n:~tnu (at calcm hom data on 
Portland Sc&te Univediey. "We're alwtys In read lcilland other obu:rvutons} uu:l othet 
the bwin~ of saylnt t\0 to people-no you SC'Jrtes. The.e are plotted onto rtotrtPhic 
cat\ 'c deve!op,naycno~can 'clor-whlchmakes at•!:I:J ~hat are awttdcd fCOftJ-10 tnlny 
ineemu ifwehavenopo~idvevlllon. Wet!, poinu for every endanieted species. stand 
J..iJ is lhal p<»:it\Ye vision. Now we cal\ say, of old~trowth timber, uNtabitirtd bueh, 
here on tht b&31s o( fOUnd, Pftt·rtvlewed and co on. The acorts are then added tc five 
science U what we thlnk.ll nei;e&Mry to kee-p arw ecolotlal priority. 
ecolofiul procts:Set toinc or prevent a rnus Bur thlJ is only the ltart. Once rhe toea· 
exclnctlon event." (Jn !Kt, the WUdlands ~ion of 1 core reserve u .~;tiled, iu WI,(~ 
pla.A hu l\Ot yec b.en p•cr reViewed.) mun be dct•rmintd. Thb b bul!'d on cbe 

Corucrvldon btolo,Ua dcterlbe-muc.h -of home ranes of ltfle mammab ~Vith,n chem. 
che human lmpacc:On blodtverslry.ln c..mu · and how many of ost antmals ate ;;;a;a eo 
of bablrac fraarnenraclon-cht •ubdtvt•tOn ·· maintain a viable popula~ton. Throu,h ndlo 
of larcc. conri,uow I'LI.b&n.a.lntO 'ItnaJiti ~ ~•ltffttCrT,biOiorUtthiYcatt.mattd<ttchonw 
~nc:u. Frarmenraclon isolates chc rncrs ·· -: ranre of many of rheH ~ptcles. The home 
from oncanod\er,lnertt.sa tbt racloofedre.: n"'" are enonnous. For example. rhe Filh 
co interior for nd\ tncc. and reduca the 10- and WildllfeServfct. 'Jcfnfc~vcty p(ln(or 
tal area o( hablrac. The effect 11 co· aaruform th~ Jfla:ly •ucacsu char each animal ~uim 
rhe piece~ Uuo lsl&nd.t thac indivtduaJircan-1 · 76tqL4~ kllomtttrtofroadtmlmd. Typic:~l· 
fewer members of ·e~ch native rpec:la and ly, Soull says. such mammals need poP"Ia· 
upertencc more InvasiON by exotic lptcta. cioN o( lcvtT"al thO!iftnd to NrviVe !r\brced-

,.... fn lhe pur, rhe chief counretf'oKe co d\e lni· disnse . 1nd dcmocnphie no:hanielry 
.oss ofh•bitar h.a.s been the crn.don of nature (the chanc:e char, 11y, cheolfsprlnt of • small 
reserves: parks. w!\dltfe ~(uftl, wildtmat II'O\.IP are mcsclyone JC!'C). Con.sldertna thue 
arcu, and so on. Sue mcsc pvb and wilder- nutn.bt", Cary 8tloY1ky of tht Univmicy of 
ness srcu were n:t uidt bteawt d\ey we~. Michipn tfl\lt.S, lttds ro chc lneK~ptblt 
ptttty,ar.dbea..aatheyhadllttleofvalu.tto_~-. conclwlon that malntainlnJ viablt pgopula· 
minL.nr, rimbcr. and cattle lnteraa; btoJoct• ·· .. dons of animals wlch bit home rsn~s witt 
cal F.c.ton. Soule poina our. were Jenetally~:_.: .. r irtsettln asld ionrofu rca mtltio 
not C.QNidertd. Even wildlife rtiuaa w~ uue llometen--arns. t •c iJ, t 

c~ac~wit:hchctoalofpro~if\llptrriC\1· : •u• IOf!\1!, v a a 
lar rypc or rpceies, l'loll:h u the ducks btl""tcl· c-:. •6U'Ied, and many rlmea the sire tvcn e 
by hunrcn, rather rhan an tcOiylrcnt.'or'/ .·_- Giii'i'fnacfona.lpvb. 
biodiveniry u a whole. N a _mul~, tueh ar- ." \ :: That nu.mbcn do~ '1dl 10rne ques­
eu rand co be beautifuL but not pudcululy ~ - . 'rtons. ~brk. Shaffer. vice ~ldet\t 'for rt· 
species-rich. Wone, cnvlroNI\cna duifncd _-, tOUft:e ·planntnr at rhe WildcmCst Socleqo, 
~o b• favorabl• to one sp~~Ciei may actually pi.~;ncer.:drh.i..sapproac.h.fordttermtn!napop­
hecorntunlavon.bluoothm, Lncrcuinfr.ra · ulttlon viab\llry-lmown u population vi· 
o(\ocal uelftction oven.ll. i:btlitT &Nlysts (PVA)-In. 1981. ·untort\1• 

Th• Wildland' Project alm1 ro recafy nacely; t;e says, *elot o({PVA.s)aren't"'tTY 
chu. The propoaaj'• hun b the •rqionaJ · ·pod at aU. Thill(e chal'lt::ttrlstla Of f'twtr 
wildcm.es~ ~oycry netwOrk• -a model, de· chan-a ·ciotcn •P«ics an: known wtll t-nouch 
veloped by Nou, (or revcnln, hablttr frlt· to Oe wed In thac models.· F~o~rchermort, he 
me.ncacion 61\ NoM i\mertca. h c:orullc.l of noces, chen'•, real lack of eiT!ptrfcal ceuina. 
three elemenn: c.ore reserve•, buffer or mwl· "1 don'c think anyont ha.s looked at PVN. 
riplr·use cones, 1nd COM« tint contdon. ktn d\t kind o( data they rcquir,, and then 
Core r&~erva:, coNiltint of a qua.n:eror men; ·pthered it--t cUI leu dlRcdy meed one. • 
of the area in any fiven bio-reaton. would lc't ~~~hat I'V N have noc been cmpiti· 
be oR"·Iimia co much hvman ~erivicy. "n(q callyvertlted, upParlcSffvietecolorisrCni& 
would cover a repruenc:advc sample of alt l.. Shafer, author of NONTC Rtsnws: · IsfaN~. 

.....-.nadve. tca~ysttms, and be l•rce •~rh fO n..or, ~ CO'I'\ImiCia'on Prccriet. Bvc In 1 

nainain otiable populadontofall nacivespe- . MNC, M condl\ua, t:hb b a minor qulbOle. 
cies. Oirdlinr them would bt buf'f'm.lnsulac- Nobody btlieva that minimum viable pop. 
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ftoom to move. To keep 
tr"le fqorhf" p&n~r ancf o1her 
anifnala, eouSdOt1 ~n~.~&t crlcl• 
CIOII G'l.t ltAII. ICtOr<ltng to 
Wlldlanelt piiMtl'l, 

vladoN will be small. or that t:ds(· 
inrresiTVc-lcai'\Conraln them. Whatevrr rl\e 
b::NndaricaflnaUydrawn. prcu:rv in.a bie m•m · 

. rnab,.,pcciallycarnivorel, "'til reqY ire W;IJ . 
land;J·llkc. rndrimlllion•acre rHervrs. 

Llvtno on the td;t 
Ac any rare, no matter whar the ti:r of th(" 
<:ore anu, chen reserves alent won·f r 
cnouJ . rc-Jerves vc c ees an e i'e ~ 

~hema ro conservation btolotiHJ- A 1 
the wncem edte of Yel\owno1'\t pule. ror 
"instance, tht £orest ends in :a shall' !inr ~av,~ .; 
by clearcuttlnr. Corutrvation bio!opu ar 
rue that NCh edit! !u.Ye nt::iltive tffecU 01" 

spec-Ies lrwidc the fortsc. The brown·hnc!e..: 
cowbird, for utmple, loBees in open space~ 
!x.tohencrou!!l che for.Jt edae to La~ ltJ en~ 
In other bitdt' nem .. The cowbird chid:s . 
hatd•llnc quickly, push their nonc.owt-1r~ 
ncnmaces over che side. Accord inc co biolo· 
rtm, incrtucd hablrat fr21tntn(lcion has 
aided tht spre1d of rhls nett parasLct. In rt · 
ctnt :~" cowbirds have cA'ectlvtly el imi· 
nacecl du~e forest species: the btack·c.apped 
vireo, tht \eut Bell's ¥!.reo. tnd Kirt!anc!' ; 
..,.rbler, the lut now h:anelne on onl y M · 
ctuse of 1 pmfrlm ro tt2.p cowbirds. 

· Manyrypesofhumaneh:aftJectl.lst edre• 
but c:oruervt.c1on bioloti•a patti<:ularl¥ v•ld' ... 
roads, which ac.t u tunn.e.lJ tor exotic: planu 
expoi'e animals to the hanrds o( cn.ffir;. anC 
permit the in.crtu of poae~en. MEdccs It : 
Bubba in co shoor cndancered species." sH! 

one eeolo,in. "'Evel') thina within ont ilt 

pack of che poin~ t-Ie parlcJ is in rroOJb!e 
BcQuseonesix•pack p.rmics B~o~bba ro rnv~J 
snen.l hundred mccen, he araua, small rr · 
tef'Yei provide no haven from edae eHtcu. 

The WUdlan.ds Proje<;t solution; buffe r 
tones, •isu.ali:t1 whac art iri eutncc tt"1.nh · 
cion ar..-s betwetn pure nature an.d che l'IY · 
man-dominlttd b.tubcapc. They WO\ild !x 
Ulce •rhe laym o( tn onion.'" 1s Foreman 
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putr It, with dilfmntrypaofln.nl\11\ activitY . 
allowed lft esch: clOM r:o the core, bcnitn 
ptxdces ~U~Ch .., hdtlna. Mf\IN arudy, -lftd 
malntenect: o( 1 few.ro.Ur latther awty. ~· 
les3 btnt,n prac:t\cet, ·•Ueh•u lowoodtNitY 
hoUilnf or .elective rtmber C\ltrlnJ. The 
buHcn would nt~er our ht.M\al\ tccivScy tMt: 
ch.rc1.uns cere pteterves. 

No one ha.s evtr cened bl.dfer 10nu. Serene 
laru:i-wa ltw' c.an rovem the flow o( hwnan 
accivicy ~oward d\e tort: teHJV ... Buc U\ttt' b 
no eq~lvalt:nr naNnlla\11' th•r: will prevtn.t . 
tMc core inhab!tanb-wclve~, mounnln II~ 
ON, a.ncl f'I'Wiy burs amont them-from lind· 
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Critiet point our thac corrldotJ ha.,·e a dr-nt Plairu h1ve beo:n spoktr. of i' lan.; 
downtld~-rhtJr:porentlal to scrYe U conduits that cow:\d be in;orporated in co resero.·e•. "'Tht 
I<>< lift,-· 0< ~-.And · Wid b notl:tld .. Uy ne<dod and <he popula ­
btaute d\ey lrt ·fnevlcably d\11\t ~tyt ·~ • 110ft cfeNity b low," he says. "Here 'IOU'tt 
tln Daniel SimO.rloff o( ch• Uni.,CTJit'J' of tJM&ktnr or ~ht posaibllity o( scnlnf uiJr 
F1orida.corrldonh•ve•l\lrhr.docf..dreto ~eally •irnlllc:al'lt aPu.s of nacuttl rl'l\"irOn· 
tMtrior,-maktnc chcm re.brfveJy lf'lmicaJ to · m.nr thee wouldn'rc-;.uu ma;ordidoncion." 
che Jptcles they arc .,.~,e-:1 co prolecr. 

'Whtt iS \lndlsputed ll the ec:onnmk. c:ost 
o( eoiTidon. Cott rc.JCI'¥U &nrj buffer ronrl 
wtU itt co.tly, ol coune, but they u•ually c:en• 
tet on patcl\et of undlft\l.rbed land.. Coft. 
r.eet\nJ rwo such nus •ould nec.wlrtflt 
crcwinr the land ~rwttn. which il wually 

O"n~wii"'Q' t!'le llr'lel 
Pt1nntfl src llncr\lna co .these ·ar,-vmtn!J 
Eff'oru tO protect the Florldl ~1nchcr , fGr 
INu.ne•, altndy fltpf lend thtovrt.owt tflc 
f:tmlns..,l•: the Nacional P•rlc Service i$ 1(· 

tem~tinr ro c:mbed Yellows~onc p~rk as dv 
ccntet of a lO.<XX>-~:.~art in( r.heir ...,._y out among chc 

humans. "J don't chink par­
cnu in thi.J courmy w\11 be 
th.ril!cd i( <hey ht.d co pAck a 
pi~col when they watched 
thci.r chddrc:n in the back 
yud ," Jayt lynn M1guirc 
of the Ouk.t Ur.tvcnity 
School o( the Enviton.men,. 
"People do tha[ in Alub, 
and it'i damned inc:onven· 
ienc." Some: \r.incl of b1.1ffcn 
will bt needed, she •ETccs, 
bvt noOody know, how ro 
c!~sirn them. 

r--;;;;--;;;;;;;--;;;;:;;--71:=:f=:;~~:;:::n lcilomerer region <~lice!' the 
I - Cireac~r Yellowuone E:c 

COl• Ar•u 1Y~<e:n : (h~ Fi1h ai".J Wild · 
life Servro::c'1 r~co~· :~ plion 
fordv: gr idy bear crwi~,or.; 
1 net ..... o rk o( b•t r r:~tl'\· ~ ~ 
1Cr053 Monc~na af'\c! Id-a he 
!n some ser.JI!:, che WdJ· 
l•nd, Project is 1imply thc 
fine aucmpr co li.r.k rvc-h 
local dforu inro 2 •u< iO!"al 

Contto.,.rslll corrfdors 
Corridors repreJtr\f ~Y'en 
mor~ cf ar. unlcnclwn chan ~-.;.::...-...0:: 
do buHeu, lead ina some bi· 
olorin• tO question dfcir 

r:.lue. lih roadwap ~ 
·ten cide~. corridon arc 

tnrendrd to provide nonhu.· 
maN With a CRfUlM:Jr'UfiOI\ 
1\~[W()t\:.. If a spccitJ roes CX• 

tinct in one ar«!a, corTidors 
tnay eN.blt membtn from 
n~arbr pil.(c:he.s co ncolonitc 
cl'le empcy pla~c. linlcinr 
tma!! popyluil)nt, they 
could fnllitate the ren.ctic: mlxi"l thtt pre· 
venu lnbteedinc.. 

AU of thU depends, or course. on .,..hcther 
animab in narure will WJe corridors. And this 
il w},ere even supponers of the conupt 
&dmit th.cte is 2 $)1ivci.(f of evidence. At 1 
cec:tnt wnfftl:nct devored to conidcm, only 
five o(J6 papeR prrsc:nM eft\pirttll dac1 on 
their UJe. thte~ of wl'\ich showed chit lnimab 
rarely tnlvtnc rht:m.. NtverditMU1 rei.dvcly 
!icrle 14t: may be enourh.ln t computer Jitnu­
lttion I)( 1 ~car populatiOI\ l.n the Sanca 
Ana r:at\fC, Pa\ll Btltr, a (ore.tmat Nortkttn 
Arizona Univeniry, found that rhe immirn· 
tion of just on.t or rwo indlvldut.b every dt-­
c&dt •<tOnJIY ..duct<! me chtll<t of t><t!r,t· 
cion. And he praenccd evidcf\Ct at the So· 
citcy for CoNCtVaUon Biota, meerlnr in 
Tempo <hat }uvt<\11. - wao In fact 
,-.;1\f "'"'"rh comdon <htr connocct<l 

~tl Ana ranct to cth.u habicau. 

1110 

developed-and therefore ever. mort c:osrly 
dun the ~uiv1lcnt •ritaw¥ of rt:l~rve or 
bufk:r. II limited ruourcn·are avaiJable fot 
c:C)Nfl"Vation, SimberloH ub," •~ Wrridan 
(he best \,1ft ror thotc r .. ourctt~ 

Ycr even telentisa like Shafftr, who has 
douba~tsom.t of che n11m.ben thar Wild­
ltncb if ~ 01\., conrtnd thlt th• Whole 
pacbp~rucrvu.buK•rzones.aftdcor· 
ric1on--ial ncct.led for complccc pRI<tctiOil. 
• Afty particular I !ftc of an2lysb 1:1 not con· 
e!Uifvc," Shalt'tr says, •bur for ewry lfne ol 
analpi.s th.e •eacher van• b poir\rintln rhe 
&lft\tdlrecrlcn. Th• wetch.er vanu trt point· 
inr tn lhe direction o( It~. connec1cd, 
multiple """""doN-ell of w!Uch J>Ol<M .,. 
...,.rd neec:Hnca net'lietk In che ltndKape ... 

Some xlendlu ncn •t~Ut: 1hat s'~Ch J. 

lltt'OOrlt~~~aynocbtudistujKinuir~ 
W'illon nota1 fot ltWCU\Cit, chat m.IICh of up. 
pn Matne and siJIU(icanl portions of 1hc 

SCIEMa • VOL 2f0 • U JU>IE 1991 

protr.rn. 
To So .. I~. the scicn~ific 

-.ncerrain<ies sh('uld nor 
impede ,action. "\tllolen ~ou 
look ar Nonh 1'\metiC.I.'' he 
"Y'· "'and su rhc- loss o! 
roadless arciJ ar.d t!'l.e in · 
creasing en,nroporno!11h· 
i1!1ation o( the l•ndsc.apt . 
you have to uk: Is thil whe t 
we want! A collecdor; of 
whM arnoun:.s co ovtdc»r 
roos 1 Or do we ·~o~uu soi'T'I~. 
thif\C mor~ u<ensi ·;c , .. 

WhacSoul~ w.ar:u :$ ,~. 
deed more cxcerui\t(, 10 

exntuLv,t: thac it includes • 
mon..land .~pirirual dimen· 
~!ern in addttion ro ~ reo· 

rnphic l)fl(, On.lymuch larrer trn.s. he 11\'t. 
can praerve what ht ctlls "wildn~ss. ·· Along 
wldl th~consci'YICion ofbiodivcnHv. rucor· 
incwildneu: ilt rntjorroal or the Wildlands 
PI'Ojcct. Wilclnm Is difficult ro dottu'lc, SouU 
readily eoac.cdn. Sc!ll, t\c SlyJ, ~o of in 
coNttt\ltnts are .. bicna~• •nd "fierccncu." 
81JnHI. in hi• view, "'lmpliu •pece.and space 
i.mplie• H\tire rnl)wntain ranees and enurt 
aquatic ccotJS~cnu."' Fiertenus, bv COI'Icrul. 
"implies wild anirMb, li.k.c .wolves. moose. 
and wolverine• ... Seca\l.te ·f'icrceneu Is in· 
VQ[ved, Soull tX}:IIaiN, wild llUJ art more 
rhtn place~ where hum1n beinrs hav.e litde 
impacr. Wildneu iJ "a scue of nat\Jre wher~ 
danaer ll int>OI"cd beeJiuse o( chc trnOvru o( 
spate and me presence of lure anitn.al;, Se· 
In,. there tnYOlvll an inc:reued probability of 
dyU!f or beil'f hun.• 

Noc twryOat:1t the Sodecy for Coa"r· 
..,.don &lolo,y mee«lna: endo,•td thest idns 



·FraNtJy. • drily observed O.bonh jensen, 
!lrec:cor o( comtrvtclon teJence for cha 
-I aNN ConMrvancy; •chu ·wtt.o!. bualnal 
hour wildn<U belnf flm:e ~ ·~• diU.,.' 

.t importenr, •he dl••rrc••"wlth. che 
'• · d_ecblc:~n co be1in wlch·currcnt wUd· 
rr. arcu, which are ohin specltt•poor, ., 
atl'\cr d.an (ocw.tint on areu or rrwdmwm 
·iodiverti~an.cl nyinr co pruerve thCHfittt. 
"he Wildland• Project, she polnu O\lr, 

~~=-sa~~b~~:3'~:l~~t! 
.'\Qvltlf ~J,.frotn Chcir _homa,'" lhe •7'1t 
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whrn wna< ~needed an: bcttu WIY1 ro. peo­
ple EO lJve compeclbty wtd\ chc btodlvmicy 

vound ""'"'" Bur .....Oinr <o rho Wlldlanda Projoc~ · 
chit cmnpedbUtry tuay tlmply nee ulsc.l( 10, 

Ia abtcnce will force Amerte&N lnro IOiftt 

dlfficult choicirs. "'Biolqctcally, [ taft'C wttft 
the Wildlandi·Pro;ecrComplecely," l&ld t=r.d 
W. Allendorf, a population ccner.Jclst at th.e 
Untver.tcr of fwi_onc:aN. who 11 n9r lffillartd. 
with . the p~ •If wt want lO •ve aritmab 
lib pialy be~ we rn!ly do have tO put 
uldo clw iarp chunks of land tl\e(IW ..Jklnr 

·•ij$S§..*iiiijijli§ii"' 

about. And .ln not do\nr 10, II ·• are now, 
we'n makinc che de flcro choi~ to l~c r.hrm 
ro --~ perlvpl pt'tf!Y quickly. r don't 
kMw ibovt: rhe profect's poHclcal (euieiliry, 
bv( ac !'taR lc will help fotee ~Je ro :n.d:t' 
1 coNCIO\£S"eholct •boue wluc we I re 101nK 
~ let •urYive." 
..Chula C. Mann and Ma,.k L. Plummer 
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Take Back Arkai:asas, Inc. 
2167 NORlH PORTER ROAD 

FAYETTEVII .. L£ AR 72704 
FAX (~1) 521·3530 

Voice (501) 521·1933 
E--Mail tborkOnwark.com 

Home Page 

Board ol Directors: 
Elam L.Denham, Chairman 
Dale Rice, Vlce~Chalrman 

ChadN Agoe, Socrerorvtrrea.urer http:/ Jwww.nwark.com/ -tbark 

HUTCH DISON FROM: Mary Denham 

PAGES: 13 IHCLODIHG COVER 

REPLY ASAP 

REVIEW PLEASE COMKBII'1' 

REMARKS: Dear Mr. Nolan, 
I do now have permission from Carol LaGrasse, President of 
Property Rights Foundation of America to request that this page 
and the following 12 pages be placed in the permanent records 
of the House Resource Committee hearings ot September 12, 1996 
on HR 3752 sponsored by Congressman Don Young. Please include 
these 13 pages as a part of this record. 

These letters are tbe result of the people of. the Catskill 
becoming informed and their widespread opposition and anger 
with Biosphere Reserve Application, which was made by a non­
governmental organization (NGO). You will note on pages 2 and 
3 of the application the open references to "core areas", 
"buffer zones", and "transition areas". I understand the NGO's, 
like the Nature Conservancy, Ozark Regional Land Trusts, Steward 
of the Buffalo and posible The Natural State Committee of 
Arkansas and Keep Arkansas Beautiful, Inc., get grants from 
tax dollars, buy up the land and sell it to the government, 
at large profits 1 to create these reserves and heritage areas .. 
They are big money real estate dealers with tax dollars and 
Congress has made it legal. This could and should be stopped. 
This is unConstitutional and certainly unAmerican. 

State Senator Charles D. Cook, whose entire district was covered 
by the Catskill Man and Biosphere, initiated the first letter. 
This was also a major part of o •. s. Congressman Gerald B. 
solomon's district, as the Ozark Highlands Man and Biopphere 
(OBMAB) covers a large portion of the 3rd District of Arkansas. 
Unfortunately, we are not as fortunate as the people in the 
Catskill's were by having us Senator D'Amato to act in their 
defense, because I understand both Arkansas OS Senators Bumpers 
and Pryor are for this OBMAB. 

The u.s. MAN and BIOSPHERE program emanating from the us 
Department of the Interior and the US Department of State 
parallels the UNESCO Biodiversity Treaty. I personal.ly will 
not be satisfied until we have a letter from the US Department 
of State, stating that the Ozark Bighlanda will J.f6'1' receive, 
a noaination as a OBMAB. 

Yours truly, 

M~~ 
A Grassroots, Non-Profit Non-Partisan Priv01e Property Protection OrganiZOlion 
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THE CATSKILL CENTER ,/ 
for i Conservation aod Development 
•n<l The Erpf Cu l lural lnsr i tu l e 

i 
~16,1~ 

Deaf Mr. Blblea: 

I 1111 plcu;d ID cadosc IIDdcr lhis !IOVCI' a JIOIIIinilioa fonn for the 
p:oJ!C*d eas.ldJl ~ Blolphere RaaYe. ~ you may know, the Calslcill 
Rea)oa wu formally propoled for tills JWUS ill 1986 by the MAB Scientific 
Co~ liCe-

! 'Ibc CalskillJ bu1IOt sipificaltt bioJ.o&ieal, water 1114 collllllWiity 
~· 11lc C&laldll Park, for inslaacc, Ia a maJor prole(ted us oa !be 
ApPal.aclliaa Plalau. '!be Caukili/DW.wue walenhed provides hl&h quality 
~~ waw for 90" of the New York moeuo area as wcll as many loc.altowns, 
and iCO!lSI!llltcs tbc Juic.st surfaa: wiiU supply i.D tbc country. The Catsldlls-­trop Thomas Cole's mountli.D pai.Dli.Dgs to John Burrou&)u' essays- have been a 
crilii:&l seed &round for Amcricu cnvitoamentUism, aad birthplace of American 
ideY of wildcmcss and ccotourlsm. CaLSkill biodivcnity is rich and the region 
conlains iu&c areas of old growth forests and other key habitats, m<.ny of which 
~ unrecogniud and wtinveniDrud. · 

The Cauldllllc&ion Biosphere Reserve proposal anticipates building our 
pro~ fiom lbe JIOWid up, ill parallel wilh lho politiC<~! tradition of 
in~ and bo.rne rule that continues ID distinguish the region. Our 
cha1Jcnge is to llame.u loc:al pride and rcco&Jlillon toward tbc protcc:tion and 
~lc dcvelopnwlt of JCSOW'C:CS of importance 10 the rezion and the nation. 

i An informal atpniz.lnc eommiucc comprised of diverse regional 
sWrdlolders I>&< ~ meeling over the pul· ocvcral months to devdop the 
applkation, a pnx:css which baa already proven valuable. With the application 
cot!)plcr.c, tbe &fOUP is now coopelatively formalizing its stru~turc and drafting a 
Mi~on Swemet~t and a Memorandum of UnderstaDding ID be signed by all 
n>eJ?lbcn. In iddiliQn, the commiue Ia Plannina Wliation of the Biosphere 

; 
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SinQ:rely, . 

/11 1/~ 
M. Thomu .y. PhD 
Exoculive D!n:jccot 
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! IIP'!'DI IIIJID· J!QIIID!IQM IQIM 

1. comrm~a~ United ltat.u or Alleric:a 

a. on:z:cU!j DD o-. a. uortla Cataldll Rafio:q lioapbara :a.auye 

s. a:tM-,:aJ'XlCU. lllla%011• 'l'tle biOIJaoc,raphic area, herein 
nominate4 . r recognition •• a IIOSPHDI USDVB ot atmte, national 
and int&rNitional iaport&Dce, ia the O.'l'IXILL UCIOK of the State 
o~ Maw Yor~ a• that region waa datine4 ~Y the Leqialature of the 
State of ll~w York in 1976. The reqion, a part ot the Eastern 
oac1c1uoWI 1orut Province, 1nclwtu ell of Sullivan, C.laware, 
sc=oharia, Greene, otaeqo and Ulster countiaa, an4 the oouthweatarn 
towns of Al.p&ny co~mty (Berna, Knox, aanasela~ille, W88t&rlo, Haw 
scotland ~4 Coeyaau), and as thus defined, provic1ea both 
definitive i political toouncSartaa and lowland buttering for the 
propoe.cS ~oapbere aa.arve. 

'l'ha TBXILL aEGXOH 1a diveraa in ita flora an4 fauna ancl 
highly div dad politically. Lilc• many AppalaChian araaa, it has 
auug-gled 'ith a raoourca-baaad econczy, end the lac:): at a atlC'ong 
raqional ~onomic 4avalopaent agenda. At the aua tiae, the 
eatalcille have tr...n4oua ~iocultural iapolC'tanoe. It vaa in the 
Catalc1lle,: •Aaerica•s firat vildarnua,• that ec:otourism vas 
invented a~ tha iaaga of American wildlanda shaped. 'l'he ethnic 
&ncl&VeS Or the Cata~illS today place the' region amanq the II.O&t 
culturally

1 
divaraa of rural ro9iona in the country. Ta& raqion 

fouqht the Anti•Rant war in the early 19th century, and. this 
historic tradition of resistance to outside control remains alive. 

'l'he ~anciaa of the ata.ta au.bd.ivide the raqion into aa.ny 
adainiatra~iva aubreqions. Hi~torically each town hoa quardad ita 
rights or home rule and cooperation between tovne, and. with •~ate 
agencies ~ the City or New York (which derives 90t ot ita water 
tr0111 the J;:&tskills) has baen rare. Natural resource studies, 
man&g811.81\tj plana, or aduoational e!. forts to0\laac1 on the reqion have 
been few [or tar between. Onivar!Jity sponsored raaaalC'Ch ancl 
qovarnmontjal agency unaguent has tenaecS to focus on the marqina 
ot the rt?ion. A number ot organizations within the raqion 
concerned 1 for tha protection of local preserves have conducted 
sciantiti~ atu41es of high c0111petanca (for instance, Mohonk 
Preserve a~d tha ldaund Niles HUyck Preserve). The catskill Canter 
for Cona~ation and C.valopment 1• the only or9anization that haa 
taken aa ~ta tocus of interest and responsibility the c:ATSXILL 
REGION aa .a whole. 

I 
A ~~~&jor goal of the Catalcill Center and. the other supporters 

of thia 'pplication tor BIOSPHER.E RES.ERVI racoqnition of the 
CATSKI~ aEGION is to Duild support tor focussed etud.iea of the 
catskill •rea, and to advance resource studies, stewardship of tne 
cultural .nd environmental heritaga of the region, an~ education 
for reaicl~nta ancl those who viait it. '1'he illaensa pub.lic value• ot 

I 

CA1'SKll.L ~lOll $l0SPIIIP.I UURVZ IICIIIJ!Af%011 JOliX l 
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the cataJUilla-vater tor ailU.ona, aaj= parlr.lall4a, and a rich 
c:cmaun1ty 

1 
fa~ic:--4~ nev un4eretancl1ft9, aonitor.int~ and 

inv-taenta for the future. 'rbia propoPl ia claaiqned to advance 
the a~ of t:be environmental all4 eocial baalth ot t:be raqicln 
aqainat a jl&CJaoy ot \&nderinveataant. . 

In a4cs1tiOI', avpportera ot th1a applloation ~ct it to 
encoura;a ~iantitic: atudias an4 raatarcb fac11it1ea directad at 
tha intua~cm atv.-n aconCIII1c, social and cUltural torcaa on tha 
CA.'l'S:KIU. I())l all4 ih natural raaourcas. Tba C:atalcilla contain 
faJDil.1aa bwlinaa ... , both ric:b all4 poor, Wicb depend on the 
nat~.~ral ~.~roaa found in the propoea4 lioapbera Jlaaerve. 
Exaaplaa luda tarainf, tilaber llarVest1119, aini119 and the 
aecond.ary Ddu.atriea that aupply to and procure troa thaaa priaary 
onaa. Ot en the -thod.• amployact to tap thaae raaourcaa have 
cultural ~d hiatoric importance Vbich aay not reflect current, 
pret.:rred 'Practice. In addition, the qrovinq popularity ot the 
rat~ion aa a recreational and retir ... nt area ot nearby urban araaa 
hae inuo4uce4 tanaion :batwaal' lon;tbaa res14enta and the •ore 
recant anrivale. 'fh ... tactora provide an axcal.lant cliuta to 
exaaine ~e intarrelationahip :between the natural ayat••• and the 
people wh

1 
depend on thea. 

Tile •upportara of t.hia appli-tion a.U a CATSKILL JU:GION 
BIOSPHERE[RESEIVE that reflect• the unique cultural and natural 
terrain o~ the r8C)ion, . as vall •• ita tradition of autonoay. 
Region-wi4• atudy, and action are naeclacS, but the effort auat be 
qrounda4 1.n all4 c:on41tiona4 by local effort and cCJIIII1taant. The 
local at~i- of the c:itban'• Jl&tural huitaqe attort in one 
catakill 'ovn provide a aodal tor buildil19 underetanding rrom tbc 
town an4 tr ... rva laval. 

I 
o~. atu • a:tACut. CXIIInGIU.UJGII 

I 
The Catak~lla can be defined regionAlly by phyaioqraphy, hiltory, 
and polit~ca. Tbe regional ~undary and limits of the waterahed 
tapped by : tha City of ••v York are outlined on the attached map, 
•The cata~illa, • (C&talr.ill Canter tor Conearvation anc! Devalop••nt, 
lnd editipn, 1916). The re;ion, bacauaa Of the coaplexity and 
ovell:'l&p ~f ita protac:ted areae, worlr.inq landacapaa, and 
govac-JUa.,.~l aW:Iclivieiona inclwling parlr.lan4a, doea not -rt eaaily 
into the~ore, butter an4 transition aonae of atandard Bioapheze 
Reaerve rmat. Tbe followinq daacription of size and ep.atial 
contiquzoa ion ad&pta the Bioaphera :Reaarve traaeworlt to local 
realiti .. t 

•·1 /alae of the •rotaotacl ~ea(a)• (Cora ~ ... ,, ll3,Q47 ....... 
hect~•• (incluct.. the catskill Porast Praaerve; MohoJ\lc 
Prea .. rve; EdliWICS Hilea llu)'cle PJ:eeerve. 

:The Catekill •Foreat Praearve8 1e pr .. antly protected aa 
' •toravar wild" through Article 14 of the New York State 

2 

35-376 0 - 96 - 10 
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¢on.Ut.uUon. 'l'ha Porut PJ:-..rve incl""-- lll&dl gt u. 

i
igheat u .. or the c:&taltill upland, ita clra.&t.ic •trent• 
u-allal1119 the U\1411on 11.1 var, and cleepl)' i.D.c:i.ad and 
laci&t:a4 clz'aina9• I:>Uina. The Poreat Pruarva 18 
dainia~atively un4er U. con~ol ot the lfew Yorlt state 

IM!I)&.Il"t:ll..n·t ot Bnvirona.ntal C:Orwervation (Dl!:C) • P&rta ot 
• J'oreat Praae.rva ue 4eaignatecl u •vil4ernua araaa. • 
• 'llue Line' llhovn on the up ia a clevice to JUJce eaay 
• datanlination vhethar land& acquired. by the state ot 

ev York Daparta.nt of Envi%onaantal conaenation 
+w~~~t to the oriqinal acquiaiti~ abo~4 be 

19Mted u Porut Pr .. e.rve, a&na9ad toreatl&nda cr 
illllite auaqaent vaaa. Lancia acqu1re4 within the Blue 

~
ina h&va becoae a part or tlte c:&t.llr.ill Porut Px'aae.rve. 

,.2 •• ef -.all a.. J.zaa (~fu louaJ 1 '1'ha buthr and V 
tr~ tioe v ... are the aoat difficult to aepvete. 

'f'he J$ttar &one cont&ina 22t,7U hectare• (includu The 
catakUl Park uclwiinq atata-ovnad lancle - 171,993 hectare•; 
State~ Ratoreat.ation, Wildlife Kan&IJ&aent, MUltiple use 
and ~!que Ar ... - ,.,982 hectare&; dry and reaervoir lands 
ovned. 'b)' lfn York City Departaant ot EllviroNMlltal Protection 
- 22,195 haetarea, 10,102 hectare& ot vhich lia vithin The 
Catak~ll Park) • 

~e l&n~W, both public and private, within the Blue Line 
t~,ave been daaigMted Joy the State or llev York •• the 
e~&taldll Pu-k. 'l'hia vaa 1a not a 'park' in tbe 

~
acl.ition&l Aaerican aanae, thcuCJh it IIAlf become auch in 

i!Da. A tw special requlationa appl)' within the 'Park' 
aa that cl.o not apply outaide. Por instance, aiqnaqe ia 

ooaely r-vuleted. 

~arlappin9 the Catsldll Pad and including wider areas 
cjt the propoaed Biosphere Jteaerve ia tbe Cataltill­
Delavara Watershed of the water auppl)' tor the City of 
!few York (a .. aap). In tbia area, the City ovna and 
•anaqea the land& beneath, and iaae41ately aurrounding 
~air reservoira. In addition, in the Watarahad aa a 
Whole, the City haa apacial l&IJ&l authority, and i&poaes 
ita rulea and r•!JUl&tions 4eaiqned to s&Zequard the 
~lity and quantity ot water t&lten tor City uae. More 
tban 90\ of the vatar uaed Joy the City come• trom thia 
lofaterahed. Alao outaide the Catskill Park, there are 
~igniticent state lands aanaqed Joy DEC •• a*toreatation 
•nd Wildlife Management Araaa, aea lll&p. · 

4.3. 1 l.pproa~te aJ.aa ot lona or coopuat.!oll ('rr&Adtioa ~ 
azaa)l 663,100 hectarea (includes Ulster, Greene, Delaware, 
Sulli~an, Otsego and Schoharie count1N, and the aoutbweatarn 
port1qn ot Albany county ('l'ovna ot Berna, Knox, 

l 
CATSK%~ Ra~l~ 8IOSPaaa& a&SI.VI MOKIKATION roaM 3 
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Jtlaneafurville, .. atarlO, .,.., lootlan4 ·ANI Coeyaane) ot tbe 
S~te t -.w Yor.k). 

· aitftifi~ ·~oteotd. Ann• lie in tlli• peripbaral 
loll: IIOhoDit· h .. vve an4 Bllyc:JI: Pruvve. JSotll auppott 

~
9Jiif1eut all4 oont.buinv .olutific: atwUu. Abo in 

• ar- are tba •Kane4J~ Uae Areaa• aanaqed J:ly l:he oz:c 
~toreatatioll and Wildlife Kan4q ... nt Areaa. 

ny o~ laportant land& alao lia within the ~ona ot 
peration. on the Shaweft~J\~Nt lU,d.ga, acljo1n1ng the 

JCP.b.onlr. PZ'uerva, are parkland.• aanaqecs by tha Ne.w York 
._ate Dapartaellt ot Parka, Recreation •n4 Hiatoric 

Eeaarvation, auatl. aa Ninnav..U 8tate Park a4joinin; 
nk ~. Al0ft9 the Delaware River, the National 
S~ioa e4a.lftiatera a National Soaaic: anct 

eational River Area on the Delaware River at the 
abuthv .. t ~ ot the propoaed cataldll ~qion 

phare Maerve. Alao to be .-ntioned. are iaportant 
vata coneananor hol41h9• in the Zona o't. Cooperation, 

u the -..one ~ond IOf lfature C:01'188Z'Yency JIZ'eaarve 
oa.onta and the Virqinia sailay Nature conaarvancy ..r .. arva ecljo1n1J19 Nobcmlt Pruerve. 'l'ha larqut lakaa ot 

~ propoeu C&taill ~gion Bioaphera Reaarve are in the 
J!Vipbval areaa. Jeoet eiqniticant ia Otaeqo Lake, 
haa4watar of the eaet ~ranch ot the suaquehanna Riv-r, 

:aar eooparatovn. llany ... u natural la:kea are acattered 
ouqb SUllivan C:OW1ty between the Delaware River valley 
the C:.Ultill Park. 

I. &DIUJQ:I~'l'n'll UDa UCILUDIID D' ftJI fllO.OIR Bl:OI•EDB ....... 
!tone or air• u:iatiru; an4 contiquou• adlllini~trative ar~aa . 
(e.g., natitnal park, natura aanctuary, axperl.lUintal atation) are 
to be inclffid in the cora area(a) an4 butter zone(e) of. the 
propoa~ b oephue r .. erve, q1ve t.tl.a na-C'•l ot thi•Jtheee 
adalniatrat ve area(e) aDCl the nue(il) or the auth.ority(188) 
reeponeible, for iteftbair a&n&9 .. ent. 

- C&~l l'or-t »ll:'eaerYe; New York State, Departaent ot 
Enviro. tal conaervation (110,134 ba, Protected Area] 

- C& Jcill »ark; Nixed ownership [2U,o?o ha, liO, 077 ha 
Protec ed Area and 171 1 003 ba Managed Uee Araa) 

' - •ew ~orlc Cit7 sa~ ~pplJ, catak111-De1aware · ayetea; N•w 
Yorx c~ty Departaent at lnvironmental Protection [gwporabip; 
:u,an: ha (reaervoira: 9,089 ha with ,,471 ha inaide the 
Catekill Park Kanaged Uee Areae, 4ry land: 13,320 with. 3,631 
b& tn~ide the catakill Park Kanaqed Uae Ara&e) 1 lipitad 
authsrfty: 503,&08 ha ruervoir drainage• all within the Zone 

~T8KIU. liOIOM atO"IIDI UUIIVE ltOKIIIATIOII POall 4 
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THE S£NAT£ 
STATE OF N£W YORK 

A LilA NY 
Al.fA.IifY. IIIIT llhf 

0 OiSTIICT OfiiCt 
, ,0 . aQJ IU 
DIUU . • . ¥ IIJU 

CHA~L£S 0 COOl ,.I'M 0/t'lt('f 

i 
I 

February 14, 1~95 

I 
I 

Hon. ~aniei Patrick Moynihan 
Room 464 1 
Kuaaell Se~ate Office BuilQ1ng 
Waahington i o.c. 20510-3201 

Hon . Alfonee H. D' Amato 
5lO Hart senate Office BuilQing 
Washington i D.C. 20510-3201 

! 

Hon. Benjamin A. Gilman 
218S Rayburn Building 
washington, o.c. 20515-3220 

Hon. Gerald 8 . Solomon 
Room 2265, Rayburn 8uildin9 
Waehlngton, D.c .. 20515 

Hon. Sherwood Boehlect 
Room 1121 
Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, o.c. 20515 

Mon. Maurice 0. Hinchey, Jr. 
RoOII 1313 
Longworth Houae Office Building 
Washington, o.c. 20515 

~e: Catskills/Biosphere Reserve 

Dear Honor~ble Gentlemen: 

It ha~ come to my attention that The Catskill Center for 
Conservati~n and Development 1a promoting a project to have the 
CatakJlla ~eaignated a United Nations Bioaphere ~eaerve. Thie 
aeslgnatio~ is ordinarily applied to ~npopulated areaa in an 
e!tort to Vimit development and recognize those areas as 
environmen~ally valuable due to their current uninhabited state. 

I . 
This •pPlieation ia apparently pending at the State 

Department :and haa been submitted to the United Nations 
Scientific, i Educational and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) Man 
and the Bio~phere Program. Unlike other designated areas, the 
Catekille a~e relatively heavily populated, although certainly 
not urban 1n character. The residents of the Catskills are 
currently ~•Leged by Hew York City's effort• to impose land uee 
regulation&: and the laat thing thie region needs !e iln 
1nt~t:t"nat1on:"l gro"p or expert• telling us what to do with our 
property. ' 

0 
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Hon. ~an!el Patrick Moynihan 
Kon. Alpnopae D'Amato 

I 
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Hon. 
Hon. 
Kon. 
Mon. 

Benjamin Gilraan 
Gerald · solomon 
Sherwood· Boehlert 
Maurice Hinchey 

Pleaa~ exert whatever influence you can bring to bear to 
thwart th1~ ill•conce1ved plan at ita earliest atage. The 
pr!ncipleaiot home rule ahould not be tra•pled upon. such a 
dea1gnat1dn will only open the door for more outaidera to· claim 
a right to ldirect future development in the Catakilla, a right 
that ahoul~ certainly be left solely in the control of thia 
region'• rrsidenta. 

: 

i 
I 
~ 

CHAJU.EI D. COOK 
State Senator 

CC•jht 
Enc . 

I 

i 
I 

cc:: 

bee : 

Hon. fames seward 
Hen. larence o. Rappleyea 
Hon. ohn Faao 
Hon. ohn Guerin 
Delaw~re County Board of Supemviaora 
Green County Legialature 
Sulli an County &card ot Supervisors 
Uleta County Leghlature / 
Th~ Pr~perty Rights Foundation of America, Inc. V' 
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Catskill BI SPHERE Conun.ittee 

May JO, u~s 

I 
Dun Bibl••· a>air.an 

B.o .. u za 
.ArkviUe NY' 12608 

<el~l &ae-aou 

us Nationat Coaaitteo tor Kan and tha B1oaphare Proqram 
OSMAB sa~~~CAriat 
OI:S/EQC/"""" 
US Dap~t ot State 
Waabin9to r O.C. ZOSZ~-3706 

Dear Mr. ,iblea: 

't'h~a :letter is to follov-up and col'ltira our recent pl\one 
converntton r8C)ar4in9 ~e application to 4U1qnate the Catskill 
Req1on aa ian international bioapllare reaerve. aacaue ot tile 
public ai•un~erstan411'19 and oppoa1t1on to the propoae4 Catskill 
Biosphare iReaerve, we requaat that ~e u.s. Man and tbe Bi-phere 
Proqram v~thdraw the C&takill applicet1on from oonaideration. 

We ·d~eply reqret that tllia aia\lncSaratandinq oeeurre4. 
However, 'fit.hout public suppo~ tor and \lncSaratandinq ot the 
deaiqnatiqn, we cannot qo forward. 

We a~reciate4 tha opportunity to apply !or thia 
internat1~nAl diatinction and the aaaiatance you provided. 

Sincerety j 

·~~~~~~~-Qt' 
!on ~~i~r=~·;l\e catakill aioephare caaaittee 

contact "roplar 

Janet cra~ohaw 
The Catak~ll Center 
(9H) 586':-2611 

I 

Glenn D. HOagland 
Mohonk Preserve 
(9H) 2S5-S969 

Dr. Sherr;t Chase 
Olive N&t~ral Heritaqe Society 
(914) U7i2 392 

Dr. Richard t. wy.an 
Huyck Preserve 
(518) 7t7-J440 
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~ngrt.Ss of thl! tlnitl!d ·~tati!S 
tuuc ar tUpturmatiDa 

UaallingtDn, ll¢ 281JHID 

luac 7, 199S 

"ULIS <OMMmU 
e~ -. ...,..,_.....,_ 
t.UC.W.~. 

•a.rc. ....... , .. ~~. .... , 

It IW come Dill UICDtkm 11111 your otfiu bla.rec:ei.ved an awJl,caUon from tho Cauklll 
Cemar Cor c · IJid n.velopmcal tonbe Ulliled·Nadiiat SciCIIIItk, lklllcacioDal. aDd 
Cullllral~'s MID aiiCI tho Bio.pbere Jlesorv1 cia~ for die Catskill nolioo of 
u9'we New on:. 
As we u , tlle Cataldl1 Cellle.r'slpPlk:adolliO deslpalc Gl'lleM, Dela~, Osu:co, 
Scbobarle, Su ·vuiJid Ultler CDIIIIIiN u a Blblpbere a-rve wu IIUbmllted witbout !be 
input or c:oucpt of die atra:IICCI OOIIIIIIUakiol. 'I1iis WlicalioG bu a-ted a flat deal of 
co~~e:em wilh lpcaliJid coumy ofllciala ill Ibis rqioA or New Yorll:, lll&Dy of whom bave 
flally objoctedii iO beiaJ illcluded in tbe Cabldll Centet' s plaDs for a United Naiioos Biosphere 
Reserve. 

1 

It i.s impcrativ. !bat we State Depanmeut CODSidu tho views 3lld interests of t:he iocal 
communities t;illlin t:heae COWIIiol bltore fun!~« actioll ia cakeD ill tbia master. Tberefore, 
we would ~ yout piOV!dia$ tho swus of this application so tlw we may be made 
aware of wfiatieffons are bci.DJ made 10 addlesa tho coocema of t:hcse local communities. 
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£ongn-. ot ttJe i1fnitcb 6tatt• 
- at 1\Cprumtldbef 
........... 20515 

lune 9. 1995 

Mr. ll.or;er~. Sole$ 
&oculive · rot 
Mu anc1 n.e· !ospbcre l'!:oJ%111l 
U.S . Scate~ 

ISS Wilson~levant Rosslyn, Vi ·a 22219 

Dear D!n:ctor Olc:ll: . 

It lw come to OW' llfelltiollllw ao appUcatloa SllbmiUecl by tile Cualdll Comer for 
Conservation DovelopiiiCIII. fOl tbe U.U.S Nadoa'l Scle4tiflc, 1!ducadotll1 Uld ,Cullllra.l """'""""i ..... -""""- (« ... """"" ...... " ...... 
New Yorli: baa'*" wltbdnwa. 

AJ you are p 'I aware, tile Cauti11 Cearer's appticatioD 10 cleaipatc Greaae, De!aw~. 
05&er;Q, Scbo · , SulliVIII Uld ~ eoundet u a Jllolpbere lalorve 1111 bcell a cause for 
great eoncem IIWlY of tho atfeacd commuaitiea. It II our lllldonlalldllll:bat. many local 
and councy o ialJ Involved bave objected to be illcluded iD tho plalu for a Biosphere 
R.eservc iD dliJ l~gion of New Yotk. 

I 
On bchal! of ~ local communities. involved, foiC are wrili.Di to Ilk for & confmnation of the 
wilbdraw&! of tbe Catskill Center'• applic:alion. 1'1lallk you !or y011r lilllely consideration of 
this matter. i 

Sillcerely, ' 

United States S nator 
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United States Department of St&te 

wLL. I 7 :S9'i 

Th~nk tor your letter ot June 9, 1995, concerning the 
applicat,ion.submitted by the Catskill Center for Biosphere 
R~a•:vc l~&s~~cst~?n. 

Th I Catskill Canter's application for nomination as a 
biosphe'~ reaerve ~as withdrawn per their request on May 30th 
and wi 11~ not be presented to the U.S. Man and the Biosphere 
Program ~ational Committee. · 

Pl.~s~ do not hesitate to contact us i! we mey ce o! 
further rssistance. 

i 

i 

I 
I 

Sincerely, 

Wendy R. Sherman 
Assistant Secretary 
Legislative Atfaira l 

I 
Enclosur~: Catskill nomination withdrawal letter 

I 

I 
I 

The Hono~able 
Gerrld a. solomon, 

; House o! Representatives. 
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PREPARED STA'rEMENT OF A.."iN WEBSTER SMITH 

US/ICOMOS 
United States Committee, International Council on Monuments and Sites 

401 F Street NW. Room 331, Washington DC 20001 USA 
Telephon<· 202 842 1866 Fax 202 842 186i 

STATEMENT SUBMITTED 
BY THE U.S. NATIONAL COMMITTEE 

OF THE INTERNATIONAL COUNCIL ON MONUMENTS AND SITES 
TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES 

AT ITS HEARING ON H.R. 3752 
SEPTEMBER 12, 1996 

The U.S. National Committee of the International Council on Monuments and Sites 
( US/ICOMOS ) submitr. this statement concerning H.R. 3752, a bill "to preserve the sovereignty 
of the United States over public lands and acquired lands owned by the United States, and to 
preserve State sovereignty and private property rights in non-Federal lands surrounding those 
public lands and acquired lands." 

US/ICOMOS would like to address those aspects of H.R. 3752 which deal with the World Heritage 
Convention and U.S. participation in it. We would encourage the Committee on Resources to 
strengthen and encourage measures which would lead to a greater United States participation 
in the World Heritage Convention. For that reason, we would oppose any steps such as those 
proposed in H.R. 3752 which would diminish or limit the level of U.S. actions concerning the 
Convention and the World Heritage List created under the Convention. 

US/ICOMOS is a non-governmental membership organization with over 600 members 
representing fields of architecture, town planning, history and architectural history, archaeology 
and archives. ICOMOS is a non-governmental organization established in 1965 and is concerned 
with the conservation, protection, rehabilitation and enhancement of historic properties and groups 
of buildings, historic districts and sites. US/ICOMOS is one of a network of independent non­
governmental national committees representing similar professions in more than 90 countries, the 
International Council on Monuments and Sites. 

More importantly in tenns of the proposed legislation, H.R. 3752, ICOMOS is one of two non­
governmental bodies (the other being the International Union ior the Conservation of Nature) 
named in the World Heritage Convention as professional advisory entities on nominations to the 
World Heritage List, a list of natural and man-made (cultural) properties detennined to be "of 
outstanding universal value," to each and all nations. 

The World Heritage Convention has its roots in proposals put forward by the United States during 
the first Nixon Administration at the Stockholm Conference on the Environment in 1972 where 
the Hon. Russell Train headed the u.s. delegation. Subsequently, the United States was the 
first nation to ratify the Convention. Since that time 145 countries have ratified the Convention 
and have nominated over 700 properties, both natural and cultural, of which 469 have qualified 
for listing on the World Heritage List of Cultural and Natural Heritage "of outstanding universal 
value." 

In this country, many of the most important historic properties that embody the spirit of freedom 
of the United States and our contribution to human civilization such as Thomas Jefferson's 



US/ICOMOS Statement regarding H.R. 3752 
September 12 1996 
Page 2 

279 

Monticello, the Statue of Uberty and Independence Hall have been listed along with natural sites 
of extraordinary distinction such as Everglades, Carlsbad Cavern and Grand Canyon National 
Parks. In other countries, culturalJ,~roperties of such undeniable "outstanding universal value" as 
the Acropolis, Westminster Abbey, the Pyramids of Egypt and the Great Wall of China have been 
listed along with whole towns or urban areas such as Old Jerusalem, Venice and its Lagoon and 
Islamic Cairo. 

The nomination of properties is guided by each country (or State Party to the Convention), who 
determine which from among its national patrimony it considers to be within the rigid criteria that 
define "outstanding universal value. " There is no international legal protection or sanction for 
nominated or listed World Heritage properties. Protection for both grows out of the laws and 
statutes of the nominating country and these must be stated by the nominating country which is 
neither limited nor prohibited from any proposed use or action except by any limits or prohibitions 
established by the country's own laws. Nomination forms for properties proposed for listing call 
for a statement of laws or decrees which govern the protection of nominated monuments and 
sites including the nominated property, evidence of a master plan for the historic preservation of 
the nominated property, together with a land-use plan, an urban development plan or a regional 
development plan if any exist. The nomination form asks for information as to whether these 
legislative or statutory measures prevent uncontrolled exploitation of the ground below the 
property, the demolition and reconstruction of buildings located on the property or permit other 
significant changes such as raising building height or other transformation of the urban fabric. 
The nomination must also indicate what if any measures exist to encourage revitalization of the 
property. 

The nomination form seeks to identify - and not to impose- protective measures whether national 
or federal, state or provincial, regional or local, which may apply to the property. There are no 
measures for international protection or international sanction within the provisions of the 
Convention guidelines. Any protective measures which may exist are, in the parlance of the 
United States, federal, state or local. No international protection is claimed or implied except the 
protection which might grow out of moral suasion or concern for a property believed to be "of 
outstanding universal significance." There is no international mechanism for enforcement at any 
level. The most drastic action possible but thus far never implemented is removal from the Ust. 

Following the nomination, an intense professional evaluation is made of each property or group 
of properties and the case that has been made for inclusion in the World Heritage Ust. 

Those countries (or States Party) participating in the Convention see it as a mechanism for 
encouraging national pride, for stimulating education concerning each country's own national 
treasures whether they represent history, culture or natural wonders. They see listing on the 
World Heritage Ust as the means for economic development especially in terms of encouraging 
tourism and visitation, a major source of local and foreign investment in many countries. No other 
country has identified World Heritage as a detriment, because in fact, there are none. 

In most countries of the world, historic cities, towns and historic districts under the leadership of 
their local, state or regional and national officials, seek listing because they know that such 
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recognition serves to stimulate local pride, economic development, and to encourage private 
investment and public recognition of the quality of the area. The Ancient Cities of Aleppo and 
Damascus are listed, the historic quarters of Budapest are listed as are the historic centers of 
Florence, Naples and Rome, of Cracow and Warsaw, of Bath and Edinburgh in Great Britain, of 
Segovia and Toledo in Spain, of Beme in Switzerland, of the historic areas of Istanbul, of 
Dubrovnik, of Potosi in Bolivia, of the towns of Ouro Preto, Olinda and Salvador de Bahia in 
Brazil, of Quebec in Canada where the small historic town of Lunenberg was recently inscribed, 
of Quito, and of Mexico City. These are among the many historic towns and city centers that 
other countries have seen fit to nominate as "of outstanding universal value. " 

In each country and in each of these cities and towns, all dynamic and living urban areas as well 
as communities rich in history and tradition, the people, local pride and the economy of the 
community have all benefited as a result of listing. 

But in the United States. in spite of our own rich heritage and its undeniable contribution to all 
humanity, and in spite of our own beautiful, historic, well planned and widely visited historic areas 
such as Chicago, Charteston and New Orteans. such as Georgetown, San Antonio and Santa Fe, 
and many many more, no historic towns and areas are listed. Why is that? Because an element 
of the 1980 amendments to the National Historic Preservation Act, has limited the nomination 
process by calling for the consent of each owner in a historic district to such listing. 

This statutory limitation on the nomination of historic properties, unique to the United States, has 
been frustrating for the citizenry of those historic communities which greaUy desire the honor, 
distinction and advantages that World Heritage listing implies. 

Two years ago residents of Savannah sought to nominate that beautiful and historic city to the 
Wortd Heritage List but because of the statutory requirement for owner consent for the 
nomination, chose to nominate only the publicly owned spaces, the streets, the parks and the 
plan of Savannah, to the Wor1d Heritage List. Procedures for nomination to the List for properties 
categorized as "cultural" present no criterion for the listing of such properties but instead, in 
relation to inhabited historic towns, distinguishes four categories: 

(1) "Towns which are typical of a specific period or culture, which have been almost wholly 
preserved which have remained largely unaffected by subsequent developments. 
(2) "Towns that have evolved along characteristic lines and have preserved, sometimes 
in the midst of exceptional natural surroundings, spatial arrangements and structures that 
are typical of the successive stages in their history ... 
(3) "'Historic centers' that cover exactly the same area as historic towns and are now 
enclosed within modem cities .. . 
(4) "Sectors, areas or isolated units which, even in the residual state in which they have 
survived, provide coherent evidence of the character of a historic town which has 
disappeared .... " 

In reviewing Savannah's selective nomination of its parks, streets, open spaces and publidy 
owned areas, it was determined that the proposed listing did not fall into any of the specified 
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categories of properties or inhabited historic towns that might be listed. Savannah was asked to 
nominate the whole historic area as a complete living city with its buildings and gardens, but 
because of statutory limitations on US nominations, ie, the owner consent provision, was unable 
to do so. This was a great disappointment to the residents of Savannah and similarly a 
disappointment for those other historic towns and cities in the US who were considering the 
nomination of their own historic areas. Such restrictions imposed by federal legislation are 
actually blocking the will of our local populations to manifest their historic legacy and share it with 
all humanity. 

H.R. 3752 would, in effect, further limit the ability of the United States to place its trea.sures on 
the rolls of the world's patrimony where they might enjoy the recognition that they deserve and 
the benefits that other countries have seen in their own World Heritage sites. World Heritage 
listing is designed to protect properties, to protect and to preserve communities, and to serve as 
a mechanism for encouraging investment and economic development that will further enhance 
the unique character of such properties. H.R. 3752, in seeking to limit the recognition of quality 
which World Heritage listing encourages, is diminishing rather than enhancing measures such as 
World Heritage listing which serves to educate, to stimulate pride, to revitalize decaying urban 
areas, to encourage public and private investment, to strengthen communities as well as those 
who live in them and those who enjoy them. 

We would encourage the House Committee on Resources to give serious consideration to the 
negative impact that H.R. 3752 would have on existing measures that protect our greatest 
treasures and values such as the World Heritage process, a process which grew out of a United 
States initiative, a Convention which the United States was the first of 145 nations to ratify, a 
measure which has done much to achieve recognition and protection of our planet's cultural and 
natural heritage "of outstanding universal value." 

Testimony presented by Ann Webster Smith, Board of Trustees Chair, USIICOMOS 
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prove burdensome. For the limited number of federal sites which qualify, Congress has 
delegated the responsibility for nomination to the executive branch with the intent that the 
Department of the Interior, as the federal government's chief steward of its cultural resources, is 
best suited to undertake nominations. To require Congress to approve each World Heritage 
nomination would create an unnecessary and intrusive level of government involvement in the 
nomination process. Current law aln:ady requires the Secretary to notify Congress of a 
nomination. 

Furthermore. IlK 3752 undermines the rights of individual private property owners who 
might wish to sec their property nominated as a World Heritage Site. As proposed, B.R. 3752 
would have the effect of also requiring private property owners to receive the approval of 
Congress before they can have the Secretary nominate their property as a World Heritage Site. 
As a property owner, the National Trust views this as an inappropriate invasion of private 
property rights. 

In closing, Mr. Chairman, the National Trust views the specter of this legislation with 
great dismay. Enactment ofH.R. 3752 would virtually eliminate the United States' participation 
in the World Heritage Convention. This would be regrettable. The World Heritage Convention, 
which the United States was the first country to ratify, is a mechanism to bring international 
attention to the outstanding examples of our national patrimony. For more than 450 sites in 145 
countries, placement on the World Heritage List is cause for national pride and an opportunity to 
promote tourism, education. and appreciation for history and world civilizations. World Heritage 
listing promotes property enhancement through investment, economic development, and 
stewardship. H.R. 3752 would undermine these gifts and the lessons they impart. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

#vJcz_ 
Richard Moe 
President 

cc: The Honorable George Miller. Ranking Member, House Resources Committee 
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National Trust for Historic Preservation 
J 7K~ Mass;tchus~:tt s Avcnm·, N.W. 
\\i;tshington, D.C. 20036 
12021 ;HH-!>000 ! FAX 12021 ."H-61BB /TTY {2021 SHH -6200 

September 13, 1996 

The Honorable Don Young 
Chairman 
House Resources Committee 
1324 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

On behalf of our 270,000 members. I am writing to express the opposition of the National 
Trust for Historic Preservation to H.R. 3752, the "American Land Sovereignty Protection Act of 
1996." This legislation would amend Section 40 I of the National Historic Preservation Act ( 16 
U.S.C. 470a-l) to prohibit the Secretary of the Interior from nominating any federallunds to the 
World Heritage Committee on behalf of the United States unless such nomination is specifically 

authori zed by law. 

I would like to take this opportunitY to clarify the significance of the World Heritage List 
\Vorld Heritage listing imposes absolutely no restraints on land use. There are no in!emational 
protections or sanctions which are imposed by World Heritage site designation. In nominating a 
property, the nominating country is not constrained from any use or action beyond the 
requirements of its own laws. Listing as a World Heritage site confers no protection. Although 
the nomination does seek evidence of legal protections to ensure the preservation of the property, 
any protections must be provided by governmental units of the United States. World Heritage 
listing is simply a mechanism to recognize those places which have outstanding universal value 
to each nation and to all nations. Jn the United States, properties such as Thomas Jefferson's 
Monticello, Independence Hall , Everglades National Park, and Grand Canyon National Park are 
counted as World Heritage sites. International sites include the Great Wall of China. 
Westminster Abbey, and Old Jerusalem. 

The National Trust opposes H.R. 3752 for several reasons: 

First, H.R. 3752 would create an unnecessary and intrusive structure for World :Heritage 
Site nominations. Under current law, the Secretary may nominate sites under federal control. 
Sites that are not owned by the federal government- sites owned by private individuals and by 
state or local governments - can be nominated only if the owner of the property concurs in 
writing to such nomination. As written, this provision already effectively precludes listing of 
historic districts, towns, neighborhoods and other areas where acquiring owner consent would 

The IJJ/Himl of rh.· r\'1Hmno/ Tr!J~r for ffl..;tmic l'rc.~t'fvation h rol,,.,.., on "1'/ >r•'''!<I!MI/I,f r! :,· 
dit·,·/,1' dJ<JrcJC/c .'r am/ nu·,min.~ cJutrr AnJc·ri.-,m nrlwr,tllwni<~}!C <lli<l!o 1'"''""'" !1.'!</ f<"l'ii.JI/.:.· 
the• lil'<i/>!ln I' uf ''llr ,·nrm:mlliti<''' h,l' /,·,u! .. n . ..: tiiC llll/ I! \I I i ll "II'HI,'~ ,·\llJc'Til'<l·, /;i,J"fl l ' rl:t ' ll'• <llr : ~ , ')/' 
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF RAFE POMERANCE 

TESTIMONY OF 

RAFE POMERANCE 

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF STATE 
FOR OCEANS AND INTERNATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL AND 

SCIENTIFIC AFFAIRS 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

SUBMITTED TO 

THE COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES 

UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

12 SEPTEMBER 1996 

Mr. Chairman: 

I am currently in Mexico as Head of the United States 
Delegation to the 12th Plenary Session of the Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Cha nge. I regret that I am therefore unable 
to attend this hearing of t he Committee on Resources to discuss 
H.R. 3752, the American Land Sovereignty Protection Act of 1996. 

H.R. 3752 inc ludes spec ific provisions relating to the 
Convention on the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural 
Heritage ("the World Heritage Convention") and tt.e U.S . Man and 
the Biosphere Program. In addition, it contains a more general 
section that applies broadly to land designations or 
classifications pursuant to any international agreement with a 
primary purpose of conservation . This more general provision 
could affect U.S . implementation of and participation in 
negotiations relating to many different bilateral and 
multilateral agreements, including the Convention on Wetlands 
of International Importance Especially as Waterfowl Habitat 
("the Ramsar Convention") . 

H.R. 3752 appears to be based on a misunderstanding that 
the World Heritage Convention, international agreements such as 
the Ramsar Convention, and the Man and the Biosphere Program 
threaten U.S. sovereignty . While these agreements or programs 
provide a way of awarding international recognition to sites of 
exceptional environmental or cultural importance, they do not 
regulate the management of these sites or affect the rights of 
the country in which they are located. Moreover, local 
initiative plays a key role in the nomination process for U.S. 
sites, which involves local citizens, state and local 
governments, and the federal government working together for 
site recognition. 

H.R. 3752 also fails to take account of the important 
foreign policy objectives achieved through U.S. participation 
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in these agreements or programs. The United States has a 
strong policy of international engagement on environmental 
issues. Our participation in international environmental 
agreements and activities conveys many benefits to us here in 
the United States. Secretary Christopher, in his April 9 
address at Stanford University stated that "our ability to 
advance our global interests is inextricably linked to how we 
manage the Earth's natural resources." International 
recognition of environmentally or culturally valuable sites has 
proven an effective tool for encouraging resource management in 
many countries with less well developed traditions of 
conservation. The recognition of a World Heritage, Ramsar or 
Man and the Biosphere site abroad can have profound 
implications for the development of nat~ral and cultural 
resource management programs in other countries. 

It can also have implications for us at home. This may be 
as simple as ensuring that our children and grandchildren will 
be more likely to get to see the Pyramids or the Taj Mahal 
intact . Or it may be more complex. Former President Reagan 
emphasized, when he sought Senate advice and consent of the 
Ramsar Convention in 1986, that the agreement could "help 
stimulate Latin American countries, in particular, to cooperate 
in protecting the wintering habitat of birds that migrate to 
Nox:th America." 

Let me briefly focus on the World Heritage Convention, the 
U.S. Man and the Biosphere Program and the Ramsar Convention to 
emphasize that each of these agreements or programs is 
important and functions well. 

~orld Heritage Convention 

The Convention on the Protection of the World Cultural and 
Natural Heritage is a conservation landmark that helps draw 
international attention to the incomparable natural or cultural 
s i gnificance of sites such as the Cathedral of Chartres, the 
Pyramids of Egypt, the Serengeti National Park, the Taj Mahal, 
and the Grand Canyon. 

The United States was the principal architect of the 
Convention. In 1971, Presipcnt Nixon directed the Secretary of 
the Interior, under the fo1i'eign policy guidance of the 
Secretary of State, to develop international world heritage 
initiatives. Following the conclusion of negotiations in 1972, 
the United States became the first country to ratify the 
Convention, in December, 1973. Currently, 146 nations are 
party to the Convention . The U.S. plays a strong leadership 
role in the Convention and is currently serving its second 
six-year te~n the twenty-one member World Heritage 
Committee. 

The Convention embodies respect for the sovereignty of 
countries on whose terri'tory World Heritage sites are located 
in several ways. First, it makes clear that the responsibility 
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for identifying and delineating such sites rests with States 
(national governments) Party to the Convention. Second, it 
specifies in article 6(1) that the international community ' s 
duty to cooperate for the protection of world heritage occurs 
within a context of full respect for "tbe sovereignty of the 
States on whose territory the cultural and natural heritage• is 
located and "without prejudice to property rights provided by 
national legislation." Finally, the substantive obligations 
imposed by the Convention on States Party are limited in scope, 
as is the authority of the World Heritage Committee established 
by the Convention. 

As you are aware, the National Historic Preservation Act 
Amendments of 1980 and re.gulations promulgated thereunder 
specify the procedures for nomination of World Heritage sites 
in the U.S. These procedures already afford an important role 
to the Congress and to non-Federal property owners such as 
state or local governments and private citizens . The Secretary 
of Interior is barred from nominating a property as a World 
Heritage site unless it has previously been determined to be 
"of national significance" through domestic designation as a 
National Historic Landmark or National Landmark or as an area 
of national significance established by the Congress or by 
Presidential proclamation under the Antiquities Act of 1906. 
The Secretary of Interio r is also required to notify the House 
Committee on Resources and the Senate Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources before nominating any U.S. property as a 
World Heritage site. In addition, the written concurrence of 
the owner of the property is required before nomination of any 
non-Federal property . 

Man and The Biosphere P~ 

The global ne twork of biosphere reserves includes many of 
the world's outstanding protected areas. These are areas where 
national and local commitments have been made to long-term 
environmental monitoring, interdisciplinary research and 
environmental education . They include protected natural areas, 
areas of managed use, and areas of cooperation. Ideally, in 
all areas of a biosphere reserve, landowners, resource 
managers, scientists, and local people work together to promote 
research, education, economic and cultural development and 
conservation. As with World Heritage and Ramsa ~ sites, the MAB 
sites in the U.S. arc managed under the relevant federal and/or 
state laws and regulations. There is no international 
regulatory framework. 

The Man and the Biosphere Program was originally 
established in 1971 as a science program by the United Nations 
Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) to 
promote the study of the earth's human and natural systems . It 
does not operate under t he aegis of any international treaty. 
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In addition, UNESCO's "Statutory Framework" for the world 
network of biosphere reserves makes clear that these reserves 
"remain under the sovereign jurisdiction of States where they 
are situated." We established the U.S. Man and the Biosphere 
Reserve Program in 1974. 

The Department of State provides a small administrative 
Secretariat to coordinate the Man and the Biosphere (MAB) 
program. With 15 Federal Agencies, U.S. MAB supports 
integrated interdisciplinary research in the natural and social 
sciences to help solve problems arising from the interactions 
of human societies and natural systems from polar to tropical 
regions. The u.s National Committee for MAB considers 
nominations for potential biosphere res_erve sites from within 
the U.S. and it coordinates U.S. MAB activities with the 
activities of UNESCO MAB and other national MAB programs. 

When the U.S. left UNESCO in 1984, the Reagan 
Administration decided to continue to provide funds for 
continued interaction between U.S. MAB and the international 
Man and the Biosphere Program. In this capacity we continue a 
strong program of research and collaboration with other regions 
and with nations, including Latin America, Europe, and the 
Newly Independent States of the Former Soviet Union. UNESCO 
continues to recognize our U.S. biosphere reserves and to act 
on nominations for biosphere status submitted by the managers 
of possible biosphere reserves in the United States. 

The Man and the Biosphere Program has a significant role in 
international scientific exchange. u.s. sites have become a 
destination for land managers and scientists from around the 
world interested in studying how the interaction between people 
and protected lands is being managed in the country with the 
most well developed system of protected areas and resource 
management in the world. 

At the international level, we promote pa1r1ngs of 
biosphere reserves for comparative study and mutual benefit. 
On a regional scale, cooperation among biosphere reserves is 
facilitating scientific and technical exchanges which benefit 
both U.S. and foreign scientists and land managers. They are 
also providing sites for long term comparative research on 
serious global scale environmental problems such as climate 
change, acid rain and the prevention of species and habitat 
loss. The u.s. MAB Program particularly promotes the 
development of electronic information sharing and monitoring 
networks between MAB sites around the world to link scientists 
in a way that allows broad-scale detection of environmental 
trends and a new way of sharing of experience and knowledge. 
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Section 5 of H.R . 3752 - Ramsar Convention 

In addition to provisions addressing the World Heritage 
Convention and the Man and the Biosphere Program, H.R. 3752 
contains a final section aimed generally at land designations 
or classifications pursuant to any international conservation 
agreement. The full effects of this more general section a r e 
difficult to evaluate; its language is ambiguous in a number of 
places, and it could potent i ally encompass many different 
bilateral and multilateral agreements. We are concerned that, 
given the provision's current breadth of application, it would 
likely have unintended effects. 

We are also concerned about the effect of this section on 
u.s. implementation of and participation in international 
negotiations relating t o the Ramsar Convention . The Convention 
on Wetlands of International Importance Especially as Waterfowl 
Habitat was concluded in Ramsar, Iran in 1971. President 
Reagan submitted it to the Senate, which provided advice and 
consent to ratification in 1986. The Convention is the result 
of a broad international recognition of the economic, cultura l, 
scientific, ecological, and recreational value of wetlands. It 
also reflects broad-based concern over the progressive 
worldwide loss of these habitats and their dependent resources , 
and recognition of their vital role in the preservation of 
migratory birds. 

The Convention prov i des a framewo rk for promoting the 
conservation of wetlands through international cooperative and 
coordinated actions, consultations and information exchange. 
Through its 92 States Party, the Convention fosters the 
cataloging, monitoring, and sustainable management of some 775 
wetland sites around the world, all deemed to be of 
international significance. Fifteen Ramsar sites have been 
designated in the U. S. These include such famous na tural 
wonders as Okefenokee Swamp of Southern Georgia, the Everglades 
of Florida and the Chesapeake Bay estuary . 

Like the World Heritage Convention, the Ramsar Convention 
makes clear that the responsibility for identifying and for 
protecting sites suitable for listing under the Convention 
rests with the State in whose territory the site is located. 
It also states that the inclusion of a wetland in the Ramsar 
list "does not prejudice the exclusive sovereign rights of the 
Contracting Party in whose territory the wetland is situated." 

With regard to u.s. implementation of the Convention, the 
1990 Federal Register notice setting forth the policy and 
guidelines of the Fish and Wildlife Service with respect to the 
nomination of U. S. Ramsar sites specifies that Ramsar listing 
does not impo~a new management regime on these areas. These 
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guidelines also require that the Fish and Wildlife Service will 
not consider a site for Ramsar nomination unless there is 
concurrence from the State, Commonwealth or territory where the 
site is located, and unless ownership rights to the site are 
free from encumbrances or dispute. Moreover, only the party 
holding title to a land area can propose that area to the Fish 
and Wildlife Service for nomination as a Ramsar site. 

Our membership and international participation in the 
Ramsar Convention provides many benefits. Most prominent is 
reinforcement of the protection of a whole range of 
wetland-loving migratory birds, including many important game 
species (ducks, geese, coots, rails, etc.). The network of 
Ramsar sites in Canada and Mexico supports safe breeding and 
wintering sites, respectively, for these waterfowl and 
gamebirds -- birds that generate significant income in the u.s. 
through hunting related enterprises as well as those related to 
nature appreciation and bird watching (which is an estimated 
$1.5 billion u.s. business). These internationally recognized 
sites in the U.S. also attract a steady stream of foreign 
tourists, with concurrent effects on local and regional 
economies. 

Conclusion 

We believe that U.S. participation in the agreements and 
program described above serves important national interests and 
is effectively coordinated with all stakeholders. For example, 
international recognition of the Chesapeake Bay Estuary as a 
Ramsar Wetland of International Significance mirrors the 
commitment of the citizens and governments of the states around 
the Bay to restoring the health of that ecosystem. Recognition 
of the Champlain-Adirondack Biosphere Reserve reflects the 
importance of this area, almost three times the size of 
Yellowstone, as a place where we can carefully study the 
historical and present day coexistence of man and nature. 

In conclusion, the Department of State strongly opposes the 
American Land Sovereignty Protection Act of 1996. The 
provisions of the bill address concerns related to national 
sovereignty that are not grounded in the actual provisions and 
implementation of these well-functioning agreements or 
programs. By imposing specific congressional authorization 
requirements on the nomination or designation process for, for 
example U.S. World Heritage Sites or biosphere reserves, H.R. 
3752 adds a level of political and bureaucratic regulation that 
is unnecessary and runs counter to the U.S. role in global 
environmental cooperation. 
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September 25, 1996 

The Honorable Oon Young 

NCL' llCB Counties 

-=~);.U.,~~':tmg 
Chairman 
House Resources Committ~~ 
Washington, D.C . 20515 

Dear Congressman Young: 

I am writing to support the ~merican Lands Sovereignty 
Act that would require Congressional ap?roval for areas 
proposed for designati on as Biosphere Reserves. 

I Member Counties: 

j ~ltrarr.i Cowuy 

! I Cltarwaltr County 

i Cook County 

My district includas thE~ eastern portion of Voy3geurs · 
National Park in Minnesota. In 1985, the National Park: Ser- ! Itasca County 
vice proposed that the park and adjacent areas be designated 
as the Northwoods International Biosphere Resarva. Local II Koochic:hing Count) 
opposition resulted in the elim ination of this propos~! in 
1987. One of the main concern~ W3S that there was no· con- j 

gressional .Jpproval require-d for ta~s?. areas, although the ·; ! ~eCounty 
clearly have implic3tions f or the future of lands and waters !I 

both inside ·11)d outside bo1.:nda r ies established by Congress. [ l..cUceoftheWoOOs 
Fu rthermo re, a commis sion created by the Minnesota legis l atur e 
c o ncluded that the Biospher e Reserve cu roo s e . vas contr a r y t o 
the purposes for which the nationa l p~rk. was establised. ! M;.r.shal!Counry 

As y ou kno ~.,., we ha ve had persi s tent problems in Northern PenningtooCmmty 
Minnesota with fede r al l a1)d management policies, as evidenced 
by the results of Congressional Hearings held over the past 
year. Mora Congn~ssiona 1 oversight of f~deral lOJnd manage- St. Louis County 
ment policies and practices is clearly necessary to restore 
pub1ic tru'St and c:onfidcnce in these agencies. The America n 
La nds Sovereignty Act will g o a long way to~ard achieving 
that goal. 

C h ."J. iCrJC"JO 

cc: Congcessman James Obe rstar 
Congressma n Coll i n Pe t erson 

" Planning Locally Today for Future Generations " 

320 West Second St 

Room 607 

Duluth. Minnesota 

5580'2 

I 
i 12181 726·2606 

! FAX: 726·2600 
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PREPARED STATEMENT 01<' RUS..'\EI.L A. MI'ITER.'\t.EIER 

CONSERVATION INTERNATIONAL 

September 9, 1996 

The Honorable Don Young 
Chairman 
Committee on Resources 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Chairman Young: 

Conservation International is strongly opposed to your proposed "'American Land 
Sovereignty Protection Act" (H.R. 3752). If enacted, this bill would needlessly 
hamstring two important international conservation initiatives that the United 
States has led for more than two decades. 

The World Heritage Convention and the Man and the Biosphere (lv1AB) Program 
bring international recognition to America's natural treasures: the Grand Canyon, 
Yosemite, Denali, Yellowstone, the Everglades, Death Valley, and many more. 
These are lands that the American people have already decided to preserve as 
protected areas for future generations. Their designation as Biosphere Reserves or 
World Heritage Sites adds no land-use restrictions and implies no loss of 
sovereignty. 

What the World Heritage and MAB programs do offer is an opportunity for the 
United States to share with other nations our experience in managing these sites 
and to learn from the experiences of others. World treasures such as the Taj 
Mahal, the Pyramids, the Galapagos Islands, Mount Kilimanjaro, and Victoria 
Falls have benefited from the international expertise that World Heritage and 
MAB make available. Americans care about these special places as they do our 
own natural and cultural heritage. 

Like many, I believe that the United Nations system needs reform. The U.N. 
programs you seek to restrict, however, are models of what the U.N. should be: a 

lUIS 18TH STREET, 0.:W, SU!TF 1000. WASH!:'>.Jc;TON, DC ZOU36 202.42'-i.'il'lMl f,\X 202.1'11:17.5!88 
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forum for voluntary cooperation among nations on issues of common concern. 
The United States led th~: world to establish both the World Heritage Convention 
and the Man and the Biosphere Program. We should not retreat from our position 
ofleadership. I urge you strongly not to send H.R. 3752 to the House floor. 

t~~Jrely, , 

/ / -· 1'/dyj 
/ j,J_tf{ t{ ,1/t "'Jtj ---- '--._, 
"--tRussell A. Mittermeier 

President 

cc: Committee members 
Bruce Babbitt 
Tim Wirth 
Katie McGinty 
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~AD DPREPAAED~AnMENT OFWAm~~==· 

I< ··--
·~ .. t 

Barren River 
Area Development District 

Sapteaber 11, 1996 

Chai~an Donald ~oung 
Caamlttee on Resource• 
1324 Langworth Houae Office Bldg . 
Washington, D. C. 20515-6201 

Dear Sir : 

NCLLWtll1f, t'A11io 
CHIIIW r~ IMliU'VL'UI I, Vii;H'.loM 
KFNNrUt HAIII'i:ft. ,.,_,.~, 
1<4CHAI.:l.Jt-NH!fol(".,n, To,.t i.O W 

Aa Chairman of tbe M-..oth Cave Biosphere Reserve Advisory Council, 
I wiah to expresa my concern that our activities are being confused 
with any facet of the united Kation5. While the Bioaphere Reaerva 
is a UK de5ignation , all of the work wa do here ia oriented toward 
s•rvice to the local government•, local chamb•r• of commerce, local 
civic organiaationa, and euvironmental groups. 

The mission we aerve, aa a functional committe• of the Barren River 
Area D•velopMent District, ia to bring the conc•rna of our citizens 
to a forum that includes Federal and State agencies . It has given 
ua a •eans to review plana of the Rational Park Serviee, the Army 
Corpa of Engineers , our State T~an•portation Cabinet, Me•tern Ken­
tucky university research faculty with our area "& chief locally 
elected officials . 

Wo bad never been able to do thia until we received UN Biosphere 
Reserve designation . The designation does not obligate us to any 
UN directive other than making a good faith effort to develop the 
econoaic opportunities of our area in a manner cooaistent vith 
good stewardship of our natural bi•tory. Through our efforts, f ive 
local agenoiea, four state agenciea and the RPS hav• joined in 
sharing technology for mapping our local utilitie&, highways, and 
commuoity dev•lopMent plans. This is one •~ample of the benefits of 
the designation. 

YOUt'8 truly, 

~-::/*H'o~ 
ChaiE"'n'an 

cc: Ranking D~cratic C~ittee MeMber 
Mr . George Hiller 

f>.O. fiOX!oi'!OO$ 
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF RUSSEU.. E. TRAIN 

Russell E. Train 
Clto.irmms Enwril.u 

The Honorable Don Young 
Chairman, Resources Committee 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Chairman Young: 

~ 
WWF 

September II , 1996 

I write in opposition to H.R. 3752, the "American Land Sovereignty Protection Act" 
and urge you not to report this bill from Committee. This legislation is neither warranted 
nor wise. It is an unfounded attack on international conservation programs that recognize 
areas in the world that are of "outstanding universal value." Contrary to this bill, I believe 
this Committee should strengthen and encourage measures that would lead to greater 
participation by the United States in the World Heritage Convention, RAMSAR 
Convention. Biosphere Reserve Program, and other worthwhile international conservation 
programs. 

In 1972, while serving as chairman of the Council on Environmental Quality in the 
Nixon Administration, I led the U.S. delegation · to the Stockholm Conference on the 
Environment where we proposed the concept for a World Heritage Convention. The 
Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Culture and Natural Heritage was 
adopted in Paris later that year and the United States was the first nation to ratify the treaty. 
Today, 145 countries are party to the Convention and 469 cultural and natural sites are 
recognized as World Heritage si tes. 

Sites on the World Heritage List include some of the world's most spectacular and 
awe-inspiring natural beauty --- Australia's Great Barrier Reef, Ecuador's Galapagos 
Islands, Tanzania's Mt. Kilimanjaro and Seregeti National Parks, and America's 
Yellowstone, Redwoods, Everglades, and Grand Canyon National Parks - and provide 
habitat for a magnificent array of plant and animal life. 

The Biosphere Reserve Program, established in 1968 under an international scientific 
program, recognizes areas of the world that boast equally dramatic and diverse landscapes 
and species - Mongolia's Great Gobi National Park, Uganda's Rwenzori National Park, 
Greece' s Mount Olympus National Park, and America's Glacier and Rocky Mountains 
National Parks. 

World Wildlife Fund 
12SO Twen<y-Founll SL, NW WWiJI&""'- DC 20037-1175 USA 
Td: (20'2) 293-<IBOOTdu: 64505 PANDA FAX: (20'2) 293-9304 

/tteorportW.g Tlv Coi'I.UI'Wilicm FtHIJ'flioli011. AffJi4uJ with World' Wih Fwtil/M NIJJ~~rt . 

® 
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Nominations, protection strategies and management of areas recognized as world 
heritage sites and biosphere reserves are governed by national, state or local laws. Areas in 
the United States, including private lands, recognized under international agreements are 
subjeci only to domestic law. There is no. international legal protection or sanction for 
these areas. Thus, I am opposed to requiring congressional authorization of a site prior to 
nomination or designation. 

Please include this statement of opposition to H.R. 3 752 in the hearing record. 
Thank you. 
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR - CITY OF SAVANNAH 

FLOYD ADAMS. JR., MAYOR 

September 24, 1996 

The Honorable Don Young 
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Washington, DC 205.15 

Dear Congressman Young: 

This leiter is in reference to H.R. 3752 which seeks to require congressional approval 
of any nomination by the United States to UNESCO 's World Heritage List. The City 
ofSavannah has received the statement submilled by U.S. ICOMOS at the hearing of 
the House Commillee on Resources, September 12, 1996, as well as an article from the 
New York Times, International, September 10, 1996 and a leiter from Russell E. 
Train, New York Timl's, September 13, 1996. These three documents al/estthatthere 
is no loss of sovereignty to any country from participation in the World Heritage 
Convention, which seeks only to acknowledge cultural and natural resources which 
deserve world-wide respect. 

The City ofSavannah is opposed to HR. 3752 since it is making every effort possible 
to be Included in UNl!-'SCO 's World Heritage List. As a result of a community-wide 
project sponsored by a citizens' organization, Vrsion 20120, the Mayor of Savannah 
initiated the city's effort with the U.S. Department of the Interior in 1992. The Federal 
Interagency Panel of the Department of the Interior submitted Savannah's nomination 
to the World Heritage Convention in Paris in 1994. The nomination included 
Savannah's city plan as it 17ew from 1733-1856, the streets, squares and monuments, 
a "historic center" of'l.2 square miles- 55 acres of public property with monuments 
by Daniel Chester .French, William Strickland and more. The area placed in 
nomination is a National Historic Landmarlc District. The nomination was not 
accepted because, unlike other countries, U.S. criteria allow only the inclusion of 
public property and rt~quire written consent by each owner of private property. 

P.O. BOX 1027 SAVANNAH, GEORGIA 31402 
TELEPHONE (912) 651-6443 FAX (912) 651-6805 
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The City of Savannah and its citizens envision no loss of sovereignty, but see this 
listing as a stimulus to local pride, economic development and increased public 
recognition of the outstanding quality of the old city of Savannah 

We believe that to be listed with Florence, Rome, Venice, Cracow, Prague, Budapest, 
Quebec, and more, as one of the World's culturally enriched cities would be a fine 
accomplishment, and are continuing our effort toward this end 

Sincerely, 

f!:d:::--f 
Mayor 

FA:pb 

c: Ann Webster Smith, Chair, U.S. ICOMOS 
Richard Moe, President, National Trust for Historic Preservation 
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The George Wright Society 
Oedic•led IU the rrotectlon, rrese,....atiun .and Managernenr 

· of Cultur.al.tnd Nau,K;al P11rk, end kcu.~rvca 
Through Rete.rch ~tnd Educ•tlun 

Letter of Testimony of The George Wright Society 
Presented for the Rewrd In Conjunctl,on · With Hearings on H.R, 3752, 

the "American Land Soverelanty Protection Act of 1996" 

The George Wright Society (GWS) is a· nonprofit, nonpartisan association of 
professionals wodcing for better research, management, and public education in parks and 
other protected areas. The GWS is writing to express its strong support for the continued 
participation of the United State.~ in the World Heritage Convention. the UNESCO .Man 
and the Biosphere (MAD) Program, and other international conventions and programs that 
enhance the protection of parks. historic sites, and other protected areas administered by the 
federal government of the Cnited States. The GWS believes that the terms of participation 
in these international pro~mms are best decided by the protected area professionals in the 
appropriate federal agenc1es. and that the restrictions proposed in H.R. 3752 are not only 
needless but would in fact effectively cripple U.S. participation in these vital programs. 

The fact of the matter is that neither the sovereignty of the United States, nor the 
autonomy of the Depanmen t of the .Interior or any other branch of the federal government, 
has been compromised one iota by the secretariats of the World Heritage Convention or 
MAB. Despite wild rumors to the contrary, the designation of (for example) Great Smoky 
Mountains National Park as an International Biosphere Reserve cannot require the National 
Park Service to manage the park in any mll(lner contrary to the Enabling Act which created 
the park nor any subsequent laws governing the park or the Park Service. Likewise, the 
designation of (for ell ample) Yellowstone National Park as a World Heritage Site in Danger 
is a professional judgment by the world's leading experts on natural and cultural heritage as 
to the status of the park's integrity. Such evaluations should be welcomed, not reviled: 
they are invaluable tools w identify imminent threats to priceless cultural and natural 
attribules that have been acclaimed to be of worldwide significance and are irreplaceable 
assets of the people of the United States. 

Does the designation of an American park as a Biosphere Reserve or a World Heritage 
Site have any effect on its management? Certainly-but the effect is .salutary, not 
deleterious. It provides U.S. park authorities with an international context in which to 
place their day-to-day management activities. This is important because American protected 
areas cannot be successfully managed in isolation from evenL~ outside their boundaries. 

Biosphere Reserve and World Heritage designations are a source of national pride 
around the world, and they should be here as well. The proposed legislation, H.R. 3752, 
would devastale U.S. participation in these international conservation programs. Over ~ 
long run, the effect would be to prevent the United States from protecting the cultural and 
natural attributes in our federal parks and reserves, thus coniravening the very laws 
Congress has passed to establish these protected areas in perpetuity. 

P.O. 8u 66 • HIReook, Mlc~lgtt 48UQ.0085 .USl 
(906) 487-8722 • fax (906) 487-1405 • OWI@mall.portup.~ 

Web 11te: h11p:l/www.portup.oom/-gWI/~OII!t.html 
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