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HEARING ON H.R. 883, 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.
“AMERICAN LAND SOVEREIGNTY PROTEC-
TION ACT”

THURSDAY, MARCH 18, 1999

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES,
Washington, DC.

The Committee met, pursuant to call, at 2:02 p.m., in room 1324,
Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Helen Chenoweth [acting
chairman of the Committee] presiding.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. The Committee will please come to order.

I want to welcome our witnesses, this very distinguished panel.
We have two panels of very distinguished witnesses and we are all
looking forward to hearing from these witnesses.

Today we hear testimony on H.R. 883, which gives the Congress
a role in approving international land designations, primarily
United Nations’ World Heritage Sites and Biosphere Reserves. H.R.
883 now has more than 145 cosponsors.

So that everyone understands, my concern is that the United
States Congress, and therefore the people of the United States,
have been left out of the domestic process to designate Biosphere
Reserves and World Heritage Sites. H.R. 883 makes the Congress
and the people of this country relevant in this process.

The Biosphere Reserve program is not even authorized by a sin-
gle U.S. law or even an international treaty, and that is wrong. Ex-
ecutive branch appointees cannot, and should not, do things that
the law does not authorize. In fact, both Biosphere Reserves and
World Heritage Sites programs are administered through the
United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization,
commonly referred to as UNESCO. However, the United States
withdrew from UNESCO in 1984 because the Reagan Administra-
tion found it riddled with gross financial mismanagement. Fifteen
years later, even the Clinton Administration has not rejoined
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UNESCO. As a result, it defies the imagination as to why our gov-
ernment is still participating in these UNESCO programs.

We, as the Congress, have a responsibility to ensure that the rep-
resentatives of the people are engaged on these important inter-
national land designations. Now I do not think that Article IV, Sec-
tion 3 of the Constitution advises that in governing our lands that
we simply opt out of policies that may appear ineffectual. But in-
stead, it expressly requires that we, the Congress, make all needful
rules and regulations regarding land, as if to suggest that we are
to jealously guard against the slightest possibility that foreign enti-
ties have any power over what belongs under the strict purview of
the United States of America.

Yet, these international land designations have been created
with virtually no congressional oversight, no hearings, and no con-
gressional authority. The public and the local governments are
rarely consulted. Until now, no one has lifted an eyebrow to exam-
ine how the U.S. domestic implementation of these programs has
eaten away at the power and the sovereignty of the Congress to ex-
ercise its Constitutional power to make the laws that govern what
goes on in the public lands.

Today, we will begin to look at these very issues. We intend to
move this legislation from the Committee to the House floor for a
vote very soon.

With that, it is time to begin. I once again want to welcome all
of our witnesses who will testify today. I would like to introduce
our first panel. First, we have the Honorable Jeane Kirkpatrick,
former Ambassador to the United Nations, she’s now with the
American Enterprise Institute in Washington, DC; joining her is
Ms. Melinda Kimble, Acting Assistant Secretary of State for
Oceans and International Environmental and Scientific Affairs, lo-
cated here in Washington; Mr. Brooks Yeager, Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Policy and International Affairs, U.S. Department of
the Interior, Washington; and Dr. Jeremy Rabkin, Associate Pro-
fessl({)r, Department of Government, Cornell University, Ithaca, New
York.

Mr. VENTO. Madam Chair, I have an opening statement.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Vento, I apologize. We would like to hear
from the Minority.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, this is not new legislation. The Con-
gress first considered it in 1996 and 1997. In both instances the
other body, the Senate refused to consider the measure on the floor
and tcllle Administration indicated it would veto the measure if
passed.

This measure is misguided because it aims at the symbols of
Federal policy when what the supporters are legislatively really op-
posing is the underlying policy itself. While some of my colleagues
and I might like to see us doing even more, this country has set
a national policy goal of the long-term preservation of environ-
mental resources. The commitment this Nation has made to the
preservation, conservation, restoration policies of land sometimes
demand that certain activities which threaten these resources be
prohibited and/or tightly limited. The reality of the situation is that
no U.N. commando team will penetrate U.S. borders to seize con-
trol of our most precious parks, all in the name of conservation. Be-
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sides, many are promising today that we will soon have a crack
missile defense system to thwart any and all attempts to seize the
sovereignty of our great Nation out from under our control.

Any and all land use restrictions in place are a function of U.S.
law, not an international treaty or protocol. Our participation in
the World Heritage Convention, the RAMSAR Convention, the Man
and the Biosphere Program, as an example, are emblematic of an
underlying policy and a symbolic value and importance the U.S.
places on its natural resources, our natural legacy. These inter-
national cooperative agreements are an extension of our own do-
mestic policy. They do not dictate it; they flow from such policy and
law. These sites we have nominated under the World Heritage
Convention are listed because Congress chose to enact policy and
law to protect them and establish special land managers to regu-
late and enforce such law.

To address a specific example that gave rise to this bill, the prob-
lem with the New World Mine was that it was, in fact, too close
to Yellowstone National Park, not that it was too close to a World
Heritage Site. If we want to debate the basic principles in environ-
mental protection, that’s fine. But we should not waste our time
passing legislation that seeks to abolish the programs that grew
out of these basic tenets.

We have evolved over 200 years an American land-use ethic in
case law. This is particularly true because the decision to abandon
these programs has consequences. And let’s be clear, the goal of
this measure is to abandon these programs, not simply to regulate
them. To require Congress to act for each and every parcel of land
to be considered is to effectively stop all future nominations and
designations.

The legislation sends a signal around the world that our Nation,
the United States of America, which forged the policy path to insti-
tute these various treaties and protocols, is undercutting the values
and benefits of international recognition for important cultural or
environmental sites. It sends a signal that the United States is un-
dercutting and abandoning values for ecosystem research coordi-
nated through the U.S. Man and the Biosphere Program.

At the same time, when the United States is thrust into a role
of dominant power and in the central role as a world leader in so
many areas, why would we voluntarily abdicate perhaps the most
important leadership position we occupy, that of a leader in an ef-
fort to make this life on this planet sustainable? This would convey
to the hundreds, in fact, a hundred and sixty-some nations who are
members of the World Heritage Convention Program, it would con-
vey to these nations who are participants of the conservation trea-
ties and protocols that special interest, domestic political and paro-
chial considerations come first in the United States. If the United
States cannot even permit recognition to be accorded, why should
the other nations bother to participate?

Finally, it is particularly troubling that we are pursuing this
misdirected and misguided policy based on gross misinformation.
Each agreement covered by this bill states on its face that it con-
tains no provision that affects in any way the authority or ability
of participating nations to control the lands within its borders.
These programs give the U.N. no more control over land of this
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country than the awarding of Gold Medals gives the U.S. Olympic
Committee control over an American athlete. To claim that these
international programs somehow infringe on the sovereignty of this
Nation is simply factually inaccurate.

This is not all that is inconsistent about H.R. 883. While this leg-
islation is similar to the measure introduced last Congress, it dif-
fers from the version that passed the House in one important re-
spect. During floor debate, 242 of our Members of Congress sup-
ported an amendment that I offered which would require specific
congressional authorization for any international agreement seek-
ing to make U.S. land available for commercial use as well. A ma-
jority of our colleagues felt that if you're going to reassert our role
in governing the use of these lands for conservation purposes, we
should be consistent and reassert congressional oversight of inter-
national agreements which cover commercial exploit of uses of U.S.
lands as well.

How can we stand by and let important conservation programs
be thrown by the wayside for superfluous reasons and then permit
foreign companies to haul away precious and valuable resources
rightfully owned by the American taxpayers who receive practically
nothing in return? The House clearly asserted that sentiment last
Congress and most certainly would hopefully do the same in this
Congress.

Mr. Chairman, programs like this are good programs. They do
not flow from the U.N. The argument is pervasive only to those
who have creative and overactive imaginations. Rather, these pro-
grams are being targeted because they do play a role in high-
lighting instances where we, as Congress and as a Nation, fall
short in meeting the very goals and values that the U.S. espouses
and that these international agreements represent.

Madam Chairman, this is an issue of takings, not of private
property but of stripping international recognition from the esteem
and from the United States citizens of the world. The reaction to
this symbolic program of conversation is ironic when, in fact, we
look to the next century. The United States should be joining with
the family of nations leading the advancement of knowledge and
working to implement such know-how into a host of environmental
agreements, some with teeth and enforcement mechanisms, be-
cause of the health, the welfare, and to benefit Spaceship Earth
and the people.

Thank you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Vento.

The Chair recognizes the real Chairman, Mr. Young. Do you
have an opening statement, sir?

Mr. YOUNG. I beg to differ with the good Chairperson, she is the
Chairman today. And I do thank you for participating in this; I
have a series of hearings.

I am very pleased to see the panel is here and look forward to
their testimony, and we look forward to the passage of this legisla-
tion again, as we did last year.

I thank you, Madam Chairman.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Under Rule 4(g), we like to limit time for our witnesses to five
minutes. And also I do want to state that if any other members
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have any opening statements, under unanimous consent, they will
be entered into the record.

Mr. VENTO. Madam Chair, a point of inquiry. I don’t have the
testimony from the distinguished former Ambassador, Ms. Kirk-
patrick, nor the disclosure statement. Is there some reason for
that? Doesn’t the Rules of the House provide at least for the disclo-
sure statement and the advanced copies of this testimony?

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Vento, the testimony came in a little bit
late. But we would be happy to provide as soon as we can copies
of the information.

Mr. VENTO. Do I have it? I am not aware of it being in my port-
folio and I am asking about it.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. It is noted for the record.

So without any other questions, we will proceed with our first
witness. Mrs. Kirkpatrick, we look forward to hearing from you.

STATEMENT OF HON. JEANE J. KIRKPATRICK, AMERICAN
ENTERPRISE INSTITUTE, WASHINGTON, DC

Ms. KIRKPATRICK. Thank you very much, and I thank you for in-
viting me. I am pleased to be here to make some general remarks
based principally on my experience in the United Nations and
reading and reflection on it since.

What I would like to do is make some general comments con-
cerning the practices, the patterns of the U.N. organization and
some of their impacts on the operation of programs. Specifically, I
would quote Paul Johnson, who has said that the 1970s could per-
haps be termed as the “Decade of collectivism,” particularly for the
United Nations, because there was a great explosion of collectivist
initiatives in the 1970s, nowhere as much as the United Nations
where a whole series of new orders and conventions were adopted
and undertaken, including the 1972 Convention on the Protection
of World Cultural and Natural Heritage, but also the 1974 new
international economic order, and a half dozen other initiatives in
the 1970s establishing global organizations in a U.N. framework to
undertake some new activity which had never been undertaken be-
fore, not just by the United Nations but, in most cases, by anyone.

And the thrust of these conventions was regulatory, for the most
part, and it was in most cases an effort to establish a louder voice
on the part of larger numbers of countries in the establishment of
policies in a very wide range of spheres. A characteristic of the new
organizations was the practice of making decisions on the basis of
what in the United Nations is considered the General Assembly
Principle, which is the basis of one country, one vote. The gov-
erning body of most of these organizations is chosen ultimately in
a U.N. arena which permits the decision-making on the basis of
one country, one vote. The problem with the one country, one vote
principle is, of course, that the United States’ vote counts exactly
as much as St. Christopher, Nevis, or Barbados, or Germany equal-
ly with Guinea, or Britain with the Bahamas, or whomever. When
decisions are made on the basis of one country, one vote, there is
very little account taken of interest in the decision or technological
competence or capacity to, in fact, implement decisions made.

The Convention Concerning the Protection of World Cultural and
Natural Heritage provides such a pattern of decision-making.
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Those decisions are made by delegates to the World Heritage Com-
mittee and the Biosphere Program International Coordinating
Council. They choose the International Coordinating Council which
is chosen by a UNESCO assembly which itself operates on the
basis of one country, one vote.

I might in parenthesis simply say that I was representing the
United States in the United Nation and the U.S. representation in
the U.N. during the period that the decision was made to withdraw
U.S. participation in UNESCO. I would like to say just a word
about this. It was a decision that was made not easily and not rap-
idly. It was proposed early in the Reagan Administration and a
commitment was solicited from my cabinet colleagues by me, I
might say, and received that they would not withhold U.S. support
from UNESCO or membership in UNESCO until and unless we
had made our very best effort at reform of the really egregious
abuses which characterized the UNESCO governance system. And
for more than two years, three years the Reagan Administration,
in cooperation with all parts of the U.S. Government, made an ef-
fort to correct some of the fraud, waste, and mismanagement which
virtually everyone who looked at the problem agreed existed.

Having failed, we decided reluctantly that it was really necessary
to withhold U.S. participation and withdraw U.S. membership from
UNESCO. And I would reiterate what the Chairman has pointed
to; that is, no subsequent Administration has deemed it desirable
to rejoin UNESCO. It is a poorly managed organization. Most of its
decisions and most of its domains are made on the basis of one
country, one vote and there is a very great deal of fraud and mis-
management. I think some improvement has been made but not
dramatic. The World Heritage Sites and designations are no dif-
ferent than many other aspects of UNESCO; namely, they are not
managed in a way that provides for systematic representation of
countries involved.

I would just like to mention one more general point concerning
U.N. operations. All U.N. decisions are made either on the basis of
some special selection of countries because of interest or com-
petence or on the basis of one country, one vote. The General As-
sembly is, of course, one country, one vote, and the Security Coun-
cil provides for weighting of votes. The Convention Concerning Pro-
tection of World Cultural and Natural Heritage provides simply for
decisions ultimately on the basis of one country, one vote, in which
no special attention is paid or account taken of the investments, or
the concerns, or the effects on Americans of any particular decision
by the World Heritage Sites.

I personally have been disturbed by the fact that there is no
voice for elected officials, no voice for the American people in these
processes. And I believe personally that the United States should
not participate in U.N. activities, whether it be the Law of the Sea,
or the Chemical Weapons Conventions, or World Cultural and Nat-
ural Heritage Programs, where decisions are made on the basis of
one country, one vote, where our great involvement is not matched
by some commensurate voice in decisions affecting our properties
and our interests.

Thank you.
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[The prepared statement of Ms. Kirkpatrick may be found at the
end of the hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you very much, Mrs. Kirkpatrick. I will
have to say that I am sure that all of my colleagues up here and
thousands of people wish that we could just sit down and talk to
you by the hour and listen and learn from you. It is a great honor
to have you here at the Committee.

And now the Chair recognizes Ms. Melinda Kimble for her testi-
mony.

STATEMENT OF MELINDA L. KIMBLE, ACTING ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY FOR OCEANS AND INTERNATIONAL ENVIRON-
MENTAL AND SCIENTIFIC AFFAIRS, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF
STATE, WASHINGTON, DC

Ms. KiMBLE. Thank you, Madam Chairman. Madam Chairman
and members of the Committee, I welcome this opportunity to com-
ment on H.R. 883, and I respectfully request that the full text of
my written statement be included in the record.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Without objection.

Ms. KiMBLE. H.R. 883 directly affects implementation of the
World Heritage Convention, the U.S. Man and the Biosphere Pro-
gram, and the RAMSAR Convention on Wetlands. These conven-
tions and initiatives have been long-standing components of the
United States’ international and environmental diplomacy.

The United States agrees that the public and the Congress
should participate in an open, transparent, and participatory nomi-
nation process for World Heritage Sites, Biosphere Reserves, and
RAMSAR sites. The Administration believes, however, that this
legislation goes too far in addressing concerns about the implemen-
tation of these long-standing international agreements and pro-
grams.

This bill would take what is currently a bottom-up grassroots ap-
proach and impose a cumbersome top-down approval process. The
United States was the principal architect of the World Heritage
Convention and the first country to ratify it. This convention re-
spects the sovereignty of countries on whose territory World Herit-
age Sites are located. It makes clear that the responsibility for
identifying and delineating such sites rests with the national gov-
ernments that are party to the convention.

The Man and the Biosphere Program, or MAB, is a voluntary
and cooperative science program which promotes the study of the
interaction of Earth’s human and natural systems. In Kentucky’s
biosphere reserve at Mammoth Cave National Park, local authori-
ties work together to protect the area’s water quality. In the Ever-
glades biosphere reserve, policy-makers and scientists have pro-
duced strategies for restoring this vast ecosystem while preserving
the area’s social and economic structures.

Nominations for the U.S. biosphere reserves are prepared by lo-
cally established committees interested in pursuing the designa-
tion. They obtain letters of concurrence from local and State gov-
ernment representatives and landowner approval for all included
properties.

H.R. 883 appears to be based on a belief that the World Heritage
Convention and the U.S. Man and the Biosphere Program threaten
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U.S. sovereignty, mandate land-use regimes, and restrict the rights
of private property owners. Rather, the main purpose of both is to
recognize sites of exceptional ecological, scientific, or cultural im-
portance. Neither regulates the management of these sites or af-
fects the land-use rights of the country in which they may be lo-
cated.

We also have concerns about Section 5 of H.R. 883, which re-
stricts international agreements generally with respect to the nomi-
nation or designation of Federal lands for conservation purposes.
This section could hamper the ability of local communities to gain
recognition of a specific wetland site in their area as a Wetland of
International Importance under the RAMSAR Convention on Wet-
lands. Such a listing affects neither the management regime for
these areas nor resource use within them.

This convention exists because of a global concern over the loss
of wetlands and the migratory birds that depend on these habitats.
At the local level, RAMSAR designations promote greater public
awareness of wetland values and the need to protect them. The
network of RAMSAR sites in Canada, the United States, and Mex-
ico provide safe breeding and wintering grounds for waterfowl.
These birds, in turn, generate significant economic activity in the
United States through hunting, tourism to these sites, and bird-
watching.

We believe that U.S. participation in the World Heritage Conven-
tion, U.S. Man and the Biosphere Program, and the RAMSAR Con-
vention on Wetlands serves important national interests and helps
link national and international initiatives with local stakeholders.
U.S. leadership and influence in these conventions and programs
encourages other nations to similarly value and care for significant
sites in their countries.

The Department of State opposes H.R. 883. If it were to pass, the
Secretary of State would recommend a veto. Recognition of a U.S.
site as a World Heritage Site, a Biosphere Reserve, or a RAMSAR
site in no way undermines our sovereignty. Such recognition also
does not impose additional Federal land-use restrictions over such
areas or adjacent areas. We believe this legislation runs counter to
the U.S. role in supporting both local and global environmental co-
operation and could greatly impede the nomination of new sites
under these conventions and programs.

This concludes my statement, Madam Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Kimble may be found at the end
of the hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Ms. Kimble.

The Chair now recognizes Mr. Brooks Yeager for his testimony.

STATEMENT OF BROOKS B. YEAGER, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY FOR POLICY AND INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS, U.S.
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. YEAGER. Thank you, Madam Chairman. If I may be allowed
to summarize my statement and have the full statement included
for the written record of the Committee.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Without objection.

Mr. YEAGER. Before I start, I would like to say on a personal note
how genuinely glad I am to see Representatives Tom and Mark
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Udall in this room which Mark’s father and Tom’s uncle for so long
was a wonderful chairman of this Committee. So, it is really a
great pleasure.

Madam Chairman and members of the Committee, thank you for
the opportunity to appear before you today to present the views of
the Department of the Interior on H.R. 883, the American Land
Sovereignty Protection Act. The chief effect of this legislation in our
view, Madam Chairman, would be to place cumbersome and un-
wise restrictions on U.S. participation in the World Heritage Con-
vention and other international conservation agreements.

Ironically, these agreements in many cases were the product of
U.S. world conservation leadership and have been supported by
Presidents of both parties going back to President Nixon. Through
them, the United States has been successful in engaging many
other nations in the world effort to establish and protect national
parks and to better conserve unique and important natural and
cultural resources.

The restrictions on participation and the burdensome require-
ments of H.R. 883 appear to be a response to worries that these
agreements in some way diminish U.S. sovereignty over our own
parks and refuges and public lands. But in our view, nothing could
be further from the truth. Because the restrictions of H.R. 883 are
unnecessary, and would unwisely weaken the worldwide conserva-
tion leadership and influence that the United States has earned,
we must strongly oppose the bill. If this legislation were to pass,
the Secretary of the Interior would join the Secretary of State in
recommending a veto.

Madam Chairman, with your permission, I would like to intro-
duce some documents for the Committee record. The documents
show the long, 30 year history of enthusiastic and nonpartisan sup-
port for these agreements, particularly for the World Heritage Con-
vention. They also show an equally long bipartisan consensus that
U.S. involvement in World Heritage and other such international
conservation conventions poses no threat to U.S. sovereignty.

In particular, I would like to start, Madam Chairman, with the
message from the President of the United States on November 23,
1972, introducing the World Heritage Conservation Convention to
Congress, in which President Nixon said “The Convention places
basic reliance on the resources and efforts of the States within
whose territory these natural and cultural sites are located, but, at
the same time, would provide a means of assisting States which
have insufficient resources or expertise in the protection of areas
for the benefit of all mankind.”

In particular, in the letter of submittal from the Secretary of
State at the time, it notes that the U.S. actually moved to strength-
en drafts of the convention during the negotiations during the early
1970s to have a convention that would match the U.S. desire at the
time for world conservation to move forward with U.S. leadership
and influence.

The second document I would like to introduce for the record,
Madam Chairman, is a letter from Secretary of Interior William
Clark, dated April 1984, to Secretary of State George Schultz, and
this addresses the point that was raised by Ambassador Kirk-
patrick about our disassociation at the time from UNESCO. In fact,
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we did disassociate from UNESCO and I have no basis to second-
guess Ambassador Kirkpatrick’s judgment as to why that was and
believe that’s the case. But at the same time, it was the considered
policy of the Reagan Administration at the time to retain our affili-
ation with the World Heritage Convention.

In fact, this letter speaks exactly to that point. It says the Con-
vention is identified as a clear U.S. initiative, the concept having
first been raised in President Nixon’s 1971 environmental message.
“This country’s close identification with the program was empha-
sized by our having deposited the first instrument of ratification
and by six years of Executive leadership through U.S. membership
on and chairmanship of the World Heritage Committee.” The rest
of the letter goes on to explain why, despite the fact that we had
disassociated from UNESCO, we should stay in the World Heritage
Convention.

The third letter that I would like to introduce is also from the
Reagan Administration. It is a letter from Ray Arnet when he was
director of the Fish and Wildlife Service, in which Mr. Arnet ex-
plains why it is important in the context of the World Heritage
Convention for the World Heritage Committee to have some re-
sponsibilities to oversee the integrity of World Heritage Sites. It ex-
plains clearly that it is U.S. policy that once a site is nominated
that there should be an effort to try to retain the values for which
the site was nominated.

I have a press release from Secretary Hodel when he was Sec-
retary, also during the Reagan Administration, indicating how
proud the department was at the time that the Statue of Liberty
could be recognized as a World Heritage Site so that that would be
the official recognition that “she is the most widely recognized sym-
bol of freedom and hope around the world.”

Mr. VENTO. I ask that these letters be made part of the record,
Madam Chairman.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Without objection, so ordered. But he is not
through yet.

Mr. YEAGER. Right. Thank you, Madam Chairman. I have two
other documents, one from the Governor of New Mexico Gary Car-
ruthers explaining why he is very happy that the Taos Pueblo was
nominated for a World Heritage Site, and one from our Solicitor
John Leshy explaining why, in very clear terms, he believes that
there is absolutely no infringement on U.S. sovereignty in the
course of the designation or administration of World Heritage Sites
in the United States.

I guess reading those documents took me a little more time than
I thought it would. My time is almost up. I would just like to say,
Madam Chairman, I think there has been a very long history of
nonpartisan support for these conventions. And as Melinda Kimble
made clear, the U.S. through these conventions has, in effect, mar-
keted the idea of the national park and of the better preservation
of cultural and natural heritage throughout the world. I know that
when the Secretary of Interior and I were in South Africa together,
just two months ago, people in Cape Town were enormously over-
joyed at the thought that they might be able to have the Cape Na-
tional Park be brought into the World Heritage system, because for
them it was an indication of the pride that they have in their local
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heritage and the fact that their local heritage really is of a unique
stature that deserves world recognition.

That is what these designations are about. That is what these
agreements are about. I think it would be unfortunate to hobble
them with unnecessary requirements. In fact, Congress has had an
important role; it ratified the agreement for World Heritage, it en-
acted the legislation that told us how to administer the World Her-
itage program, and we follow that legislation very carefully. We do
consult Congress when we nominate sites. I think there may be
room for improvement in those areas, but we don’t think there is
any need to bog down the programs and to vitiate their purpose for
the United States. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Yeager and accompanying docu-
ments may be found at the end of the hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Yeager. There was a total of
eight documents that you presented, wasn’t there?

Mr. YEAGER. I'm sorry, I'll count them, Madam Chairman. Seven
but one of them is a letter in response. I have the whole packet
here for you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Okay. Thank you very much. They will be en-
tered into the record, without objection.

And now the Chair recognizes Dr. Jeremy Rabkin for his testi-
mony.

STATEMENT OF JEREMY A. RABKIN, ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR,
DEPARTMENT OF GOVERNMENT, CORNELL UNIVERSITY,
ITHACA, NEW YORK

Dr. RABKIN. Thank you. I just want to begin by replying to some
things that have already been said. Congressman Vento started off
by saying that this bill that we’re talking about today is just sym-
bolic, it 1s a symbolic gesture that is not really going to the heart
of things. And we have heard that from both my co-panelists from
the Clinton Administration that the objections of people who are
concerned about American sovereignty are just about symbolism
and all of them insist there is no threat to American sovereignty
here. If you get past the symbolism, there is no threat to American
sovereignty.

But then when they go on to explain why we need to keep the
World Heritage Convention intact and they talk about other coun-
tries, they say this would undermine U.S. leadership, this would
undermine the influence of this convention. And it seems that for
other countries it is not just symbolic. It seems that for other coun-
tries their sovereignty is not something to be absolutely relied on.
It seems that we expect we will be able to influence other people
but we won’t be influenced.

Now I actually think it is a plausible argument that this finally
has no influence on anybody who doesn’t want to be influenced.
There is no ultimate sanction here except removing something from
a list and if you want to shrug that off, you can. On the other hand,
if we are going to take this seriously, we have to assume that it
means something to be removed from the list, that countries are
intimidated by that, they are embarrassed by the bad publicity. So
I think it is reasonable to say, yes, it does mean something and we
should worry about how this, if you want to call it symbolism, bad



12

publicity, embarrassment is wielded against us. I think that is a
minimally responsible thing.

Let me add one other thing that is not in my testimony but I
think is a point worth making here. My guess is that if you look
over the history of this, it is certainly my impression from reading
past minutes, this does exert influence, this system the World Her-
itage Convention system, it does exert influence on the “nice” coun-
tries, on the Western countries, on the developed countries. And it
exerts influence on them because they have local NGOs or local po-
litical opponents who say, “Oh, oh, we got in trouble. Look, we were
condemned. This is serious. This is important. We have to do some-
thing about it.” If you have local people to work with, then
UNESCO or the World Heritage Committee can have some influ-
ence.

I will quickly proceed to tell you a story about Australia where
I think this is exactly what happened. And I think that is more or
less what happened in Yellowstone. The countries where it is most
important for us to exert influence, it seems to me, are less devel-
oped countries and less democratic countries, and I think for those
countries the World Heritage Convention means about as much as
the Convention on Civil and Political Rights. China signed that
human rights convention and within the past year has been arrest-
ing everyone who mentions it in public in China. It similarly has
signed the World Heritage Convention and I wouldnt give two
cents for the amount of influence or leverage you are going to have
on China because it is basically a dictatorship and they will silence
people who try to talk about this convention, and the World Herit-
age Committee knows that. And, anyway, it is basically connected
with UNESCO and, as Ambassador Kirkpatrick said, UNESCO is
a very corrupt, very politicized organization.

So I think probably when you get down to this, it can only be
used effectively against Western countries, which means it is more
likely to be used against us than it is likely to be used in a useful
way against countries that we would like to encourage to improve
their protection of natural and historic sites.

Let me quickly tell you this story about Australia and then draw
some morals from it. Within the past year, there has been a big
dispute in Australia about one of their sites, the Kakadu National
Park which is in the Northern Territories in Australia. It has been
listed as a World Heritage Site since the early 1980s. All of that
time they have set aside certain areas adjoining the park for min-
ing. There has been a mine operating there now for almost twenty
years and there hasn’t been any complaint about it. Another parcel
of land which was set aside for mining, they have over the last few
years studied whether it would be all right to have mining go on
there. And the Australian government, after two-and-a-half years
of extensive, careful review, more or less analogous to our environ-
mental impact studies, decided, yes, you can go ahead and do min-
ing there.

Opponents of the mine then appealed to the World Heritage
Committee. It was a very political process. You had opposition
members of parliament writing to the committee. You had people
involved in the Green Party in Australia appealing to Green Party
members in Europe—particularly, the German Foreign Minister,
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who now is from the Green Party, and they also found allies in
France—and they got European countries to express an interest in
this. They got the European parliament to say this was wrong. And
then, of course, they got the World Heritage Committee to say, yes,
this is wrong and we are going to say that your park is in danger.

Now the Australian government said, look, this is our park. We
are sovereign—they said all the things that Congressman Vento
and my colleagues here have said you are allowed to say—this is
our decision. And the World Heritage Committee told them, no, you
are wrong, you better not do this. And they have these domestic
opponents of the mine saying, “Oh, look, we are in trouble now. We
have violated international law. We are going to be an inter-
national outlaw. We will become a pariah. This is terrible.” And the
government is in a considerable bind. That I think is the kind of
thing we have to worry about.

Let me just draw three quick morals. First, I think there is a
Constitutional question here about whether we can get into treaties
that have nothing to do with international exchange. I think you
might be able to defend the World Heritage Convention if you focus
on the exchange of tourists. But you want to be careful to say what
is it really that this is about, what is being focused on. And in the
Australian case, the World Heritage Committee said this will have
a negative impact on local aboriginal people in the Northern Terri-
tories. So you have this international committee coming in and say-
ing what we are really protecting is the relations of the Australian
government with its own people. If that is what this is about, I
question whether the United States can constitutionally partici-
pate.

Second, I think there is a question, okay, we could commit our-
selves to a treaty text but can we go from a treaty text to regula-
tions and interpretations made by an international committee
under that treaty. And I think there is serious constitutional
doubts about that. But that is what has happened here. The issue
in Australia, as in Yellowstone, was not actually the site but areas
adjoining the site. How do areas adjoining the site become subject
to the World Heritage Convention? The answer is the Committee
has decided on its own that that is what should happen; there
should be a buffer zone and they added that to the treaty. Can we
sign not only a treaty but have with the treaty a blank check to
an ad?ministrative body to expand the reach and meaning of the
treaty?

And finally, if we can make, which I think we can, certain kinds
of submissions to the International Court of Justice or to arbitra-
tion panels of the WTO where it is understood to be a judicial or
quasi-judicial procedure, can we really do that with just the same
constitutional integrity if we are making a submission to what is
basically a world political body, almost a sort of quasi-legislature,
which is what really the World Heritage Committee has made itself
into.

One last point. I would just like to disagree slightly with what
Jeane Kirkpatrick said, of course, I agree with the substance of
what she said, but she kept saying it is one country, one vote under
the World Heritage Convention. It is worse than that. There are
more than one hundred countries that have signed, but when it
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comes to making these rules and making these determinations they
don’t all of them vote one country, one vote. There is a very elite
list of twenty-one countries represented on the committee. We have
usually been on that committee but there is no reason to expect
that we will always be on that committee. So we could be con-
demned by a forum in which we not only are just one of many, but
we might not even be one. We might not be represented at all on
this committee and still we are giving to this committee the power
to condemn us and to help opponents of some policy here mobilize
opposition.

That is not the way our government is supposed to work. You
cannot talk about grassroots activity here. We have an elected Con-
gress. They are supposed to make decisions, not some coalition of
NGO activists and international sponsors in other countries meet-
ing in Geneva or Kyoto or somewhere else. We ought to be able to
decide for ourselves what we think is proper in our own territory,
and I think this bill will help us to do that. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Rabkin may be found at the end
of the hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Dr. Rabkin, for your testimony.

Now we will open the hearing up to questions from the members.

The Chair recognizes Mrs. Cubin.

Mrs. CUBIN. Thank you, Madam Chairman. I was busy passing
out Girl Scout cookies to the staff up here.

I really appreciated the testimony of the panel. I want you to
know I gave up complaining for Lent. Next year, I am going to give
up smoking for Lent. I haven’t smoked in twenty-one years and I
think I will be much more successful at that. So I don’t want you
to think that the remarks that I am making and the questions I
am asking are complaining. But I have to talk a little bit about
what happened in Yellowstone, since I represent Wyoming.

I truly appreciate Dr. Rabkin’s comments. I also don’t under-
stand how what happened in Wyoming reflects that it was a grass-
roots effort that came in and declared that Yellowstone was a site
in danger. The New World Mine had been in the process of com-
pleting an Environmental Impact Statement for three years. The
information that was coming out indicated that the mine developed
outside of Yellowstone would, in fact, did not damage Yellowstone.
I was not in favor of developing that mine, don’t get me wrong, but
I am in favor of following the process that has been established for
the Environmental Impact Statement and the process that has
been established to enforce the laws of the United States of Amer-
ica.

So three years this goes on and they were ready to make their
report. UNESCO came in and in three days, without even seeing
all of the documentation and the studies that had been put forward
for the EIS, three days later they determined that this was a Herit-
age area in danger.

I can’t see how in any way that is a grassroots effort. And I abso-
lutely agree that the political pressure that is brought to bear just
by virtue of the fact that publicity comes forward, oh, my goodness,
Yellowstone is now in danger, totally disregarding the facts, the
watershed that would have supplied the New World Mine did not
even go to Yellowstone; it went in an entirely different direction.
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So I just agree with Ambassador Kirkpatrick that we have to have
people from the United States representing our own best interests.

Would you respond, Dr. Rabkin, on the things that happened in
Yellowstone and comment on that for me.

Dr. RaBKIN. Well, I agree with everything that you said. I think
that was a very troubling episode. And it is troubling because, con-
trary to what the defenders of the existing system are saying, this
was very intrusive. You brought in an international inspection
team to say you are handling this in the wrong way, you in the
United States should not be doing this, you should be doing some-
thing else, otherwise we will condemn you by declaring your site
in danger.

And you see the potential for mischief here in the fact that
American Executive officials basically were in cahoots with this
international organ

Mrs. CUBIN. Right. They were invited in by the BLM.

Dr. RABKIN. They paid for it, they facilitated it, and then they
went to the meeting of the World Heritage Committee and said we
don’t object if you say that Yellowstone is in danger. So what you
are basically doing is, in some cases, supplying an international
megaphone to a mid-level executive bureaucrat. Mr. Frampton is a
fine fellow and everything but he shouldn’t on his own be able to
make decisions.

Mrs. CUBIN. Right.

Dr. RABKIN. And we gave him a global megaphone to say the
world has said that this mine is wrong. That’s not how we are sup-
posed to make decisions in this country.

Mrs. CUBIN. What I perceive my job as being is preserving the
process that is established by law.

Dr. RABKIN. Yes.

Mrs. CUBIN. The outcome is beyond my expertise—I am a chem-
ist—it is beyond my expertise and beyond actually my judgement
about it other than as a citizen. Because when the scientists come
forward and say these are the facts and this is what should be
done, then we have to respect that these are the facts or that they
are not the facts. And what happened here was the total process
was interrupted and the process was not allowed to go on. Frankly,
I don’t under——

Dr. RABKIN. Could I just add one thing?

Mrs. CUBIN. Please?

Dr. RABKIN. When there is a dispute about an environmental re-
view in this country, you have all kinds of safeguards which the
Congress has legislated. You have judicial review, you have due
process requirements so that people can say, wait a minute, this
is junk science, this is not a fair review, this was done improperly,
and you can appeal and you can have an authoritative judgement
saying no, that was not properly done, do it over again. There is,
of course, nothing like that at the international level, which is why
a number of these reviews, and people say this about the Aus-
tralian case as well, are not only slipshod, but they are utterly par-
tisan and tendentious. People basically go in there with a pre-
conceived notion of what is wrong and then write up a report say-
ing, yes, it really is wrong.
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And that kind of thing you have no recourse for. There are no
international courts that you can complain to, there is no inter-
national congress to complain to. You have just basically turned
loose these international busybodies who do their own intriguing,
and that is not a process.

Mrs. CUBIN. And the entire process was interrupted before it was
allowed to go to completion and before, like you said, the scoping
hearings were allowed to occur. It was truly an intrusion on the
laws of the United States of America.

Mr. YEAGER. Madam Chairman, may I be given a chance to re-
spond to this question since it involves activities of the Department
of the Interior?

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Yeager, we are in the questioning process
right now. I am sure Mr. Vento will be asking you about it.

So the Chair recognizes Mr. Vento.

Mr. VENTO. Thank you, Madam Chairman. As far as I know, you
are here to testify on the constitutional basis. Mr. Rabkin, are you
aware of any constitutional decisions that have been made that
these;? events violate the Constitution? Do you have a yes or no an-
swer?

Dr. RABKIN. They haven’t been litigated, so no.

Mr. VENTO. There is none. None.

Dr. RABKIN. Not yet.

Mr. VENTO. Ms. Kirkpatrick, are you aware of any designations
that have gone on in which a nation did not want the designation?

Ms. KIRKPATRICK. Yes. I am aware of processes having been set
underway without the nation involved desiring a designation. Let
me just say, the issue is the process. It is the question of represen-
tation and responsibility and accountability——

Dr. RABKIN. Israel. Israel was condemned——

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Rabkin, I didn’t ask——

Dr. RABKIN. Israel was condemned as well.

Ms. KIRKPATRICK. Exactly. Jerusalem was designated against the
desire of the State of Israel, absolutely.

Mr. VENTO. It is one of the RAMSAR. It is a site in danger
that

Ms. KIRKPATRICK. No, but it has been designated a World Herit-
age Site against the desire and against the opposition of the State
of Israel.

Mr. VENTO. Excuse me, Ms. Kirkpatrick. I think it was a can-
didate site. In fact, most of them themselves nominate these par-
ticular sites.

Now in terms of the Yellowstone case, Mr. Yeager wanted to join
in and say something. I invite him to do so at this point. But in
fact, that was after the fact. It doesn’t make any difference how it
became a Man and the Biosphere or World Heritage Site, this is
an incident or something that occurred after the site. As far as I
know, the Department of Interior used its authorities that it has
under law and granted by this Congress to accomplish the end,
didn’t it, Mr. Yeager?

Mr. YEAGER. Yes, that is correct, Representative Vento. I wanted
to try to correct the record, although there was quite a long ex-
change about the Yellowstone situation. But I was involved at some
levels in that discussion inside the Administration over time and
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have some personal knowledge of the facts. It is my belief that the
visit of the World Heritage inspection group had absolutely no sig-
nificance whatsoever for any of the decisions that were made with
regard to Yellowstone.

The Park Service was, in fact, a participating agency in the Yel-
lowstone EIS and the Park Service believed then and believes now
that the New World Mine would have caused damage to Yellow-
stone National Park. In fact, one of the drainages from the mine
does drain directly into Miller Creek which drains into the Park.
And there was considerable technical information to that effect
even in the course of developing the EIS.

Representative Cubin is correct, the EIS was never finished, but
that was not the result of the intervention of the World Heritage
Committee, it was the result of a decision by the President. It was
a decision that the President is quite proud of, that the Secretary
of Interior supports, and that we all believe was made correctly ac-
cording to U.S. law and that resulted in the protection of the park.

Mr. VENTO. The authorities exercised did not flow from the Man
and the Biosphere or the World Heritage Convention or the
RAMSAR Treaty?

Mr. YEAGER. No, they did not.

Mr. VENTO. They flowed from power that this Congress has con-
veyed and bestowed upon the land management agencies in the De-
partment of Interior specifically.

Mr. YEAGER. That is absolutely correct.

Mr. VENTO. Ms. Kimble, can you tell us what the effect of the
State Department—what clear agreements, other than RAMSAR,
might be affected by a blanket prohibition contained in this bill?
What would be the affect on these conventions, treaties, and proto-
cols?

Ms. KiMBLE. I think you have to look at conventions in force. I
think we have looked particularly at this bill which gets to land-
use issues as primarily affecting the RAMSAR Wetlands Conven-
tion. We don’t have other major conventions outside of World Herit-
age itself that deal with land-use right now.

Mr. VENTO. So would this bring to a stop any type of designation
of these types of sites in North America? Don’t we have treaty obli-
gations under the Migratory Bird Treaty and so forth?

Ms. KiMBLE. Well, let me say, the Migratory Bird Treaty is a
very important treaty, but I see RAMSAR as most important in
terms of encouraging the protection of wetlands globally and cer-
tainly in the Hemisphere. It is not only the United States that has
obligations to protect its wetlands. Our obligations are consistent
with RAMSAR but are based on Federal law under the Clean
Water Act. But other States have made their obligations consistent
with RAMSAR under their legislation. This means RAMSAR en-
courages Mexico and Canada, for instance, to also protect these
sites.

So the real strength of RAMSAR is promoting international co-
operation on wetlands protection. Obviously, we believe the United
States should be an active participant. Although you will note that
when we ratified RAMSAR we believed that our existing legislation
was sufficient to implement it.
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Mr. VENTO. Yes. Ambassador Kirkpatrick, during the 1980s
when we withdrew from UNESCO, did you protest? Were you of a
different opinion at that time with the then Reagan Administration
authorities with regards to continued participation in World Herit-
age and Man and the Biosphere and the other programs?

Ms. KIRKPATRICK. No. Let me just say that the implementation
of these programs is—my point, I didn’t make it very clearly—it is
a direct consequence of the political forces inside the United Na-
tions bodies at that time. The fact is that the United Nations is a
highly political institution, just like the U.S. Congress is, and it is
supposed to be. But it was not functioning in a way that dem-
onstrated such undesirable political consequences.

Mr. VENTO. We set aside these programs and stayed in them.

Ms. KIRKPATRICK. That’s right. No, no, because they were not ob-
jectionable. They were functioning adequately at that time.

Mr. VENTO. But do you think that we ought to at this point aban-
don this particular type of role, as has been implied here by the
other witness on the panel, Dr. Rabkin, do you think we ought to
abandon participation in these particular programs?

Ms. KiRKPATRICK. Do I believe the United States should with-
draw from participation in these programs?

Mr. VENTO. Yes.

Ms. KiRKPATRICK. I have never suggested it. I do believe, how-
ever, that the Congress has both an obligation and a responsibility
to participate in decisions that affect American citizens and prop-
erty.

Mr. VENTO. But the point is there is no constitutional challenge
to the fact that the Congress has given authority to the State De-
partment and others to, in fact, do this. There is no constitutional
question here in your mind, is there?

Ms. KIRKPATRICK. There are constitutional questions in my mind
concerning the implementation of some of these powers.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I thank the gentleman for your questions.

The Chair recognizes Mr. Pombo.

Mr. PoMmBO. Thank you, Madam Chairman. I yield to the woman
from Wyoming.

Mrs. CUBIN. Thank you, Mr. Pombo.

I would like to respond to Mr. Yeager. The outcome is exactly
what I wanted it to be. What I am absolutely opposed to is how
I think the process was violated. And let me tell you how that was
violated. The Administration had a desired outcome and what they
did when they invited UNESCO in was it was a part, and a big
part, but it was only a part of getting the desired outcome. Now,
if I am satisfied that the ends justify the means, then that is okay
with me. But I am not. My job, and I think all of our jobs, is to
protect the process.

And while this Administration may like the outcome that they
got this time, when another administration with an entirely dif-
ferent philosophy about the environment and about these issues
comes into play, if we allow this sort of thing to continue, then they
are not going to like the outcome the next time and neither are
you. And that was the point that I was trying to make.
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Mr. PomMBO. Reclaiming my time. To follow up somewhat on the
point that Mrs. Cubin was making, Ms. Kimble, can you clarify for
me what authority exists under these programs? What can they do?

Ms. KIMBLE. Let me say, these programs are designed to promote
international cooperation and to recognize sites that have specific
ecological, cultural, or scientific value. Congressional authority was
certainly given for the World Heritage Convention when the Senate
gave advice and consent and the Congress subsequently passed im-
plementing legislation.

Mr. PoMBO. No. What authority is under these agreements?
What can they do? Do they have land-use authority?

Ms. KiMBLE. The only thing they can do is put sites on a registry.
In the case of the World Heritage Convention, sites that are nomi-
nated by states party to the convention go on a registry as World
Heritage Sites and the World Heritage Committee, which the
United States has continued to participate in as a member since
we left UNESCO, continues to review the operation of these sites.

I just checked, for instance, to see how many sites are listed in
other countries. Many, many more developing country sites have
been listed than developed country sites, in part because devel-
oping countries do not have the capacity to protect their sites. And
many of these listings of the World Heritage Convention saying
these sites were in danger prompted action by the world commu-
nity, including technical assistance and aid, to help these countries
protect their sites.

Other sites have been brought to the attention of the World Her-
itage Committee. For instance, I was familiar with a case when I
was working in international organizations when Dubrovnik in
Yugoslavia was listed as a site in danger because of the ongoing
war in the former Yugoslavia.

So what this committee does is it identifies places of significant
importance under terms of the World Heritage Convention, the
World Heritage Convention continues to monitor these sites and re-
port on them. And it is truly an issue of peer pressure and support,
but it is cast truly in most cases in a very positive light encour-
aging countries to protect these sites. The purpose of the World
Heritage Convention, as the Nixon Administration saw it, was to
promote protection, and that I think was a constructive objective.

Mr. PoMmBO. Under the scenario that you describe of what they
are able to do, it is somewhat confusing because some of the vic-
tories that are claimed under these sites, all of the wonderful
things that they do, in your testimony and in other people’s testi-
mony, the claim is made that these are totally voluntary; they have
no regulatory authority, they have no ability to tell anybody what
to do.

At the same time, in quoting from your prepared statement, you
say it “played a key role in the effort to restore the Coho salmon
to areas of northern California through the Golden Gate Biosphere
Reserve Program.” If they have no regulatory authority, no ability
to tell us what to do, if they do not threaten our sovereignty, there
is no ability to do anything, yet they claim helping to recover an
endangered species.

Ms. KiMBLE. Let me make a very clear distinction, if I could.
First of all, Man and the Biosphere and the Biosphere Reserve Pro-



20

gram is a United States program that operates in connection with
the broader UNESCO program. The purpose of that program is vol-
untary scientific cooperation. In the case of the Coho salmon, desig-
nating the area as a Biosphere Reserve promoted more active en-
gagement in scientific studies in programs to help restore the salm-
on population in that area.

Mr. PoMBO. More active than what?

Ms. KiMBLE. The action was taken by individual—

Mr. PomMBO. Excuse me, it is my time. More active than what
currently exists under NMFS, and Fish and Wildlife, and the Sport
Fishing Association, and all of the different organizations that are
involved in trying to recover the Coho salmon? This has been a
major ongoing deal in Northern California, one that I am painfully
aware of.

Ms. KIMBLE. Let me say, as I understand

Mr. PoMBO. To come in here and claim credit for——

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Will the gentleman hold, please?

Mr. PomBO. I do have further questions.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I know you do.

Ms. Kimble, will you please let Mr. Pombo finish his statement.

Mr. PoMmBO. My time has expired. I do have other questions for
the witnesses and I will wait until everybody has had the oppor-
tunity to ask their first round of questions. Thank you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you very much.

The Chair recognizes Mr. Inslee for questions.

Mr. INSLEE. Thank you, Madam Chair.

Dr. Rabkin, I have been listening with interest to your discussion
of the constitutional question you have raised. I want to tell you
there are folks who on occasion come here to Congress and they
make arguments that certain things are unconstitutional. It is real-
ly great theater, it is really great propaganda, it really does a lot
of things to inflame people, to make them think that legitimate
treaties that have been confirmed by the United States Senate
somehow are going to end up with black helicopters coming across
the border in Canada. I want to tell you that when leaders talk
about that it does inflame people’s passions and it does make them
%Ctl(lially believe that the black helicopters are coming across the

order.

I want to tell you that frequently there are people who come here
and argue that certain things are unconstitutional knowing that
they have never ever gone through the legitimate means that are
established to challenge the constitutionality of an Act or a treaty
adopted by Congress and yet come in here and argue for weeks and
months and years that certain things are unconstitutional back to
their constituents when they have never tested that issue in the
courts of this country.

Now my understanding is, and your answer to Mr. Vento’s ques-
tion, that neither you nor anyone else has asked the U.S. Supreme
Court to rule on the constitutionality of this issue. If that is true,
I want you to tell me if you are one of those folks who come here
and argue the constitutionality of statutes and never actually go
through the means of testing that issue in the courts of this land?

Dr. RABKIN. The Supreme Court of the United States does not
give advisory opinions. You cannot show up and say I would like
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some advice. You have to have an actual case or controversy. I
have in other contexts argued that people are much, much too pro-
miscuous in going into the courts and trying to make everything
into a Federal case. It would be very difficult to mount a Federal
case about this because you would have to show that somebody was
directly coerced by it.

Mr. INSLEE. This has been on the books, one of these bills, since
1973, the other one has been here since sometime during the
Reagan Administration. Are you telling me that our system of jus-
tice is so incompetent and impotent that it prevents American citi-
zens from ruling the constitutionality of this? Is that what you are
telling this Committee?

Dr. RABKIN. I would not put it that way. But if you look at trea-
ties generally, you will see there are hardly any cases about trea-
ties because it is very difficult directly to challenge the treaty.

Mr. INSLEE. Have you made any effort to challenge these treaties
in the courts of our land?

Dr. RABKIN. I personally have not.

Mr. INSLEE. Do you know anybody who has come forward from
the Yellowstone incident that people are complaining about, or any
of these instances and said this is a terrible affront to the constitu-
tional process of this country, it has got to be ruled unconstitu-
tional by the courts. Have you done that? Has anybody done that?
Or do they instead just come to the Congress and bleat and whine
about this year after year and never test this issue. Is that what
has happened here?

Dr. RABKIN. I do really think you are misunderstanding. You
cannot, just because you have an argument or a view or a principle,
get it into court. There has to be an actual case where you can
show that someone was directly coerced, and I don’t think that has
happened yet.

Mr. INSLEE. Apparently no one has even tried to have a judicial
interpretation of this issue. Is that an accurate statement to your
knowledge?

Dr. RaBKIN. I think that is accurate.

Mr. INSLEE. But it is accurate that people have come month after
month, year after year to this Congress and made that argument,
yourself included. Is that accurate?

Dr. RABKIN. Oh, I don’t know if it was month after month. But
people have made that argument, sure.

Mr. INSLEE. So isn’t it true that you are in the wrong place. You
ought to be in the judicial system to get an interpretation of this,
don’t you think?

Dr. RABKIN. I totally disagree with you, sir. I think it is very im-
portant for the Congress of the United States to uphold the Con-
stitution and not shrug its shoulders and say, oh, well, go to court.
You have taken an oath yourself, sir, to uphold the Constitution.
You should take that oath seriously. You should not berate citizens
when they come to you and ask you to honor that oath.

Mr. INSLEE. I appreciate your reminding me of the oath that I
have taken and have fulfilled hour by hour, day by day to the last
dog dies, and I will do that. But it is a serious issue. I just want
to tell you it is troublesome to me because we get this in other con-
text, just not in the Resources Committee, where people raise con-
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stitutional issues. And when I say why don’t we get a ruling on
this, we have a branch of government that can give us an answer
to this, for some reason they are very reluctant to ever do that.
And I will tell you why they are reluctant. Because they know the
Supreme Court would rule these are constitutional. That is why
the U.S. Senate has confirmed them. Thank you, Mr. Rabkin.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Inslee.

The Chair recognizes Mr. Tancredo.

Mr. TANCREDO. Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Mr. Yeager, what is your relationship—you mentioned earlier
that you had some personal involvement with and understanding
of the issues revolving around the Yellowstone Park issue. If you
could help me out here and just tell me, what is your relationship,
for instance, to the National Park Superintendent, Mr. Finley? Do
you know him?

Mr. YEAGER. I do know him, yes.

Mr. TANCREDO. In what capacity are you aware of his work?

Mr. YEAGER. I am the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Policy and
International Affairs. Among the offices that report to me is an of-
fice called the Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance.
When we have the responsibility to comment or to participate in
NEPA work, work under the Environmental Policy Act, assess-
ments or impact statements that are done by other agencies, that
office helps to coordinate the bureau’s responses and to make sure
that our responses are consistent and does necessary technical
work with the bureaus.

So in that capacity, among others, I was asked to look into this
issue. There was quite a long technical discussion that involved all
the agencies about the mine. I can tell you that that technical dis-
cussion was extensive, got into great detail about elements of the
EIS, was participated in by people, among others, the water quality
staff of the Park Service in Denver, the Bureau of Reclamation
dam experts, and others who had technical expertise on issues
raised in the EIS.

Mr. TANCREDO. Would you consider Mr. Finley to have that kind
of technical expertise? Would he have been a participant at any
point along the line in any of the discussions? Would he have been
made aware of the technical aspects of it?

Mr. YEAGER. I assume as the Superintendent he was made
aware. But he was not actually a participant in the discussions, no.
The discussions were held largely by technical people.

Mr. TANCREDO. But you feel, to the extent that you are able to,
and I recognize that there is some separation between your respon-
sibility and his that might not allow you to have a definitive knowl-
edge here, but you feel comfortable that he would have had a good
working knowledge of the World Heritage Sites?

Mr. YEAGER. I honestly can’t testify to his knowledge. I view him
as a competent Park Superintendent.

Mr. TANCREDO. Let me ask you to make an assumption given his
responsibilities as a National Park Superintendent. Would you
think he would have had at least a working knowledge of the
World Heritage Sites provisions?

Mr. YEAGER. My assumption is that he would have had a work-
ing knowledge of all issues affecting his park.
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Mr. TANCREDO. Then how would you have responded to the fol-
lowing quote by Mr. Finley as appeared in the Casper Star Trib-
une, September 9, 1995, a copy of which I have here. “As ratified
by Congress, the provisions of the World Heritage Treaty have the
force and statutory authority of Federal law. By inviting the com-
mittee to visit the park and assess the mine’s potential impacts,
the Interior Department acted as it was legally required to do.”

Mr. YEAGER. What is the question?

Mr. TANCREDO. How would you respond to that? Would you say
that is an accurate statement?

Mr. YEAGER. I probably would not. You would have to read it
again for me to respond.

Mr. TANCREDO. Let me do that. How about if I just gave you——

Mr. YEAGER. Representative Tancredo, maybe it would be better
for me to read to you how our solicitor has interpreted our respon-
sibility to the World Heritage

Mr. TANCREDO. I am really interested in your opinion of it.

Mr. YEAGER. I understand that you value my opinion. But I
think there are those in the government whose job it is to make
legal interpretations and I generally try to follow them, and our so-
licitor is one of those people. Neither Mike Finley, the super-
intendent, nor I are asked to render legal opinions about the posi-
tion of the United States——

Mr. TANCREDO. He did, of course, do exactly that here, he ren-
dered a legal opinion.

Mr. YEAGER. Well, with your permission, if you ask for my per-
sonal response, I would ask the solicitor. And here is what the so-
licitor says. “As a party to the World Heritage Convention, the
United States has undertaken to take the appropriate legal, sci-
entific, technical, administrative, and financial measures necessary
for the identification, protection, conservation, presentation, and re-
habilitation of natural and cultural heritage features designated in
U.S. territory. 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 recent decision to name
the Yellowstone National Park to the World Heritage List of Sites
in Danger does not impinge in any way on the United States sov-
ereignty and does not supplant the——

Mr. TANCREDO. That is really not the question I asked you. You
are responding to a question I did not ask.

[Simultaneous conversation.]

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Yeager, you are responding to a question I
did not ask.

Mr. YEAGER. I would like to finish——

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Excuse me, will the gentlemen hold, please.
The Congressman has the time and he is controlling the time. I
would appreciate your respecting that. Thank you.

Mr. TANCREDO. I will simply end my time, and I know we are
running out of time here, but I guess it is my observation here that
apparently it is not just some wayward enthusiasts who might
have an incorrect impression about what this whole program is
about and may be coming here idealistically asking us to deal with
it. Maybe it is even people like the superintendent of the National
Park who has a misinterpretation of exactly what this is all about.
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So perhaps it is not all that illogical for us to be pursing it from
the standpoint that there are aspects of this that are appropriately
brought before us today and I think this bill appropriately address-
es those aspects. Thank you, Madam Chairman. I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you.

The Chair recognizes Mr. Mark Udall.

Mr. UpaLL OF COLORADO. Thank you, Madam Chair.

I want to thank the panel for taking time to speak with us today
and help us understand this important issue a little more in depth.

Ms. Kimble, I had a question for you. It seems to me from what
I have been hearing that really what has been said is the United
States took the lead in establishing a lot of these programs in the
1970s. Is that right?

Ms. KiMBLE. We took the lead in establishing the World Heritage
Convention. We subsequently joined the Man and the Biosphere
Program at UNESCO some three years after it was formed.

Mr. UpALL OF COLORADO. In that spirit, Madam Chair, if 1
might, I would like to read a short paragraph out of a letter that
I received and ask that the rest of the letter be included in the
record.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Without objection.

Mr. UpALL OF COLORADO. Thank you, Madam Chair. The letter
is addressed to me, of course, and it says “Dear Congressman
Udall, T write to urge you to oppose H.R. 883, the American Land
Sovereignty Protection Act, sponsored by Resources Committee
Chairman Don Young. This legislation is neither warranted nor
wise. It is an unfounded attack on international conservation pro-
grams that recognize areas in the world that are of “outstanding
universal value.” Contrary to this bill, I believe the Congress should
strengthen and encourage measures that would lead to greater par-
ticipation by the United States in the World Heritage Convention,
RAMSAR Wetlands Convention, the Biosphere Reserve Program,
and other worthwhile international conservation programs.”

This letter is from the Honorable Russell Train, who served on
the Council of Environmental Quality for President Nixon. It points
out to me the bipartisan nature of the creation of many of these
efforts around the world. I would ask, as I mentioned earlier, that
the rest of the letter be included in the record.

[The information may be found at the end of the hearing.]

Mr. UpALL OF COLORADO. If T might make one other comment,
it seems to me, Mr. Yeager, you can confirm or disagree with me,
in attempting to respond to Mr. Tancredo’s question, you were say-
ing that Mr. Finley is an excellent superintendent but the Solicitor
is a better attorney. Is that true?

Mfl YEAGER. That is much more elegantly put. Thank you very
much.

Mr. UDALL OF COLORADO. Thank you, Madam Chair.

Mr;) VENTO. Would the gentleman yield to me briefly on that
point?

Mr. UDALL OF COLORADO. Sure.

Mr. VENTO. Thank you. I would just point out, I don’t intend to
extend my questioning period, but I would just point out that we
are relying on a newspaper article here, too. Superintendent Finley
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has been in a number of parks including the Everglades which is
also designated as a Man and the Biosphere Reserve. So I think
that we are just relying on a newspaper article here in terms of
what he might have said. I think that if we really want to find out
what his view is or how this impacted, I think that would be appro-
priate. I think it could also be interpreted that he was saying what
is consistent with the existing laws and authorities that exist in
terms of that area, which, incidentally, has BLM, Forest Service,
Native American lands, and a whole variety of lands in what is
called the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. UDpALL OF COLORADO. Thank you, Mr. Vento.

I see I have a little bit of time left. I might add that Russell
Train at the end of his letter pointed out that areas in the United
States including private lands recognized under international
agreements are subject only to domestic law. “There is no inter-
national legal protection or sanction for these areas. Thus, I am op-
posed to requiring congressional authorization of a site prior to
nomination or designation.” And I think he makes that additional
point that I think we need to make here.

So, Madam Chair, I thank you for the time and yield back the
remainder.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you Mr. Udall.

The Chair now has some questions. The issue of the New World
Mine has been quite prominent in this hearing and I want to get
some things on the record.

First, that the World Mine operated on private property through
a patent, and that there were fourteen nongovernmental organiza-
tions who had appealed to the United Nations Educational, Sci-
entific, and Cultural Organization. They in turn, on March 6, 1995,
wrote a letter to Mr. George Frampton, Department of Interior, in
which they stated to him the following: The World Heritage Com-
mittee has the authority to act unilaterally in placing a site on the
List of World Heritage Sites in Danger. Now I would like to jux-
tapose that to Article IV, section 3 of the Constitution which clearly
says that Congress needs to make all needful rules and regulations.

I do not believe that it takes a battery of lawyers, Supreme Court
Justices, and everybody else to understand the clarity of those two
positions. Our United States Constitution is exceedingly clear as to
Congress’ responsibilities. I furthermore do not believe that a con-
stitutional issue should be run by the Supreme Court before the
Congress deals with it. I think we have to have the boldness and
the courage and the tenacity to study these issues and to respond
in a manner that is thoughtful, as our constituents would expect
us to. I think to do otherwise simply engages us in the old paral-
ysis of analysis.

The statement that was contained in the March 6, 1995, letter
to Interior Assistant Secretary George Frampton is an official com-
munication that needs to be taken very seriously because that let-
ter goes on to state the following: “It is important to note that Arti-
cle I 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 obliga-
tion extends beyond the boundary of this site, and Article 5(a) rec-
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ommends that State parties integrate the protection of sites into
comprehensive planning programs.” Now we must remember that
this document was generated as a response to fourteen NGOs rec-
ommending that the World Mine be taken into this world jurisdic-
tion.

So without objection, I would like to enter into the record this
letter to Mr. Frampton. Is there any objection? Hearing none, so or-
dered.

[The information may be found at the end of the hearing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I do have a question for Dr. Kirkpatrick. What
advice can you give the Congress to improve its oversight of inter-
national organizations such as the situation we are dealing with
here?

Ms. KIRKPATRICK. I do believe that the oversight of multilateral
organizations poses some very special problems actually for any
legislative body vested with oversight. The reason being that multi-
lateral organizations characteristically not only practice bureau-
cratic decision-making of necessity, but that bureaucratic decision-
making is a good many steps further removed from an elective
body than the bureaucratic decision-making in a single govern-
ment. It is easier for the Congress of the United States to practice
oversight of the U.S. Government, U.S. bureaucracy, though that is
not easy, as we know.

The oversight of international organizations is complicated be-
cause the countries engaged have different views concerning the
appropriateness of oversight, concerning the rectitude, if you will,
of oversight, and concerning which bodies have the right, in fact,
to oversight. And the United Nations is a very complex organiza-
tion.

By the way, may I just say that I don’t believe that the issue
here is conservation or environment or whether there should be
World Heritage Sites. I think the issue is who should be charged
with protecting them and developing them and how that should be
determined. Under the American system, I believe that the chain
of elected representation and responsibility and accountability is
absolutely essential. All our individual rights are vested in that
chain of representation and responsibility and accountability, and
that chain has the most tenuous possible connections with oper-
ations of multinational bureaucratic organizations.

The only way really that the Congress can exercise that over-
sight I think virtually is to try to work through its own depart-
ments charged with the management of representation in those or-
ganizations. So that the Congress would work through the State
Department and through other environmental agencies. And that
is one of the problems. It just makes it that much more difficult
to reflect and represent and respond to popular opinion, to the
opinion of Americans. And I wish you good luck. I think it is very
difficult to practice oversight of those organizations.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. It is a challenge.

Ms. KIRKPATRICK. It is a challenge.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I want to thank the witnesses very much for
your valuable testimony. I do want you to know that you have five
working days to extend or amend your testimony should you wish.
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We would look forward to any additions that you might have of
your testimony.

Excuse me, I am reminded by counsel that it is ten working
days.

Dr. RABKIN. Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. You are welcome.

Mr. VENTO. Will we get the testimony from Jeane Kirkpatrick
today?

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Yes, I think it will come up through the re-
corder.

I want to thank these witnesses very much and excuse this panel
of witnesses. Thank you for your time.

Now I would like to turn the Committee over to Barbara Cubin.
I have to go to the floor for a speech and she will take the Chair
for a while. Thank you.

Mrs. CUBIN. [PRESIDING] We will now hear from our second panel.
We have Mr. Stephen Lindsey from Elgin, Arizona; Mr. David B.
Rovig, President, Greystar Resources, Billings, Montana; Ms. Ann
Webster Smith, Chairman Emeritus, U.S. Committee of the Inter-
national Council on Monuments and Sites, Washington, DC; and
Ms. Laurel MacLeod, Director of Legislation and Public Policy,
Concerned Women for America, Washington, DC.

Mr. VENTO. Madam Chair, I am going to have to excuse myself,
but I do want to welcome the witnesses, especially the witness from
ICOMOS who is a long-time witness before the Committee on these
particular issues. We have oversight hearings every year on the
budget and we would bring them in when I had that responsibility,
and I am pleased to see her back.

Ms. SMITH. Thank you.

Mrs. CUBIN. All right, everyone is at the witness table now.

I would like to recognize Mr. Lindsey for his oral testimony. As
Chairman Chenoweth mentioned, we do limit the oral testimony to
five minutes but your entire statement will be printed in the
record. And if you will just watch the lights there, the yellow light
tells you when you have sixty seconds left. And we will be better
about watching our time, too.

So, Mr. Lindsey?

STATEMENT OF STEPHEN G. LINDSEY, ELGIN, ARIZONA

Mr. LINDSEY. I really thank you for letting me come here. I do
appreciate being asked to come. There are a lot of doctors and folks
who have a lot more knowledge than me. I work the land. I am a
rancher in Southeast Arizona. My name is Steve Lindsey, and I
live in Canelo, Arizona, a little burg there as you are headed to-
wards Parker Canyon Lake, about 75 miles Southeast of Tucson on
the west side of the Hoecake Mountains. The ranch that my family
owns borders the Fort Hoecake on the east side.

The history of the ranch, my great-great-grandfather moved into
the area in 1866 and homesteaded in what is now Parker Canyon.
In 1910, my great-grandfather moved down to Canelo where we
live now and homesteaded a piece. His house burned down in 1923
and he bought the adjacent homestead. We are now living in that
house that he bought in 1923.
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In 1996, the Southwest Center for Biodiversity petitioned the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to list as endangered the Canelo
Hills Ladies Tresses along with two other cienegas species, cienega
being a wetland, in Spanish it means a swamp. Everybody now
calls them “riparian areas” but for years we just called them
cienegas. They petitioned them to list these species.

The Canelo Hills Ladies Tresses grows there on our place. It is
found in five different places around the country that they know
of and is doing best on our place where it is grazed, is doing the
worst on the Nature Conservancy where it is not grazed. So as you
can see in the Federal Register, you can look this up and you can
see that the grazing is not detrimental to this plant.

After it was listed in 1997, through a lot of public input and a
lot of fights and a lot of things—I didn’t figure it needed to be list-
ed, my family didn’t figure it needed to be listed—after it was list-
ed in January of 1997, in February of 1997, through the paper—
Mr. Vento was talking about a newspaper article—through the
paper the Phoenix Republic we found out that the Southwest Cen-
ter for Biodiversity was now petitioning Interior Secretary Bruce
Babbitt to put our 310 acres, well 60 acres of wetland, under the
RAMSAR Treaty. I didn’t even know what a RAMSAR Treaty was
back then. I made some phone calls and that’s what I am doing
here now is trying to figure out what in the world is going on peti-
tioning Bruce Babbitt instead of why aren’t we coming to Congress
and why are we making my private property part of the public
input. What is going on here? That is what I am doing here is try-
ing to find out.

I read the other day that a country’s most important natural re-
source is their children. How true that is. I have got nine children.
My wife is my staff, she came with me here today. We have been
ranching on this place since fourth generation right there on that
place, fifth generation rancher in Southeast Arizona. I am desiring
with all my heart to pass this ranch on down to my sons and my
daughters. I don’t see why, being that we have been ranching and
we have had a viable cattle outfit for all of those years, why we
now need international oversight.

I have heard a lot of the discussions today about different things
that will be able to be done through these conventions. And Karen
Suckling, of the Southwest Center for Biodiversity, said in the
newspaper article, “By protecting these Arizona wetlands through
the RAMSAR Convention, we get international oversight.” I am a
little concerned with that, with why we need international over-
sight on our property that has been in my family since 1910. We
have been ranching now for 89 years on 60 acres of wetland. I have
got some pictures here if you would want to see them of this wet-
land. T understand that the Chesapeake Bay is a RAMSAR site and
Chesapeake Bay sure has a heck of a lot more water in it than our
60 acres down there in Southeast Arizona.

I just have a little bit more time, so I will shut up. Thank you
very much.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Lindsey may be found at the end
of the hearing.]

Mrs. CUBIN. Thank you, Mr. Lindsey.

Mr. Rovig?
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STATEMENT OF DAVID B. ROVIG, PRESIDENT, GREYSTAR
RESOURCES LTD., BILLINGS, MONTANA

Mr. Rovic. Madam Chairman, I ask that my prepared statement
be made part of the official record.

Mrs. CUBIN. Without objection.

Mr. Rovic. Madam Chairman and members of the Committee, I
am David B. Rovig, a mining engineer from Billings, Montana. I
want to testify in support of H.R. 883, the American Land Sov-
ereignty Protection Act. H.R. 883 addresses several key issues that
are of great importance to protecting private property rights, access
to strategic resources, and our Nation’s sovereignty. These issues
are, and have been, the cornerstones of our country’s success.

No nation has ever achieved or sustained greatness without ac-
cess to natural resources, and certainly no great nation has ever
allowed other nations to dictate its resource policy. Likewise, only
those nations respecting private property rights have ever sus-
tained greatness. These very important tenets have worked well for
over 200 years but now seem to be tested at almost every turn by
those who now manage our government’s affairs and their handlers
in the pseudo-environmental community.

Let me place in personal terms the need for H.R. 883. In 1987,
I was one of the founders of Crown Butte Resources Ltd., a com-
pany that acquired a few claims in the mountains, and $40 million
later had discovered a world-class gold deposit called the New
World Mine in south-central Montana. Unfortunately, as it turned
out,kit was within three miles of a remote corner of Yellowstone
Park.

That project made business sense from the very beginning. It
also was a project that we knew from the beginning would be very
closely monitored and it would have to meet or exceed a mountain
of regulations and requirements. After a very careful review, we
knew those hurdles would be difficult but passable. Crown Butte
worked with the State of Montana and Wyoming and several Fed-
eral agencies to chart a course for the completion of an Environ-
mental Impact Statement. That process alone would take several
years and cost several millions of dollars.

The now well-known piracy of the process began in late February
1995 when fourteen environmental groups requested that Yellow-
stone National Park be listed as a World Heritage Site in Danger.
They saw that we were meeting all the legal and regulatory tests,
so they felt a scare tactic of placing Yellowstone on the World Her-
itage List of Sites in Danger might be their only chance to stop the
mine. They did this with the full support of Yellowstone Park man-
agement.

The Administration’s bullying tactics and complete sell-out to the
obstructionist agenda of a few elitist pseudo-environmental groups
resulted in an unparalleled government denial of the free enter-
prise system, unparalleled at least until it was used as a stepping
stone to the even larger and more egregious intrusion known as
Escalante-Grand Staircase land grab. What a horrible precedent.
Now every objection to development in the West includes a demand
for government buy-outs.

Mining in this area was nothing new. Only with today’s stand-
ards, it was to be done with a minimal impact on the environment
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and with the approval and oversight of many State and Federal
agencies. As I mentioned before, we were in that very structured
and deliberative process when a committee operating under the
umbrella of the United Nations came to Yellowstone National Park,
already a World Heritage Site, to see if it should be added as a site
in danger. Incredibly, when the visit was first publicly announced,
the Interior Department was going to pay for the travel costs of the
U.N. members.

These three or four committee members, from such places as
Thailand, made a three-day tourist type visit to the park during
which a three-hour road tour of the New World Mine site was
made. After this short visit, which consisted largely of media
events and photo ops, this group of “experts” concluded that the
New World project did endanger Yellowstone Park. In arriving at
this outrageous decision, they chose to ignore the many volumes of
scientific evidence that had been gathered on the project over sev-
eral years and at great cost by some of the world’s true experts
from industry and government.

The nearly completed New World Mine Environmental Impact
Statement was probably the most comprehensive technical docu-
ment ever assembled for such a project. The negation of this docu-
ment was a slap in the face of the many agency professionals, pri-
marily from the Forest Service in the State of Montana, who had
justifiably developed a great professional pride in their manage-
ment of such a complex effort.

Past Congresses and Administrations, in conjunction with Fed-
eral agencies and State governments, have developed a very de-
tailed and extensive review process with full public involvement.
The studies and information required are extensive and exhaustive
by any measure. That process should have been honored. Instead,
it was scuttled. All who played by the rules paid a dear price in
doing so. The State of Montana, which had invested time and tal-
ent of its best regulators, were left out of the decision altogether.
Montana paid the price of losing all the economic benefit of this
project and others that might have followed could bring. Partly be-
cause of decisions like this, Montana currently ranks fiftieth in the
Nation’s per capita income. The miners, the engineers, the busi-
nessmen, the property owners, the counties, the municipalities
were all left in the economic lurch.

To this day, I know the New World Mine could have been devel-
oped and operated in a manner that fully protected Yellowstone’s
resources while contributing to the Nation’s economy. Please do not
forget that I am a life-long Montanan and I want Yellowstone to
be there for my children and grandchildren as well as yours. I was
trained from a very early age that if you played by the rules you
would be judged accordingly. That was not the case with the New
World Mine. Three other directors and I resigned from the Crown
Butte board rather than agree to take a piddling amount of Federal
money and pull the plug on the project. A great deal of hard work
went into a viable project and it went out the window with an ill-
conceived political/media decision.

In closing, I would make three recommendations. First, pass H.R.
883 with strong provisions protecting our sovereignty. Our country
developed the concept of a system of national parks. We don’t now
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need others to tell us how they should be managed. Second, let the
system work. How can we continue to invest vast sums of money
in projects where a very comprehensive evaluation system is in
place and then, when a select group decides it should not go for-
ward, have the Federal Treasury pick up the bill? No mining busi-
ness or other business should take on complex projects with the
idea that Uncle will buy them out if the politics get too hot. And
lastly, Mr. Chairman, common sense and reason have to be placed
back in the process. Every day a new layer of regulation is added
at some level in the process. Every day some obstructionist group
uses that new regulation or some mutation of it to effect new bar-
riers the Congress could not possibly have imagined. And every day
we in the business world are forced to look outside our borders for
new projects. I hope that is not what America is about. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Rovig may be found at the end
of the hearing.]

Mr. POMBO. [PRESIDING] Thank you, Mr. Rovig.

Ms. Smith?

STATEMENT OF ANN WEBSTER SMITH, CHAIRMAN EMERITUS,
U.S. COMMITTEE OF THE INTERNATIONAL COUNCIL ON
MONUMENTS AND SITES, WASHINGTON, DC

Ms. SMITH. Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee, thank
you for an opportunity to be here today. I am going to summarize
my rgmarks and ask that the full remarks be included in the
record.

On behalf of some 600 members of the United States Committee
of the International Council on Monuments and Sites, we oppose
H.R. 883 because we feel that it would limit or deny to Americans
the opportunity to protect, recognize, and honor that of their cul-
tural and natural patrimony which is or could be recognized to be,
in the language of the World Heritage Convention, “of outstanding
universal value” and worthy of the prestige that such recognition
by 1156 other nations and the international community would
imply.

We are a professional membership organization with members
who represent architecture, archeology, art and architectural his-
tory, town planning, urban history, archives. Our organization was
established in 1965 and we’re concerned with the conservation, pro-
tection, rehabilitation, and enhancement of historic properties and
groups of buildings, historic districts and sites, including archae-
ological sites, and in educational and informational programs de-
signed to reflect that concern. U.S./ICOMOS is one of a network of
independent non-governmental national committees representing
similar professions, with more than five thousand members in al-
most a hundred countries, the International Council on Monuments
and Sites, ICOMOS.

Membership in ICOMOS, like ratification of the World Heritage
Convention, we have found seems to be a mark of nationhood espe-
cially on the part of the newly independent states. We heard con-
versations today about the fact that developing countries are not as
interested in some of this legislation and some of these inter-
national conventions as more developed countries are. We don’t
think that is true. We think that the “new” countries and devel-
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oping countries are even more proud of what they have and even
more anxious to have what is theirs recognized and protected with-
in their own countries and in educational terms by listing on the
World Heritage list.

More importantly in terms of the proposed legislation, H.R. 883,
ICOMOS is one of the two non-governmental bodies, the other one
being the International Union for the Conservation of Nature
(IUCN), which are named in the Convention as the professional
consulting bodies on nominations to the Convention. As you know,
the Convention is a list of natural and cultural or man-made prop-
erties that have been determined to be of “outstanding universal
value” to each nation and all nations.

We would like to address those aspects of this bill which address
the Convention and U.S. participation in it. Rather than reducing
or limiting U.S. participation, like Russell Train, who was instru-
mental in the development of the legislation in the first place and
had a long and brilliant career on behalf of the American Govern-
ment under President Nixon and others, U.S./ICOMOS would en-
courage this Committee to strengthen and encourage measures
which would lead to greater U.S. participation in the World Herit-
age Convention.

The Convention has its roots in proposals put forward during the
first Nixon Administration at the Stockholm Conference on the En-
vironment in 1972. Russell Train headed that U.S. delegation. Sub-
sequently, the U.S. was the first nation to ratify that Convention.
Since that time, 156 other nations have ratified the Convention
and some 582 properties, 117 natural properties, and 445 cultural
or man-made, and 20 mixed, which are both natural and cultural,
have been listed on the World Heritage list and recognized for their
outstanding universal value. It is the single most accepted inter-
national convention or treaty in history.

In this country, important historic properties such as Thomas
Jefferson’s Monticello and Independence Hall have been listed,
eight historic properties, and twelve natural properties of unique
distinction, such as the Everglades and Grand Canyon National
Park. In other countries, cultural properties of such undeniable
outstanding universal value as the Acropolis, Westminster Abbey,
and the Great Wall of China have been listed, along with whole
towns or urban areas, such as Quebec City, Venice and its lagoon,
and Islamic Cairo.

In this country, as in other countries, the nomination of prop-
erties is a governmental process which determines which properties
from among its national patrimony it considers to be of such “out-
standing universal value.” In the United States, this process is di-
rected by the National Park Service, proposed nominations are
given careful professional review within the Park Service, nomina-
tions are reviewed and discussion concerning them is then pub-
lished in the Federal Register. It is not a secret process.

Listing on the World Heritage List includes no international
legal protection or sanction. Protection for nomination or listed
properties grows out of the laws and statutes of the U.S. or any
other nominating countries and the country’s protective measures
must be stated as a part of the nomination. In nominating a prop-
erty, the U.S. or other nominating countries are neither limited nor
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prohibited from any proposed use or action except those limits or
prohibitions that have been established by the country’s own laws.

Nomination forms for properties listed call for a statement of
laws or decrees which govern the protection of monuments and
sites, including evidence of a master plan, a land-use plan, other
plans. The nomination form asks for information as to whether
these legislative or statutory measures prevent uncontrolled exploi-
tation of the ground below the property, the demolition or recon-
struction of buildings located on the property, or permit other sig-
nificant changes. The nominations must also indicate what, if any,
measures exist to encourage the revitalization of the property.

To examine specific provisions of H.R. 883, section 2(a), nomina-
tion and listing do not affect or diminish private interest in real
property, does not impinge in any way on private property rights,
does not conflict with congressional or constitutional responsibil-
ities, and does not diminish private interest in real property.

What is the value of the Convention and the World Heritage list?
Those countries that are State Parties participate in the convention
and that it as a mechanism for encouraging national pride, for
stimulating education concerning each country’s own national
treasures whether they represent history, cultural, or natural won-
ders. The countries where properties are located see listing on the
list as a means for economic development, particularly in terms of
encouraging tourism and visitation, a major source of local and for-
eign investment in many countries. In most countries that adhere
to the Convention, a World Heritage Convention listing is sought
because they know that it works to stimulate local pride, economic
development, and to encourage private investment.

In the United States—I am sorry, I am beyond my time but I
would like to say this—in the United States, in spite of our own
heritage, in spite of our beautiful and well-planned historic areas
such as Savannah, Charleston, New Orleans, Georgetown, Annap-
olis, or San Antonio, no towns are listed. Why is that? It is because
an element of the 1980 amendments to the National Historic Pres-
ervation Act had limited the nomination process. Even though in
other countries their historic districts, their historic ensembles or
quarters are listed, we in the United States cannot nominate ours
because of our own limiting legislatioin and guidelines for its im-
plementation. Many historic communities or towns are very aware
of this and are very frustrated by the fact that they are not entitled
to the recognition which historic districts in other countries receive.

We would encourage the House Committee on Resources to give
serious consideration to the negative impact that H.R. 883 would
have on existing measures for recognition such as the World Herit-
age process. The process grew out of a U.S. initiative, the U.S. was
the first nation to ratify it, and it is a measure which has done
much to achieve recognition and protection of the cultural and nat-
ural heritage which are found to be of “outstanding universal
value.” We see this as a program which is benign, constructive,
educational, and enriching. We would encourage that you try to
find ways in which it can be strengthened rather than diminished
or weakened. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Smith may be found at the end
of the hearing.]
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Mr. PomMBo. Thank you.
Ms. MacLeod?

STATEMENT OF LAUREL MACLEOD, DIRECTOR OF LEGISLA-
TION AND PUBLIC POLICY, CONCERNED WOMEN FOR AMER-
ICA, WASHINGTON, DC

Ms. MAcLEOD. Good afternoon. I would like to thank members
of the Committee for giving me the opportunity to address you
today. I also request that the full text of my remarks be placed in
the record.

I am the Director of Legislation for Concerned Women for Amer-
ica and I am here today representing CWA, which is the nation’s
largest public policy women’s organization in the country, and here
representing over 500,000 members.

As a women’s organization, we first became concerned about Bio-
sphere Reserves and World Heritage Sites after receiving many let-
ters from individuals across the country who claimed that their pri-
vate property rights were being infringed upon. We researched the
subject and discovered a number of disturbing things.

The biosphere reserve philosophy, as we have already heard
today, was the brainchild of the United Nations Educational, Sci-
entific, and Cultural Organizations, UNESCO. UNESCO still di-
rects the international Man and Biosphere Program, which coordi-
nates the creation and use of biosphere reserves around the world.
Here in the United States, our Man and the Biosphere Reserve
subsidiary, called USMAB, is run through the State Department.
USMAB nominates land or water sites for Biosphere Reserve des-
ignation, then UNESCO makes the final designation and approves
the site. Incredibly, Congress plays no role in this process even
though there are now 47 Biosphere Reserves in the United States,
comprising about 44 million acres of land.

Practically, Biosphere Reserves already have a detrimental effect
upon private property ownership. For example, the boundaries of
the Champlain Adirondack Biosphere Reserve, called CABR, which
is the largest reserve in this nation, encompasses land owned by
both Federal and State Governments as well as private property
owners. One USMAB document called “Biosphere Reserves in Ac-
tion” explains that the biosphere reserve managers of CABR are
trying to find “environmentally sound solutions” to problems of
“conflicting” uses. In other words, people, industry, consumption,
and technology are the “conflicting” uses that are in the way of en-
vironmental goals.

While the USMAB sings the praises of this biosphere reserve
philosophy, many of the 400,000 people living in it are singing a
very different song. Hardest hit are the people living on the 3 mil-
lion acres of private property that was arbitrarily turned into a
heavily regulated buffer zone around the Adirondack State Park.
They were not compensated and reportedly these land management
decisions have resulted in much poverty and unemployment.

Our members are also very concerned about American sov-
ereignty as it relates to the World Heritage Sites. As you know, the
Statue of Liberty, Independence Hall, Monticello, the Florida Ever-
glades, and many other places like that in the United States are
designated World Heritage Sites in accordance with the Convention
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Concerning the Protection of World and Natural Heritage. This
ratified treaty requires our government to choose monuments and
historical sites for special designation and preservation. A very rea-
sonable and worthwhile activity. However, there is a catch.

Once a World Heritage Site is designated and approved, any
preservation questions that arise are sent to the World Heritage
Committee, and that is a United Nations body that answers to
UNESCO, not to Congress. This process of dealing with preserva-
tion questions invites sovereignty problems. For example, in 1995,
the Crown Butte Mine Company decided to start a mining project
that was one mountain range removed from Yellowstone National
Park, which is a World Heritage Site and also a Biosphere Reserve.
Ninety percent of the proposed mine consisted of private mining
claims. Yet a coalition of environmental groups wrote to the U.N.
World Heritage Committee and cited the proposed mine along with
“timber harvest, homebuilding, new population clusters, and
human-bear conflicts” as the dangers that were threatening Yel-
lowstone. But remember, these were the things outside the bound-
aries of Yellowstone.

In response, UNESCO’s World Heritage Committee chastened
the Interior Department, which in turn invited the U.N. Committee
to come to the United States and examine Yellowstone and the
mine proposal. The committee came and held a hearing on Sep-
tember 8, 1995, and the Committee Chairman from Thailand stat-
ed that the “United States has a duty to take steps to preserve the
Yellowstone ecosystem across administrative boundaries of the
park. Some 12 million acres of national forest and wilderness that
surround Yellowstone must be considered an extension of the Na-
tional Park if the whole system is to be preserved.” In other words,
a United Nations representative came into this country and told
our government, a sovereign nation, that a large buffer zone should
be built around Yellowstone, despite the fact that it would certainly
affect and harm private property owners.

Later, the World Heritage Committee decided that Yellowstone
is, indeed, a World Heritage Site in Danger, and in 1997 Congress
appropriated the funds to buy the New World Mine, ending the
publicity that had highlighted the harm to private property rights.

Members of the Committee, you are the men and women elected
by citizens in this country to legislate in the United States. And
it is up to you to defend the private property rights of citizens
when they are being, in effect, taken away by the implementation
of decisions made by unelected bureaucrats. The over 500,000
members of Concerned Women for America wholeheartedly believe
that H.R. 883 is needed to bring Congress back into a process from
which it has been too long excluded. Only Congress, not UNESCO,
not the Interior Department, or the World Heritage Committee can
best represent the needs of the American people and of our land.

We applaud Representative Don Young for his tireless work on
this important legislation, and we respectfully request your favor-
able disposition of this bill. Thank you so much for your time and
attention to this important matter.

[The prepared statement of Ms. MacLeod may be found at the
end of the hearing.]

Mr. PomBO. Thank you.



36

Ms. Smith, do you believe that all of the sites that have been
designated under these three Acts were deserving of that designa-
tion, at least the ones within the United States, not worldwide?

Ms. SMITH. I can only speak to the World Heritage List and the
World Heritage Convention.

Mr. PomBO. Okay, in terms to those?

Ms. SmITH. I would say that the process has been scholarly, pro-
fessional, and with enormous attention to detail. The Park Service
has been extremely conscientious about its role in the nomination
of properties. As a matter of fact, in the United States we have
been even more conscientious about our role in terms of the nomi-
nation of properties than some other countries have been I would
say.

The Convention is such a wonderful tool for education. It is such
a wonderful tool for making school children and adults understand
the value of our past and the importance of retaining that past for
our future. I think that everything that we have nominated indeed
merited listing.

Mr. PoMBO. May I ask, why are you concerned that if there was
another step in the process that required congressional approval
that it would somehow, and I don’t remember your exact quote, but
in your oral testimony you said something to the effect that this
would take away from the American people something. Do you be-
lieve that Congress would take away any of the current World Her-
itage Sites that are listed in this country?

Ms. SmITH. No, I don’t think there would be—I can’t imagine
that there would be any measures to reduce our current listings.

Mr. PomBoO. That is a pretty inflammatory statement that you
made in your oral testimony. I am just wondering which sites you
think were not deserving or you believe that Congress would not
approve.

Ms. SMITH. No, on the contrary, I think that there are others
which should be listed. That is my concern.

Mr. PoMBO. Are they not as deserving as the ones that are on
the list? Would the case be much harder to make on the ones that
you think should be listed?

Ms. SMITH. No. It is a very deliberative process.

Mr. PoMBO. Why do you believe then that if this bill were en-
acted into law and it required another step that said Congress had
to approve that we would somehow not find these sites deserving
or not find these sites up to snuff in terms of putting them on the
World Heritage List?

Ms. SMITH. I have two concerns. One is that I have long been
concerned about the fact that no historic district in this country is
listed on the World Heritage List whereas every other country in
the world has nominated historic districts to the World Heritage
List.

Mr. PomBo. I will give you that. I am just wondering what an-
other step in the process that required congressional approval
would—do you believe that Congress would look at the historical
districts and say these are not worthy of being listed and we don’t
want to nominate them?

Ms. SMITH. The process for the nomination of historic districts in-
cludes the requirement that all private property owners consent to
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the listing of their properties. That is what has limited their nomi-
nation.

Mr. PomBO. That is under current law?

Ms. SMITH. Yes. The 1980 amendments and Interior’s guidelines
for their implementation.

Mr. PomBO. So if we had another step in the process that re-
quired congressional approval, it would not affect what you are
speaking to right now?

Ms. SMITH. I would like to see the Congress look differently at
the nomination of districts because World Heritage Listing does not
affect anything that a private property owner can do with his prop-
erty in a city or in a rural area.

But as far as the other properties, the National Park Service has
not nominated a U.S. property to the World Heritage List for about
five or eight years. And for the last five or eight years every other
country in the world has been nominating properties and they have
been going on and on and on. Next week ICOMOS in Paris will
consider 57 new nominations which have been put forward this
year, none from the United States. None last year. None the year
before. And all of this is because the Park Service is very reluctant
to nominate properties and because of the limits on historic district
nominations.

Mr. PoMmBoO. It is very confusing to me, and I am sure to others
as well, that proponents of these programs always say that there
is nothing here, there are no restrictions, there are no problems,
there is no power, there is no regulatory authority, there is nothing
to be afraid of under these programs. But you are so concerned
that Congress might have to approve this. I don’t understand how
you get from a totally voluntary program that is just a recognition
of the importance and everything, that you are so terrified that
Congress would have to approve those that you come in here and
you say this is going to deny future generations the historical areas
if we have congressional approval of nominations. How do you get
from that to that?

That is very inflammatory rhetoric that has very little to do with
what we are talking about. We are saying, and there many people,
including myself, who believe that there is a constitutional duty on
the part of Congress to approve joining in on any of these. And
whether it is the World Heritage Sites or the Man and the Bio-
sphere, whatever it is, maybe some of them are deserving, maybe
some of them are not, I don’t know, I have not, like you, spent all
the time studying these and learning all about them. Maybe it is
a good program, maybe it is not. But why is everybody so afraid
of saying Congress has to approve it?

Ms. SMITH. I don’t think anybody is afraid and we certainly don’t
wish to inflame the rhetoric on the question of the World Heritage
List. I think that we feel that Congress should be encouraging the
listing of properties on the World Heritage List.

Mr. PoMBO. And they may. That may be exactly what happens.
Myself or Mr. Inslee, or any other member of the Committee, may
be in here saying I have got a great site in my district that should
be on the World Heritage Site list. I would venture to say that Mr.
Lindsey and his representative is probably not going to be in here
saying that is the perfect site to be on there. But I am sure there
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will be members in here saying they have something they think
ought to be put on there and would become the strongest advocates
of the program. But everybody is so terrified. If there is nothing
here, you know, don’t pay attention to the man behind the curtain,
if there is nothing here, then why are you afraid? And I am not
putting words in your mouth. You said this would take away from
future generations the enjoyment of our history and culture—for
Congress to approve these?

Ms. SMmITH. Another layer of approvals makes it even more dif-
ficult to nominate and recognize properties than is the case today.

Mr. PoMmBO. That very well may be true and I will not quibble
with you on whether or not that is in fact true, because I believe
it is true. But there are many people, including myself, who believe
that we have a constitutional duty and responsibility that before
any American properties, whether voluntarily or not, are put in a
World Heritage Site we have a responsibility to act. I don’t know
why that should concern you.

Unfortunately, my time has expired. I am going to recognize Mr.
Inslee for any questions he may have at this point.

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Chair, our side of the aisle would certainly defer
to the Chair if you want to proceed for a period, if I could reserve
some time at the end.

Mr. PomBO. I would be happy to. I will keep going, so if you want
to—dJust give me another five minutes and I will pass on the next
round.

Mr. INSLEE. That is great. If you would just reserve a couple
minutes for me at the end, I would appreciate it.

Mr. PomBoO. Thank you.

Mr. Lindsey, so that I understand the process that you went
through, how did you find out that your property was being sug-
gested for listing under the RAMSAR Treaty?

Mr. LINDSEY. Our neighbor read it in the paper, actually, in the
Phoenix Republic and sent us the article from the paper.

Mr. PoMBO. You were not the one who went forward and sug-
gested that? From the previous testimony that we heard from the
Administration, I was led to believe that all of these sites are nomi-
nated by the property owners and by the local people. That is not
the case?

Mr. LINDSEY. No. It took us very much by surprise. We don’t fig-
ure we need to be under the RAMSAR Convention, sir. So no, that
is not the case.

Mr. PoMBO. So it wasn’t your idea? In fact, you opposed it?

Mr. LINDSEY. In fact, I am opposing it. Yes, sir.

Mr. PoMmBO. And was it your neighbors who had nominated the
property? Was it a group of neighbors that all got together and
nominated the property and they just didn’t talk to you about it?

Mr. LINDSEY. No, sir. It was a local environmental group based
in Tucson called the Southwest Center for Biological Diversity.

Mr. PoMBO. And you said Tucson was 75 miles?

Mr. LINDSEY. Yes, sir, 75 miles.

Mr. PoMBO. So it was not local people that were doing this?

Mr. LINDSEY. No, sir.
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Mr. PomBO. Do any of your neighbors belong to that group? Are
they the ones who brought that group in and said this is something
we should do?

Mr. LINDSEY. No, sir. I believe the reason they petitioned to have
it listed was because of the Endangered Species Act. They did find
that orchid there and it states in the article that it will give them
international oversight over these endangered species.

Mr. POMBO. Are you familiar with the Endangered Species Act?

Mr. LINDSEY. Very much so, yes, sir.

Mr. PoMBO. Would you under current law be able to change, de-
stroy, harm, harass the habitat of the endangered species?

Mr. LINDSEY. Not of the plants, sir. The way the Endangered
Species Act is written, actually the Federal Government, thank
you, Lord, has no jurisdiction over a plant on private property. And
this is one of the reasons I feel that this same environmental group
that sued for that listing, by the way, this is why I feel that they
went ahead and petitioned Babbitt to have this listed as a
RAMSAR site so they could have that oversight of our private prop-
erty.

Mr. PoMmBO. This is interesting because under current U.S. law
under the Endangered Species Act, plants that are listed as endan-
gered are not regulated on private property.

Mr. LINDSEY. Exactly.

Mr. PomBo. If this was listed as a RAMSAR site and there were
some international designation over this property, how could that
possibly affect you?

Mr. LINDSEY. I don’t know, sir, if you have read anything in the
RAMSAR Treaty, Convention on Wetlands of International Impor-
tance. This is the Convention’s strategic plan for 1997 to 2002. It
states the Convention of Wetlands of International Importance, Es-
pecially Waterfowl Habitat, “to integrate conservation and wise use
of wetlands and all contracting parties into national, provincial,
and local planning and decision-making on land-use, ground water
management, catchment, river basin, and coastal zone planning,
and all other environmental planning and management.” That’s a
broad brush, sir. Something, as I say, we don’t feel that we need
to have implemented on our private property.

Second, the introduction states that “Through this plan, the Con-
vention’s long-standing technical work in wetlands is strengthened
and new catalytic role in the development and assistance of com-
munity is established. The Convention’s technical and policy work
becomes more closely related to the broader concerns of the Con-
vention on Biological Diversity and its traditional involvement with
water fowl is related more clearly to the Convention of Migratory
Species.” This is mission creep, sir. This is not what this RAMSAR
Treaty was written to do.

Mr. PoMBO. The interesting point about it is that proponents of
these programs, opponents of this legislation continue to say that
there is no regulatory authority, there is nothing that they can do.

Mr. LINDSEY. I wonder how many of those people, sir, have land-
ed inside those biosphere regions, how many of those people’s pri-
vate land that has been in their family for years is being consid-
ered for a RAMSAR Treaty? It is all right for us out West. Out
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West, we are a whole different ball of wax, it is a whole different
game out there, as you well know being from California, sir.

Mr. PoMmBO. I am seventh generation cattleman and fifth genera-
tion on my ranch. So I can understand what you are talking about.

Mr. LINDSEY. Yes, sir.

Mr. PoMmBO. Mr. Rovig, I had a question about the situation that
you found yourself in. Did you ask to be included within the World
Heritage Site, the Yellowstone listing? Did you invite people——

Mr. Rovia. Absolutely not. We, too, read about it in the paper.

Mr. PoMBO. You read about it in the paper?

Mr. Rovig. Correct.

Mr. POMBO. So in your case it was not voluntary?

Mr. RoviG. Absolutely not.

Mr. PomBO. Was it your neighbors that wanted to include you
within the site?

Mr. RoviG. By any normal definition of neighbor, certainly not.

Mr. PoMBO. The adjoining property owners?

Mr. RoviG. No, none of them.

Mr. PoMBO. Who wanted to include you?

Mr. Rovig. A group of environmentalists primarily out of the
Bozeman area. The Greater Yellowstone Coalition took it upon
themselves to——

Mr. PomBoO. Forgive me. How close is that to your property?

Mr. RoviG. By road, Bozeman would be about 150 miles.

Mr. POMBO. So they would not be considered locals?

Mr. RoviG. No.

Mr. PoMBO. Was it a grassroots movement from within the local
community that

Mr. RoviG. Of course not. It is a coalition of national and pos-
sibly even international environmental groups.

Mr. PoMBO. I am just trying to square the testimony that we re-
ceived earlier with what actually happens. We are told that it is
a grassroots movement, it is local people, it is people nominating
their own properties. Tell me about the site that you had. Is it
somewhat unique from the surrounding properties?

Mr. RoviG. It is unique in that it is private ground. Nearly every-
thing around us is Federal ground in some fashion or another. But
topographically and geographically, no, it is not unique. It is in a
mountain range that goes tens if not hundreds of miles in every di-
rection.

Mr. PoMBO. I have had the opportunity to fly over that particular
area in a little Cessna and it looked the same for a long time.

Mr. RoviG. It looks the same for a very long time. You fly over
it in a 727 and it looks the same for quite a while.

Mr. PomBO. That it does.

Mr. RoviG. This property was oftentimes portrayed as being in
Yellowstone Park when, in fact, it is about three miles northeast
of the most northeastern corner of the park. As Ms. MacLeod indi-
cated, it was a mountain range away. In fact, it is two mountain
ranges away where all of the facilities would be. There would have
been no possibility of any visual intrusion into the park from the
proposed operation.

Mr. PoMBO. You have been in the mining business for a long
time.




41

Mr. RoviG. Yes, sir.

Mr. PomBo. I looked at your biography. If you were to go out and
start a mine today, how difficult would it be to go through U.S. en-
vironmental standards before you could open that mine?

Mr. RoviG. Difficult enough that I am not going to try it again.

Mr. PoMBO. Give me an estimate of months it would take to get
it approved.

Mr. Rovic. Well, to give you some specific examples. In the State
of Montana, one mine trying to be permitted by Asarco, a major
corporation, has been in the Environmental Impact Statement
process for twelve years.

Mr. PomBO. Twelve years?

Mr. RoviG. Yes, sir. It is not uncommon in the United States for
mine permitting to take in excess of five years. That one, I agree,
is perhaps a bit of an anomaly. But five or more years is not out
of the norm.

Mr. PoMBO. In your experience, would you be fairly comfortable
in testifying here today that any mine that would be approved for
operation within the United States would be environmentally safe
and sound?

Mr. RoviGc. Every modern mine that is permitted under the
NEPA and various State policies in recent years has proven to be
a very good neighbor, environmentally and in every other way. Too
often, people are trying to make the case that a mine today will
result in events that happened yesteryear. But in fact, there are
more regulations put I think on the mining industry than anything
but maybe the nuclear industry now. At the New World, we were
going to have to achieve I believe it was 37 Federal permits and
about 14 State permits to take that thing forward.

Mr. PoMmBO. The folks that took I think you said a bus tour of
the site, are you familiar with what countries all of those folks
were from?

Mr. RoviG. Right now, I can’t tell you where they were from.
They were all from well outside the U.S. The chairman was from
Thailand, I believe one was from Germany, and I don’t know where
the other two were from.

Mr. PomBo. All right. Thank you.

Mr. Inslee, I will give you an opportunity, or I will go to Ms.
Chenoweth if you want to question.

Mr. Inslee is recognized.

Mr. INSLEE. Thank you.

Mr. Lindsey, what does a Ladies Tress look like, that plant?

Mr. LINDSEY. It grows six to twelve inches high. You know how
an orchid looks, it has got little spikelets on it that go like that.

Mr. INSLEE. It is not a problem for your cattle operations itself,
there are no toxins or anything involved?

Mr. LINDSEY. No, sir. Actually, like I said, it is found in five dif-
ferent places that they know of in Southeast Arizona, four of those
places are grazed, one place isn’t. It is doing the best, according to
the Federal Register, on our place, and the other three grazed fol-
low in suit. It is not doing well where it isn’t grazed because, of
course, plants grow up around it and nothing poops on it, so it
doesn’t get the fertilizer and the sunlight that it needs.



42

Mr. INSLEE. How do you feel, generally speaking, about efforts to
preserve that plant? Do you think that is a good idea or not a good
idea, or does it matter to you?

Mr. LINDSEY. It is a good idea. My family has been preserving
it for 89 years now. We have been ranching cattle on that place and
my family has been preserving it for 89 years. See, they don’t have
a history on this plant. It was found on our place in 1968 by some
school teachers that took us on a little field trip when I was a
young kid and they discovered it there. They don’t know if this
plant grew in every canyon. They don’t know anything about this
plant. Just all of a sudden it shows up and now we have got an
environmental group here that has an agenda and so they want it
listed as endangered.

Mr. INSLEE. Do I take it then that you sort of agree with reason-
able steps to preserve it, that’s okay with you?

Mr. LINDSEY. Sure.

Mr. INSLEE. Okay.

Mr. LINDSEY. Let me restate that. I'm sorry. Reasonable steps to
preserve it as long as nobody comes on my private land and tells
me how to do it.

Mr. INSLEE. Okay. What do you think should be done to help pre-
serve it?

Mr. LiNDSEY. I think we better leave it like it is because if we
start helping to preserve it, after 89 years in my family of cattle
grazing and historically from the 1700s cattle have been in that
area, if we start fencing it off and trying to preserve it, as we as
humans do, that bugger is going to die.

Mr. INSLEE. Has anybody attempted to restrict your cattle oper-
ations or ordered you to reduce your number of head or anything
like that?

Mr. LINDSEY. No, sir, not as of yet. As I said, the Federal Gov-
ernment, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service does not have any ju-
risdiction over that plant and it is not listed with the State yet.

Mr. INSLEE. So at least to date there is no intrusion on your op-
erations by the Federal Government or these RAMSAR agreement
folks?

Mr. LINDSEY. Exactly. Today.

Mr. INSLEE. So as I understand it, as of this moment nobody has
tried to interfere with your operation?

Mr. LINDSEY. No, sir.

Mr. INSLEE. So I guess you are saying you are just concerned
that could happen in the future?

Mr. LINDSEY. You bet.

Mr. INSLEE. Okay. Now let me tell you what I know about this
and then I'm going to ask a question. What I know about this trea-
ty, as far as I can tell, it doesn’t give any international authority
the right or privilege in any way, shape, or form to impose a regu-
latory burden on a property owner in the United States. It doesn’t
give them the ability to order you to reduce your head, it doesn’t
give them the ability to order you not to graze on that 60 acres
where this cienega—how do you pronounce that?

Mr. LINDSEY. Cienega.

Mr. INSLEE. Cienega, where that is. It doesn’t give any of these
groups that authority to do that. What it does do is it allows them
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apparently to shine some public attention to this issue, but it does
not give them ability to regulate specifically your operations.

Now if that is true, if that is true that nobody can regulate your
land under these treaties, I am not asking you to accept that, if
that is true, do you have a problem with it then if they can’t regu-
late it?

Mr. LINDSEY. You bet, because this is my private property, sir.
That is something that my great-grandfather homesteaded. The
pursuit of happiness, okay, he wanted to do this. He settled there
with the Federal Government’s blessing. We don’t need that. The
Endangered Species Act was signed into law in 1972 and it didn’t
start biting us on the rear ends until the 1990s. So if that happens
now, you understand what I am saying. Why do that on private
property, especially if it doesn’t let anybody have any jurisdiction?
That is what I asked them about this species, why list it, why go
through all those hoops, why spend the taxpayers’ money when it
is found in five places and everyone of those places is private prop-
erty? Why list it period? Why not just leave us alone?

Mr. INSLEE. I appreciate your comments. My time has run out.

Mr. Rovig, do I understand that the property you are describing
that was subject to this potential mine, none of it was in an area
listed or designated by any of these treaties? Is that accurate?

Mr. RoviGg. When we got there, that is correct.

Mr. INSLEE. Was there a proposal to list your specific identified
fee-title held property or property that held mineral rights on it,
was there any designation of your property by any of these trea-
ties?

Mr. RoviG. I don’t know how specific the designation was, but
certainly the whole visit was based on the idea that the New World
Mine was somehow or other going to endanger Yellowstone Park
and the area. The whole effort was focused on that point.

Mr. INSLEE. But do I understand correctly, and I have been told
this is true, I just need you to confirm it or say it is inaccurate,
that in fact there was no designation of your property under these
treaties? Is that accurate?

Mr. RoviG. Specifically, that is correct, yes.

Mr. INSLEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. PomBO. Thank you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. [presiding] It looks like we are going to be
calling for a vote right away. So I will just finish up with my ques-
tioning.

Mr. Lindsey, welcome to the Committee. I have heard you before
and I appreciate your coming. Regarding the Canelo Hills Lady
Tresses, I understand that the Nature Conservancy has some prop-
erty adjacent to yours or very close to yours.

Mr. LINDSEY. Yes, ma’am.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. And are they one of the four properties that
you were referring to with regards to how successful this endan-
gered species is?

Mr. LINDSEY. No, ma’am. No, not successful.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Can you tell me, do both properties have simi-
lar densities of this particular species?
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Mr. LINDSEY. No, ma’am. We have more on our property. Accord-
ing to the biologist for the Nature Conservancy, there are more
plants growing on our property.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. And you are grazing on your property?

Mr. LINDSEY. Yes, ma’am.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Okay. Thank you.

Mr. Rovig, with regards to any potential designation on the New
World Mine, wasn’t it true that there was an understanding there
was a buffer zone outside of the designated border for a Biosphere
Reserve and the World Heritage Site?

Mr. RoviG. The folks that have self-appointed themselves to take
care of that area have continually called it the Greater Yellowstone
Ecosystem, and I believe that is what the World Heritage Com-
mittee was focusing on is that, yes, there would clearly have to be
a buffer zone of who knows how large surrounding it.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. But you did not realize that this may impact
your operation of the mine? You had not been advised of that
ahead of time?

Mr. Rovic. We were advised of nothing regarding the U.N. visit,
that is correct.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Do you think that the World Heritage Com-
mittee’s action regarding the New World Mine had an adverse ef-
fect on the New World property at all?

Mr. RoviGg. Oh, I don’t think there is any question about it. It
was just one of several stepping stones that were used to hijack the
process. There was an EIS in place that was soon to come out in
draft form and I think the general consensus was that it would
come out showing the New World Mine could have gone ahead
rather smartly and complied with all environmental concerns. I
think that is the reason that this hijacking took place.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Are you pleased with the outcome?

Mr. RoviG. I am disgusted with the outcome.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I am glad to get that on the record. I am, too.

Mr. RoviG. I am glad to put it on the record.

[Laughter.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Again for the record, wasn’t the New World
Mine project on private land outside the World Heritage Site?

Mr. RoviG. It clearly was outside the Yellowstone Park boundary
by about three miles. It was largely on private land. The reserve
was about 90 percent under private holdings. Yes, there were some
mining claims on Forest Service land that would have been part of
the project. They would have been primarily mill sites.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. When did discovery take place at that site?

Mr. RoviG. Discovery of that site took place, as far as we know,
in the 1860s. But as far as my involvement, I bought the first piece
of property up there in 1982, acquired the second piece in 1987,
and we really from 1987 forward made the world class discovery
of the New World Mine.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. But from discovery until it was taken over, it
had been in continuous operation? What was the history there?

Mr. RoviG. From 1987, we had continual operations save during
some of the winter months when it just was impossible. But the
project certainly was going forward but without some of those site
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operations. We tried drilling through one winter and it just was not
physically possible up there.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Okay. But there had been enough activity on
the mine to keep the site active from discovery until 19877

Mr. RoviGg. Oh, absolutely. We had six or seven drills running
most of the time that we could access the property.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Rovig.

Mr. Lindsey, I understand that you wrote a poem about the pro-
posal to designate your property as a RAMSAR wetland.

Mr. LINDSEY. Yes, ma’am.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. For the record, I wonder if you would share
that with the Committee?

Mr. LINDSEY. Yes, ma’am. When I first started, I said a country’s
most important natural resource is their children and I said that
my wife and I have nine children, five boys and four girls. With all
my heart, I want to pass this ranch on to them. Only 2 percent of
the Nation, as we know, is raising the food for the rest of the 98
percent because it is a hard way to make a living, and now with
government regulations it is even harder. And I wrote this poem,
and I can get kind of emotional when I quote this poem.

“We was riding on the mountain up above the old Page place,
right smack dab on top of Page Peak overlooking a lot of space.

To the northeast lay Aljarita and to south there lay the rough,
and gathering cows in this country is usually pretty tough.

But today I wasn’t worried cause I knew I had the best, I had
my five boys with me, there was Joshua, and Jake, and Nest,

And little Joe and Nathan they was riding with us too, and when
it comes to catching wild cows, these boys has caught a few.

So I sent Joshua and Jake to the northeast and the rest they all
went south, that left me and my cow dog Sally and she’s a foaming
at the mouth.

But I says wait a minute Sally, I need some time to think, and
I leans across my saddle and my heart begins to sink.

I says there goes the sixth generation to ranch this old rock pile,
the cowboy life is what they want, they don’t want that city style.

But it seems some arm-chair ecologists don’t think that sixth
generations is enough, cause they've got that college learning and
all that book-reading stuff.

Well they found an endangered orchid and a water dog and a
floating plant, and next you know they’ll find a bug or some endan-
gered ant.

They want to take away this ranch and take away my right to
graze, and now an international treaty has been added to this
maze.

Soon, one nation indivisible will be governed by foreign laws, by
countries that can’t even run themselves they’ve got so many flaws.

Well my great-great-grandpa, my great-grandpa, my grandpa,
an% Igy dad, each passed this ranch on to their boys and, be it good
or bad,

This country is in good enough shape to run javelina, and lions,
and deer, things I see most everyday and their extinction isn’t
near.

Well I guess I'll just quit worrying. Sally she’s chomping at my
leg, she wants to catch a cow so bad she’s like a powder keg.
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And look, them boys they've caught a cow and they’ve tied her
to a tree, but I guess I'll just quit worrying and ride on down and
see.”

Thank you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Lindsey. That’s a fitting clo-
sure to this very interesting hearing.

I want to thank the panelists for your witness and your testi-
mony on this issue. Thank you very, very much. And as you know,
youhhave ten working days to amend your testimony should you
wish.

The staff may have questions, likely they will, and so we would
a%}ireciate your answers to additional questions as quickly as pos-
sible.

Thank you very much.

This hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 4:30 p.m., the Committee was adjourned, to re-
convene at the call of the Chair.]

[Additional material submitted for the record follows.]
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AMERICAN LAND SOVEREIGNTY PROTECTION ACT—H.R. 883
BRIEFING PAPER

INTRODUCTION

Designation of United Nations’ World Heritage Sites, RAMSAR Sites and Bio-
sphere Reserves results in centralization of policy-making authority at the Federal
level, particularly in the Executive Branch. It also results in reduced input into land
use decisions by state and local government and individuals. These designations
also affect the use and market value of private lands adjacent to or intermixed with
Federal lands. The American Land Sovereignty Protection Act (H.R. 883) requires
specific approval of Congress before any area within the U.S. is included in an inter-
national land reserve and protects the property rights of neighboring landowners.
The bill currently has 142 cosponsors. A similar bill, H.R. 901, passed the House
in the 105th Congress by a vote of 236-191.

BACKGROUND

The objectives of H.R. 883 are to preserve the sovereignty of the United States
over our own lands and to protect state sovereignty and property rights in adjacent
non-Federal lands.

H.R. 883 asserts the power of Congress, established by the Constitution, over
management and use of lands belonging to the United States. The international
agreement covering World Heritage Sites, for example, largely leaves Congress out
of the process. The bill reforms this process by requiring clear Congressional ap-
proval before lands within the United States can be included in these international
agreements.

United Nations Biosphere Reserves, RAMSAR Sites and World Heritage Sites are
under the jurisdiction of the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Or-
ganization (UNESCO). World Heritage Sites are natural sites or cultural monu-
ments recognized by UNESCO under “The Convention Concerning Protection of the
World Cultural and Natural Heritage.” RAMSAR Sites are wetlands recognized by
UNESCO under the “Convention on Wetlands of International Importance espe-
cially as Waterfowl Habitat.” Biosphere Reserves are part of the U.S. Man and Bio-
sphere Program which operates in conjunction with a worldwide program under
UNESCO. The U.S. program operates without legislative direction, is not authorized
by Congress, nor is the program part of an international treaty. Over 68 percent
of the land in our National Parks, Preserves and Monuments have been designated
as a United Nations World Heritage Site, Biosphere Reserve or both. Biosphere Re-
serves alone cover an area about the size of Colorado, our eighth largest state.
There are now 47 UNESCO Biosphere Reserves, 15 RAMSAR Sites and 20 World
Heritage Sites in the United States.

ANALYSIS

In creating international land use designations, such as Biosphere Reserves,
World Heritage and RAMSAR Sites, through Executive Branch action, the United
States may be indirectly implementing international treaties, such as the Conven-
tion on Biological Diversity, to which the United States is not a party or which the
United States Senate has refused to ratify. For example, the Strategic Plan for the
U.S. Biosphere Reserve Program published in 1994 by the U.S. State Department
states that a goal of the U.S. Biosphere Reserve Program is to “create a national
network of biosphere reserves that represents the biogeographical diversity of the
United States and fulfills the internationally established roles and functions
of biosphere reserves [emphasis added].” Furthermore, the Seville Strategy for
Biosphere Reserves, which was adopted in late 1995 and establishes the inter-
national goals of the Man and Biosphere Program, recommends that participating
countries “integrate biosphere reserves in strategies for biodiversity conservation
and sustainable use, in plans for protected areas, and in the national biological di-
versity, strategies and action plans provided for in Article 6 of the Convention on
Biological diversity.”

Also disturbing is that designation of Biosphere Reserves and World Heritage
Sites rarely involve consulting the public and local governments. In fact, UNESCO
policy apparently discourages an open nomination process for World Heritage Sites.
The Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the World Heritage Conven-
tion state:

“In all cases, as to maintain the objectivity of the evaluation process and to avoid
possible embarrassment to those concerned, State [national] parties should refrain
from giving undue publicity to the fact that a property has been nominated for in-
scription pending the final decision of the Committee on the nomination in question.
Participation of the local people in the nomination process is essential to make them
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feel a shared responsibility with the State party in the maintenance of the site, but
should not prejudice future decision-making by the committee.”

A number of local elected officials have testified in previous oversight hearings
that they were never consulted about plans to designate Biosphere Reserves and
World Heritage Sites in their areas.

In making these international land designations, the United States promises to
protect designated areas and regulate surrounding lands if necessary to protect the
designated site. Honoring these agreements could force the Federal Government to
prohibit or limit some uses of private lands outside the boundaries of the designated
area unless our country wants to break a pledge to other nations. At a minimum,
this puts U.S. land policy-makers in an awkward position. Federal regulatory ac-
tions could cause a significant adverse impact on the value of private property and
on the local and regional economy. The involvement of the World Heritage Com-
mittee in the Environmental Impact Statement process for the New World Mine
Project, which was located on privately owned land near Yellowstone National Park,
exemplifies this problem. Creation of a buffer zone, possibly ten times as large as
the park was suggested by at least one member of the Committee.

It is clear from the Yellowstone example, that at best, World Heritage Site and
Biosphere Reserve designations give the international community an open invitation
to interfere in domestic land use decisions. More seriously, the underlying inter-
national land use agreements potentially have several significant adverse effects on
the American system of government. The policy-making authority is farther central-
ized at the Federal/Executive Branch level, and the role that the ordinary citizen
has in the making of this policy through their elected representatives is diminished.
The Executive Branch may also invoke these agreements in an attempt to adminis-
tratively achieve an action within the jurisdiction of Congress, but without con-
sulting Congress.

LEGISLATIVE HEARING

Ten witnesses, including the Hon. Jeane J. Kirkpatrick, Ambassador to the U.N.
during President Reagan’s Administration, will testify at the legislative hearing on
H.R. 883, at 1:30 p.m. on March 18, 1999. For the Administration, Ms. Melinda L.
Kimble, Acting Assistant Secretary of State for Oceans and International Environ-
mental and Scientific Affairs, will testify on behalf of the State Department and Ms.
Kate Stevenson, Associate Director for Cultural Resources, Stewardship and Part-
nership, National Park Service, will testify on behalf of the Interior Department. Dr.
Jeremy Rabkin, a professor in the Department of Government at Cornell University,
will discuss the Constitutional problems with international agreements such as the
Convention Concerning Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage. Re-
maining witnesses include a former mining executive associated with the New
World Project, an Arizona rancher, a representative from the Concerned Women for
America, a representative from a historical preservation group and a representative
from a labor organization.

Staff Contact: John Rishel (x60242).

STATEMENT OF JEANE KIRKPATRICK, LEAVEY PROFESSOR, GEORGETOWN UNIVERSITY,
SENIOR FELLOW, AMERICAN ENTERPRISE INSTITUTE

I thank the Committee for inviting me to comment on H.R. 883. My comments
will be brief and reflect my U.N. experience and reflection on that experience.

1. I served as U.S. Permanent Representative to the United Nations at the time
the United States made the decision to withdraw from UNESCO. We made that de-
cision slowly and carefully because the fraud, waste and mismanagement of that or-
ganization had reached truly shocking levels and resisted our serious efforts at re-
form. I note that neither the Bush nor the Clinton Administration has proposed re-
joining UNESCO. (There is general agreement that very modest progress has been
made in UNESCO’s practices.) The United States, however, continued to participate
in the Biosphere Reserve Program and the World Heritage List Program sponsored
by UNESCO.

2. I note that the United Nations is a highly political body in which most coun-
tries act on most issues on the basis of group identifications and blocs, (rather than
a conception of a general good). A large portion of the issues with which the U.N.
deals pit haves against have nots even though these dimensions have little rel-
evance to the issues at hand in any particular case. Most alignments on most issues
are highly unfavorable to the United States and there is little we can do to change
this. The most powerful, more less permanent majority, is the bloc of less developed
countries still usually called the G-77. It’s positions usually reflect “Third World”
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ideology. The continuing influence of formerly colonial countries—United Kingdom,
France, Belgium, Netherlands—in these countries gives those governments a sub-
stantially larger influence in and on the G-77 than the United States. It is also
worth noting that the European Union itself constitutes a bloc of 16-17 members
(votes) while the United States is one. The point is that the United States has a
permanent disadvantage in U.N. arenas.

3. The 1972 Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Nat-
ural Heritage provides a system for international recognition for sites of great cul-
tural, historic or natural significance. The World Heritage Committee developed a
list of World Heritage Sites of which there are now some four dozen sites in the
United States. Like the “Man and the Biosphere Program,” RAMSAR and Biosphere
Reserves, the World Heritage Sites are “overseen” by UNESCO. These oversight
functions are sometimes intrusive and these programs have become very controver-
sial, especially after the involvement of the World Heritage Committee in the Crown
Butte Mine controversy by putting Yellowstone Park on its list of sites “in danger.”

Currently, over one hundred Congressmen have responded to this growing con-
troversy by sponsoring an “American land Sovereignty Protection Act,” which will
require that Congress approve on a case by case basis international land designa-
tions in the United States, restore Congressional oversight of these programs, pro-
tect the rights of private owners since the Article 4, Section 3 of the U.S. Constitu-
tion states: “The Congress shall have Power to dispose of and make all needful
Rules and Regulations respecting the Territory or other Property belonging to the
United States.”

At issue is who will decide, who should decide, and what would be the con-
sequences of giving Congress a larger role versus permitting the role of UNESCO
oversight in the United States to continue and to continue to expand.

The Administration considers this legislation an unnecessary and undesirable vio-
lation of international obligation; which have been assumed and not compatible with
sound conservation and environmental policy.

Supporters of this legislation believe that it restores Congress’ constitutional role,
protects property rights and American sovereignty, and will result in a solid, sound
environmental policy.

I agree. International committees—whatever the substance of their decisions—do
not represent the American people and cannot be held accountable by them. They
do not know American problems in detail, do not feel the consequences of their deci-
sions and suffer no penalties for their mistakes. Nothing less than self-government
and private property are at stake.

STATEMENT OF MELINDA L. KIMBLE, ACTING ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF STATE FOR
OCEANS AND INTERNATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL AND SCIENTIFIC AFFAIRS, DEPART-
MENT OF STATE

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

Thank you for providing the opportunity to comment on H.R. 883. I am here today
because this bill includes specific provisions relating to oversight of the Convention
on the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage (known as “the World
Heritage Convention”), the U.S. Man and the Biosphere Program (called “U.S.
MAB”) and also has impact upon the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands. These are
initiatives that the Department of State supports, either administratively or finan-
cially, or both. They are components of the Administration’s international strategy
for environmental diplomacy.

As you know, environmental issues form a cornerstone of United States foreign

policy. Modest investments on behalf of the environment, at home and abroad, bring
significant payoffs to our national economy, health, domestic environment, and qual-
ity of life. In pursuing this mandate, the United States has a strong policy of inter-
national engagement on environmental issues. Secretary Albright has stated:
“Today, environmental issues are part of the mainstream of American foreign pol-
icy.”
The World Heritage Convention and the U.S. Man and the Biosphere Program
contribute to this overall mission. Both function well, at minimal cost and with
minimal burden on our government and our citizens. Aside from aiding in inter-
national environmental diplomacy and providing a forum by which the United
States has been able to assert successfully influence and leadership, they provide
economic benefits to the U.S. (especially with regard to tourism), and our U.S. Man
and the Biosphere Program provides a valuable framework for international sci-
entific cooperation on the environment.
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The Administration agrees that the public and the Congress have the right to par-
ticipate in decisions related to the nomination and recognition process for World
Heritage Sites and Biosphere Reserves, and should have a reasonable opportunity
to do so. However, this legislation also addresses concerns that are not grounded
in the actual provisions or implementation of these existing international agree-
ments or programs. This bill would take what is currently a bottom-up, grass-roots
approach and impose cumbersome top-down approval processes. Therefore, the De-
partment of State strongly opposes H.R. 883. If this legislation were to pass, the
Secretary of State would recommend a veto.

World Heritage Convention

The Convention on the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage is
a landmark conservation agreement that helps draw international attention to the
unique natural or cultural significance of sites such as the Cathedral of Chartres,
tChe Pyramids at Giza, the Serengeti National Park, the Taj Mahal, and the Grand

anyon.

The United States was the principal architect of the Convention. President Nixon
stated at the time:

“It would befitting . . . 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 a World
Heritage Trust. Such an arrangement would impose no limitations on the sovereignty
of those nations which choose to participate, but would extend special international
recognition to the areas which qualify and would make available technical and other
assistance to assist in their protection and management.” Statement by Richard
Nixon, Feb. 8, 1971, in Dept. of State Bulletin, Vol. LVIX, No. 1653, 1971, P. 256.

Following the conclusion of negotiations in 1972, the United States became the
first country to ratify the Convention, in December, 1973. The U.S. plays a strong
leadership role in the Convention and is currently completing its second six-year
term on the twenty-one member World Heritage Committee.

The Convention respects the sovereignty of countries on whose territory World
Heritage sites are located. It makes clear that the responsibility for identifying and
delineating such sites rests with the national governments that are Party to the
Convention. It specifies in article 6(1) that the international community’s duty to co-
operate for the protection of world heritage occurs within a context of full deference
to “the sovereignty of the . . . [nations] . . . on whose territory the cultural and
natural heritage” is located, and “without prejudice to property rights provided by
national legislation.”

The World Heritage Convention plays a key role in promoting global support for
environmental conservation and cultural preservation, advances U.S. interests in
these global values, and serves as a key element in our international environmental
conservation program. With its 152 participating nations, the Convention is one of
the most widely accepted international conservation treaties. It provides a mecha-
nism for U.S. leadership and influence with many of its international partners.

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 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 meets in public sessions to
consider proposed nominations and to review completed studies.

Relevant Committees of the House and Senate are notified of all pending pro-
posals and are again informed when the Department of the Interior has decided to
nominate a site. Over the years, when Members of Congress have commented, they
have commonly supported proposed nominations in their respective states.

U.S. Man and The Biosphere Program

The Man and the Biosphere (MAB) Program was established by resolution of the
16th General Conference of UNESCO in 1971 as a voluntary and cooperative science
program to promote the study of the interaction of the earth’s human and natural
systems. Contrary to the assertions of many opponents of the program, MAB is in-
tended to explore the relationship between people and their environment and not
to remove people from their land.
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The U.S. began to participate in MAB in 1974. When the U.S. left UNESCO in
1984, the Reagan Administration recommended that Congress continue to provide
funds to allow for an independent U.S. Man and the Biosphere Program, given the
benefits of voluntary scientific cooperation. This was done with the understanding
that there would be continued cooperation as appropriate between U.S. MAB and
the UNESCO MAB Program.

In this capacity the U.S. MAB Program continues today, pursuing national and
international efforts in cooperative environmental science. The Department of State
provides a small administrative Secretariat to coordinate the U.S. Man and the Bio-
sphere program, with the voluntary collaboration and support of about a dozen Fed-
eral agencies.

At the international level, U.S. MAB promotes pairings of biosphere reserves for
comparative study. On a regional scale, cooperation among biosphere reserves is fa-
cilitating scientific and technical exchanges that benefit both scientists and land
managers. For example, in the tri-national region of the Petan Rainforest of Mexico,
Guatemala and Belize, U.S. MAB supports efforts that bring park managers and sci-
entists together across boundaries to deal with common conservation issues. In Ken-
tucky, county land managers and development authorities utilize the biosphere re-
serve to protect water quality in Mammoth Cave National Park and the sur-
rounding area.

The U.S. MAB Program promotes information sharing among MAB sites around
the world. U.S. MAB’s various software innovations have been adopted in North
America, Europe, and Latin America. MABFauna and MABFlora are highly success-
ful database products produced by U.S. MAB for sharing information about plants
and animals in protected areas. Another initiative, MABNet Americas, was high-
lighted by the Bolivia Summit on Sustainable Development as a model for inte-
grated scientific data exchange in this hemisphere. These U.S. MAB efforts towards
data standardization are an important contribution to the on-going development of
the InterAmerican Biodiversity Information Network (IABIN) and network through
which biological information is shared throughout the Western Hemisphere.

U.S. biosphere reserves are an important part of the U.S. MAB Program. How-
ever, we recognize there has been considerable confusion about the definition of a
biosphere reserve. “Biosphere reserve” is a title granted to a protected area or series
of protected areas that conduct exemplary programs in conservation, science, and
management of natural resources. Biosphere reserves foster cooperation and vol-
untary implementation of activities that improve the relationship among commu-
nities, economic enterprises, and those who manage natural resources. Although
U.S. biosphere reserves take various forms, the typical U.S. biosphere reserve is
synonymous with a national park or national forest. However, private conservation
organizations and even a private landowner have sought biosphere reserve status
for their lands. The added recognition as a biosphere reserve provides national and
international prestige. At present there are 47 biosphere reserves in the United
States.

At this time, nominations for U.S. biosphere reserves are initiated at the local
level by volunteers who form a committee to seek international recognition for their
conservation efforts. Letters of concurrence are generated by local interest groups
and local and state government representatives; these letters must be attached to
each nomination package. Landowner approval is required for a property to be in-
cluded. Participation in the U.S. Biosphere Reserve program is voluntary and does
not alter the rights of private landowners or those of local, state, or national land
management authorities.

The global network of biosphere reserves includes areas where national and local
commitments have been made to long-term environmental monitoring, interdiscipli-
nary research, and environmental education. As with World Heritage and Ramsar
wetlands sites, the MAB sites in the U.S. are managed under the relevant Federal
and/or state laws and regulations. There is no international regulatory framework.
The day-to-day management of these areas does not change because of Biosphere
Reserve recognition.

MAB activities that further U.S. interests include projects that:

* Brought together policy makers, social scientists and natural scientists to
produce specific strategies for restoring a healthy Everglades while also pre-
serving the social and economic structures of South Florida.

* Fostered an agreement signed by former Governor Symington of Arizona in
1996 and his counterpart from the adjacent Mexican state of Sonora, Manlio
Beltrones to promote cooperation between the protected areas of the region.

¢ Developed a local tourism plan for the Southern Appalachian Biosphere Re-
serve which benefited the community of Pittman Center, Tennessee.
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* Played a key role in the effort to restore the Coho salmon to areas of Northern
California through the Golden Gate Biosphere Reserve.

Continuing international collaborations (mainly with nations in Latin America,
Europe, and the Newly Independent States of the Former Soviet Union) are of im-
portance to the Department of State because they further the Administration’s goal
of fostering wise environmental stewardship around the world while at the same
time strengthening relations between the U.S. and key counterpart nations. The
Man and the Biosphere Program has a significant role here, especially in inter-
national scientific exchange.

H.R. 883

H.R. 883, like its predecessors H.R. 901 and S. 691, appears to be based on the
mistaken belief that the World Heritage Convention and the U.S. Man and the Bio-
sphere Program threaten U.S. sovereignty, mandate land-use regimes, restrict the
rights of private landowners or exclude the public from the nomination and recogni-
tion process. The main purpose of World Heritage and the MAB Biosphere Reserve
Program is to award recognition to sites of exceptional ecological, scientific, or cul-
tural importance. Neither program regulates the management of these sites nor af-
fects the land-use rights of the country in which they are located.

H.R. 883 seeks to legislate the process of nomination of World Heritage or Bio-
sphere Reserve sites. In fact, local initiative already plays a key role in the nomina-
tion process for U.S. sites, involving local stakeholders, state and local governments,
and the Federal Government. As mentioned earlier, the nomination process for
World Heritage Sites is clearly delineated in law and regulation and includes full
and appropriate public and congressional participation. This legislation could pose
an unwarranted barrier to site nominations by local communities.

The process of Biosphere Reserve recognition and the functioning of recognized
Biosphere Reserves is increasingly based on consultation and initiative of local
stakeholders, state, and local governments. We believe these initiatives work well
and with ample local involvement. In the Catskills there was disagreement about
biosphere reserve nomination and as a result the nomination was duly withdrawn.
In the Ozarks, there was citizen concern over nomination, and, again, it proceeded
no further. The State Department has not received a single letter from any state
governor or any local elected official requesting the abolition or de-listing of any
U.S. biosphere reserve or World Heritage site. Also, we have not received any letters
or studies documenting that any past listing of a biosphere reserve or World Herit-
age site has harmed the value of adjacent private property.

It is clear, however, that MAB is often misunderstood. We are committed to both
clarifying the program’s operations and ensuring appropriate public and congres-
sional notification and consultation during the nomination process. We believe that
the bill, H.R. 1801, introduced in the 105th Congress by Congressmen George
Brown and George Miller, addresses these issues and provides a good legislative
base for improved functioning of U.S. MAB.

Moreover, section 5 of H.R. 883 restricts international agreements generally, with
respect to the nomination, classification, or designation of Federal lands for con-
servation purposes. The effects of this more general section are difficult to evaluate.
We are concerned that, given the provision’s current breadth, it would likely have
unintended impacts that could hamper the United States’ ability to fully participate
in existing bilateral and multilateral agreements.

Specifically, we are concerned about the effect of this section on U.S. implementa-
tion of and participation in the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands. President Reagan
submitted this Convention to the Senate, which provided advice and consent to rati-
fication in 1986. The Convention reflects a broad-based concern over the loss of wet-
land habitats and their dependent resources, and recognition of their vital role in
preservation of migratory birds.

Our membership and international participation in the Ramsar Convention pro-
vides 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, the U.S.
and Mexico supports safe breeding and wintering sites for these waterfowl and
gamebirds—birds that generate significant income in the U.S. through hunting re-
lated enterprises as well as those associated with nature appreciation and bird
watching.

Like the World Heritage Convention, the Ramsar Convention makes clear that
the responsibility for identifying and for protecting wetlands of international impor-
tance that are suitable for listing under the Convention rests with the country 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 Con-
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tracting Party in whose territory the wetland is situated.” There are currently 17
designated Ramsar sites in the United States.

Conclusion:

We believe that U.S. participation in the World Heritage Convention, the U.S.
Man and the Biosphere Program and the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands serve im-
portant national interests and help link national and international initiatives with
local stakeholders. Recognition of Everglades National Park as a World Heritage
site, as a biosphere reserve and as a Ramsar site has added no management restric-
tions and yet has provided worldwide recognition that is a source of pride and addi-
tional economic opportunity to the local communities. Moreover, U.S. leadership in
the World Heritage Convention, the Man and the Biosphere Program, and the
Ramsar Convention encourages other nations to similarly cherish and care for sig-
nificant sites in their countries.

In conclusion, the Department of State strongly opposes H.R. 883. Recognition of
a U.S. site as a World Heritage site, a biosphere reserve or a Ramsar Wetlands of
International Importance in no way undermines U.S. sovereignty over such sites.
Such recognition does not impose additional Federal land use restrictions over such
areas or the abutting region. H.R. 883 would create unnecessary bureaucratic bur-
dens on U.S. government agencies and would impose top-down controls on what is
currently a bottoms-up nomination process. We believe this legislation runs counter
to the U.S. role in supporting both local and global environmental cooperation. This
bill would greatly impede the nomination of new sites under the World Heritage
Convention, biosphere reserves under the MAB Program and Wetlands of Inter-
national Importance under the Ramsar Convention.

This concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman. I will be happy to take any ques-
tions that you may have.

STATEMENT OF BROOKS B. YEAGER, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR POLICY AND
INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

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.
883, the American Land Sovereignty Protection Act. The chief effect of this legisla-
tion would be to place cumbersome and unwise restrictions on U.S. participation in
the World Heritage Convention and other international conservation agreements.
Ironically, these agreements were, in many cases, the product of U.S. world con-
servation leadership and have been supported by Presidents of both parties going
back to President Nixon. Through them, the United States has been successful in
engaging many other nations of the world in the effort to establish and protect na-
tional parks and to better conserve unique and important natural and cultural re-
sources worldwide. The restrictions on participation and the burdensome new re-
quirements of H.R. 883 appear to be a response to worries that these agreements
in some way diminish U.S. sovereignty over our own parks and refuges—but noth-
ing could be further from the truth. Because the restrictions of H.R. 883 are unnec-
essary, and would unwisely weaken the worldwide conservation leadership and in-
fluence that the United States has earned, we must strongly oppose this bill. If this
legislation were to pass, the Secretary of the Interior would recommend a veto.

U.S. participation in the World Heritage Convention and other international con-
servation agreements has benefited parks and adjacent communities and has been
helpful to U.S. foreign policy objectives. Both the idea of national parks and the
World Heritage Convention, originating a century apart, are American ideas that
are universally acclaimed and accepted worldwide. Their international acceptance is
a continuous affirmation of the United States’ prestige and global influence. U.S.
participation in international conservation agreements insures that these ideals con-
tinue to extend their reach and also that U.S. sites receive the prestige and recogni-
tion they deserve, on par with that enjoyed internationally by the Great Pyramids
of Egypt, Victoria Falls, the Serengeti Plain, and Vatican City.

World Heritage designation does not impose any particular new management re-
quirements; it often presents new opportunities. In Hawaii, the World Heritage des-
ignation of Hawaii Volcanoes National Park is serving as the linchpin in a strategy
to draw more tourists to the island, and is an element of the town of Volcano’s stra-
tegic planning. At Wrangell-St. Elias and Glacier Bay, two parks that are listed
jointly with Canadian parks across the border, World Heritage designation has re-
sulted in direct cooperation with Canada on mountain rescue, managing traffic, and
rescue operations on the Alsek River. The Reagan administration recognized the
value of such designations when it chose to highlight one of its major initiatives in
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private-sector fundraising for parks—the restoration of the Statue of Liberty—by
nominating the Statue to the World Heritage List in 1984.

H.R. 883 attempts to fix alleged problems that do not exist. American sovereignty
is not at risk. First, international agreements, such as the World Heritage Conven-
tion, do not in any way exclude Congress from exercising oversight of land manage-
ment decisions, nor could they ever do so. Second, the nomination processes for the
various international conservation designations are generally consultative and are
based on conservation measures already in place at the local level. Third, land-use
decisions pertaining to internationally recognized sites remain the sole responsi-
bility of the sovereign nation in which the site is located. In the United States, such
decisions fall under the jurisdiction of the appropriate Federal, state, or local gov-
ernments, tribes, or private property owners, and are subject to the domestic laws
already in place.

The designation of sites under the World Heritage Convention and other such
agreements has no more effect on national law in the U.S. or elsewhere, than does
the winning of a Nobel Prize or an Olympic Medal. The United Nations does not
gain any authority to dictate land-management decisions in any country or at any
level. This Administration has no intention to cede sovereignty over U.S. lands to
international organizations; neither did the five previous administrations, both Re-
publican and Democratic, which have all participated enthusiastically in the inter-
national conservation agreements targeted by this bill.

Nor is there any evidence that international recognition restricts land use or stops
economic growth. To the contrary, World Heritage sites, U.S. Biosphere Reserves,
and Ramsar designations have been embraced in many local areas of the U.S. as
value-added designations, which increase partnerships among Federal, state and
local governments, and private property owners for mutual benefit. Additionally,
they have contributed to increases in tourism, which is especially vital to local
economies, and have fostered research on important environmental problems.

Rather than being harmful to local and community interests, a World Heritage
designation appears to be economically beneficial to those near designated sites, es-
pecially an attraction for foreign tourists. During the period 1990-1995, visitation
to U.S. World Heritage parks increased 9.4 percent, as opposed to a 4.2 percent in-
crease for all national parks. There is evidence to suggest that a significant part
of the increase derived from increased international tourism; World Heritage des-
ignation makes it more likely that foreign visitors, especially those with specialized
interests, will learn about and visit the parks.

For example, Wrangell-St. Elias National Park reports that an increase in foreign
visitation from Europe, currently at 10 percent, may be due to its World Heritage
designation. Grand Canyon National Park, where foreign visitation is roughly 40
percent, reports that foreign visitation is more likely as a result of a World Heritage
designation than to an individual nation’s “national park” designation. Given that
the total economic benefit of the Grand Canyon to the surrounding region is esti-
mated at $350 to $700 million per year, the impact of the World Heritage designa-
tion is clearly salutary there.

H.R. 883

H.R. 883 would unduly restrict the legal and administrative framework for imple-
mentation of important U.S. commitments to international environmental coopera-
tion, which have traditionally enjoyed bipartisan support in Congress and the Exec-
utive Branch. It would also allow those who oppose cooperative efforts in inter-
national conservation on ideological grounds to block the efforts of communities to
utilize these agreements for their own benefit. Section 3 of the bill would amend
the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, to require express au-
thorization by Congress of each future nomination of Federal sites for inclusion in
the World Heritage List. It would also 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.
Section 4 would establish a similar congressional authorization process for biosphere
reserve designations. It would prohibit the nomination of new biosphere reserves for
international recognition under UNESCO and void the designation of all existing
biosphere reserves unless authorizing legislation is passed by December 31, 2000.
The bill unnecessarily encumbers what are now modest, grass roots-based programs
that fulfill our commitment to environmental stewardship in the world.

The amendments to the National Historic Preservation Act, that would be made
under Section 3, would require the Secretary of the Interior to make a determina-
tion of any adverse effects on commercially viable uses should an area be nominated
as a World Heritage site or be placed on the List of World Heritage in Danger. The
adverse effects must be considered for lands being nominated or listed and also for
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all lands within 10 miles of the area. However, since designating an area as a World
Heritage site or listing it as “in danger” does not change U.S. law, nor impose land-
use restrictions, the designation cannot adversely affect commercially viable uses.
Also, sections 3 and 4 of the bill set additional reporting requirements for all areas
that have been recognized as World Heritage Sites or Biosphere Reserves. This is
a burdensome and unnecessary requirement and flies in the face of recent congres-
sional action to eliminate unneeded reports to Congress.

With respect to the legal effect of the World Heritage Convention, the Congres-
sional Research Service said in its May 3, 1996 report, “World Heritage Convention
and U.S. National Parks,” that: “The Convention has no role or authority beyond
listing sites and offering technical advice and assistance.” The clear understanding
that the Convention carries no land management authority or obligation goes back
to President Nixon’s statement on the issue.

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.)

World Heritage

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 a quarter century. The U.S. played a notable leadership role in drafting the Con-
vention and was the first signatory in 1973. The Senate ratified the Treaty by a
margin of 95-0. Although 156 nations now participate, the U.S. has continued its
leadership role, twice serving as chair, and currently completing a second consecu-
tive 6-year term on the World Heritage Committee.

It is noteworthy that, although the Reagan Administration chose to withdraw the
United States from UNESCO, that Administration opted to remain active in World
Heritage and promulgated the program regulations, still in force, that made the pro-
gram fully operative in the U.S. Under President Bush, in 1992, Secretary of the
Interior Manuel Lujan hosted the meeting of the World Heritage Committee, in
Santa Fe, New Mexico, the second time in the Committee’s more than 20 years of
active work that it met in the U.S.

Under the World Heritage Convention, each nation nominates its own most im-
portant natural and cultural sites and agrees to take the necessary steps to preserve
and protect them under its own legal systems. In fact, a nation can only nominate
a site within its own border and no nation can nominate a site in another nation.
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 completely voluntary and clearly delineated in law
and regulation (Title IV of the Historic Preservation Act Amendments of 1980 and
36 CFR Part 73). 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 meets in public sessions to
consider proposed nominations and to review completed studies. Proposals to nomi-
nate sites have originated from private organizations and citizens and local govern-
ments as well as from park superintendents. Every proposed nomination must have
a strictly defined boundary. The criteria and documentation requirements for nomi-
nation are highly selective; many proposed properties have been turned down or de-
ferred for cause. Relevant committees of the House and Senate are notified of all
pending proposals and again informed when the Department has decided to nomi-
nate a property. Over the years, when Members of Congress have commented on
proposed sites, they have overwhelmingly supported proposed nominations in their
respective states. This existing congressional input has worked very well. No site
has been nominated if its nomination did not enjoy overwhelming support from both
local leaders and the State’s congressional delegation.

Since 1979, when Yellowstone and Mesa Verde were placed on the World Heritage
List, 18 other U.S. sites have been added, for a total of 20. A handful of others have
been nominated but not listed. No new proposed nominations are being actively con-
sidered. The World Heritage Committee, composed of representatives elected from
21 member countries, reviews all national nominations. At present, 582 properties
have been listed. The Committee also places properties on the List of World Herit-
age in Danger. Only the Committee can place properties on either List. Neither list-
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ing as a World Heritage Site nor inclusion on the List of World Heritage in Danger
supersedes or diminishes United States sovereignty. Neither imposes any legal re-
quirement for U.S. sites beyond those already contained in U.S. law. The World
Heritage Committee does not acquire management authority over World Heritage
Sites by virtue of any listing.

The U.S. World Heritage nomination process is fully respectful of private property
rights. Affirmative 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 properties in the United States or Puerto Rico are on the World Heritage List.
These are the University of Virginia in Charlottesville, Virginia owned by the Com-
monwealth of Virginia and Cahokia Mounds and La Fortaleza in San Juan, Puerto
Rico owned by the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. The nominations for all these
sites enjoyed the full support of all relevant stakeholders.

U.S. Biosphere Reserves

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. As with World Heritage Sites, the designation and
management of U.S. Biosphere Reserves provide benefits from international recogni-
tion, and allow U.S. sites to be linked to a global network for cooperation in science,
education, and technical assistance. Recognition does not pose a threat to the sov-
ereignty of American lands, it does not impose new management requirements on
public lands, and it does not impose new land-use or regulatory restrictions on pri-
vate property owners. In addition, designation does not imply any intent on the part
of the Federal Government to acquire property in the surrounding area.

There are 47 designated biosphere reserves in the United States. Biosphere re-
serves represent purely voluntary commitments on the part of land managers to em-
phasize conservation, science and education as they seek solutions to issues of con-
servation and development in cooperation with local residents, governments, and
other parties in their region. The purposes of these associations are to facilitate the
discovery of practical solutions to complex conservation and development problems
by providing a science-based framework for pursuing common goals. This coopera-
tive setting allows each party to share resource and economic expertise that no one
group could obtain on its own. Biosphere reserve recognition is proposed by local en-
tities, in consultation with local governments and other interested parties. Approval
by landowners, public and private, is required. As a matter of practice, when such
proposals appear to have been developed without sufficient local consultation, or
where local opposition is obvious, they have been returned with guidance regarding
the need for local support.

Mammoth Cave is a good example of this program. The Mammoth Cave Area Bio-
sphere 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 Commonwealth of Kentucky and is re-
sponsible 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 activities are coordinated through the
BRADD, whose Board of Directors is made up of locally elected officials, and is
viewed as a locally managed effort rather than a Federal undertaking. To coordinate
resource management activities, the BRADD established a Biosphere Reserve Coun-
cil which consists of Western Kentucky University, USDA Forest Service, USDA
Farm Service Agency, USDA Natural Resource Conservation Service, Tennessee
Valley Authority, U.S. Economic Development Administration, Army Corps of Engi-
neers, agencies of the Kentucky Natural Resources Cabinet, the Resource Conserva-
tion and Development District, the Caveland Sanitation District, and the National
Park Service. Together, these previously unlikely partners have made significant ac-
complishments that have directly benefited the area. These accomplishments in-
clude:

The Mammoth Cave Area Water Quality Project—A partnership approach to
protecting the Mammoth Cave Watershed, which includes significant financial
resources available to farmers from the USDA on a cost-sharing basis, signifi-
cant investment by the NPS for monitoring, and support from the EPA to con-
tinue 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 sys-
tem and global positioning base station which has a variety of applications of
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benefit to all members. 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 Ad-
ministration 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 assist in economic and infrastructure planning. Also, the
USGS 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.
The Mammoth Cave Area Biosphere Reserve, with the national park as its core
protected area, has therefore utilized its stature to better address local conservation
and development issues, including securing additional financial resources not pre-
viously available. Landowners and communities have derived tangible benefits and
received recognition for working together to resolve complex conservation and devel-
opment issues and protect resource values. A survey of biosphere reserve managers
in 1995 suggests that, in cases where their cooperative endeavors are identified ex-
plicitly with the biosphere reserve concept, there are more cooperating parties and
more participation of local organizations than in other types of cooperative efforts.
Biosphere Reserves are also important internationally because they provide a net-
work of protected areas, particularly essential as stopovers for migratory birds that
U.S. shares with other nations. For example, Mexico’s newly created Sian Ka’an Bio-
sphere Reserve in the Yucatan Peninsula provides wintering habitat for species seen
during the summer in the United States, many of which are in decline because of
habitat loss. Each year more than 65 million Americans watch and feed birds and
more than 25 million Americans travel away from their homes specifically to watch
birds. These bird-watching Americans spend $5.2 billion annually, generating an an-
nual total economic return to the U.S. economy of nearly $20 billion. U.S. citizens
also are frequent visitors to internationally recognized sites of other countries.
American businesses directly benefit from this visitation of U.S. citizens to foreign
countries, as they operate tour companies that frequent biosphere reserve sites
abroad.

RAMSAR

Finally, Section 5 of the bill restricts international agreements in general with re-
spect to the nomination, classification or designation of Federal lands for conserva-
tion purposes. This general language will have a detrimental effect on the United
States ability to provide world leadership in environmental conservation efforts.
Specifically, it will hamper the U.S. ability to implement the Ramsar Convention
on Wetlands, an international agreement submitted by President Reagan in 1986,
that recognizes the vital role wetlands play in local communities for water quality,
migratory bird habitat and aesthetic and recreational enjoyment.

Designations of appropriate sites as “wetlands of international importance” under
the Ramsar Convention have been a positive force for conservation of these sites.
Since the Convention was ratified in 1986, 17 sites have been designated, all at the
request of the local communities where the sites occur. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, the agency which oversees the Ramsar Convention, does not actively seek
out and designate Ramsar sites, one of the reasons that the implementation of the
Convention in the United States has been successful without major controversies.
The Service considers educating and informing citizens about the Convention a
starting point; then the genesis of a nomination must begin with the community.
This approach sparks interest by citizens, helps bring a community together, and
builds support for a nomination. Sometimes it can develop partnerships between un-
likely groups. Citizens take pride in their special places and international recogni-
tion can only improve this pride.

A number of States and local communities have used designation as a means of
enhancing locally based conservation and economic efforts. A review conducted by
the Fish and Wildlife Service in 1996 found a number of positive values from
Ramsar designations, all as a result of the voluntary, cooperative spirit in which
designations are made. For example, the New Jersey Department of Environmental
Protection noted that Ramsar designation has been used as a non-regulatory tool
to achieve wetland protections, and found a significant increase in tourism to des-
ignated sites, increasing local revenue. On the Lower Connecticut River, the State
of Connecticut found that their designation of the lower Connecticut River wetlands
complex as a Ramsar site has had a positive impact upon property values. Realtors
are actively using this designation to attract buyers to abutting properties and the
sale prices for these lands have increased. The State expects to see a positive impact
on the tax base for Connecticut River townships from the Ramsar designation. And
in Southern Illinois, the local communities are depending on the Ramsar designa-
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tion of the unique cypress and tupelo swamps on the Cache River to help draw tour-
ists and improve the economic viability of this depressed region.

Policy and guidelines for nomination of sites to the List of Wetlands of Inter-
national Importance was published in a Federal Register Notice dated April 12,
1990, Vol. 55, No. 77. This action was taken in accordance with the articles of the
Convention. These guidelines are needed to (1) assure that petitions for listing are
consistent with the Convention’s criteria and obligations, and (2) allow mechanisms
for appropriate review of proposed site nominations. It is important to note that Ar-
ticle 2, Part 3, of the Convention document specifically states “the inclusion of a
wetland in the List does not prejudice the exclusive sovereign rights of the Con-
tracting Party in whose territory the wetland is situated.”

The Fish and Wildlife Service will continue its policy to consider proposed sites
only if (1) there is concurrence from the State, Commonwealth, or Territory where
the site is located; (2) the ownership rights of the lands being considered are free
from encumbrances or dispute; and (3) the lands are in public or private manage-
ment that is conducive with the conservation of wetlands. In all cases where private
lands are involved, endorsement of a potential listing by the landowners is manda-
tory. In addition, the Fish and Wildlife Service has made it a requirement for all
nominating organizations to provide written approval from the appropriate mem-
ber(s) of the Congressional Delegation.

The Administration believes that the requirement under H.R. 883 that would re-
quire Congressional approval for listing sites under the Convention on Wetlands
would substantially delay the benefits which designation of sites under the Conven-
tion can bring and would make the process much more time-consuming and bureau-
cratic. It would also remove the locally driven designation process and replace it
with a prescriptive Federal process if the entire Congress would have to approve
every designation. Why should a member from New York be able to deny a Ramsar
designation from a community in Texas that is seeking the designation? On the
other hand, the required approvals from any private property owner(s), the State,
Commonwealth, or Territory in which the property resides, and the Congressional
delegation, should ensure that citizens directly effected by a designation are sup-
portive and make a formal Congressional approval process unnecessary.

Conclusion:

International site recognitions such as World Heritage and U.S. Biosphere Re-
serves do not threaten U.S. sovereignty or interests. Rather, they enhance the pres-
tige and recognition of areas already protected under domestic law and provide eco-
nomic benefits to communities that benefit from being internationally recognized.
The “national park” idea was something inherently American that has been ex-
tended internationally through these programs; to inhibit them would be a dis-
service to this idea in the United States and would diminish U.S. influence abroad.
We strongly believe that the United States should continue to play a leading role
in these worldwide efforts that benefit the citizens and the environment of both our
nation and of the entire world.

This concludes my prepared remarks.

STATEMENT OF STEPHEN G. LINDSEY, CANELO, ARIZONA

Hello, my name is Steve Lindsey, and I live in Canelo, Arizona. Canelo is located
in Southeastern Arizona on the west side of the Huachuca Mountains, about 14
miles north of the Mexican border. My mother, my father, my wife and I and nine
children make up the population of Canelo.

My great-great grandfather came to this area in the late 1860’s. He homesteaded
in what is now called Parker Canyon, which is 10 miles to the south of Canelo.

His son, my great-grandfather, homesteaded in Canelo on Turkey Creek in 1910.
He started running his cattle on the creek at that time, but prior to that, the coun-
try was considered open range and had supported cattle from the early 1800’s.

My father and I are still operating a cow-calf operation on that same homestead,
along with the help of my sons and daughters. The private property that we own
lies in Turkey Creek, and 320 acres private are deeded land. Probably 60 acres of
that is all that would be considered a wetlands. The vision most people, especially
in the east, have of a creek is very different from that in the arid Southwest. Turkey
Creek, known as a “cienega” which means wetland in Spanish, only has flowing
water four months of the year. Most of the cienga is actually a bog with little stand-
ing water, but the soil is saturated. There are a few cottonwood and willow trees
along the cienega with a few ephemeral springs that I call wet weather springs be-
cause they are only evident after the spring and summer rains.
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The deeded land we own is also the property we legally need to own in order to
qualify for a U.S. Forest Service grazing lease on about 11,500 acres.

So all together my family has been operating a successful cattle ranch on Turkey
Creek for 87 years. We hope to keep this a way of life for years to come, not only
to keep the land in the family, but to supply a commodity, our beef calves, to the
nation. My three sons and two of my daughters have shown an active interest in
the cattle operation, especially my oldest son who is with me quite consistently on
the land learning about the grasses and continuing the process to show that we
don’t so much raise beef as we raise the grass to support the beef. I want my chil-
dren in the type of lifestyle that promotes the character of living off the land and
how we must be self sufficient, hard working, moral and ethical in all of our deal-
ings. Without this land we would be forced to live in the city and rear our children
Ln adn environment that I don’t feel is the best for their learning and young adult-

ood.

I have heard that in some family businesses that after the founders die the second
generation either is not committed to the business or does not have the knowledge
to run the business and make it economically viable. But in the ranching industry
this does not seem to be the case. Ranches such as ours have been passed on from
generation to generation and kept as viable businesses, operations and ways of life.
My children, who without this ranch, would not have the work ethics they have and
would not be active in their desire to keep not only the environment healthy, but
also 320 intact and not subdivide it.

On June 3, 1993 the Southwest Center for Biological Diversity (SWCBD) peti-
tioned the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to list the Canelo Hills ladies tresses
(Spiranthes Delitesens) as an endangered species. Then in 1995 SWCBD sued U.S.
Fish and Wildlife to list the ladies tresses.

These plants seem to require a perpetually moist soil, and are reported to grow
in five known places, all of them in Southeastern Arizona. One of these places is
Turkey Creek, on my family’s private property.

The ladies tresses was listed this year on January 6, 1997. The SWCBD states
that cattle grazing may damage the ladies tresses, when in fact, even the Federal
Register (Vol. 62, No. 3, January 6, 1997) states that the Canelo Hills ladies tresses
grow much better where the cattle have disturbed the land. These plants only flower
in July and August when the rains come, and that is the same time that we have
moved our cattle, on a rotational basis, to the pastures out the riparian area where
the tresses flower. We manage our cattle on rotation. We do this so that the cattle
will not be in the same pastures more than once in any given year. We practice this
rotation method because cattle will find a locale and stay there if we don’t move
them. Rotating them ensures healthy pastures and a healthy environment.

We have a film from the 1940’s of our land, but there is much more willow and
cottonwood growth and regeneration now than there was then. We know that our
good management practices on the practices on the ranch and using a holistic re-
?oilrce management system to rejuvenate the riparian area have been very success-
ul.

Sam Spiller, Arizona state supervisor for U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, said at
a U.S. Forest Service permitee meeting in the old Canelo school house on Saturday
May 17, 1997 that he wasn’t sure the reason why there were so many endangered
species in Southeastern Arizona. I felt like telling him that the that the reason we
have these endangered species is because we still have the open areas and habitat
where these species can live. But endangered species are scarce or do not live in
areas that have already been developed like Phoenix and Tucson. It is because peo-
ple like myself and my family and the past generations have chosen to continue to
ranch and uphold a way of life that has virtually disappeared and been paved over
in the larger urban areas. Because we have chosen this way of life and because I
have a strong desire to pass this way of life on to my children and leave this land
open and undeveloped that I feel I am being singled out. There is a potential threat
that I will be punished for the choices my family has made. I hope that this does
not happen and we can continue ranching this land as we have for 5 generations.

Furthermore, the Canelo Hills ladies tresses on our private property in Turkey
Creek are doing much better than the ladies tresses on the The Nature Conservancy
(TNC) property in O’'Donnel Canyon, one mile west of our property. Dr. Peter War-
ren, a botanist with TNC, specifically told me that the population of tresses on our
property are doing much better than does on TNC’s land in O’Donnel Canyon. The
ladies tresses on TNC property are not grazed.

The benefit of grazing was also noted in the Federal Register rule (Vol. 62, No.
3, p.677) listing the ladies tresses: “Discussions of well-managed livestock grazing
and Spiranthes presented in the proposed rule did not indicate a detrimental effect.
The Service stated that our preliminary conclusion is that well-managed livestock
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grazing does not harm Spiranthes populations. Additionally, the Service acknowl-
edges that Spiranthes may favor some form of mild disturbance and would not rec-
ommend the removal of grazing as a component of responsible stewardship.”

When I heard the ladies tresses was proposed to be listed I was very concerned
that the Federal Government would be able to put restrictions on our private prop-
erty and on our cattle operation. But I was reassured by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service that there would be no detrimental impacts to our way of life. I was not
reassured (are you ever reassured when the government says “don’t worry”?). In fact
I was very concerned because I am very well aware of implications of the Endan-
gered Species Act and how it has restricted land use of private property owners, es-
pecially across the west. I feared that I would lose my way of life and no longer
be able to operate the cattle ranch and operate it as generations had done in the
past and also pass it on to my children.

Then just 22 days after the listing of the ladies tresses I learned that the SWCBD
decided to use a little known international wetlands treaty to designate our 60 acre
wetland as a wetland of international significance under the RAMSAR convention.
I very much in shock at how quickly the SWCBD, the same group that petitioned
to have the ladies tresses listed, then tried to use an international treaty to influ-
ence or control the uses of our land. Kieran Suckling of SWCBD said, in a news-
paper article in the Arizona Republic on February 1, 1997, “By protecting these Ari-
zona wetlands through the RAMSAR Convention, we get international oversight.”
This scared me when I read this article knowing that I might not only be regulated
by the state and Federal Government because of the endangered ladies tresses or-
chid but now because of an international treaty to protect wetlands. Now I feared
that there would global oversight of my small piece of land.

My first thoughts went then to the pledge of Allegiance that we are a nation indi-
visible and that this sovereign nation would be governed by other countries and
their governments. I feared greatly not only for my family but also for the families
in the United States that would be affected in coming years by the lack of sov-
ereignty that this convention represented. Sovereignty is what has made this nation
great and strong for over 200 years, and that is why I cherish my and my family’s
freedom and rights that the Constitution of the United States has promised us.

In the small amount of information I have been able to obtain on the RAMSAR
convention I have learned some interesting facts. The convention was signed in Feb-
ruary 1971 in Ramsar, Iran and 93 countries have joined the convention. Over 800
wetlands covering over 500,000 square kilometers (which is the size of France) have
been designated under the convention.

I have also taken a look at the convention’s Strategic Plan for 1997-2002. It states
that official name of the treaty is “Convention on Wetlands of International Impor-
tance especially as Waterfowl Habitat.” The only time I see waterfowl on my land
is in the fall and spring when they are migrating for four weeks in each season.
I see at most 25 ducks at any one time but the average number of ducks I see is
around 6. I would hardly see my land as wetlands of international importance espe-
cially for waterfowl habitat. I think it is ridiculous that my land is being considered
for designation under this treaty. I do understand that the Chesapeake Bay is under
the same convention, and I think anyone will agree that the Chesapeake Bay is a
wetlands of international importance for waterfowl, unlike my 60 acres in South-
eastern Arizona.

The Plan’s Action 5.2.5 says, “Promote the establishment and implementation of
strict protection measures certain Ramsar sites and other wetlands of small size
and/or particular sensitivity.” That is what my wetland is, and I do not want or
needAmore protection measures. I already have to worry about the Endangered Spe-
cies Act.

I also found some other disturbing things in the Strategic Plan.

First, the thing that worries me most is Operational Objective 2.2. “To integrate
conservation and wise use of wetlands in all Contracting Parties into national, pro-
vincial and local planning and decision-making on land use, groundwater manage-
ment, catchment/river basin and coastal zone planning, and all other environmental
planning and management.” I see this that for the past five generation that my fam-
ily has not been doing a good enough job protecting our wetlands and now someone
is trying to tell us how to manage our private property and cattle operation. I
thought this convention was not supposed to have any land use regulations. This
does not seem to be the case. I don’t want the United Nations helping put more land
use restrictions on my family’s property.

Second, the Introduction states, “Through this Plan, the Convention’s long-stand-
ing technical work in wetlands is strengthened, and a new catalytic role vis-a-vis
the development assistance community is established. The Convention’s technical
and policy work becomes more closely related to the broader concerns of the Conven-
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tion on Biological Diversity, and its traditional involvement with waterfowl is re-
lated more clearly to the Convention on Migratory Species.” This mission creep wor-
ries me because now the true intent of the Convention has grown, and there is more
chance that it will encroach on my property rights.

Third, General Objective 2 states, “The Conference of the Contracting Parties has
determined that the concept of wise use applies to broad planning affecting wet-
lands.” It also says, “the greatest emphasis in Ramsar implementation will be
placed on wetlands in the context of land-use planning, water resource management
and other decisions affecting wetlands. Where Contracting Parties are developing
national wetland policies (or other policies encompassing conservation and wise use
of wetlands), such policies should be in conformity with other national environ-
mental planning measures. Legislative changes may also be necessary.” This sounds
%ikedland use regulation that will affect my private property rights and restrict my
and use.

Fourth, the Mission Statement says, “The Convention’s mission is the conserva-
tion and wise use of wetlands by national action and international cooperation as
a means to achieving sustainable development throughout the world.” Sustainable
development seems to be a far cry from protecting waterfowl. Also, “national action”
sounds a lot like more Federal regulations to me. The Introduction states the Con-
vention is “stressing the need to integrate the conservation of wetland biodiversity
with sustainable development . . . and the health and well-being of people every-
where.” This worries me for the same reasons that the Mission Statement does.

Fifth, Operational Objective 3.2 states, “T'o develop and encourage national pro-
grams of EPA [Education and Public Awareness] on wetlands, targeted at a wide
range of people, including key decision-makers, people living in and around wet-
lands, other wetlands users and the public at large.”

Operational Objective 4.2. states, “To identify the training needs of institutions
and individuals concerned with the conservation and wise use of wetlands and to
implement follow-up actions.”

Operational Objective 7.2 states, “To strengthen and formalize linkages between
Ramsar and other international and/or regional environmental conventions and
agencies, so as to advance the achievement of shared goals and objectives relating
to wetland species or issues.”

What this seems like to me is that they are seeking public input from people that
have absolutely no rights to my land. As I said before, this mission creep worries
me very much. I see this language and I can only conclude that my rights as a pri-
vate property owner are threatened.

In the Arizona Republic story on February 1, 1997 the SWCBD contends that

. wetlands are being systematically destroyed, drained or polluted by urban
sprawl, mining, livestock grazing and timber cutting.” This does not apply to my
wetland, but I worry that much of the language from the Strategic Plan can be used
by %rmaps like SWCBD to violate my property rights and deprive me of the use of
my land.

My family and I strongly feel that the past 89 years of history speak for them-
selves. If we were not true stewards of the land, we could not have run a successful
cattle operation for the past 5 generations.

As I said before, my heart’s desire is to live on this land and pass it down to my
sons and daughters knowing that they too can be good stewards of the land without
having to fear more government land use regulations. I plead with the people
present here today to consider these words. The same government that promised my
great-great-grandfather and my great grandfather, the land, through the Homestead
Act, and pursuit of happiness is now the same government that is helping destroy
these dreams.

It is absolutely necessary that this bill, H.R. 883, include the Ramsar convention
and that this bill is passed and implemented. As a sovereign nation we cannot give
any more power to those whose desire is to control our very existence.

«

STATEMENT OF DAVID B. Rovig, P.E., BILLINGS, MONTANA

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, I am David B. Rovig, a mining
engineer from Billings, Montana. I want to testify in support of H.R. 883, The Amer-
ican Land Sovereignty Protection Act. H.R. 883 addresses several key issues that
are of great importance to protecting private property rights, access to strategic re-
sources and our Nation’s sovereignty. These issues are, and have been, the corner-
stones of our country’s success. No nation has ever achieved or sustained greatness
without access to natural resources and, certainly, no great nation has ever allowed
other nations to dictate its resource policy. Likewise, only those nations respecting
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private property rights have ever sustained greatness. These very important tenets
have worked well for over two hundred years, but now seem to be tested at almost
every turn by those who now manage our government’s affairs and their handlers
in the pseudo-environmental community. I know this legislation passed in the 105th
Congress and hopefully that will be the case again.

Let me place in personal terms the need for H.R. 883. In 1987, I was one of the
founders of Crown Butte Resources Ltd., a company that acquired a few claims in
the mountains, and $40,000,000 later had discovered a world class gold deposit
called the New World Mine in south-central Montana. Unfortunately, as it turned
out, it was within 3 miles of a remote corner of Yellowstone Park. That project made
business sense from the very beginning. It was also a project that we knew from
the very beginning would be very closely monitored and that would have to meet
or exceed a mountain of regulations and requirements. After a very careful review,
we knew those hurdles would be difficult but passable. Crown Butte worked with
the State of Montana and several Federal agencies to chart a course for the comple-
tion of an Environmental Impact Statement. That process alone would take several
years and cost several millions of dollars. Every concern of the State and Federal
governments was addressed and we were well on our way to receiving the required
permits. The challenge was enormous, expensive, and unpredictable, but through
numerous changes to mining plans, ranging from how we handled tailings to where
our facilities would be located progress was made.

The now well-known piracy of the process began late February 1995 when four-
teen environmental groups requested that Yellowstone National Park be listed as
a World Heritage Site in Danger. They saw that we were meeting all the legal and
regulatory tests so they felt the scare tactic of placing Yellowstone on the World
Heritage Sites in Danger list might be their only chance to stop the mine. They did
this with the full support of the administration and Yellowstone Park management.
It seems the New World Mine was a project the radical environmentalists and the
Clinton Administration loved to hate. However, if one looks at the facts that are as-
sociated with the New World Mine they tell a vastly different story than what you
have heard or read in the media or in information provided by the Clinton Adminis-
tration. The Administration’s bullying tactics and complete sellout to the obstruc-
tionist agenda of a few elitist pseudo-environmental groups resulted in an unparal-
leled government denial of the free enterprise system. Unparalleled, at least until
it was used as a stepping stone to the even larger and more egregious intrusion
known as the Escalante-Grand Staircase Land Grab. What horrible precedents—
IﬁOW every objection to development in the West includes a demand for government

uyouts.

There is a great deal of history tied to the New World Mine project dating back
to the mid-1800’s. Mining in this area is nothing new. Only, with today’s standards,
it was to be done with minimal impact on the environment and with the approval
and oversight of State and Federal agencies. As I mentioned before, we were in that
very structured and deliberative process when a committee operating under the um-
brella of the United Nations came to Yellowstone National Park, already a World
Heritage Site, to see if it should be added as a Site in Danger. Incredibly, when the
visit was first publicly announced, the Interior Department was going to pay for the
travel costs of the U.N. members. Fortunately, public outcry resulted in that deci-
sion being withdrawn. These three or four committee members from such places as
Thailand paid a three-day tourist-type visit to the Park during which a three-hour
road tour of the New World Mine site was made. After this short visit, which con-
sisted largely of media events and photo ops, this group of “experts” concluded that
the New World project did endanger Yellowstone Park. In arriving at this out-
rageous decision they chose to ignore the many volumes of scientific evidence that
had been gathered on the project over several years and at great cost by some of
the world’s true experts from industry and government. The nearly completed New
World Mine Environmental Impact Statement was probably the most comprehensive
technical document ever assembled for such a project. The negation of this docu-
ment was a slap in the face to the many agency professionals, primarily from the
Forest Service and the State of Montana, who had justifiably developed great profes-
sional pride in their management of such a complex effort. I ask you, how could they
make those findings: (A) after a short visit to Yellowstone Park and the mine site,
(B) without even a basic understanding of the environmental review process that
was taking place, and (C) without consulting with our elected representatives in
Congress? These three failings are inexcusable in America.

Past Congresses and Administrations, in conjunction with Federal agencies and
State governments, developed a very detailed and extensive review process with full
public involvement. The studies and information required are extensive and exhaus-
tive by any measure. Many agencies were in the process of doing all the necessary
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reviews and requiring Crown Butte to provide all the necessary data for an Environ-
mental Impact Statement. That process should have been honored. Instead, it was
scuttled. All who played by all the rules paid a dear price in doing so. The State
of Montana which had invested the time and talent of its best regulators was left
out of the decision. Montana paid the price of losing all the economic benefit this
project and others that might have followed could bring. Partly because of decisions
like this, Montana currently ranks fiftieth in the nation’s per capita income. The
miners, the engineers, the businessmen, the property owners, the counties and mu-
nicipalities, all were left in the economic lurch which was facilitated in part by three
day visitors from other continents.

To this day, I know the New World Mine could have been developed and operated
in a manner that fully protected Yellowstone’s resources while contributing to the
Nation’s economy. Please do not forget that I am a life-long Montanan and I want
Yellowstone to be there for my children and grandchildren, as well as yours. I was
trained from a very early age that if you play by the rules you will be judged accord-
ingly. That was not the case with the New World Mine. Three other directors and
I resigned from the Crown Butte Board rather than agree to take a piddling amount
of Federal money and pull the plug on the project. A great deal of hard work went
into a viable project and it went out the window with an ill-conceived political/media
decision. If that is to be the future process we must follow, our country has lost its
focus and its fairness. You always hear the naysayers say, “put your mine some
place else because this area or this site is too special.” I have a simple reply to that.
The Creator put both on earth, the grandeur of Yellowstone, and the gold of the
New World Mine. Gold is where you find it, not where you wish it to be.

In closing, I would make three recommendations. First, pass H.R. 883 with strong
provisions protecting our sovereignty. Our country developed the concept of a Sys-
tem of National Parks. Do we now need others to tell us how they should be man-
aged? Second, let the system work. How can we continue to invest vast sums of
money in projects where a very comprehensive evaluation system is in place and
then, when a select group decides it should not go forward, have the Federal treas-
ury pick up the bill? I do not think any business, mining or otherwise, should take
on complex projects with the idea that “Uncle” will buy them out if the politics get
too hot. Lastly, Mr. Chairman, common sense and reason have to be placed back
in the process. Everyday a new layer of regulation is added at some level in the
process. Everyday some obstructionist group uses that new regulation, or some mu-
tation of it, to effect new barriers the Congress could not possibly have imagined
and everyday we, in the business world, are forced to look outside our borders for
new projects. I hope that is not what America is about. Your actions on H.R. 883
and other similar types of legislation are one small step in arriving at an answer.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I would be happy to answer any questions.

STATEMENT OF ANN WEBSTER SMITH, CHAIRMAN EMERITUS, U.S. COMMITTEE OF THE
INTERNATIONAL COUNCIL ON MONUMENTS AND SITES (U.S./ICOMOS) AND VICE
PRESIDENT, INTERNATIONAL COUNCIL ON MONUMENTS AND SITES (ICOMOS)

Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee. Thank you for the opportunity to ap-
pear before you to testify on legislation which would amend the Antiquities Act of
1906 and Section 401 of the National Historic Preservation Act dealing with U.S.
participation in the World Heritage Convention, H.R. 883, the American Land Sov-
ereignty Protection Act, 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 pub-
lic lands and acquired lands.”

On behalf of some 600 members, the U.S. Committee of the International Council
on Monuments and Sites (U.S./ICOMOS) opposes this bill because it would deny
Americans the opportunity to protect, recognize and honor that of their cultural and
natural patrimony which is or could be recognized to be, in the language of the
World Heritage Convention, “of outstanding universal value” and worthy of the
prestige that such recognition by 156 other nations and the international commu-
nity implies.

U.S./ICOMOS is a professional membership organization with some 600 members
who represent the fields of architecture, town planning, history and architectural
history, archaeology and archives. U.S/ICOMOS is a non-governmental cultural
heritage organization established in 1965 and is concerned with the conservation,
protection, rehabilitation and enhancement of historic properties and groups of
buildings, historic districts and site, and in educational and information programs
designed to reflect that concern. U.S./ICOMOS is one of a network of independent
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non-governmental national committees representing similar professions in more
than 90 countries, the International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS).

More importantly, in terms of the proposed legislation, H.R. 883, ICOMOS is one
of two non-governmental bodies (the other being the International Union for the
Conservation of Nature) which are named in the World Heritage Convention as pro-
fessional consulting bodies on nominations to the World Heritage List, a list of nat-
ural and cultural or man-made properties determined to be “of outstanding uni-
versal value,” to each nation and to all nations.

U.S./ICOMOS would like to address those aspects of H.R. 883 which deal with the
World Heritage Convention and U.S. participation in that Convention or treaty.
Rather than reducing U.S. participation in the Convention, 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. 883 which would
diminish or limit the level of U.S. actions concerning the Convention and the World
Heritage List which the Convention has created.

The World Heritage Convention has its roots in proposals put forward 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 156 na-
tions have ratified the Convention and some 582 properties (117 natural, 445 cul-
tural or man-made and 20 “mixed” or combining both cultural and natural features)
have been listed on the World Heritage List of Cultural and Natural Heritage “of
outstanding universal value.”

In this country, important historic properties such as Thomas Jefferson’s Monti-
cello and Independence Hall have been listed along with natural properties of
unique distinction such as Everglades and Grand Canyon National Parks. In other
countries, cultural properties of such undeniable “outstanding universal value” as
the Acropolis, Westminster Abbey, and the Great Wall of China have been listed
along with whole towns or urban areas such as Old Jerusalem, Venice and its La-
goon and Islamic Cairo.

The nomination of properties is a governmental process in each country (or State
Party to the Convention) which determines which properties from among its na-
tional patrimony it considers to be “of outstanding universal value.” Listing on the
World Heritage List includes no international legal protection or sanctions. Protec-
tion for nominated or listed properties grows out of the laws and statutes of the
nominating country and the country’s protective measures must be stated as a part
of the nomination. In nominating a property, the nominating country is neither lim-
ited nor prohibited from any proposed use or action except those limits or prohibi-
tions that have been 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 prop-
erty, evidence of a master plan for the historic preservation of the nominated prop-
erty, together with a land-use plan, an urban development plan or a regional devel-
opment 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 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 and no international sanctions
set forth within the provisions of the Convention guidelines. Any protective meas-
ures which may exist are, in the parlance of the United States, national, 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 out-
standing universal value.” And there is no international mechanism for enforcement
at any level.

To examine the specific provisions of H.R. 883 section 2(a), nomination to and list-
ing on the World Heritage List do not affect or diminish private interests in real
property (4), do not impinge in any way on private property rights, and (6) do not
conflict with congressional constitutional responsibilities (7). As for section 2(b),
nomination and listing do not impose restrictions on the use of nominated or listed
lands (3), and do not diminish private interests in real property (4) Following the
nomination by a national government (“State Party”), an intense professional eval-
uation is made of each property or group of properties by experts in different fields
of expertise who also examine the case that the nominating country has made for
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inclusion in the World Heritage List. In the case of natural properties, that evalua-
tion is made by the International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN); in
the case of cultural properties, that evaluation is made by ICOMOS. In all cases,
the evaluations are conducted as a part of a several-tier process, thoughtful, schol-
arly, deliberate and positive.

What is the value of the Convention and its World Heritage List? Those countries
(or States Party) participating in the Convention see it as a mechanism for encour-
aging national pride, for stimulating education concerning each country’s own na-
tional treasures whether they represent history, culture or natural wonders. The
countries where properties are located see listing on the World Heritage List as the
means for economic development especially in terms of encouraging tourism and vis-
itation, a major source of local and foreign investment in many countries.

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 be-
cause they know that such recognition serves to stimulate local pride, economic de-
velopment, to encourage private investment and public recognition of the quality of
the area that is so recognized. The Ancient Cities of Aleppo and Damascus are list-
ed, the historic quarters of Budapest are listed as are the historic centers of Flor-
ence and Rome, of Cracow and Warsaw, of Bath in England, of Segovia and Toledo
in Spain, of Berne 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 City in Canada where another property, the small historic town
of Lunenberg was recently inscribed, of Quito, and of Mexico City. These are among
the many historic towns and centers that other countries have seen fit to nominate
anld have listed for those qualities which give them their “of outstanding universal
value.”

In each country and in each of these cities and towns, all dynamic and living
urban areas as well as being areas rich in history and tradition, the people of the
community, the pride of the community and the economy of the community have
all benefited in real financial terms as a result of listing as well as in terms of pride
and a sense of community and patriotism.

But in the United States, in spite of our own rich heritage and in spite of our
own beautiful, historic, well planned and widely visited historic areas such as Sa-
vannah, Charleston and New Orleans, such as Georgetown, Annapolis and San An-
tonio, 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
an historic district to such listing.

This statutory limitation on the nomination of historic properties in the United
States has been frustrating for the citizenry of those historic communities which
greatly desire the honor and distinction that World Heritage listing implies and
which would like to join other historic communities on this honor roll of the cultural
heritage. Equally frustrating to them is the fact that they are being denied the un-
mistakable economic benefits of tourism and private investment which such inter-
national recognition would bring them.

Several years ago residents of Savannah sought to nominate that beautiful and
historic city to the World Heritage List. Savannah has long been listed on the Na-
tional Park Service’s list of National Historic Landmarks. But because of the 1980
statutory requirement for owner consent for properties covered by the nomination,
the city chose to nominate only the publicly owned spaces, the streets, the parks
and the plan of Savannah, to the World Heritage List. Much Georgia’s Congres-
sional delegation including Savannah’s own Congressional representative, supported
and endorsed the Savannah nomination.

Procedures for nomination to the List for properties categorized as “cultural” cre-
ates no criterion for the listing of such properties but instead, in relation to inhab-
ited 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 arrange-
ments 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 modern 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. . . .”
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In reviewing the Savannah nomination of its parks, streets, open spaces and pub-
licly owned areas, it was determined that the proposed listing did not fall into any
of the specified categories of properties or inhabited historic towns that might be
listed under the World Heritage criteria. Those reviewing the nomination called on
the city of Savannah to nominate the whole historic area but because of the 1980
Historic Preservation Act’s limitations on U.S. nominations (i.e. the owner consent
provision), the city was unable to do so. This was a great disappointment to the resi-
dents of Savannah and similarly a disappointment for those other historic towns
and cities in the U.S. who were considering the nomination of their own historic
areas, many of which are still seeking the recognition and positive benefits that
World Heritage listing would bring. Indeed, their property rights are denied by vir-
tue of the 1980 amendments and would be further impinged by enactment of H.R.
883.

This is viewed with deep concern by those Americans who recognize and cherish
their historic and culturally significant areas. Beyond the situation which exists
today, however, H.R. 883 would, in effect, further limit the ability of the United
States to place its treasures on the rolls of the world’s patrimony where they might
enjoy the recognition and the benefits that other countries have seen in their own
nominations of their national treasures.

World Heritage listing is designed to protect properties, to protect and to preserve
communities, and to serve as a mechanism for encouraging investment and eco-
nomic development designed to further enhance such properties. H.R. 883, in seek-
ing 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 encourage public and private investment,
to benefit communities as well as those who live in them and those who visit them.

We would encourage the House Committee on Resources to give serious consider-
ation to the negative impact that H.R. 883 would have on existing measures for rec-
ognition 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 156 nations
to ratify, a measure which has done much to achieve recognition and protection of
thtla cultural and natural heritage which is found to be “of outstanding universal
value.”

The World Heritage Convention for which the United States was the initiator and
standard bearer is the single most popular international convention in the world
today. And yet, rather than seeking to expand the impact of the Convention and
the very real benefits that it has brought to other comers of the world, H.R. 883
seeks to deny American communities an opportunity to participate in this benevo-
lent, constructive, educational, enriching program. The enactment of H.R. 883 would
largely eliminate U.S. participation in the World Heritage Convention, a Convention
which resulted from a U.S. initiative, a Convention which in 1972, during the Nixon
Administration, the U.S. was the first nation to ratify, a Convention which has
brought pride to its participants and appreciation of the values imparted by recogni-
tion of the cultural and natural heritage to schoolchildren and scholars alike.
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May S, 1999

‘The Honorable Bruce F. Vento
House of Represintatives

2304 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-2304

Dear Mr, Vento:

Thank yau for your letters of March 24" and April 28% regarding my
testimony before the House Resources Committee on the March 18" hearing of the
American land Sovereignty Protection Act, HR. 883. In my opinion the important
issue here is protection of Americany’ rights of democratic process. I sought to
emphasize the dangers I see in Congress’ waiving of its role and responsibilities over
matters which firsdamentally affect citizens of the United States and ceding that role
and its associatec: powers to & global organization in which affected Americans have
no representatior..

As Tunderstand it, the proposed Act does nothing more than affirm
Congressional role in the management of our public lands, a role mandated 1o it by
the Constitution inder Article IV, Section 3, which states: “The Congress shall have
Power to dispose of and make all needful Rules and Regulations respecting the
Territory or othe: Property belonging to the United States.” I believe thatis a
clearly worded dity which Congress is bound by the Constitution to uphold.

Your lettor raises several questions concerning my testimony, each of which I
have addressed below,

L Please explain the simultaneous decision to confinue our active participatien
in the World Heritage Convention and the U.S. Man and the Biosphere
Program [after ;your support for the sucecessful U.S. withdrawal from
UNESCO], both of which are coordinated at the international level by
UNESCO.

.1-
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The United States® Permanent Representative to the United Nations oversees
U.S. participation in many United Nations’ programs and organizations, including
aspects of U.S, participation in UNESCO. The World Heritage and Man and the
Biosphere progrems, however, were not among them when I held that job.

As you kiow, the Department of the Interior has primary responsibility for
the World Heritage and the Biosphere programs. The Department of the Interior,
along with a federal interagency panel contrals all aspects of these programs. No
member of Congress is included on this panel. Neither was a United States’ UN.
Ambassador when I held that position. The Code of Federal Regulations July 21,
1980 public notice of proposed U.S. World Heritage Nominations for 1981 states
U.S. law at the time I was our UN Ambassador:

“In the United States, the Secretary of the Interior is charged
with implementing the provisions of the Convention, including
preparation of U.S. nominations. Recommendations on the proposed
nominations are made to the Secretary by an interagency panel
including members from the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Fish
and Wildlife and Parks, the Heritage Conservation and Recreation
Service, the National Park Service, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service within the Department of the Interior; the President’s Council
on Environmental Quality; the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation, and the Department of State.” (Emphasis added).

1 was never included on the panel as the Department of State Representative. I was
never invited to participate in any decisions concerning these programs.

I raised the issue of the U.S, withdrawal from UNESCO to make a point: the
UNESCQO of the 1980’s demonstrates quite well both an example of an incompetent
and corrupt international organization and the nearly insurmountable obstacles of
trying to reform 't and hold it accountable. During my tenure as U.S. Ambassador, T
sought to limit the proliferation and scope of U.N. based of international
organizations which were accountable to no respensible, democratically elected
government. Th's discussion serves to reinforce the point I was trying to make
during my testimpny, namely, that Congress should take an active role in the
oversight of programs which impact private citizens in this country.

II. [A]s you knaw, 7 of the 20 World Heritage Sites in the United States were
listed as such diiring your tenure as our Ambassador to the U.N. In your
capacity as UN, Amb dor, did you these nominations based on the

PE

! “Proposed U.S. Worlc; Heritage Nominations for 1981, Public Notice,” 45 FR 48717, Tuly 21, 1980. You
will find the same langaage in each annual notice.

-2
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Fact that Congritss had not specifically authorized these listings? At any point
in your tenure, Jid you attempt to have any existing designations withdrawn
on the same basis?

I refer yoir to my answer above. The Department of the Interior is charged
with implementirg the provisions of this program, not the United States” UN
Representative’s office. I had no role and I was not aware of the details of these
programs. Now, however, that this issue has ripened, I believe it is time to restore
Congress’ proper role in this matter.

1. “Your prep;ired testimony . . . includes the statement, ‘International
Committees—whatever the substance of their decisions—de not represent the
American peoplt and cannot be held accountable by them,’ (emphasis added).
Is it accurate to conclude from this statement that yon believe specific
Congressional qutharization should be required for U.S, participation in any
program which involves an ‘international committee?’>

Obviously, these commiittees do not represent the American people. That is
not their functior. I want to be absolutely clear on this point. Only our
representatives oh those comumittees represent Americans. Obviously, the Cuban or
Libyan delegates to these committees do not represent the American people and, in
fact, often oppose American interests, regardless of the issue. Neither do the New
Zealand -- to take a country at random - or Brazil. The United States’ Congress, on
the other hand, it elected by and does, in fact, represent the American people. UN.
based committees, unlike Congress, are not accountable 1o the American people
because they have not bzen elected by or chosen in any way by the American people.
They do not represent aind are not concerned with U.S. national interests nor the
interests of U.S. citizens,

In this democracy, the citizens grant powers to our elected leaders through
our votes from the local and state levels up to the Congress and the Presidency. We
give themn the power to declare our lands national parks and the right to enact the
laws that restrict our use of our properties. We give our duly elected leaders the
authority to select the judges who will interpret those laws. Our elected leaders, in
turn, respond to our wishes because, just as we have granted them power, so may
we take it from them in the next election. Representation and accountability are the
foundation of the freedoms we cherish. Having fought and won elections yourself,
you know this principle well,

In U.N. organizations, there is no accountability, UN bureaucrats are far
removed from the American voters. Many of the States Parties in the World

3-
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Heritage Treaty (ire not democracies. Some come from countries that do not allow
the ownership of private property. The World Heritage and Man and the Biosphere
committees make: decisions affecting the land and lives of Americans. Some of
these decisions &'e made by representatives chosen by governments not based on
democratic representation, certainly not on the representation of Americans. What
recourse does an American voter have when UN bureaucrats from Cuba or Iraq or
Libya (all of which are parties to this Treaty) have made a decision that unjustly
damages his or her property rights that lie near a nationa! park? When the World
Heritage commit;ee’s meddling has needlessly encumbered a private United States
citizen’s land anci caused his or her property values to fall, that citizen’s appeals to
these committees. (if that is even possible) will fall on deaf ears.

As for yaur question “Is it accurate to conclude from this statement that you
believe specific Clongressional authorization should be required for U.S. participation
in @y program vs/hich invoives an ‘international committee?,”” my answer is, in any
U.N. based comrnittee which makes decisions that importantly affect American
citizens. Speaking to the issue at hand, which is the requirement of congressional
authorization of World Heritage and Biosphere site designations, I definitely believe
congressional auhorization should be required. Congressional role should be
protected, I belicve, should be required, in any process, any time the Constitution
specifically places a duty on Congress to act. The question presented here is
specific. The Constitution mandates congressional responsibility over public land
management. The World Heritage and Biosphere programs directly impact the
management of public and private lands in the United States, Congress should be
involved.

The Conutitution grants and requires Congress’ broad control over the
management of the public lands. The Executive branch, through the Department of
the Interior and in conjunction with the World Heritage and Man and the Biosphere
programs (the “international committees” created by this Convention) should not be
allowed to exerc se Congress’ constitutional authority.

IV. “Should Cangressional authorization be required for any international
agreements/contracts which allow use of our national resources and public
lands, such as niining or timber harvesting? If it is the case that your support
for requiring Congressional authgrization is limited only to those areas
included in H.K. 883, please explain the specific characteristics of
‘international committees’ dealing with conservation which makes them
particularly threatening?”

First of all, as you know, any U.N. based agreements or contracts which
allow use of our natural resources and public lands require various forms of

4.
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authorization fron our elected officials. In this particular case, the authorization
must come from Congress. The Convention itself requires that “the inclusion of a
property in the World Heritage List requires the consent of the State governed.”
[Article II, Section 3] The State in question is the United States and its consent
requires the consent of the people through their duly elected representatives in
accordance with the Constitution. That means Congress, the body delegated the
authority over land management by the Constitution. The “American Land
Sovereignty Protection Act™ is consistent with both U.S. and international law.

In the second past of your question, you ask what are the specific
characteristics of “international committees’ dealing with conservation which makes
them particularly threatening?” My answer is, those committees which affect
substantial interests of U.S, citizens. If American citizens have an interest in the
conservation of a particular area, that decision should be made by Congress, the
body delegated r:sponsibility by the Canstitution for making these decisions in full
view of the American public. And if each decision requires consideration of costs
and benefits to the property rights of individual voters affected, so be it. UNESCO
committees are rot competent to address the complex private property and public
interest issues prijsented here. They have no interest in how their actions affect
private U.S. citizens. I believe Congress should not abdicate its responsibilities for
land managemen: to intemational groups whose members have no concern for
protecting individual pronerty rights and American interests,

Sincerely,

JY, fd AL

Jeane J. Kirkpatrick
P.S. Tam enclosing my Disclosure Requirement

ce: Kurt Christerisen, Staff Member, House Committee on Resources
and Members of the Committes

5
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Cornell University

DEPARTMENT OF GOVERNMENT
MCGRAW HALL
ITHACA, NEW YORK 14853

March 23. 1998

Honorable jay Inslee
308 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Representative Inslee:

We had, as you probably recall, a series of exchanges at the hearing of
the Committee on Resources on March 18, concerning H.R. 883, the American
Land Sovereignty Protection Act. Your guestions to me focused on one
particular issue: how can anyone claim that there are constitutional
objections to the existing implementation of the World Heritage Convention, if
such objections have not been endorsed by court decisions? Since you raised
this question several times, you may be interested in a more extended response
than I could offer within the brief time available at the hearing.

I still stand by the general answer [ gave at the hearing. Our federal
courts do not give advisory opinions. Courts will only rule on a bona fide case
and such a case had not yet been presented. It remains true in the meantime
that Congress has an independent duty to safeguard the Constitution, which is
why members of Congress -- and not merely judges -- take an oath to uphold
the Constitution.

But there is more to it than that. No treaty -- that is, no full form treary,
ratified by the requisite two-third vote of the Senate -- has ever been held by
any court to be in violation of the Constitution. One reason is that courts have
generally tried to steer clear of interference in diplomacy and foreign affairs.
A related reason is that most treaties do not have direct effect in U.S. law but
must be implemented by subsequent legislation. In such cases, courts can
avoid a direct challenge to the treaty by questioning the implementing
legislation {or implementing actions by U.S. administrative authorities) rather
than questioning the treaty, itself. (See, e.g., Boos v. Barry, 485 U.S. 312 [1988]
and Bullfrog Films v. Wick, 847 F.2d. 502 [9th Cir., 1988], citing 1st Amendment
protections to strike down implementing legislation for a treaty on protection
of embassies, in the former case, and an agreement on tariff reductions for
specified kinds of imported films, in the latter.)

Disputable actions under the World Heritage Convention would have to
be challenged in this way. The convention, by its own direct force, will not
alter property rights or even federal policy within the United States. Rulings
of the World Heritage Committee must be implemented by U.S. authorities to
have any effect here. Thus, it was not the finding of the World Heritage
Committee that doomed the New World mine outside of Yellowstone Park, but
President Clinton's subsequent action, inducing the mine operators to accept a
different site in exchange for relinquishing the disputed mine near
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Yellowstone. President Clinton claimed the authority to force (or induce) this
resolution, independently of the World Heritage Convention.

But it remains an important question whether the Convention can be
cited as background justification for a federal policy. In some cases, courts
have ruled that legislation which would not otherwise be within the
constitutional competence of Congress (or administrative actions within the
constitutional competence of the president) can be so, when undertaken to
implement international obligations under a treaty (or executive agreement).
(See U.S. v. Missouri, 252 U.S. 416; U.S. v. Beimont, 301 U.5. 3Z4; Dames & Moore
v. Regan, 453 U.S. 654) If President Clinton had claimed that his action was
"required” by our obligations under the Convention, it would be important to
clarify whether an international convention could actually impose such
obligations, consistent with the Constitution. And it would be important to
clarify this question, even if courts decided to duck it.

Let me give you an analogy. Suppose that the United States (following
our recent experience in Kosovo) entered into an expanded NATO treaty,
stipulating that the U.S. would send troops to prevent civilian massacres,
whenever the NATO Secretary General determined that such action was
necessary. Surely, there would be reasonable dispute about whether the
United States could constitutionally commit itself to such a treaty -- by which
the decision to commit U.S troops had been delegated to the political judgment
of a foreign official.

Defenders of this hypothetical treaty might well argue that the
president would, as a practical matter, always retain the ultimate authority to
refuse to commit U.S. troops to any particular NATO venture. But if the
president invoked the treaty as his reason for sending troops, there would still
be dispute about whether the president could actually be obligated to do so, as a
matter of legitimate treaty law (or, as some might put the point, "morally
obligated” to do so on the basis of a "binding international commitment"). This
would be a legitimate subject of dispute, even though it is unlikely that any
federal court would have the temerity to resolve the issue directly: whether
such a treaty was constitutionally proper would undoubtedly strike the judges
as too speculative or abstract for judicial resolution before troops were
actually engaged — and too much of a "political question" when the troops
were already under fire.

If you think this analogy is far-fetched, I would remind you about the
long debate we have had over presidential war powers since World War IL
President Truman claimed that a resoiution of the UN Security Council was
sufficient authority to commit a half-million U.S. troops to the defense of
Korea in 1950 -- without any declaration of war by Congress. President Bush
was much more hesitant about asserting this authority forty years later, when
troops were sent to liberate Kuwait: he ended up seeking (and gaining) direct
congressional approval for military operations in the Gulf War. Scholarly
opinion and congressional opinion had changed quite a bit between 1950 and
1990.

Yet no decision of any U.S. court had weighed in on the underlying
constitutional issue. Courts had, in fact, ducked the question whenever it was
presented to them. But Congress did not duck the question. That is why the
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War Powers Act was enacted in 1974 — because Congress was determined to
clarify limits on presidential war powers, without waiting for courts to do so.
And Congress wanted to clarify these limits, even though it was widely
accepted that any improper military action could be ended in a particular case
by cutting off all funding for the particular action {as was finally done in
Southeast Asia}. But Congress did not want to leave so much ambiguity about
what sorts of presidential war-making might be "proper,” knowing well that
presidents would derive moral or political authority from congressional
silence in the absence of such a general, clarifying enaciment as the War
Powers Act.

The situation with regard to the World Heritage Convention seems quite
parallel. The Convention gives the president the moral authority to act and at
least some cover of legal authority, It is a fair and reasonable question,
however, whether it is constitutionally proper to give such open-ended
authority to the president, given the reach which the Convention has now
turned out to have.

Suppose that a future president refused to implement actions which the
World Heritage Committee pronounced necessary to "protect” a particular U.S.
site. 1 am quite confident that US. environmentalists would denounce the
president's refusal as a breach of our international obligations. And I suspect
the claim would be echoed by many members of Congress. That has been the
recent experience of the Australian government in the dispute over the
Jabiluka mine (as I document in my written testimony). Surely it is a fair
question whether such protests - call them "legal" or "political” or "moral," as
you prefer -- are grounded in a treaty that can actually be regarded as
"binding" under the terms of the Constitution's treaty power.

Finally and perhaps most importantly, you should be aware that there is
a great deal of discussion already taking place on the general issues at stake
here. As [ indicate in my written testimony, constitutional doctrine was once
thought to place limits on the kinds of commitments we have made in the
World Heritage Convention. The most recent commentaries take a different
view. But the new view is not based on Supreme Court opinions or court
opinions of any kind. In essence, the most prominent scholars of recent years
have decided to ignore the stipulations that an earlier generation of scholars
found in the Constitution -- with at least incidental support from dicta in
earlier Supreme Court rulings. It is quite odd to say that defenders of the
earlier view must be able to cite current Supreme Court rulings — though
champions of the modernist vicw cite no court rulings, either.

In the end, | think, there is no escaping the responsibility of Congress
to make its own constitutional determinations here. You may not agree with
the constitutional arguments [ have advanced in my testimony. You may
think there is no constitutional problem at all in adhering to a treaty which
commits the United States to follow whatever domestic policy a politicized,
international regulatory authority directs us to follow. In that case, you need
feel no qualms at opposing H.R. 883 -- an effort to cure constitutional problems
that others do see here. But you must be persuaded in your own mind that
there really are no constitutional problems with the World Heritage
Convention, as it has now been shown to operate.
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You cannot reasonably say that it is no responsibility of Congress to
address the constitutional issue because that problem can always be handled
by the courts. That should never be an excuse for Congress to accept
unconstitutional measures and it is particularly inappropriate here, where
courts have long-standing (and probably well-founded) reluctance to
intervene. Your abdication would either doom the country to an accretion of
more and more constitutionally questionable treaties -- or invite courts to start
playing a more activist role in U.S. foreign policy, on the hit-or-miss basis on
which cases happen to come before the courts. Neither of these is a pleasing
prospect.

1 hope this extended explanation will be of some assistance to you.

Yours sincerely,

J A
Jeremy Rabkin
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u N [ s ﬂ united nations educational, scientific and cultural organization
. organisation des nations unies pour I’éducation, la science et la culture
7, place de Fontenoy, 75700 PARIS MA
YR 3 1382

\iléphane : 127onal (1) 577 16 10

¥ international + 33 1 §77 16 10
tlégrammes : Unesco Paris

(Elex : 204461 Paris

ﬁﬁume.CLT/CH/OI/7'}4EES'A‘/8°O 15 February 6?82
4
/{“uﬁ/
Dear Mr. Arnett, a”

Thank you for your lettér to Mr. Bolla of 5 January
concerning the momitoring of the condition of world heritage sites.

We too, here in the Secretariat, often feel the need
to obtain information more regularly on the condition of sites and
a reporting system would certainly be useful in this regard.

I have sent copies of your letter and the attached
Report on the State of the Parks to Prof. Blatyer, to ICOMOS and to
my colleagues in the Division of Ecological Bciénces who will forward
a copy also to IUCN.

We shall present the proposal at the next Burean meeting
which we plan tc hold in Paris from 21 to 24 June.

Since the Sydney meeting the former Sector of Culture
and Communication of Unesco has been split into two mectors. Mr. Bolla
was appointed Assistant Director-General for Communication and thus is
qg;lqgger_;pjglyeqﬂinughe‘!gz}d heritage ogramme which remained in
the Sector of Guiture. The Division of Ecclogical Sciences in the
Science Bector is still co~-responsible for this programme, in particular
for all activities concerning the natural world heritage sites.

I shall keep you of course informed of any comments or
questions regarding the proposal which we may receive.

Yours sincerely,

e

Anne Raidl
Division of Cultural Heritage

Mr. G. Ray Arnett

Assistant Secretary for Fish

and Wildlife and Parks

United States Department of the Interior
Office of the Secretary

Washington, D»8. 20240

U.S.A.
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d States Department of the Interior

’ OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY.
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

L6€({773)

%r. Gersard Golla
Deputy Assistant Director-General for
Culture apd Communication
United Nations Educatiocnal, Scientific
and Celtvral Organization
7. place de Fontenoy
75700 Paris, France o

- Dear Hre Dolla: ' -

The purpose of this letter is to propose that. the Werld
Feritage Committee establish a formal program for wonitor-
ing the cendition of sites which have been approved for
inscription on the WO*ld Heritage List.

As you are aware, the wWorld Heritage List bhas grown and R
diversified over the past few years to the point where it is
not possihla for the Worxld Heritage Committee to monitor the
condition of Weidd leritage properties through informal contacts
and communication alone. One of the important responsibilities
of the Committee is to ensure that properties inscribed on the
List retain thosc values that initially guzlified them for
inscrlptlon. In adéition, the information gathered through

the monitoring process could be used by the Committee in ' deci-.
sions rcgarding the ﬂranting of technical ‘cooperaticn requests
or the inscripticn of properties on the List of World ﬁeritage B
in Danger. Such a monitoring program would allow the K
Committee to more effectively fulfill its re;ponsibilities
under the World Heritage Convention.

In this light, the United States pvcogseu that a forral
‘program for monitoring the condition of all World Heritage
sites be adopted and implemented by the World leritage
Committee. THe Committee, through the work of the Bureau and
the Secretariat, could develop a brief, standardized form for
use by each country in reporting on chuerties which they had-
nealnated for World Heritage status. he Committea could
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- v

Mr. Gerard LGolla
'

reguest that each country periodically submit a completed
status report form, e.g., every two or three years. ‘he ’
ittee-cculd work with IUCR and ICOHMOS in-compiling a

y status report on the condition of the VWorld Heritage
List. In the United States, the National Park Service employs
3 monitoring process in the administration of the Mational
Park System. For your information, I have enclosed a report
from this program which serves as an example of a resource
nonitoring effort.

As the United States does not serve on the Bureau of the World
Heritage Conmittee this year, I ask that the Secretariat pre-
sent this proposal to the Bureau when. 1t convenes in spring
1982. Please contact me if you have any questions or comments
cn this proposal. | o o Tt S

Sincereii; :* Lo T Zi»
(Sgd) G. Ray At
G. Ray Arnett

Assistant Secretary- for .
Fish and Wildlife: and. Parks
- Enclosures
PR’ ) i : %
Federal Interagency Panel for World Heritage . -
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OFFICE of the GOVERNOR

.RREYGCI'\RRUT“ERS' State of New Mexico
overnor Santa Fe 87503

April 1, 1987

Robert C. Milue, Chief
International Park Affairs Division
U. S, Department of the Interior
National Park Service

P. 0. Box 37127

Washington, D. C. 20013-7127

Dear Mr. Milue:

T was so pleased to hear that Taocs Pueblo has been placed on the
indicative Inventory of Sites in the United States that may be
nominated for World Heritage status. It would certainly make all New
Mexicans proud to have Tacs Pueblo become the 14th selected site in the
United States for this prestigious honor.

Tzos Pueblo, being the world's oldest continually inhabited multi~
storied structure, 1is living testimony to the creativity, skill
and organization of the Pueblo culture.

Taos Pueblo is known throughout the world and receives tens of thousands
of visitors yearly from every corner of the earth. It has been called
the "most photographed building in North America".

As the Governor of the State of New Mexi;:o, I wholeheartedly endorse the
nomination of Taos Pueblo for inclusion ‘the-World Heritage List.

- /Garré')f Carruthers
« Governor

GC :NJ: ECJ rmmo

56-427 99-4
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DEPARTMENT of the INTERIOR

news release

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

FPor Release Dctober 10, 1986 Tow Wilson 202/363-3171

CENTENNIAL, WORLD HERITAGE DESIGNATION
T BE CELFBRATED FOR STATUE OF LIBERTY

Secretary of the Interior Don Hocel announced today that ceremenies marking

the offi

dedicarion of The

centennial of rhe Sratue of Libarry

Statue as a World Heritage Site wil! he held at 10:4 Nctobar 2%, an

Liberty Isiand,

“The wonderful gala in Jnlv henored the restoraticn of the Statue af

Libertv, celebrated the nistoric bonds of friendsh ween Americs and France

and commemarated a century of this laév's commanding rresence on Americsn

shores,' Hodel said. "Now we mark the exact cectennial of the Statue's

dedication and the official she is the most widelv recognized

symbol for freedom and hope around the worid.™

Participants in the ceremonies wi inzlode Franceis leotard,
Hinister of Culture; Treasury Secrezary James Saker, presesting ihy
official Liberty €oin; Secretary iodel; and en Avedisian, Chairwman

Statue of Liberty-Ellis Island Centennial Cormission.

A c capsule, containing ems T
1986, will be dedicated at the ceremony for
of the statue. The capsule is to be opened

lecring liderty and freedom tnwmes of

musem .7 the dase

The sculptor of the Statue of Libevzy, viC-AuRul Sarcholds,
personally unveiled Liberty's fa during Zinal ded tion ceremenies on
Cctober i%86. President Grov Cieveland cepred the Treach ift oo behalf

cf the 4

an people.

» ner dedication as a Nerld Her!
known

25 recagnizad

and g

to recogniz
irreplaceahle &:

asures and o

send
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Ninety nations have ratified the Convention. Other World Heritage Sites in
the United States include the Grand Canyon, Independence Hall in Philadelphia
and Yellowstone National Park. Foreign sites include the Giza Pyramids ia Egypt

and the Taj Mahal in India.

Liberty Island can be

Hodel said the public is welcome at the ceremony.
information

reached by Circle Line Ferries which leave every half-hour. For
call the Circle Line office (212/563-3200).

- DOT -

NOTE TO FDITORS: Secretary Rodel will hold a news availability immediately
after the ceremony in the vicinitv of the stage.

A media hoat will leave Castle Clinton at R:30 a.m. Other access and all
returns will be by regularly scheduled Circle Line Ferry.

To reserve space on the media boat and to obtain further information
contact Alan Levitt in Washington, D.C., 202/343-6416 or Manny Strumpf in New
York City, 718/33R-3238 or 212/264-4458.

INT Qi t3-g ]
daw S e
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United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. . 20240

In Reply Refer Ta: APR & 1984
L66(773)

Honorable George P. Shultz
Secretary of State
Washington, D.C. 20520

Dear Mr. Secretary:

The Convention Concerning the Protection of the Wor)d Cultural and Natural
Heritage, ratified by the United States in 1973 and currently by 81 other
nations, has established a system which, with modest infusions of techmical
and financial support from member countries, recognizes and fosters the
protection of internationally significant natural and cultural properties
around the world. The Interior Department directs and coordinates U.S.
participation in the Convention, under authority of P.L. 96-515, in close
cooperation with the State Department and other Federal agencies,

The Convention is identified as a clear U.S. initiative; the concept

having first been raised in President Nixon's 1971 Environmental Message.
This country's close identification with the program was emphasized by

our having deposited the first instrument of ratification and by 6 years

of executive leadership through U.S. membership on and Chairmanship of

the World Heritage Committee. Twelve U.S, properties have been recognized
as having "outstanding universal value." In October 1984, the Statue of
Liberty and Yosemite National Park will be reviewed for the same designation.

Current policy decisions regarding U.S. participation in the United
Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization {UNESCO)
represent, I believe, an ideal opportunity to restate this country's
traditional supportive association with the Yorld Heritage Convention
and, in the process, to demonstrate our continued support of such
internaticnal program objectives when they are not subject to perceptions
of UNESCO mismanagement and politicization. The Convention enjoys
sufficient legal, organizational, and financial autonomy from UNESCO to
open this as a viable option. From the standpoint of treaty and U.S.
public law commitments, I believe it is also the preferable option.

Your acceptance of this ratjonale would also seem to justify State
Department reprogramming of UNESCO support funds or requests for
additional appropriations for resumed U.S. contributions to the World
Heritage Fund as authorized for Fiscal Years 1984 and 1985 by Congress
in P.L. 98-164. The Interior Department fully supports resumed payment
of these authorized amounts and recommends favorable consideration of
sustained annual contributions in future years according to comparable
relative levels of effective support.
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Honorable George P. Shultz

Such a determination, in my judgment, would be timely and constructive.
The World Heritage Convention has a proven record of impressive growth
and effectiveness. It has been largely untouched by extraneous nolitical
issues and has efficiently obligated over 90 percent of its resources to
field oriented technical assistance projects,

Resumed U.S. funding support and our continued full participation in the
World Heritage Convention would demonstrably clarify our UNESCO policy
and reaffirm our commitment to a program which was our own jnitiative
and which has a demonstrated record of achievement and effectiveness.,

This Department will be pleased to cooperate with you in any way necessary
and appropriate to advance this matter.

Sincerely,

Bill Clark;

William Clark



99

United States Department of the Interior

QOFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR
Washington. D.C. 20240

March 20, 193¢

Mr. Hal Salwasser

Regional Forester

United States Department of Agriculture
Porast Service, Region 1

Federal Building

©.0. Box 7669

Missoula, MT 53807

Dear Mr. Salwasser:

Susan Rieff asked that I respond to your letter cof December 4. I
appreciate the opportunity to provide our views, and I apclogize
for our delay in responding.

Your first gquestion concerns the legal effect of the World Heritage
Treaty on the Forest Service’'s decision on the Crown Butte
proposal. As a party to the World Heritage Convention, the United
States nhas undertaken "tc take the appropriate legal, scientific,
vrechnical, administrative, and financial measures necessary for the
identification, protection, conservation, presentation, and
rehabilitation" of natural and cultural heritage Zfeatures
designated in U.S. territory. in our view, this opligation is
discharged entirely within the framework of the appropriate U.S.
and state laws. Therefore, the World Heritage Committee’'s recent
decision Lo name Yellowstone National Park tc the World Heritage
List of Sites in Danger dces 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
evaluaticn cof development proposals on adjacent land. The
Committee itself noted in its findings adding the Parx to the List
vthat “whether the [United States] shculd grant a permit to the
mining company or not is entirely a domestic decision of the
[United States]."

~he second issue raised in your letter concerns the application of
the Natioral Park Service Organic Act to areas outside the
boundaries of park units. As you may know, Congress amended the
Organic Act in 1978 as follows:

Congress further reaffirms, declares and directs
that the promotion and regulation of the various
areas of the Naticnal Park System, as defined in
section 2 of the Act of August 18, 1970 (1¢ U.s.C.
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lc(a)) shall be consistent with and founded in the
purpose established by the first section of the Act
of August 25, 1916, to the common benefit of all
people of the United States. The authorization of
activities shall be construed and the protection,
management, and administration of these areas shall
be conducted in light of the high public value and
integrity of the National Park System and shall not
be exercised in derogation of the values and
purposes for which these various areas have been
established, except as may have been or shall be
directed and specifically provided by Congress.

Sec 101 (b), PL 95-250, 92 Stat. 166, 16 U.S.C. § la-1.

The amendment was proposed by the Administration in 1978 following
years of controversy about logging on lands on the periphery of
Redwood National Park in California. The committee adopting the
amendment explained it this way:

[{Tlhe committee strongly endorses the Administration’s
proposed amendment to the Act of August 18, 1970,
concerning the management of the Naticnal Park System, to
refocus and insure that the basis for decisionmaking
concerning the System continues to be the criteria
provided by 16 U.S.C. § 1- that is

to conserve the scenery and the natural and
historic objects and the wild life therein and
to provide for the enjoyment of the same 1in
such manner and by such means as will leave
them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future
generations.

This restatement of these highest principles of
management is also intended to serxve as the basis for any
judicial resolution of competing private and public
values and interests in the areas surrounding Redwocod
National Park and other areas oif the National Park
System.

* % *

The Secretary has an absolute duty, which is not to be
compromised, to fulfill the mandate of the 1916 Act to
take whatever action and to seek whatever relief as will
safeguard the units of the National Park System.

*k k

The Secretary is to afford the highest standard of
protection and care to the natural resources within
...the National Park System. No decision shall
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compromise these resource values except as Congress may
have specifically provided. !

Sen. Rep. 35-528 at 8-%, 4.

Clearly, Congress was expressing concern that units cf che National
Park System be protected against significant threats to their well-
being. The envircnmental impact statement (EIS) process now
underway, in which both the Forest Service and the Park Service are
involved, should shed much light on the risks the proposed New
World Mine may pose for the world’s first Natiomal Par We are
confident that all the federal agencies involved will act
cocperatively to make sure unacceptable risks can be avcided.

Your third inguiry was for a legal cpinien regarding the wvalidity
of the millsites staked by Crown Butte prior to the withdrawal. We
are now researching, in counnection with litigation and our ongoing
review of Mining Law patent applications, a number of guestions
concerning the proper interpretation of the millsite provisicn of
the Mining Law. Unfertunately, we are not yet able to comment
cpecifically on the validity of the Crown Butte millsites at this
cime. We will keep the pertinent attorneys i the General
Counsel’s Cffice of the Department of Agriculture informed cf the
progress of our research. I should note that, in any event, the
normal administrative procedure to follow when a mill i
believed to be invalid is to bring a contest acainst the m
claimant before an administrative law ZJudge. Even if
contest were to be initiated in the near future against the Crown
Butte millsites, the proceedings would likely ke lengthy, and
extend well beyond the EIS process. For this reason, we recommend
that, 1f this issue has to be addressed in the EIS. it include at
least one alternative in which the mill sites are assumed to be
valid and another in which they are assumed tc be invaliid.

Finally, you ask for confirmation of the Park Service’'s pesition
regarding a discussion of the no-action cr "buyout" alternative.
Enclosed is a letter addressing this issue sent by the
Superintendent of Yellowstone National Park. The views expressed
there remain the position of the Department.

Let me know if you need any further informaticn.

~ 7 L
“Sincexdly,
eSS 4
< /
T ,ZL' ;
John Leshy 7

\ﬁ"///ﬁplicitor /
Enclosure \
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TESTIMONY ON 11L.R. 883, THE AMERICAN IAND SOVERFIGNTY PROTECTION ACT

Prof. Jeremy Rabkin, Department of Government, Cornell University

In accordance with current procedure, [ should begin by making it
clear that [ have no financial or personal stake in the issues before this
Committee today. | am a university professor, with training in political
science and law. But I am also an American citizen. My remarks here are
inspired as much by my personal loyalty 10 our constitutional system as by
any insights [ have been able to acquire in my academic career.

1 should also say at the outset that | do not raise questions about
international regulation out of a generalized disdain for international law.
The ¥Framers of the U.S. Constitution were themselves quite respectful of
international law (which is why, for example, Art. I, Sec. 8 confers on
Congress the power 1o "punish offenses against the law of nations").
Throughout American history, our leading statesmen have often been
insistent champions of international law. This country continues to derive
many important benefits from well-functioning international agreements --
as for example, the system of trade rules developed under the General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade over the past fifty years.

But I also think that a fair reading of American history shows that
international agreements can only sccure enduring support from the
American people when they are consistent with traditional understandings of
our own Constitution. EHforts are now underway in several arcas to drag the
United States into international regulatory schemes that strain the limits of
our own Constitution. As [ have tried to explain in a recent book (Why
Sovereignty Matters, AEI Press, 1998), such ventures are, in some ways, as
much a threat to the stability of international law as they are to our own
system of government at home. [ strongly support ILR. 883, the proposed
American Land Sovereignty Protection Act, as a uscful brake on this larger
trend and a means of reasserting our own constitutional traditions.

The underlying problem is that international regulatory schemes now
reach more deeply into the internal affairs of sovereign nations and have
thercefore begun to threaten internal systems of government. The point is
now acknowledged by the most respectable, mainstream scholars in the field
of international law. Not long ago, for example, Prof. Detlev Vagts of the
Harvard Law School noted that "international commitmentis” pose "an
important problem" in their "tendency ... to shift powers and responsibilities
from national and subnational units, with active, reachable legislative bodies
to remote international bureaucracies." (Col. J. Trans'l Law, 1997, 154} 1 would
only qualify this statement with the caution that "international
bureaucracies" are often all too "reachable” by some advocacy groups -- but
without the reliable system of constitutional accountability that grounds the
decisions of elected legislatures.

In what follows, then, ! want to highlight the ways in which the
"Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural
Heritage" (World Heritage Convention) illustrates this larger problem and why
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H.R. 883 is an appropriate response. I believe that similur arguments could be
made about the Ramsar Convention and the Biosphere Reserve program --
which are also covered by H.R. 883. But I will focus on the World Heritage
Convention because the world has had more experience with its potential for
abuse and it is, in any case, the system that [ know most about. Previous
hearings of this committee have already ampiy documented the strange,
unexpected intrusion of the World Heritage Convention into a local dispute
about mining near Yellowstone Park. Therefore | will illustrate the points 1
want to make here by invoking a more recent and in some ways more
disturbing dispute regarding the application of this international regulatory
scheme to a mine near a national park in Australia,

The essential facts have been well documented in the Australian press.
In 1982, 1he Australian government authorized a mining company to acquire a
site for the extraction of uranium ore in an enclave adjoining Kakadu National
Park in Australia's Northern Territory. Local aboriginal people, who had
special ownership claims on the site of the mine, asked the government 10
approve the new mining venture in return for rovalty payments from the
company. When Australia proposed Kakadu Park for listing as a World
Heritage site under the World IHeritage Convention, then, it specifically
excluded from the boundarics of this site the land in which this Jabiluka mine
would operate.

The Australian government did the same thing for Ranger mine, which
has been safely operating for the past 18 yvears on land adjoining Kakadu Park.
This mine has caused so little disruption that the Australian Wilderness
Society, a leading environmemal advocacy group, distributed a calendar this
vear which includes a picture of the Ranger mine site - with no
acknowledgment (and seemingly no recognition) that this scenic view of a
famous mountain blufl in Kakadu Park actually shows the retaining pool of
the Ranger mine in the foreground of the photo.

At any rate, as the Australian government derives considerable revenue
from tourist visits to its scenic wonders, it has been anxious to ensure that
mining operations do not threaten its parks. So before authorizing Jabiluka to
begin operations, the government demanded very stringent scientific
assessments 10 ensure that it would be even less disruptive than its existing
counterpart. With newer extraction technologies {allowing most excavation to
operate underground), the Australian government was persuaded -- after
more than two years of environmental impact studies -- that the new mine
would, in fact, be even less intrusive than the existing Ranger mine.

Nonctheless, environmental advocacy groups opposed the mine. And
they took their protests 10 the World Heritage Committee, which then
commissioned an expert study of its own. The study, as presented to the World
Heritage Commitiee, warned that the mine would be a threat to the integrity of
the Kakadu Park -- a World Heritage site. The Australian government
protested that the report was improperly compiled and was replete with errors
of science, fact and law. But the World Heritage Committee, at its meeting in
Kyoto, Japan last December, urged the Australian government not to allow the
Jabiluka mine to open. And it warned that unless the Australian government
could rebut the findings of the report before its next semi-annual meeting,
the Committee would have to list the site as "in danger," a listing that can
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ultimately lead to the removal of a site from the approved list of official World
Heritage sites.

The Committee's rulings set off an uproar in Australia. The government
refused to order the closing of the mine, vowing to prove its case to the World
Heritage Committee later this year. Critics of the mine claimed that the
government had "sacrificed Australia’s moral authority” in international
affairs" and committed a "major show of disrespect for the world.” The
ultimate outcome remains in doubt. But it is plain that the World Heritage
Committee has acted quite aggressively to pressure a government with a
generally sound environmental record to reverse a carefully considered
domestic policy decision.

This story should bring into focus a number of serious constitutional
problems with the World Heritage Convention -- all of which, I think, may be
ameliorated by H.R. 883. To start with, there is the question of whether the
subject matter of the World Heritage Convention really makes it a proper
exercise of the treaty power. It was once our established doctrine that the
treaty power in the U.S. Constitution could only be exercised on matters
"properly the subject of negotiation with a foreign country.” (Geofroy v.
Riggs, 133 U.S. 238, 267) In the same spirit, Chicef Justice Hughes cautioned in a
1929 speech to the American Society for International Law that the "treaty
making power is intended for the purpose of having treaties made relating to
foreign affairs and not to make laws for the people of the United States in their
internal concerns ...." As late as the mid-1960s, this statement of traditional
doctrine was reaffirmed the Second Restatement of Foreign Relations Law . By
1987, however, when the Third Restatement was published, this doctrine had
been repudiated on the grounds that it was no longer possible to distinguish
internal from external concerns. (Sec. 302, Com't ¢)

What makes this revisionist view scem plausible is that the United States
has already entered into a number of treaties that seem to stretch the
traditional subject-matter limits virtually to the breaking point. And, of
course, the World Heritage Convention is one of those trcaties. We have
registered some two dozen sites with the World leritage Convention, including
not only scenic park lands but historic sites like Independence Hall in
Philadelphia and Thomas Jefferson's house and grounds at Monticello. If the
stewardship of Independence Hall by the U.S. Park Service is really a matter
“relating to foreign affairs" (or "properiy the subject of negotiation with a
foreign country"), then what is not?

But it is wrong, I think, to shrug off the traditional doctrine. The fact is
that the Senate continues to have qualms about ratifyving human rights
conventions or conventions of the International Labour Organization that
purport to regulate how the American government deals with our own fellow
citizens on our own soil. We have ratificd only a handful of international
human rights conventions and then, each time, with reservations stipulating
that they would work no change in existing U.S. law. We have also declined to
ratify all but a handful of LI1.O. conventions (and those few deal with
inherently international concerns, such as labor standards in ocean

shipping).

And we know that, in other fields, reports about the demise of old
constitutional doctrines have been greatly exaggerated. For decades after the
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New Deal, many scholars insisted that there was no longer any real force to
the traditional constitutional doctrines limiting the regulatory powers of
Congress {by excluding intra-state matters from the congressional power to
regulate "commerce among the states”). The Supreme Court emphatically
rejected that notion in its 1995 ruling in U.S. v. Lopez (514 U.S, 549) and has, to
the surprise of many scholars, breathed new life into traditional notions of
federalism in other cases since then.

Conceding that the World Heritage Convention may be at the outer
boundaries of permissible exercises of the treaty power, one might still argue
that it is consistent with some remaining limitations. Thus, it might be argued
that the United States has a stake in attracting foreign tourists to our national
monuments and in inducing foreign nations to protect those scenic or historic
sites which Amecricans wish to visit. In that sense, it might be conceived as a
treaty dealing with conditions of international tourist exchange — hence
"properly the subject of negotiation with a foreign country" {or many foreign
countries).

But if this is a reasonable claim, it must be because individual sites are
actually lures for foreign tourists -- and it is a considered policy 10 try to lure
foreign tourists to these particular sites by participating in the World Heritage
Convention. Here the cautions of the Lopez ruling seem much in point. The
majority opinion by Chief Justice Rehnquist protested, in particular, that the
statute at issue in that case had sought to make it a federal crime to carry guns
into the vicinity of local schools and Congress enacted this law without making
any direct findings at all about the relevance of such matters to inter-state
commerce.

Something similar has happened with the World Heritage Convention.
By the terms of our existing participation in the World Heritage Convention,
Congress has no say in whether any particular location within the United
States can or should be listed as a Heritage site. In ratifving this treaty, then,
the Senate seems to have written a blank check to international interference
-- allowing almost any site to become subject to international regulation, with
no prior consideration of whether the listing of the individual site is really
pertinent to our underlying reasons for participating in the program. If
there are legitimate reasons to bind the United States in any particular case,
Congress now has no role in assessing those reasons.

True, the World Heritage Committee will make its own determinations
about which sites are appropriate for its list: individual countries can simply
propose sites, while the international body makes the decision. But the
Australian case should remind us that the Committee's thinking is not
necessarily in accord with our own constitutional requirements.

‘The report of the expert team protested that the Jabiluka mine would be
disrupt a burial ground of special concern to local aboriginal people. The
claim may be untrue; the mine is more than two kilometers from this site and
press accounts indicate that the majority of aboriginal people in the area are
actually in favor of the mine. But the fact remains that the Committee and its
agents seemed to think the Convention extended not simply to facilitation of
international tourist traffic but to the regulation of a sovereign state's
dealings with its own citizens in its own territory in a matier having no clear
connection at all to the ostensible subject matter of the treaty. (Indeed, the
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special report cited other treaties in its findings -- which turned out to be
treaties not actually ratified by the Australian government).

So, if Congress wants to reassure Americans that it is not writing blank-
checks to international authorities -- in total disregard of traditional limits on
the treaty power - then H.R. 883 is one way to do it. Let Congress itseif decide,
case by case, whether a particular site is actually relevant to the legitimate
international purposes for which the United States has entered into this
treaty. The reporting requirements in H.R. 883 can help Congress to make
such determinations on an informed basis.

This brings us to a second problem with the current operation of the
World Heritage Convention. That is the wholesale manner in which it seems to
delegate U.S. treaty-making power to an international body. llere again, the
traditional constitutional doctrine was firmly against such delegations. The
leading text on the subject before the Second World War made the point quite
explicit: The "treaty making power exercises legislative power which cannot
be delegated.” Even regarding an international commission, "delegation of
political power, that is legislative or treaty-making power, to such a body
would be unconstitutional." (Quincy Wright, The Control of U.S. Foreign Policy,
1922,104, 125)

Here, too, today's leading text has abandoned the traditional doctrine.
Instead, it blandly asserts that when "legislative" or "regulatory” powers are
given to an international regulatory body, they may be "properly seen as
implementations of the original treaty establishing the organization and
giving it 'regulatory powers' and in consenting to that agreement, the Senate
may be said to have consented in advance to any regulations authorized by
that agrcement." (Louis llenkin, Foreign Affairs and the Constitution, 2d ed.,
1997, 263)

Again, I do not think the view of such contemporary scholars can or
should be accepted. It is true that, in domestic affairs, we have become more
accommodating of delegations of legislative power (that is, broad rule-making
power) to specialized administrative agencies. But domestic administrative
agencies still operate with a great many checks and controls, most notably the
Administrative Procedure Act and its guarantees of due process and judicial
review of agency action. Congress also has ongoing influence on domestic
administration through its control over budget appropriations. There is
nothing like this to limit the ventures of international regulatory agencies,
which do not depend solely (or even primarily) on U.S. budget contributions
and have no cstablished system of legal procedure, let alonc anything like
judicial review.

And here again, the World Heritage Convention illustrates the problem.
The original treaty speaks in very vague, general terms. The World Heritage
Committee, established by the treaty, has then interpreted these general treaty
provisions in more detailed "operating guidelines," These guidelines were not
submitted to the Scnate for separate ratification, nor even submitted to the
President for approval by exccutive agreement. They are not even submitted
to all the states parties to the Heritage Convention, itself. Instead, they are
adopted on the say-so of the 21 member Committee, which reserves the right to
make changes in these "guidelines” at any time, with no fixed procedure for
doing so and no established procedure for challenging the new provisions.
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("This document ... can be revised by the [World Heritage] Committee at any
time to reflect new concepts, knowledge or experiences ...." Preface to
"Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the World Heritage
Convention."

The details are sometimes quite important, however. The general treaty
language in the World Heritage Convention suggests that the Committee will
take notice of deteriorating conditions at a site after they have occurred --
and only when the host country, itself, requests a listing as "in danger." ("The
Committee shall establish ... under the title of 'list of World Heritage [sites] in
danger," a list of the property appearing in the World Heritage List for the
conservation of which major operations are necessary and for which
assistance has been requested under this Convention.” [italics added] Art. 11,
Par. 5 "The World Heritage Committee shall receive and study requests for
international assistance formulated by States Parties to this Convention with
respect to property ... situated in their territories ... to secure the protection,
conservation, presentation or rchabilitation of such property.” Art. 13, Par. 1
litalics added])

Yet the operating guidelines, as interpreted by the Committee, suggest
the far broader power to intervene on the basis of speculative projections of
what might occur at a site if the Committee's prescriptions are not followed.
(See Pars. 48-50), describing procedures for sending a fact-finding mission to
ascertain "the dangers to the property” [Par. 50d} cven where initial concerns
are based on "information from a scurce other than the State Party
concerned.” [Par. 48]) In cffect, the Committee has given itself the authority to
stigmatize a site as "in danger,” simply because the host country has declined
to follow the Committee's directives on how best to safeguard that site. So a
program akin to a landmarks registry now claims the general regulatory
power to make pre-emptive interventions.

What makes this asserted new power particularly disturbing is that it
does not simply pertain to the site itself. Instead, the operating guidelines
provide that, apart from what gocs on in the actual site, activities within an
adjacent "buffer zone" should be monitored. ("Whenever necessary ... an
adequate 'buffer zone' around a property should be provided and should be
afforded the necessary protection." [italics added] Par. 17) So Australia, having
agreed to some level of monitoring of the actual Kakadu Park, discovered that
the Committee also wanted to contro! activities in nearby areas cutside the
boundaries of the Park -- though only the actual boundaries of Kakadu Park
had been registcred as a World Heritage site. This was, of course, our own
experience with the Yellowstone dispute -- which concerned a mine not
actually within the boundaries of our national park but in a neighboring area
which the World Heritage Committce considered to be part of the equally
protected "buffer zone."

Of course, the potential for interference with private property becomes
much more serious once the purview of the Convention is extended to adjacent
land in a "buffer zone." Our federal government owns the land within
national parks but adjoining lands are often privately owned or subject to
mining and grazing leases in which private owners have a property interest.
If we allow the meaning of the Heritage Convention to be established by
interpretation of the Heritage Committee -- an international administrative
body, not under the control of our own government -- than we have delegated

6
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some measure of control over the property rights of Americans to
international policy-makers. That is a still more serious constitutional
problem.

H.R. 883 promises to exert some brake on the problem. We may not be in
a position to'veto particular revisions of the Heritage Committee's "guidelines"
or its ongoing decisions. Still, this legislation will reaffirm that the United
States is governed by its own constitutional system in which Congress is the
first branch of government: the measure will put the world body on notice
that Congress will not be a passive partner so far as regulation of U.S. sites is
concerned. When and if Congress decides to authorize international
monitoring of particular sites, it can do so with up-to-date understandings
about the actual, operational significance of such commitments. It need no
longer simply put its trust in vague treaty language whose detailed meanings
are left entirely to the determinations of an international body.

The third constitutional problem gives more force to this delegation
problem. The problem is the actual character of the international authority
involved. Despite the traditional strictures against delegating U.S. treaty-
making authority to international bodies, there has always been an exception
for judicial authorities. The United States has been prepared to submit certain
carefully delineated questions to international arbitration since the Jay Treaty
of 1794 (a treaty which was negotiated by a federal executive, ratified by a
Senate and implemented by a Congress which still had many members of the
Constitutional Convention in its midst). Following this example, the United
States routinely submitted disputes with Britain and various Latin American
countries to international arbitration in the 19th Century and on into this
century. We have participated in a number of proceedings before the
International Court of Justice since 1946. Both NAFTA and the WTO include
provisions for submitting particular trade disputes to specialized arbitration
panels.

All of these engagements have been regarded as perfectly
constitutional, even though they may incidentally involve interpretation of
existing international agreements in ways not previously accepted or settled
by the United States. But these arc quasi-judicial proceedings, which are
plausibly viewed as no more an exercise of general policy-making power than
the resolution of ordinary cases by ordinary courts. At the least, judicialized
procedures for genuine arbitrations are thought to be a safeguard for the
participating states, so that outcomes will not vary very much from the most
reasonable interpretations of the actual treaties.

But no one seriously pretends that the World Heritage Committee is a
quasi~judicial body or that its decisions follow from quasi-judicial procedures.
It is, in fact, a rather political body, whose members arec nominated by their
own governments and answer to the promptings and pressures of their home
governments (though elected for limited terms at a meeting of delegates from
all the participating states). In short, the World Heritage Committee is a
political forum. There is nothing wrong with politics entering international
forums, of course, when they are forums for negotiation. But the World
Heritage Committee is not engaged in proposing new treaty texts for separate
ratification by individual governments. It is empowered to make its own
decisions about which sites can be listed, which should be de-listed or declared
"in dange " and on what terms these decisions should be made.
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The institutional sponsor of the World Heritage Committee is UNESCO, an
organization so corrupted by nasty political intrigue that the United States has
refused to contribute to its budget or participate in its general program since
the mid-1980s. We have continued to participate in the World Heritage
Convention, evidently on the assumption that this program will be less tainted
than other UNESCO undertakings. But the record of the World Heritage
Committee does not inspire great confidence.

Back in 1982, when Israel-bashing was the favorite sport of the United
Nations (along with denunciations of U.S. “imperialism"), the World Heritage
Committee solemnly voted to place the Old City of Jerusalem on its list of
endangered sites. The United States, which happened to have a delegate on the
Heritage Committee at the time, protested the impropriety of this action.

Israel, which claimed legal authority over the site and was certainly in
effective control of it at the time, was not a party to the World Heritage
Convention, had not asked to have this site listed as "in danger," had not been
consulted about its views and had not even received an on-site inspection by
World Heritage officials. But the Committee at that time included
representatives of Egypt, Iraq, Libyva, Tunisia, Pakistan and Jordan, all of
whom pressed for a condemnation of Isracl -- and got it: the final vote was 14 -
1 with 5 abstentions (the United States being the sole dissenter, while West
European delegates decided to sit on the sidelines).

That was some time ago, of course, and UNESCO is supposed to have
improved since then. But it is notable that the Old City of Jerusalem is still on
the "in danger” list and the government of Israel has still not found it prudent
to adhere to the World lleritage Convention. And the Australian experience
suggests that the World Heritage Committee still has a taste for throwing its
weight around when member states on the Committee find it expedient to do so.

Among the remarkable aspects of Australia’s experience was the
manner in which the "expert" report on its mine was compiled. A 7-person
team, headed by an Italian professor of international law, spent four days
visiting the site. ‘The delegation included two American and two Australian
scientists, who stayed behind to draft a report of their findings. According to
the Australian press, all of these original authors were "shocked" at the way
their initial draft was rewritten (back in Paris) by the Italian lawyer. The
new version was far more critical in its assessments, omitted a number of
important facts that would have put the mine in a better light and concluded
with a recommendation for halting mining development at Jabiluka -- a
recommendation the original authors did not favor and had never even
discussed. But with only minor subscquent revisions, the rewritten version
became the "report” of the "experts.” Then, in defiance of ordinary procedure,
this report was submitted to the Australian government only hours before it
was submitted to the World Ileritage Committee, itself, at its winter meeting in
Kyoto. The Australian government protested that it had been ambushed by an
unfair attack.

But even more remarkable was the international politicking that
preceded and followed this episode. Opponents of the mine included leading
members of the opposition Australian Labor Party and the small Australian
Green Party. Some of them wrote directly to the World Heritage Committee,
urging it to condemn the mine as a threat to Kakadu Park. Opposition
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politicians also made contact with Green ministers in Germany and
sympathetic socialists in France and elsewhere. Before the Heritage Committee
had made any decision, the European Parliament (that is, the largely advisory
forum of the European Union) passed a resolution urging member states of the
EU to boycott uranium from the Jabiluka mine. The EU Parliament now has a
Socialist majority and the Socialist government of France happened to have its
own representative on the Heritage Committee who was, according to
Australian press reports, particularly active in condemning the Australian
government for allowing the Jabiluka mine to go forward.

Yet when the Australian government sought to plead its case in
background lobbying at Kyoto, it was denounced by opposition politicians in
the Australian Parliament for "thuggish pressure” and for "politicizing the
World Heritage Committee." Qutside Parliament, environmental advocacy
groups were equally scathing, decrving the government's diplomatic efforts
as "an 11th hour assault on the processes of the international community's
highest arbiter of World Heritage values" (as the president of the Australian
Conservation Foundation put it).

Perhaps the United States is no longer so tempting a target for
international bullies as it once was -- or as Australia or Israel evidently still
are. But the underlying point remains. Far from a judicial body or an
impartial expert body, the World Heritage Committee is a highly political
forum. It is not even an insulated bureaucracy but an arena for issue-trading
and coalition building within transnational advocacy networks.

The United States, of course, has its own advocates, eager to make deals
and connections with counterparts in other countries. In the Yellowstone
affair, local environmental advocates in Montana were the first to urge the
intervention of the World Heritage Committee into a local dispute. Qur own
environmental advocates arc certainly welcome to form whatever alliances
they like with French Socialists, German Greens or any other foreign groups
they think will enhance their credibility within this country. We have a
guarantee of free speech in our Constitution and a great deal of tolerance in
our culture for activist advocacy. But ultimate responsibility for domestic
government is supposed to remain under the control of our own elected
legislatures. Delegating any serious authority to a body like the World
Heritage Convention is delegating authority to a new political forum -- one in
which the United States government itself will not always be represented (as
membership on the 21 person Herituge Committee rotates among the over 150
states that have by now subscribed to the Convention).

By itsclf, ILR. 833 will not change the character of the World Heritage
Committee or the activist politics associated with it. But it will act as a brake on
the scale of whole-sale delegation to such a body. If the bill is enacted, 1 would
urge Congress to authorize participation of particular U.S. sites only for
limited, renewable terms -- perhaps for three yecars at a time -- so that
Congress can rcevaluate whether participation has been helpful or has caused
unexpected difficulties.

The recent Australian experience, like the earlier Yellowstone
experience, suggests that the Werld Heritage Committee does pose potential
dangers in itself. The danger, of course, is that, as American advocates echo
the rhetoric seen so recently in Australia, we may begin to forget who has the
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ultimate responsibility for stewardship of natural or cultural treasures on the
territory of the United States. The danger, in other words, is that we will come
to see a venture in international cooperation as a scheme of international
control -- just because some advocates in this country find the leanings of the
World Heritage Committee, at any particular moment, more to their liking than
the decisions of responsible constitutional authorities in our own country.
That will not be healthy for the United States - or for the long-term prospects
of U.S. participation in the World Heritage Convention.

But there is also a larger stake here. The World Heritage Convention has
turned out to be the precursor of far more ambitious schemes of international
environmental regulation. The Clinton administration has signed the far
more ambitious Biodiversity Convention and the Kyoto Protocol on climate
change. Both scem te reach even more deeply into domestic affairs, delegate
even more authority to international administrative bodies and risk even more
entanglement in politicized, policy-making forums. The Senate has not yet
ratified either treaty but the Clinton administration {or its successor} might
seek to revive them.

Sustainable American participation in such ventures will require
important new safeguards that are not clearly provided in these treaties. The
American Land Sovereignty Act can provide a model for future efforts in
establishing such safeguards. Certainly, the present bill can highlight the
importance of such safeguards. The ultimate issue, addressed by this bill, is not
what policy we make but where and how we make our policy. Congress must
have an ongoing role in domestic policy under cur Constitution. Simply
putting a matter into a treaty cannot detach it from the constitutional
responsibilities of Congress. That is what H.R. 883 will affirm.

Here I should add a word about the general meaning of treaty
commitments. Opponents of this bill have insisted that the World Heritage
Committee has no direct power to alter land use patterns or decide any land use
dispute within the United States. That claim is technically correct, but highly
misleading. Very few U.S. treaties are self-executing -- that is, treated by U.S.
courts as directly binding law within the United States. Generally, a treaty is a
promise to comply with its terms, a promise then implemented by our own
government through its own governing authority at home. But a treaty
remains a promise to the other nations that have signed it. If we are not
"bound" in any meaningful sense by this treaty, then no other signatory is
bound and one has to wonder whether the treaty has any meaning at all. If
the treaty does have any meaning, then it must impose some meaningful
obligations.

Thus, if the World Heritage Committee directs the United States to take
particular actions to protect one of its listed sites, advocates of that action can
argue quite plausibly -- as the opponents of the Jabiluka mine argued in
Australia -- that the United States government is bound to comply with the
Committee's directive. At the least, failure 1o adopt the Committee's directive
may open the way for like-minded advocates in this country to argue that we
are "defying international law" or "betraying our trust" or "showing contempt
for international cooperation.” Nothing in the treaty, however, precludes
states from withdrawing any of its site from the already approved list of World
Heritage sites. Therefore, it cannot be argued that we are violating the treaty
in now imposing new conditions -- that is, explicit congressional approval --
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for continuing to have American sites on the list. Given the expansive way
the Heritage Committee has interpreted the treaty, however, there is much
question whether we can, consistent with our own constitutional
requirements, allow sites to remain subject to Heritage Committee supervision
with no provision for congressional approval in the submission of sites to the
Committee's-review.

The Clinton administration continues to oppose a direct congressional
role in the selection of sites. In carlier hearings on the previous versions of
this bill, administration representatives warned that it would impede
American leadership for Congress to insert itself into the process. 1 hope the
Committee on Resources will not be intimidated by such arguments. If the
World Heritage Convention does have uscful influence on other countries, it
must have the potential to influence policies of our own government. If it is a
useful treaty, then, it must also be, to that extent, a potentially dangerous
treaty. Americans are not accustomed to have land use policies in our own
country determined by intcrnational bodies. Without congressional
involvement, there is little chance of sccuring the necessary trust and
cooperation to make such international programs at all viable in this country.

In 1919, the United States Senate refuscd to ratify the Covenant of the
League of Nations, because President Wilson would not accept any proposed
reservations. Those rescrvations sought to ensure that American participation
in the League would not jeopardize basic prerogatives of Congress under our
own Constitution. Locking back on that experience a decade later, Winston
Churchill noted the oddity that Wilson refused to his Republican opponents in
Congress even "a tithe of the fine principles and generous sentiments he
lavished upon Europe ... Peace and good will among all nations abroad, but no
truck with the Republican Party at home. That was his ticket and that was his
ruin and the ruin of much else as well." (The Aftermath, 1929, 125)

I hope this session of Congress can coax President Clinton to a more
accommodating response. Without congressional participation, there cannot
be a secure basis for American participation in such ventures as the World
Heritage Convention. The Congress would do well to make that clear now --
rather than in angry, impulsive reaction to some future controversy over a
particular site or a particular ruling of the World Heritage Committee.
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Russell E. Train
Chairman Emeritus

March 16, 1999

The Honorable Mark E. Udall

U.S. House of Representatives R
128 Cannon House Office Building R
Washington, D.C. 20513

Dear Congressman Udall:

I write to urge you to oppose H.R. 883, the "American Land Sovereignty Protection
Act," sponsored by Resources Committee Chairman Don Young. 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,
believe the Congress should strengthen and encourage measures that would lead to greater
participation by the United States in the World Heritage Convention, RAMSAR Wetlands
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, T 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 {irst nation to ratify the treaty.
Today, 156 countries are party to the Convention and 582 cultural and natural sites are
recognized as World Heritage sites.

Sites on the World Herttage 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 Serengeti 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
1250 Twenty-Fourth St, NW Washington, DC 20037-1175 USA
Tel: (202) 293-4800 Telex: 64505 PANDA FAX: (202) 293-9304
Incorporating The Conservation Foundation. Affiliated with World Wide Fund for Nature.
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March 16, 1999
Page Two

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
subject only to domestic law. There is no international legal protection or sanction for these
areas. Thus, [ am opposed to requiring Congressicnal authorization of a site prior to
nomination or designation.

Please oppose H.R. 883. Thank vou.
Sincerely. >
// ) /// )

Russell L. Train
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“ United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization
ﬂ I [ S l: ﬂ Organisation des Nations Unies pour I'éducation, la science et la culture
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REF.: WHC/74/533 6 March 1995

Dear Mr Frampton,

I am writing to you with respect to a letter from a group of
North American conservation organizations, addressed to Dr. Adul
Wichiencharoen, Chairman of the World Heritage Committee, and dated
28 February, 1995. The World Heritage Committee is the executive
body of the Convention and is elected by its 140 States Parties.
I note that a copy of this letter was sent to your office. The
letter concerns the possible listing of Yellowstone National Park
on the List of World Heritage in Danger.

The World Heritage Committee had been made aware of some of
these concerns in a brief report by the United States Delegate to
the July 1993 meeting of the World Heritage Bureau.

The fourteen organizations signing this letter are as you know
among the most prestigious and influential in the field of natural
resources conservation. We believe that the concerns they raise
about the threats to Yellowstone must be carefully examined and
addressed.

Included with their letter was a briefing book containing
copies of correspondence from the Governor of Wyoming and Senator
Bachus of Montana, each raises serious questions about the
potential damage to Yellowstone National Park, in particular from
the proposed mining operation. Similar letters of  concern are
provided from professional geologists, geomorphologists and
hydrologists who have investigated the proposed mining operation.
This correspondence is sufficient to raise considerable concern
about the long-term sustainability of the World Heritage values of
this World Heritage site.

From the report it appears that while a draft Environmental
Impact Statement has been prepared, it did not resolve several
najor questions and many issues remain under review. Thus it would
appear premature to reach any conclusions at this time.

The Honourable George T. Frampton Jr.

Assistant Secretary for Fish & Wildlife & Parks
United States Department of the Interior

Office of the Secretary

WASHINGTON, D.Com20240

usa

Adresses postates : 7, place de Fontenoy, 75352 Paris 07 SP/ 1, rue Miollis, 75732 Paris Cedex 15

Thlsfax contral - + (3311 45.67.16 90 - direct = ... .....
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With respect to the List of World Heritage in Danger, there
are no specific criteria. The Committee has the authority to place
a site on the List of World Heritage in Danger when it is of the
view that the World Heritage values for which the site was
inscribed are seriously threatened.

The procedure for listing normally involves a monitoring
report by the World Conservation Union (IUCK), in consultation with
the State Party and the management authority responsible for the
site, IUCN reports toc the Bureau of the World Heritage Committee
which meets in July znd the Bureau makes a recommendation to the
Committee, which usually meets in December ¢f each year.

While we have taken note that the conservation organizations
rave reguested that the World Heritage Secretariat involve itself
in the EIS process, we simply are not staffed to do so. We would,
however, be pleased to address these organizations on any aspects
of the operation of the World Heritage Convention. We could also
request IUCN as our technical advisors, to review the Environmental
Impact Statement. We are confident that as the State Party
responsible for the inplementation of the Convention the 2ssential
professional skills are available to you.

It ig 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 Natimnal Park, the State Party has a
responsibility to act beyond the National Park boundary.

Examples of the need to act beyond park boundaries are found
at the Everglades National Park, Glacier National Park and Glacier
Bay National Park, all Worid Heritage sites. In two of the sites
the Government of British Columbia acted to close major mining
operations rather than risk possible damage to downstream World

. Heritage values in both Canada and the United States.

Clearly if there are threats to World Heritage values the
State Party has a responsibility te act. If enabling legislation is
not adequate, new legislation should be considered, as was the case
in Australia with respect to the Tasmanian Wilderness World
Heritage site. :

The World Heritage Committee has the authority to act
unilaterally in placing a site on the List of World Heritage in
Danger. However, in the past the Committee has demonstrated a
clear desire to work in consort with the State Party. In 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-dn early July. Such a report would enable the
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Committee to give serious consideration to the 1listing of
Yellowstone National Park on the List of World Heritage in Danger,
should such a decision be warranted, at its nineteenth session to
be held in December 1995.

The United States has an exemplary record in support of and in
accordance with the principles and regquirements of the World
Heritage Convention. We 1look forward to continuing this

cooperation.

Yours sincerely,

S
/?L}M A A ‘\

Bernd von Droste
Director
World Heritage Centre

cc.: Dr. A. Wichiencharoen, Chairman, World Heritage Committee
Mr Paul Pritchard, President, National Parks & Conservation
Association, USA
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Testimony before the House Resources Committee
Laurel MacLeod, Director of Legislation & Public Policy
Concerned Women for America
March 18, 1999

Good afternoon and thank vou for the opportunity to address you today.

My name is Laurel MacLeod and [ am the Director of Legislation & Public Policy for Concerned
‘Women for America (CWA), the nation’s largest public policy women’s organization. Iam here
on behalf of our over 500,000 members to testify in favor of the American Land Sovereignty
Protection Act (H.R. 883).

People often ask me why a women’s organization cares about biosphere reserves and World
Heritage Sites. Well, for many years, CW A received letters from individuals around the country
who claimed their private property rights were being infringed upon. Other letters arrived from
individuals claiming friends or family members had been subject to harsh land management
practices. The letters used words like “‘biosphere reserve” and “buffer zone.” These members of
our organization asked us to investigate. Finally, based on the sheer volume of letters received, we
decided to research the subject. Here is what we discovered.

An Introduction to Biosphere Reserves

Biosphere reserves are the brainchild of the U.N. Educational, Scientific, and Cultural
Organization (UNESCO). created by Sir Julian Huxley in 1946. UNESCO directs the
international Man and Biosphere Programme {(MAB), which coordinates the creation and use of
biosphere reserves around the world. There are MAB projects in most U.N. member nations. In
the United States, we have the U.S. Man and the Biosphere Program (USMAB), run primarily by
the Department of State. USMAB nominates land (or water) sites for “biosphere reserve
designation.” then UNESCO makes the official “designation” (approvai) of the site. Incredibly,
Congress plays no role in this process. -

As you know, biosphere reserves are an area of land set aside for the purpose of conservation and
scientific study. They usually consist of a core area, or inner circle wilderness area (i.e.
Yellowstone National Park) that is set aside for scientific study, “sustainable use” and the

CONCERNED WOMEN FOR AMERICA

O3 Filieerab Street, NW v Spnie {100 » Washington, DC 20005 ¢ 2024887000

Fan 20240830800 o wownicn frerg
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“conservation of biological diversity.”' These areas can be pubticly or privately owned. Use of
that land is severely restricted because of its designation as a biosphere core area.

Buffer zones are the sccond circle outside of the core area, and whenever a buffer zone exists,
only significantly limited human activities and dwelling may take place within that zone. In
other words, individuals whose private property falls within a buffer zone may not do anything
that the land managers believe would in any way “harm” nature. That could preclude them from
keeping livestock, growing crops, paving a road, cutting down trees. or developing their land in
other ways. Well-known environmentalist Dr. Reed F. Noss (developer of the Wildlands
Projectz) described core and buffer zones as places where . . . the collective needs of non-
human species must take precedence over the needs and desires of humans.”™

“Normal” human activity (building, transportation, dwelling, etc.} is allowed to continue in
Transition Areas, the outside ring. Some U.S. biosphere reserves are composed of a core area
only: others have ali three. Yet those who believe strongly in creating fully functional biosphere
reserves work to ensure that every core area has a large buffer zone created around it.

Biosphere reserves are not a new phenomenon. The first one in the U.S. was created in 976, ¢
Now there are 47 biosphere reserves, reportedly comprising a total of almost 44 million acres.
The current guidebook for U.S. involvement with biosphere reserves is the “Strategic Plan for the
U.S. Biosphere Reserve Program,” issued by the Department of State in 1994, And almost every
Executive Agency is in some way involved in the biosphere reserve program.

U.S. Biosphere Reserves Linked to the Wildlands Project

In researching biosphere reserves, we found it interesting that they originated as a United
Nations ECOSOC blueprint. We also discovered that the environmental “Green” movement is
usually the foot soldier -- and often the brains -- behind the biosphere reserve philosophy both
here and overseas. National organizations like the Sierra Club actively promote MAB.

Worldwide organizations like the International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN)
serve as official advisors to the United Nations - and taxpayers are footing the bill for their
“advice.” For example, in 1995 the State Department reported that JUCN received $2 million in
“voluntary funding” -- tax dollars voluntarily given by our federal government. 3 Many of these
same organizations then turn around and grant money to private “experts” for more “scientific

! United Nations Convention on Biological Diversiiy. Article &a)c).

* This is a private environmental project that was first published in (992. Described in detail later in this testimony.

*Dr. Reed F. Noss. The Wildiands Project. Quoted from “Rewilding America.” Eco-logic. Nov./Dec. 1995, 20,

* The following Executive Agencies of the United States are involved in some capacity with USMAB: Agency for International
Develop : Dep of Agri {Forest Service): Department of Commierce (National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration); Department of Energy. Department of the Interior (National Biological Survey & the National Park Service):
Department of State: Environmental Protection Agency: National Aeronautics and Space Administration; National Institutes of
Health: Nationa} Science Foundation; Peace Corps: and the Smithsonian Institution.

* “United States Contributions to International Organizations. Fiscal Year [995.” U.S. State Department.
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studies™; the experts then use those grants to develop programs that are adopted by the United
Nations and/or national governments. So, U.S. tax dollars flow freely into projects that fusther
refine the biosphere reseive system. But not all such projects represent the views of most
Americans.

The prime example of this is the grant given to Dr. Reed F. Noss by the Nature Conservancy and
the National Audubon Society. Using this money, Dr. Noss created the Wildlands Project, an
ongoing blueprint for biosphere reserves.® This proiect clearly explains the conceptual
framework of the biosphere reserve and biodiversity way of thinking.

The Wildlands Project envisions the connection of existing (and future) biosphere reserves by
corridors 50 miles wide ~ so that most of what we'know today as the United States would be
“returned” to nature. “Green revolutionaries™ — and I use that term to distinguish them from
conservation-minded environmentalists -- call this “rewilding.” They believe rewilding is
necessary because the “harmonious” existence of all living creatures together is much more
important than the principle of private property.

David Foreman, author of the introduction to the Wildlands Project, reinforces the fact that this
biosphere blueprint was driven by an anti-private property philosophy. In his book Confessions
of an Eco-Warrior, Foreman states:

The only hope for Earth is to withdraw huge areas as inviolate naturai
sanctuaries from the depredations of modern industry and technology . . .
identify big areas that can be restored to a semblance of natural conditions,
reintroduce the Grizzly Bear and wolf and prairie grasses, and declare them off-
limits to modern civilization.”

Indeed, thesc are frightening words to any American who believes that protection of private
property rights are central to the maintenance of a strong Republic.

So, the U.S. biosphere reserve philosophy is linked to the U.N. (via UNESCO) and to private
projects like the Wildlands Project. And in turn. the Wildlands Project is in other ways linked to
the United Nations Biodiversity Treaty. These links are critical because, taken in their entirety,
they demonstrate what can happen if the current U.S. biosphere reserve philosophy is taken to the
extremes indicated by the Wildiands Project.

“ The Wildlands Project was first published in 1992 in Wild Earth, which was created by former Wilderness Society lobbyist
David Foreman. Teday, The Wildlands Project is an ongoing research project headquariered in Arizona, and since its onginal
publication. its creator Noss has served as a “scientific advisor™ to the Department of the Interior. (Tom McDonnell. “Technical
Review of the Wildlands Project and How It Is Affecting the Management of State, Federal and Private Lands in the United
States,” March 1996.)

7 David Foreman, Confessions of an Eco-Warrior, New York. NY: Crown Trade Paperbacks. 1991.
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U.S. Biosphere Reserves Linked to the United Nations

As mentioned earlier, the role of the United Nations is troubling because the biosphere reserve
blueprint originated ~ and is still approved — by ECOSOC. The United States is not even an
official member of ECOSOC.

Of even more concern is the fact that our current United States biosphere reserve philosophy
reflects the Convention on Biological Diversity (Biodiversity Treaty) — an unratified trealy.g

The U.N. Biodiversity Treaty is of concern for many reasons. First, Article 37 says that if a
nation signs the treaty, it cannot opt out of any specific provision. This is extremely unusual, as
nations regularly file “reservations” to U.N. treaties. Those reservations tell the U.N. that the
nation in question does not feel obligated to abide by certain sections of the treaty.

Section 8 of the Biodiversity Treaty requires each “contracting party” (i.e. nation) to “establish a
system of protected areas . . . where special measures need to be taken to conserve biological
diversity; and regulate or manage biological resources.” The same section also mandates that
nations “prevent the introduction of, control, or eradicate those alien species which threaten
ecosystems, habitats or species {emphasis ours].” The term “alien species” is not defined in the
treaty, but some ecologists believe that people are the worst threat to nature and should be
classified as an “alien species.” Therein lies the connection between the more radical elements of
the environmental movement and population control. As the ultimate enemy of “Mother Earth,”
people must be eliminated.

If that sounds unbelievable, read the thoughis of David Graber, a U.S. National Park Service
research biologist. In a 1989 Los Angeles Times book review, Graber said:

Human happiness, and certainly human {fertility], are not as important as a wild
and healthy planet. I know social scientists who remind me that people are a part
of nature, but it isn't true. Somewhere along the line . . . [people] became a
cancer. We have become a plague upon ourselves and upon the Earth . . . Until
such time as Homo sapiens should decide to rejoin nature, some of us can only
hope for the right virus to come along.”

¥ The Biodiversity Treaty was presented to the world in June 1992, during the U.N. Conference en Environment and
Development (Earth Summit). Note that the Earth Summit was convened by the U.N. Environmental Programme (UNEP),
originally created by Canadian Maurice Strong. Strong served as the Secretary General -- organizer and highest U.N. official --
for the Summit. He continues to be a well-respected figure at the United Nations. President Bill Climon signed the Biodiversity
Treaty on June 4, 1993, but it is nrof currently U.S. law because two-thirds of the Senate has not ratificd the treaty. However, the
Convention on Biclogical Diversity entered into force internationally on December 29, 1993, after 30 other nations ratified it.
The U.N. and many of our Western neighbors continue 1o exert tremendous pressure on the United States to ratify this treaty and
make it faw here at home.

° Dixie Lee Ray, Environmental Overkill, New York, NY: Harper Perennial, 1994, 204.
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Like other U.N, treaties, the Biodiversity Treaty is purposefully vague. Its lack of precision
makes it difficult to implement, so another document was written to clearly explain how to
implement of the treaty. That document is called the Global Biodiversity Assessment (GBA).

The Global Biodiversity Assessment was written by the scientific community under the direction
of UNEP, after the Biodiversity Treaty became “international law.” UNEP knew that the
scientific “experts” chosen to write the GBA would uphold the pseudo-scientific environmental
agenda of the United Nations. Why? Because UNEP uses the “precautionary principle” as the
foundation for its “scientific” work. This principle says that when a nation (region) faces “threats
to biodiversity,” action cannot be delayed because of “scientific uncertaimy."”) In other words,
fix an “environmental problem™ even if science cannot produce evidence that the problem reatly
exists.

GBA is the key document because it clearly links the disturbing Wildlands Project to the
official U.N. Biodiversity Treaty. Section 13.4.2.2.3 of the GBA explains how to manage the
“fragments” of ecosystems “reserved” by the Biodiversity Treaty:

This [protection and management of natural habitat] means that representative
areas of all major ecosystems in a region need to be reserved, that blocks should
be as farge as possible, that buffer zones should be established around all core
areas, and that corridors should connect these areas. The basic design is
central to the recently proposed Wildlands Project in the United States
(Noss, 1992). a controversial long-term strategy to [extend] natural habitats and
corridors to cover as much as thirty percent of the U.S. land area [the Wildlands
project calls for 50 percent}.

... [Tlhe actual selection of core areas and of priority areas for reservation can
be problematic . . . protection must deal adequately with the threats from the
external matrix, and thus includes fencing against stock, prevention of weed
invasion, and degradation by human populations {emphasis added]."’

Again, the GBA was written to implement the Biodiversity Treaty, and it clearly states that it
uses the same design (for biosphere reserves) as the Wildlands Project. We have already
established the links between UNESCO (MAB) and the Wildlands Project. UNESCO created the
blueprint for biosphere reserves in the United States. It is a tangled web, but in reality showsthat
all of these programs are of one and the same philosophy.

To this point, the worst extremes of the Wildlands Project have not been carried out in the United
States, but U.S. regulations already restrict U.S. property rights. Executive agencies have been
implementing biosphere reserve projects for the last 20 years, even though Congress has not
addressed the issue through treaty ratification. The actions of the Executive branch mean that -
elected bureaucrats are taking dangerous elements of U.N. treaties and, in effect, making them

" Eco-logic, “The reorganization of society.” Hollow Rock. TN: Henry Lamb. September/October 1995, 4-7.
" Giobal Biodiversitv Assessment, Exec. Editor V.H. Heywood. United Nations Environment Prograinme, Cambridge University
Press, 993.
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law because they are able to implement them throughout the United States. This is certainly
unconstitutional, but so far it has worked."? Congress must get involved in the process in order
to provide representation for U.S. citizens.

U.S. Biosphere Reserves in Practice

In order to adeguately explain why U.S. citizens are truly harmed by the biosphere reserve
philosophy previously described, one must look at an existing biosphere reserve. Look, for
example, at the Champlain-Adirondack Biosphere Reserve (CABR).

According to the U.S. Mar and the Biosphere Program, CABR is “the largest and most populous
biosphere reserve in the United States and the fourth largest in the world.” Designated as a
biosphere reserve in 1989, its boundaries encompass federal, state, local, and private lands. And
CABR includes a “cooperative management arrangement” across the Canadian border. Over
400,000 people inhabit CABR and its “outlying areas.” The Core Area of CABR includes New
York’s Adirondack Park, along with state parks and forests in Vermont. The rest of the biosphere
reserve is the buffer zone."

According to the USMAB document, “Biosphere Reserves In Action,” the CABR managers are
struggling to build a network of “citizen/government partnership(s] for resource conservation and
development.” In U.N.-speak, this means that the managers of the biosphere reserve are trying to
convince the people who live in its buffer zone that they should gladly adopt the environmental
biosphere reserve philosophy. Such acceptance, or “partnerships,” depend heavily upon the local
chapters of national and international environmental groups. These well-organized and well-
funded groups are charged with creating a media image. They must also foster general education
to further the goals of the radical “Greens.” For example, the well-known Sierra Club has its
own bicsphere project. In 1994, it announced a program of 21 “Ecoregions” that paralle] the
“Bioregions” of Noss” Wildlands Projectkl"

The managers of CABR are also trying to find “environmentally sound solutions to problems of
conflicting uses.™" In other words, people, industry, consumption and technology are in the way.
While USMARB sings the praises of this biosphere reserve, many of the people living within the
CABR -- especially those close to the core areas -- sing a very different song.

The core area of the Adirondack State Park is three million acres. But the New York State
legislature has, in effect, drawn a buffer zone around the park that encompasses an additional

"2 CWA has witnessed this same strategy with other un-ratified treaties. such as The Convention on the Elimination of All Forms
of Discrimination Against Women. and with larger documents that have been produced by several global U.N. conferences.

1 USMAB. “Biosphere Reserves In Action: Case Studies of the American Experience.” Department of State Publication 10241,
Bureau of Oceans and International Environmental and Scientific Affairs. June 1995,

' The conservative journal Eco-logic examined the tax forms of 154 of the largest environmentat groups. Their combined assets
totaled $8.6 billion. These well-funded and well-organized groups are active across America to create a positive media image for
“biodiversity

' USMAB. “Biosphere Reserves In Action: Case Studies of the American Experience,” 13.
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three million acres of private property within the “Reserve Boundary.™® State regulations
restrict property owners’ use of this land -- without compensation. Reportedly, the fallout has
been poverty and unemployment.

Tronically, John Davis, who edited David Foreman’s Wild Eurth publication, lives in the
Adirondacks. The environmental watchers who write the journal Eco-logic report Davis’
response to biosphere criticism. “Human residents need not be asked to relocate.” said Davis.
“but all people should be required to respect the wildlife of the Adirondacks by refraining trom
any use of motors, guns, or cows.”"!" He envisions “jobs" being created when peuple are needed
to close roads, dismantle dams, monitor water quality and guide birdwatchers.

Obviously, some of the more radical environmentalists are insensitive to the plight of humans
who lose their jobs because of excessive environmental regulations. For example, on September
23, 1992, David Brower, former executive director of the Sicrra Club, told travelers to a
Canadian mountain, “Loggers losing their jobs because of Spotted Owl legislation is, in my eyes.
no different than peopie being out of work after the furnaces of [the Nazi concentration camp]
Dachau shut down.”"® Many other radical environmentalists frecly admit their belief that
socialism is the only way to control humans enough to “save” the environment.

Again, the biosphere reserve philosophy of land management is being carried out through
Executive Agencies with no congressional oversight. This is simply unconstitutional. The U.S.
Constitution grants legislative powers to Congress or, in non-federal instances, to state
legislatures. Yet decisions that affect private property rights across the country are being made
and implemented without congressional oversight or approval. The American Land Sovereignty
Protection Act would change that. Passage of H.R. 883 would also ensure that the United
Nations Convention on Biological Diversity (Biodiversity Treaty} is not subtly implemented
without Senate approval.

WORLD HERITAGE SITES

World Heritage Sites are another issue addressed by the American Land Sovereignty Protection
Act. They include the Statue of Liberty, Independence Hall, Monticello, Yellowstone
National Park. the Florida Everglades, the Great Smoky Mountains, the Grand Canyon and
Hawaii’s volcanoes, to name a few.'

These sites are governed by the Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Heritage and
bl

Natural Heritage (World Heritage Treaty) 0 According to this treaty -- ratified by the United

" Ibid. 12.
' John Davis. quoted from Eco-logic. *Federal Land Use Control Trough Ecosystem Management.” January 1995, 12.
'® Dixie Lee Ray. Environmental Overkill, 204.
' National Park Service. “World Heritage Sites in the United States,” National Park Service Home Page. found at:
hitp://www.cr.nps.goviworldheritage/.
" This UNESCO treaty was adopted by UNESCO's General Conference on November 16. 1972,
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States Senate in 1974 = the U.S. is required to choose monuments, buildings. historical sites and
“natural heritage™ areas for special designation as World Heritage Sites (Articles 4-7). Once
designated, our government promises {o preserve those sites. And any preservation questions that
arise are sent to the “World Heritage Committee,” a U.N. body that answers to UNESCO
(Articles 8-14). This committee is composed of delegates from 13 nations, representing all world
regions and cultures. When one country needs funds for preservation, it simply applies to the
World Heritage Fund, which has gathered mandatory and voluntary contributions from every
nation.

Although the prescrvation of World Heritage Sites sounds like a good idea, it has also become
very problematic. Here’s an example: In 1995, the Crown Butte Mines company decided to
begin a mining project that was ene mountain range removed from a World Heritage Site (and
biosphere reserve), Yellowstone National Park. The “Greater Yellowstone Coalition” of 13
environmental organizations sent a letter to the World Heritage Committee.”! Their coalition
requested that Yellowstone be evaluated as a “world heritage site in danger.” Page two of their
letter to the Chairman of the World Heritage Commiittee stated their purpose for writing:

The serious danger presented by the New World gold mine is made much more
serious by the myriad of threats already confronting the park . . . Any evaluation
by the World Heritage Committee should consider these problems, as well as
those presented by the New World Mine. Some key threats include: timber
harvests. . . home building . . . new population clusters . . . human-bear conflict
[which] jeopardizes the threatened grizzly bear . . . [and] ever-increasing levels of
visitation [to Yellowstone].n

The environmental coalition then asked that the National Forest areas around Yellowstone be
used as a buffer zone to “protect” the core area of the park “from incompatible activities” beyond
its boundaries.™ In other words, NO MINING -- despite the fact that 90 percent of the area for
the proposed mine consisted of private mining claims — and only {0 percent included public
National Forest Land.*!

In February of 1995, UNESCO's World Heritage Committee sent a chastising letter to the
Clinton administration.” The Interior Department’s Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife
and Parks, George T. Frampton, Jr., responded in March by inviting UNESCO to come to the
United States and conduct a “first hand preliminary monitoring review by representatives of the

2! Those thirteen environmental organizations were: National Parks and Conservation Association Greater Yellowstone
Coalition: American Rivers: The Wilderness Society: Sierra Club: Trout Unlimited: National Wildlife Federation: World
Wildlife Fund: National Audubon Society: National Resources Defense Council: Mineral Policy Center: Friends of the Eanh;
Beartooth Alliance: Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society.

* The thirteen environmental organizations addressed their letter to Dr. Adul Wichiencharoen, Chairman of the World Heritage
Committee for UNESCO. 28 February 1995.

bid.. 7.

* Letter 10 World Heritage Commiltee. 4.

** Letter from Bernd von Drosie, Director of the World Heritage Center to George T. Frampton Jr.. Assistant Secretary for Fish &
Wildlife & Parks, U.S. Depariment of the Interior. 6 March 1995.
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26

international community prior to the completion of our [U.S.] analyses . . Frampton said to
the United Nations, “ wish to suggest that you and/or other representatives of the [UNESCO
World Heritage} Committee, and, in particular. the World Conservation Union (IUCN) make an
interim assessment of the New World Mine proposal . . .”

The World Heritage Committee came to the United States and held a hearing. The arrived on
September 7, 1995, and held their hearing on September 8" It is no coincidence that President
Clinton had ordered a two-year year moratorium on mining claims outside of Yellowstone, just
prior to their arrival.?’

“The United States has a duty to take steps to preserve the Yellowstone ecosystem across
administrative boundaries of the park,”** said Committee Chairman Adul Wichiencharoen of
Thailand, during the hearing. “Some 12 million acres of national forest and wilderness that
surround Yellowstone must be considered an extension of the national park if the whole system
is to be preserved.”” In other words, a United Nations representative was telling the government
of the sovereign United States that a large buffer zone should be built around Yellowstone --
despite the fact that it would certainly encompass private property.

The World Heritage Committee did, indeed, decide that Yellowstone should be declared a
“World Heritage Site in danger.”‘10 Then in 1997 after years of haggling over this issue,
Congress appropriated funds to buy the New World Mine, The private property owner who
wanted to operate the mine was silenced forever.

Even though the World Heritage Treaty is a ratified document, UNESCO - and certainly many
U.S.-based environmental groups — are using that treaty as an excuse to limit the use of private
property within The United States.

Conclusion

The over 500,000 members of Concerned Women for America wholeheartedly believe that H.R.
883 is needed to bring Congress back into a process from which it has been too long excluded.
As a result of our research, Concerned Women for America has dedicated a portion of our time
to educating our membership about biosphere reserves and World Heritage Sites. Only
Congress, not UNESCO or the World Heritage Committee, can best represent the needs of the
American people and of our land. We applaud Rep. Don Young (R-AK) for his tireless work on
this important legislation. and we respectfully request your favorable disposition of this bill.
Thank you so much for your time and attention to this important matter.

* Letter from George T. Frampton to Dr. Bernd von Droste. 17 June 1995,

7 This order was made on August 21. 1995,

** Chris Tollefson. “UNESCO Group Focuses on Park Ecosystem.” Star Tribune. Casper, WY: 9 September 1995.

* Michael Milstein, “Panel: Park Needs Buffer Zone.” Billings Gazette. Billings. MT: 10 September 1995, AL,

* The investigating committee included; Chairman Adul Wichiencharoen (Thailand): Executive Director Bernd von Droste
{Germany); Robbie Robinson (South Africa): and Harold Eidsvik (Canada).
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FIELD HEARING ON H.R. 883, AMERICAN
LAND SOVEREIGNTY PROTECTION ACT

SATURDAY, MAY 1, 1999

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES,
Rolla, Missouri.

The Committee met, pursuant to call, at 10:26 a.m., in the Rolla
Miles Auditorium, University of Missouri, Rolla, Missouri, Hon.
Helen Chenoweth, presiding.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. HELEN CHENOWETH, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF IDAHO

Mrs. CHENOWETH. The Committee on Resources will come to
order. The Committee is meeting today to hear testimony on H.R.
883, the American Land Sovereignty Protection Act. And I am so
pleased, as I said before, to be so welcomed into JoAnn Emerson’s
District.

I want to welcome our witnesses. Today we will hear testimony
on the U.S. Man and Biosphere Reserve Program.

I represent the 1st District in Idaho in Congress and although
my district is 1,000 miles from here, forestry, mining, ranching,
private property rights are very important there, as they are here
in this beautiful part of southern Missouri.

Over the last 25 years, an increasing expansion of our nation’s
territory has been incorporated in the United Nations Biosphere
Reserves. Now under Article IV, Section 3 of the United States
Constitution, the power to make all needful rules and regulations
governing lands belonging to the United States is vested in the
Congress, and yet United Nations Biosphere Reserve designations,
as well as World Heritage Sites, have been created without the au-
thorization or the input of Congress; and therefore, the public and
local governments are left out of the loop and rarely, if ever, are
they consulted.

I understand that the biosphere reserve program is controversial
here in Missouri. I also understand that it is taking a nap right
now. But I want us to remember, it will wake up if we do not stay
vigilant. So Congressman Emerson invited the Committee on Re-
sources to come to her district and listen to the concerns that local
residents here in Missouri have about this program. I invite her to
join me as an official member of the panel and she will be partici-
pating in the hearing.

So that everyone understands, my concern is that the United
States Congress—and therefore, the people of the United States of
America—who have been left of the domestic process to designate
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Biosphere Reserves and World Heritage Sites, have a chance at
every turn to have the local input they need.

The Biosphere Reserve Program is not even authorized by a sin-
gle U.S. law or even an international treaty. And that is wrong. Ex-
ecutive Branch appointees cannot and should not do things that
the law does not authorize. But this is an example of where they
are doing that.

Today, we will also hear testimony on H.R. 883, which gives the
Congress a role in approving international land designations, pri-
marily United Nations World Heritage Sites and Biosphere Reserve
Sites. H.R. 883 has now more than 160 co-sponsors, including Rep-
resentatives Emerson, Danner, Talent, Hulshof and Blunt. Now in
Arkansas, Representative Dickey, Berry and Hutchinson are origi-
nal co-sponsors of H.R. 883. We intend to move this legislation
from the Committee to the House floor for a vote very soon.

Both biosphere reserves and world heritage site programs are ad-
ministered through the United Nations Educational, Scientific and
Cultural Organization (UNESCO). However, it is interesting to
note that the United States withdrew from UNESCO in 1984 be-
cause the Reagan Administration found it riddled with gross finan-
cial mismanagement. Fifteen years later, even the Clinton Admin-
istration has not rejoined UNESCO. And yet, they are becoming
partners with the United States in joint jurisdiction over enough
land now in our country with the present designations to fill up the
entire state of Colorado. As a result, it defies the imagination why
our government is still participating in these UNESCO programs.

We, as the Congress, have a responsibility to ensure that the rep-
resentatives of the people are engaged on these important inter-
national land designations. I do not think that the Constitution ad-
vises that the governing of our Federal lands—that we simply opt
out of policies that may appear ineffectual. But instead, it ex-
pressly requires that we, the Congress, make all needful rules and
regulations regarding Federal land, as if to suggest that we, your
Congressmen, are to jealously guard against the slightest possi-
bility that foreign entities have any power over what belongs under
the strict purview of the United States.

Until now, no one has lifted an eyebrow to examine how the U.S.
domestic implementation of these very programs has eaten away at
the power and sovereignty of the U.S. Congress to exercise its con-
stitutional power to make the laws that govern what goes on on
Federal land. Today, we will begin to look at these issues.

With that, it is time to begin. I am sorry that none of the rep-
resentatives from The Nature Conservancy or the Sierra Club or
the Audubon Society, who were invited to testify today, chose not
to come and do so. I would have liked to hear their perspective on
this issue.

I am pleased to welcome the 12 witnesses who will testify today.
If time permits at the end of testimony from these witnesses, we
will also hear testimony from those of you who have signed up to
give testimony in the open mike session.

The first panel is presently seated and I want to recognize them.
And I do want to say that we swear all of the panelists under the
oath. And I think that you have received rules from the Committee
with regard to the fact that we do swear witnesses under the oath.
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So I wonder if you would mind rising and raise your right hand
to the square.

[Witnesses sworn.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Please be seated.

I want to explain, before we start the testimony for the hearing,
about our light system. They are right up here and they are just
like stop lights. When the green light is on, you can proceed; when
the yellow light is on, you step on the gas and go like heck; and
when the red light is on, you need to stop. So we give the witnesses
five minutes each.

I am so pleased to welcome Wanda Benton from Salem, Missouri;
Connie Burks from Jasper, Arkansas; Bobby Simpson, Dent County
Commissioner, Salem, Missouri and Ron Hardecke, Citizens for
Private Property Rights, Owensville, Missouri.

We will open up with Wanda Benton’s testimony. Wanda.

[The prepared statement of Mrs. Chenoweth follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. HELEN CHENOWETH, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM
THE STATE OF IDAHO

Welcome to our witnesses. Today we will hear testimony on the U.S. Man and
Biosphere Program.

I represent the Ist District of Idaho in Congress. Although my district is 1,000
miles from here, forestry, mining, and ranching are important there as they are
here in southern Missouri.

Over the last 25 years, an increasing expanse of our nation’s territory has been
incorporated into United Nations Biosphere Reserves. Under article IV, section 3 of
the United States Constitution, the power to make all needful rules and regulations
governing lands belonging to the United States is vested in Congress, yet United
Nations Biosphere Reserve designations have been created without the authoriza-
tion or input of Congress. The public and local governments are rarely consulted.

I understand that the biosphere reserve program is controversial here in Missouri.
Congresswoman Emerson invited the Committee on Resources to come to her dis-
trict and listen to the concerns that local residents here in Missouri have about this
program. I invite her to join me and participate in this hearing.

So that everyone understands, my concern is that the United States Congress—
and therefore the people of the United States—have been left out of the domestic
process to designate Biosphere Reserves and World Heritage sites.

The Biosphere Reserve program is not even authorized by a single U.S. law or
even an international treaty. That is wrong. Executive branch appointees cannot
and should not do things that the law does not authorize.

Today we will also hear testimony on H.R. 883—which gives the Congress a role
in approving international land designations, primarily United Nations World Herit-
age Sites and Biosphere Reserves. H.R. 883 now has more than 160 cosponsors, in-
cluding Representatives Emerson, Danner, Talent, Hulshof and Blunt. In Arkansas,
Representatives Dickey, Berry and Hutchinson are cosponsors of H.R. 883. We in-
tend to move this legislation from the Committee to the House floor for a vote soon.

Both biosphere reserves and the world heritage site programs are administered
through the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization
(UNESCO). However, the United States withdrew from UNESCO in 1984 because
the Reagan Administration found it riddled with gross financial mismanagement.
Fifteen years later, even the Clinton Administration has not rejoined UNESCO. As
a result, it defies the imagination why our government is still participating in these
UNESCO programs.

We, as the Congress, have a responsibility to ensure that the representatives of
the people are engaged on these important international land designations. I do not
think that the Constitution advises that in governing our Federal lands that we
simply “opt out” of policies that may appear ineffectual. But instead, it expressly
requires that we, the Congress, make all needful rules and regulations regarding
Federal land, as if to suggest that we are to jealously guard against the slightest
possibility that foreign entities have any power over what belongs under the strict
purview of the United States.

Until now, no one has lifted an eyebrow to examine how U.S. domestic implemen-
tation of these programs has eaten away at the power and sovereignty of the Con-
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gress to exercise its constitutional power to make the laws that govern what goes
on Federal land. Today we will begin to look at these issues.

With that it is time to begin. I am sorry that none representatives from the Na-
ture Conservancy, Sierra Club and Audubon Society who were invited to testify
today chose not to do so. I would have liked to hear their perspective on this issue.
I am pleased to welcome the twelve witnesses who will testify today. If time per-
mits, at the end of testimony from these witnesses, we will also hear testimony from
those of you who signed up for the open mike session. Will the first panel please
be seated.

STATEMENT OF WANDA BENTON, SALEM, MISSOURI

Ms. BENTON. Honorable Chairperson, distinguished Committee
members, I wish to thank you for the opportunity

Ms. EMERSON. You might want to grab the mike and put it up
next to you. Sorry.

Ms. BENTON. Okay. Is this better?

Mrs. CHENOWETH. That is better, hold it close.

Ms. BENTON. Honorable Chairperson, distinguished Committee
members, I wish to thank you for the opportunity to address this
Committee.

My name is Wanda Benton. My husband and I have a farm in
Salem, Missouri. I am a property rights activist as a direct result
of the proposed United Nations Biosphere Reserve in Missouri.

I discovered in June of 1995 that the Missouri Department of
Conservation, MDC, as lead agency, combined with five Federal
regulatory agencies and others, had plans to manage Missouri
lands, including private property. I was later to discover evidence
that Coordinated Resource Management, CRM, was to become a
United Nations Biosphere Reserve. Armed with that suspicion, I
called the Conservation Department and asked for more informa-
tion about CRM and I mentioned the biosphere reserve program,
indicating that I was very interested in learning more. The young
lady I spoke with inadvertently, in my opinion, sent me The Nature
Conservancy proposal to the Missouri Department of Conservation,
called “The Lower Ozark Bioreserve,” containing Exhibit Number
1, a map of the proposed bioreserve.

The introduction of TNC’s proposal described inviolate core pre-
serves surrounded by buffer zones of human activity and corridors
and networks of buffer lands linking protected core habitats for mi-
gration of animals who require large areas. Exhibit Number 2.
Under key partners who are expected to play an important role in
accomplishing the bioreserve strategy is listed the UNESCO Man
and the Biosphere Program—Ozark Man and the Biosphere. In the
feasibility study, the Missouri Department of Conservation is listed
on the signatory page. Included in this paperwork was the Draft
of the Ozark Highlands Man and the Biosphere Cooperative, show-
ing a map of the larger picture, taking in portions of four states
and crossing political boundaries. Exhibit Number 3. Page one, ob-
jective two, seeks designation through the U.S. MAB Program. Ex-
hibit Number 4.

Realizing that our land, resources and human activity were to be
severely regulated, I joined Citizens for Private Property Rights
and People for the USA. We proceeded to inform the public through
town meetings, press releases and talk shows. We helped organize
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several public meetings throughout the Ozarks. Due to lack of pub-
lic input in CRM and little public knowledge, we invited MDC rep-
resentatives who attended and answered questions from the audi-
ence, and at our request furnished copies of the CRM Draft. After
the commentary period on the draft, due to public outcry, MDC
withdrew the CRM plan.

MDC would in April of 1997 publicly deny endorsing the MAB
Program and pretty much called the rest of us liars. To refute this,
I submit Exhibit Number 5, page 58 of the CRM Draft, goal num-
ber nine.

In November, 1996, the following appeared in the Salem News:
“Nature Conservancy Announces Study of Lower Ozark Area. The
Nature Conservancy has designated this land one of the world’s
last great places.” Exhibit Number 6.

In an article from November, 1995 Eco-logic, researcher Henry
Lamb’s publication entitled “Rewilding America” is the following
statement referring to a piece of property TNC had purchased in
1990. “A Smithsonian article in February, 1992 described the ac-
quisition as the ‘flagship’ for a whole new program of bioreserves,
called Last Great Places.” Exhibit Number 7.

I have learned from researchers and environmental writings that
bioreserves, bioregions, biosphere reserves and eco-regions are gen-
erally synonymous. Is The Nature Conservancy continuing to de-
velop a biosphere reserve here in Missouri? This is a question that
perhaps representatives of TNC could answer for us.

I see coincidences that frighten me, such as this article from the
TNC 1998 Annual Report, “Saving The Last Great Places,” entitled
Lower Ozarks Project Area/Ozarks Eco-Region. Exhibit Number 8.
The little map in the article is of the same configuration as the one
in The Nature Conservancy Bioreserve Proposal to our Missouri
Conservation Department, which listed the UNESCO Man and the
Biosphere Program as a key partner. That is Exhibit Number 1.

The end of May, 1998, Nature Conservancy publication, pages 8
and 9, Exhibits 9 and 10, names 62 eco-regions, the Ozarks being
number 38 on their map. Ironically, the shape of the Ozark eco-re-
gion is of the same configuration as the drawing of the Ozark High-
lands, Exhibit Number 3, whose draft called for designation
through the U.S. MAB Program. Other TNC paperwork shows the
same configuration.

It would be helpful to know what these similarities represent.
Biosphere reserves are designed to destroy economies, lower land
values and to move populations out. In our case, we have invested
everything we have in a farm and a home built around our handi-
capped daughter’s needs. She is severely handicapped and requires
complete handicap access. Because of this, the house was very ex-
pensive and we could not do this again. If we are forced to sell our
home for pennies on the dollar, we will not be able to take care of
her in our old age. I ask this Committee to support H.R. 883, the
American Sovereignty Land Protection Act, to protect state sov-
ereignty, rural economies and private land ownership.

[Applause.]
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Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Wanda. I really, really appreciate
your testimony. But I am going to have to ask the audience in an
official hearing if you could withhold your applause. Thank you
very much.

The Chair now recognizes Connie Burks.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Benton follows:]
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SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY
WITNESS:

Wanda L. Benton
Rt. 3 Box 987-J

Salem, MO 65560
Ph. 573-729-2615

PURPOSE:  Testifying in support of HR 883, the American Land Sovereignty Protection Act.

TED E MANAGEMENT [CRM]... MISSOURI
Plans by state and federal agencies and environmental groups to establish a biosphere reserve in
Missouri.

THE LARGER PICTURE, THE OZARK HIGHLANDS

Proposal and efforts to nominate and designate the Ozark Man and the Biosphere as a United
Nations Man and the Biosphere reserve.

ING THE PUBLI
Public ings and other of conveying the information.
CONCERNS AND CONCLUSIONS

The Nature Conservancy’s continuing paper trail. The impact of a biosphere reserve on rural
areas, resources and populations. The impact of a biosphere reserve on my family’s situation.
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May 1, 1999

U.S. House of Representatives
Comumittee on Resources
Washington, DC 20515

Honorable Chairperson, distinguished committee members, [ wish to thank you for the
opportunity to address this committee.

My name is Wanda Benton. My husband and I have a farm in Salem Missouri. I am a property
rights activist as a direct result of the proposed United Nations Biosphere Reserve in Missouri.

I discovered in June of 1995 that the Missouri Department of Conservation, MDC, as lead
agency, combined with five federal regulatory agencies and others had plans to manage Missouri
lands, including private property. I was later to discover evidence that Coordinated Resource
Management, CRM, was to become a United Nations Biosphere Reserve. Armed with that
suspicion, I called the Conservation Department and asked for more information about CRM and
mentioned the biosphere reserve program, indicating that I was very interested in learning more.
The young lady I spoke with inadvertently [ in my opinion] sent me the Nature Conservancy
proposal to the Missouri Department of Conservation, called “ The Lower Ozark Bioreserve”,
containing exhibit #1, a map of the proposed bioreserve.

The introduction of TNC’s proposal described inviolate core preserves surrounded by buffer
zones of human activity and corridors and networks of buffer lands linking protected core
habitats for migration of animals who require large areas. Exhibit #2. Under “key partners™
who are expected to play an important role in accomplishing the bioreserve strategy is listed the
UNESCO Man and the Biosphere Program...Ozark Man and the Biosphere. In the feasibility
study, the Missouri Department of Conservation is listed on the signatory page. Included in this
paperwork was the Draft of the Ozark Highlands Man and the Biosphere Cooperative, showing a
map of the larger picture taking in portions of four states and crossing political boundaries.
Exhibit #3. Page one, objective two, seeks designation through the U.S. MAB Program. Exhibit
#4.

Realizing that our land, resources and human activity were to be severely regulated, I joined
Citizens for Private Property Rights and People for the USA. We proceeded to inform the public
through town meetings, press releases, and talk shows. We helped organize several public
meetings throughout the Ozarks. Due to l2ck of public input in CRM and little public
knowledge, we invited MDC representative who attended and answered questions from the
audience and at our request furnished copies of the CRM Draft. After the commentary period on
the draft, due to public outcry, MDC withdrew the CRM plan.

MDC would in April of 1997 publicly deny endorsing the MAB Program, and pretty much called
the rest of us liars. To refute this, I present exhibit #5: page fifty eight of the CRM Draft, goal
nine.
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In November 1996, the following appeared in the Salem News: “NATURE CONSERVANCY
ANNOUNCES STUDY OF LOWER OZARK AREA. The Nature Conservancy has designated
this land one of the World’s last great places”. Exhibit #6.

In an article from November 1995 Eco-logic researcher Henry Lamb’s publication, entitled
“Rewilding America” is the following statement, referring to a piece of property TNC had
purchased in 1990. “A Smithsonian article in February 1992 described the acquisition as ‘the
flagship’ for a whole new program of bioreserves, called Last Great Places”. Exhibit #7,

I have learned from researchers and environmental writings that bioreserves, bioregions,
biosphere reserves and eco-regions are generally synonymous. s the Nature conservancy
continuing to develop a biosphere reserve here in Missouri? This is a question that perhaps
representatives of TNC will answer for us.

I see coincidences that frighten me such as this article from the TNC 1998 annual report “Saving
The Lagt Great Places”, entitled Lower Ozarks Project Area/Ozarks Eco-Region. Exhibit #8.
The little map in the article is of the same configuration as the one in the Nature Conservancy
Bioreserve proposal to our conservation department which listed the UNESCO Man and the
Biosphere Program as a key partner. [ Exhibit #1].

The end of May 1998 “Nature Conservancy” publication, pages 8 & 9, exhibits #9810, names
63 “ecoregions”, the Ozarks being number 38 on their map. Ironically, the shape of the Ozark
egoregion is of the same configuration as the drawing of the Ozark Highlands [exhibit #3],
whose draft called for designation through the U.S. MAB Program. Other Nature Conservancy
paper work shows the same configuration.

It would be helpful to know what these similarities represent. Biosphere reserves are designed
to destroy economies, lower land values, and to move populations out. In our case we have
invested everything we have in a farm and a home built around our handicapped daughter’s
needs. She is severely handicapped and requires complete handicap access. Because of this the
house was very expensive and we could not do this again. If we are forced to sell our home for
pennies on the dollar we will not be able to take care of her in our old age. I ask this committee
to support HR-883, The American Sovereignty Land Protection Act, to protect state sovereignty,
rural economies and private land ownership.

Sincerely,

v 2
it 22 i,
Wanda L.. Benton
RT. 3 Box 987-]

Safem, MO 65560
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Lower Ozarks Bioreserve

EXHIBIT # 1

Figure 1
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EXHIBIT # 2
LOWER OZARKS BIORESERVE

The goal of the Lower Ozarks Bioreserve is to conserve and restore landscape-scale
1Dl passing the pr L biodiversity of the lower Ozarks in
interrelated, sustainable systems, within the context of dynamic natural processes.

Introduction and Summary of Proiect Goals

For 37 years, The Nature Conservancy has preserved biological diversity in Missouri.
Traditionally, the Conservancy has bought and protected land -- more than 120,000 acres across
the state. In so doing, it has saved thousands of species.

In recent years, the Conservancy has come 1o see a broader need. This ected
in our ambitious new conservation program to protect and preserve tiie biolegical richness of the
lower Ozarks of Missouri, and to do so in ways recognizing the needs of both people and nature.

The Lower Ozarks Bioreserve, based in science and drawing on the outstanding skills,
resources, and experiences of the Conservancy, is the first sysiematic attempt of its kind to
protect a large natural landscape in Misscuri. It recognizes that the best way to ensure the
survival of all species is to foster the vitality of natural processes over a large region
encompassing many interrelated natural systems.

"Bioreserve" is a term The Nature Conservancy uses te refer to large areas containing a
network of natural communities that interact with each other as an ecosystem. A realistic way to
conserve an ecosystem is to establish inviolate core preserves, or natural habitats, within a
managed landscape surrounded by buffer zones of human activity. Economic. recreazicnal, and
other human activities occur in the buffer zones, but in ways that don’t have a deletericus effect
on the core preserves.

These large areas consist of land in various ownership and uses. Coordinated
management of the lands in a bioreserve maintains the critical ecological processes and provides
adequate habitat for the sunvival of native species. This approach considers the needs of both
people and nature and is a key theme of the bioreserve idea.

Creating the Lower Qzarks Bioreserve is critical if we are to achieve these goals:

1 Protect 175 rare species for study and potential use on behalf of mankind -- and for the
J ¢ P! y po a
enjoyment of Americans and others around the werld who appreciate nature.

2) Protect against the future rarity of the more than 200 endemic species which are found
only in the Interior Highlands and may become endangered if population pressures and
environmental practices continue their present trends. It will cost less, and the chances of
success are greater, if these species are protected now, rather than waiting until later
when their survival is endangered.

3) Preserve -- for the study of biological interactions and habitats -- representative examples
of the oldest continuously-operating genetic laboratory in mid-continental North America,

1
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EXHIBIT # 3

THE

OZARK
HIGHLANDS

Missouri

Kansas

Okiahoma

Arkansas
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EXHIBIT # 4

DRAFT

OZARK HIGELANDE MAN AND THE BIOSPHERE COOPERATIVE
MISSION, GOALS AND OBJECTIVES®

Mission: To sustain and restore the bioclogical diversity and
ecological integrity of representative portions of the Dzark
Highlands, integrating these natural values with the culture and
economy of the .region and provide for sustainable utilization of
the natural resources. '

GOAL TI. (LOGISTICS ROLE): To provide a framework for regional
cooperation amongst public agencies, organizations, local
communities and private citizens to promote sustainable
conservation and utilization of the natural resources.

Objective 1: Create an Ozark Man and the Biosphers cocperative
with participation and support from key agencies, organizations,
local communities and citizens.

Tasks: a. Identify program organizational structure,
staffing, and budget.
b. Seek support from cooperating agencies and
organizations.
[~ Develop a cocperative agreement amongst all

participating parties.

Objective 2: Seek designation as an Ozark Man and the Blospheré}
cooperative through the U.S. M,A.B. Program.

Tasks: a. Prepare nemination proposal including
designated sites which suppert adopted
missions, goals and objectives.

b. Forward to U.S. M.A.B. for review and request

designation.
Objective 3: Facilitate the identification of key regional issues
and the cooperation of the public and private sectors for the
achievement of .regional goals. (Avoid Aduplication of efforts,

recommend cooperative allocation of resources, etc.)

Tasks: a. Summarize issues from feasibility study and
others as appropriate.

b. Identify key issues and form working groups to
develop an action plan to address them.

Opjective 4: Facilitate involvement of communities, insticutions
and other parties to promote partnerships.

* These draft statements were developed by the steering committee
with the intent: that revision and additions would result with the
invelvement of additional cooperators as the program progresses.
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EXHIBIT # 5
Natural Resource Conservation and Use

Missouri Opinions and Ex ions.

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 issues
facing the region. The success of the Scenic Riverways Watershed Partnership is
testament to the effectiveness of such initiatives. In addition, a feasibility study.for an
Ozark Man and The Biosphere program in the region documented wxdespmad support for
the concept (see Appendix III: Public Profile).

Potential Threats.

Balancing conservation and sustainable development.is a complex;task. Often
stakeholders with very divergent values will have to come together and reach consensus
on the highest and best use of the region’s resources. The grgatest hindrance to the
success of such an effort is the lack of opportunities for emmnwmcatmn and the
development of common goals. By fostering programs whic ¢réase communication and
consensus building, a greater possibility for success will emerg: following objectives
and strategies were developed with these issues in fiind, ;

CRM OBJECTIVES FOR GOAL IX:

d, operatidn of programs and

Objective IX.1. Foster and support {] s
prserviition and sustainable

partnerships whigh integrate re!
use in the region;

Strategies: _
> A Support the eatabli hynent of an B?ark Man and the Biosphere

3y Cooperati

: t.he regﬁin and work towards implementation

inate and integrate the efforts of The Nature Conservancy’s
Ok project with OMAB and other local initiatives.

improve support for the Scenic Riverways Watershed
Partnemlnls #nd similar regional cooperatives.

Gontmue to develop relationships with local Resource Conservation
lgvelopment committees and local governments to develop and
ate mutually beneficial 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.

58
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EXHIBIT # 6

REPRINTED FROM SALEM NEWS,

NOVEMBER 1996

Nature Conservancy announces
study of lower Ozarks area

Nearly 3,200 square miles of
land in the Ozarks, including a
section of southern Dent Coun-
ty, will be scientifically studied
over the next three years,
according to the Nature Con-
servancy.

The Nature Conservancy has
designated this land one of the
world’s “last great places,” a
designation that targets money
for scientific studies. The study
is expected to cost $3.5 million,
of which $1.1 million has been
received.

Rod Miller, director of the
group’s Missouri chapter, was
quoted in Friday's St Louis
Post-Dispatch as saying the
lower Ozarks is “a true biologi-
cal island within America's in-

terior. Its a treasure for the
world to behold.”

The Conservancy says the
area includes more than 200
plants and. animals found
nowhere else in the world, and
more than 180 rare or endan-
gered species.

Most of the land is in the
watersheds of the Current,
Jacks Fork and Eleven Point
rivers.

Miller said an important part
of the lower .Ozarks study
process is approaching all the
people in the area “to seek non
confrontational solutions to
congervation challenges.”

The Conservancy has
opened an office in Van Buren.
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EXHIBIT # 7

listing s @ "World Heritage Site In Dunger.” The park is a
World Heritage Site under the World Heritage Treaty signed
in the 1970s. The weaty requires thal the puark be protecied
beyond its borders.

George Frampton, former President of Lhe Wildemess
Society and now head of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
extended an official invilation to the UNESCO group and
agreed 10 pay their expenses. The site inspection occurred
in curly September with  decision on hsting scheduled lor
December. The visit by the intermational body was clearly
staged (o influence the ultimate decision on Crown Butie's
mining application. During the inspection, GAGs asked the
Warld Heritage Committee to recommend an 18 million acre
buffer zone around the park.

Immediately, the Sierru Club Legal Defense Fund
launched a new “Save Yellowsione
Now!" campaign. A seven-page
solicitaion claims Yellowstone will
plunge into “a veritable ecological
collapse" unless people send money
for their campaign. They promise to
save Yellowstone's forests, grizzlics,
and water through a "hard-hitting”
campuign of political and legistative
action combined with expanded
litigation initiatives. To demonsurate
the power of their litigation arm, the
solicitation  included their 1995
docket which lists 76 lawsuits they
are currently pursuing.

Another  organization  began
working in the area in 1992, the
Greater Ecosystem Alliance (GEA).
This GAG is significant because its
Advisory Board includes both Dave Foreman and Dr. Reed
F. Noss. Mitch Friedman is the Executve Director of GEA
and is wso & member of the Board of Directors of the
Wildlands Project. The Great Pacific Patagonia is listed
among the organizations that provided funding. The group
has been working to inventory biological resources, map

"Alternative Theme 7, is
essentially the Wildlands
Project, and about four
out of the remaining six
Themes are components
of the Wildlands
Project."’

Novemnber/December, 1995 &co-logic PAGE 21

ulsow said: "This Administration has found u way ic
manipulate the process. thuse thai it has allowed e
participate in it, and the Congress...io implement ‘ecosysiem
management’ in accordance with one or more of their
‘Alternative Themes' and not comply with the law.'
Manipulation of the law, the courts, and local communitics
is typical as GAGs continue to implement the Wildlands
Project throughout the country.

The Great Sauthwest

The Gray Ranch is half the size of Rhode Island (502
square miles), located in the boot heel of New Mexico, The
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service wanied to buy the land in the
mid 1980s. Local residents were not happy aboul the
prospects  of having the U.S
government as a neighbor, so The
Nature Conservancy (INC} bougit
the property in 1990, A Smithisonian
article in February, 1992, described
the acquisition as “the flagship for <
whole new program of bioreserves -
called Last Gregt Places.” Bul four
years later, TNC sold te property to
Drummond Hadley who said he
bought the ranch because “Jus
neighbors would rather have him
own it than any of the others 1o

whom  the Conservancy was
considering selling.”
The half-million  acre  ranch

includes the Animas Mountain Range
and the Animas Valley, 226,000
acres of private property.  The
additional 326,0(K} acres is public land mostly under the
authorily of the Bureau of Land Management. The ranch is
surrounded by another half-million acres of ranchiand
worked by aboul 35 local ranchers. The enlire area is
referred to as the Malpai Borderlands - a million acres of

roadless areas, document watershed and ecosystem
boundaries, and in general, developing the data necessary to
justily designating the arca as a bioregion

In 1994, the tederal government brought 1ts Ecosysiem
Management Policy to the area. Two leams, one working in
the Upper Columbia River Basin, the other in the Interior
Columbia Basin, set out 10 develop new management plans
for the area. Jim Rathbun, a retired U.S. Forest Service
Supervisor, has monitored the activity in the area for years.
He says of tic ncw devetoping plan: ‘Aliernative Theme 7,
15 essentally the Wildlunds Progect, and about jour our of
the remaining six Themes are components of the Wildlands
Project.” 1n a letter 0 Representative Helen Chenowelth,
Rathbun said that public comument had been thwarted
because only five working days had been allowed between
the maing of the notice and the deadline for comments. He

d lands. Since Hadley bought the ranch, two
new not-for-profil organizations bave appearcd: the Animas
Foundation and the Malpai Borderlands Group (MBG).

The MBG is offering neighboring ranchers a "Grassbank
Lease Agreement” in which ranchers are allowed to graze
their catle on the Gray ranch's lush pastures through
November 30, 1997, In exchange, the rancher must sign a
"Land Use Easement” in favor of the Animas Foundation
and MBG. The easement is in effect, perpetual, applying o
any “future owner," and provides for the transfer to another
“not-for-profit" organization in the event of the demise of lhe
MBG.

The Caird Appraisal Firm was asked to develop
formula for appraising the relative value of public pasture
and private pasture lands. His reply was addressed to
Maipai Borderlands Group in carc of Mike Dennis, Nature
Conscrvancy, Arlington, VA, Mike Dennis is the Legal
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S CLENCE

The l{r}h‘ed States of Nature

’
ong before the map, there was the land.
LBefore kingdoms and their cartographers, the
land had etched borderlines of its own
These were visible, ecological boundaries hewn
by climate, geology and corresponding
vegetation, into staies of desert, steppe, forest
and tundra. Anyone who has waveled up a
southwestern mountain of some size—
feeling the tan and spiny desert give way to
fragrant foothills dappled green with
juniper, to parklands of all pine, to forests
of spruce and fir, they finally withering
beneath the blasting winter winds and
blinkingly brief summers of the alpine
meadow-—has witnessed, in minute scale,
what ecological jurisdictions are all about

As they are more scieniifically viewed,
ecological regions transcend single mountains;
they encompass entire ranges of mouniains.
They circumscribe whole plains, plateaus, prairies,
deserts, basins, foothills and coastlines, each with a
correspondingly distinct covering of plants and
wildlife. Across the country, as the Earth's
active crust pushes up mountain ranges or spreads
into basins, as latitude alters average temperatures
from swelter to frostbound, as airstreams dictate
realms of monsoon or drought, ecological regions grade
from one 1o the next, conspicuously. [nterrelated, they are
nonetheless individuals.

And so each ecological region would naurally require
customized attention. In the Conservancy's evolving practice
of conservation biology, where the mission is to save the rich-
est diversity of species, the political boundaries are logically
giving way te those set by these ecological criteria. Within
each are specialized conditions for life. hence specialized
prescriptions for care. They have become the natural frames
within which the seemingly impossible task of sheltering
2 continent's worth of biological diversity becames workable

To that end, the Conservancy has outlined 63 such
ecological regions within the Lower 48, from a Black Hills
island of forest nearly twice the size of Delaware, to a spread of
corthern Great Plains steppe larger than California. (Look for
similar maps depicting the ecoregions of Alaska, Hawaii
and Latin America in future issues of Nature Conservancy.}
Within each region, conservation professionals are carrying
cut plans indwvidually tailored to the lile and the land. yet
coilectively coordinated toward supporting the greatest variety
of healthy species, humans among them

—William Stelzenburg
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CONTINENTA[
U.S. ECOREGIONS

1—West Cascades and
Coastal Forests
2—Puget Trough and
Willametie Valley
3—North Cascades
4—Modoc Plateau and
East Cascades
5—Klamath Mountains
6 Columbia Platcan
T—Canadian Rocky
Mountains
8—Idaho Bathalith
9—Litah-Wyoming
Rocky Mountains
H0—Wyoming Basins
1 1—Great Basin
12—Sierra Nevada
13—Great Central Valiey
14—California North Coast

15—Califorma Cenftral Coast
16—-Caltfornia South Coast

17—Mohave Desert
18—Utah High Plateaus
19—Colorado Plateau
20—Colorado Rocky
Mountains
21—Arizona-New Mexico
Mountains
22—Apache Highlands
23—Sonara Desert
24—Chibuahuan Desert
25— Black Hills
26—Northern Ciry
Plains St
27—Central Shortgriss Prainic

Underscoring added for emphasis



28—Southern {
Shorigeass Prairie
29—Edwards Plateau
30~ -Tamaulipan Thormscrub
31—Gulf Coast Prairies and
Marshes
~Crosstimbers and
Southern Tallgrass Prairie

¥
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EXHIBIT #10M

33—Central Mixed-Grass Prairie
34—Northern Mixed-Grass
Prairie
35—Northern Tallgrass Prairie
36—Central Tallgrass Feairie
37—Osage Plains/Flint Hills
Prairie
38—Ozarks
39—Ouachita Mountains
40—Upper West
Gulf Coastal Plain

42-—Mississippi River
Ailuvial Plain
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43—Upper East Gulf Coastal
Plain
44—Intertor Low Plateau
45—North Central Tillplain
46—Prairic-Forest Border
47-—Superior Mixed Forest
48—Great Lakes
49— Western Allegheny Plateau
50—Cumberlands and Southern
Ridge and Valley
—Southern Blue Ridge
—Piedment

3
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445 AT ON B v pen s

53—East Gulf
Coasial Plain
54—Tropical Florida
55—Fiorida Peninsula
56—South Atlantic
Coastal Plain
57—Mid-Atlantic
Coastal Plain
58-—Chesapeake Bay
Lowlands
56—Central Appalachian Forest
60—High Allegheny Piateau
61—Lower New England/
Northern Piedmont
62—Nerth Atlantic Coast
63—Northern Appalachiar/
Boreal Forest

NatuRe conservaney 9
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STATEMENT OF CONNIE BURKS, JASPER, ARKANSAS

Ms. BURKS. To the honorable and esteemed gentlemen and
women of the Resources Committee, I thank you for this hearing.
My name is Connie Burks. I live near and commute twice weekly
to Harrison, Arkansas. I am present here today with important
documentation I obtained from the Buffalo River National Park
Service in Harrison in July of 1996. I am not here because I have
any training, expertise or background in this sort of thing, but be-
cause of my unexpected involvement in a most unusual situation
and a series of coincidences.

I believe the details of that story are very significant to the pro-
ceedings here today, but time allotments do not permit my telling
it. I would hope that the folks who have a copy of my testimony
in the white packet of paper accompanied by a green packet of doc-
umentation mostly obtained from the National Park Service in July
of 1996—I would hope that you will peruse that very carefully and
compare all of the information and the points that it refers to.

Since this happened two or three years ago, I do not think a lot
of people, even those who oppose this, are yet aware of how we
came so very close to being designated as the Ozark Highlands Bio-
sphere Reserve, an international designation, it was to have been
the 48th and the second largest one in the country. It was within
six weeks of being nominated for this designation after an eight-
year long effort, and yet no one of the general public or even elect-
ed government officials knew anything about this.

It just so happened that I, a mere country preacher’s wife, hap-
pened to hear of such a program in a round-about way. I did not
believe it at first until I visited the Southern Appalachian Man and
Biosphere Reserve and saw the signs there. When I returned home,
I thought, I think I will just call the Park Service and put in my
opposition early in case they might ever consider that here. I was
alarmed when I learned that they were within six weeks of desig-
nating it.

I was invited to their office to allay my fears and they gave me
all of this documentation at my request, and it was very alarming.
From that point, I had another lady’s help, who we met in a round-
about way—Mary Denham, she will be testify later. Without her
help, I probably would not have as easily been able to reach the
new Arkansas Governor at that time.

It was interesting, at the same time that I had come across this
documentation, our former Governor Tucker had had to resign be-
cause of his connection with the Clinton scandals and all of a sud-
den a Baptist preacher was sitting in the Arkansas Governor’s
seat, and he—when we finally got this information to him five days
before the designation was to be nominated, he immediately did
the right thing and stopped the two agencies of the 12 that were
under his control, that were going to submit us to this. As a result,
all the other agencies suddenly lost interest and dropped out, some
even denying their previous involvement. But we have plenty of
documentation to show that they were involved.

I know I do not have time to review all of this, but I prepared
a list of 12 questions that still have not been answered to my satis-
faction because, as the Honorable Helen Chenoweth said awhile
ago, they are only taking a nap. It happened before and they will
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attempt it again, I have no doubt, unless we as citizens and elected
officials continue to monitor the situation and to resist it.

1. Who are the ad hoc committees, international coordinating
councils and scientists vaguely referred to in the National Park
Service feasibility study as being responsible for the outlining of
biosphere boundaries and thereafter submitting their plans to Fed-
eral and state agencies for implementation? When and how are
they spying out and cataloguing our country’s great natural re-
sources? Who is funding them?

2. When this same Ozarks Man and Biosphere effort was first at-
tempted through the Ozark National Scenic Riverways National
Park headquarters in 1993 in Missouri and apparently met with
enough opposition in Missouri to discourage it, why do you suppose
they waited three years before quietly resuming their efforts to see
it through to completion and why did they move from a Missouri
National Park office to an Arkansas National Park office just
across the state line to carry out their plans, and without notifying
the general public or government officials of this move?

3. The National Park Service could produce only one article of
media publication for the whole eight-year long effort. That one ar-
ticle appeared in a publication of very limited circulation called The
Rackensack Monthly, which only existed for four issues and was
published in a place called Pelsor, Arkansas, which boasts only one
store, a rural post office and five or six houses. The National Park
Service cited no radio or television coverage. Why do you suppose
they considered The Rackensack Monthly to be adequate notifica-
tion for the surrounding 55,000 square miles?

10. Questions posed by former Arkansas Congressman, now Sen-
ator, Tim Hutchinson, when he spoke in behalf of this same resolu-
tion in 1996, bear repeating here: He said, “Promoters of these pro-
grams say they are voluntary and non-binding. But ... what is the
point of an international agreement if no one is going to abide by
it? And if we are 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 Amer-
ican citizens how they can use their land?”

In studying the philosophy behind the MAB concepts, the pan-
theistic world view which equates God with the forces of nature
and laws of the universe and considers man of no more con-
sequence than the plants or animals, is the prevalent theme
throughout all the goals, concepts and plans of MAB and its pro-
ponents. Adherence to this type of philosophy has produced soci-
eties which live in poverty, who are consistently destroying the
ecology of their countries. On the other hand, the Christian nations
which are maligned and vilified by the proponents of MAB instead
have thriving economies, high standards of living and good ecology
which is continually improving.

Therefore, I make no apology for my confidence in the one, true
and living God, whom I serve by faith in the name and blood of
His Son, my Saviour, Jesus Christ. It is a confidence that He is
very obviously arranging the design of the events and cir-
cumstances that have brought us to this assembly today. It is His
moral law upon which the republic of our great nation was founded
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3nd it is only by His mercy and grace that we may continue to en-
ure.

My request to you, our public servants, is that you be diligent
and faithful to your responsibilities to protect the sovereignty of
our American lands as guaranteed by our Constitution. Surely
there is a threat, but even more surely, there is a remedy and a
cause. Will you respond by thoroughly investigating this matter
and taking measures to end the unAmerican abuses of our free-
dom?

My final statement comes from the ultimate authority—God’s
Holy Word.

In Proverbs and Ecclesiastes, it says:

“The fear of man bringeth a snare. ...” But, “Let us hear the con-
clusion of the whole matter: Fear God and keep His command-
ments, for this is the whole duty of man. For God shall bring every
work into judgment, with every secret thing, whether it be good,
or whether it be evil.”

Thank you.

[Applause.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I want you to know I feel like applauding too,
but if you could withhold your applause until after the testimony,
this is an official hearing and I would appreciate it very much.

Connie, I wonder if you would like to have your whole testimony,
including your exhibits, made a part of the record?

Ms. BURKS. Yes, ma’am.

Ms. CHENOWETH. All right, very good. And we will also submit
the questions officially on your behalf as the Committee for an-
swers.

The Chair now recognizes Bobby Simpson, Dent County Commis-
sioner from Salem, Missouri. Mr. Simpson.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Burks follows:]
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Date: May 1, 1999

To: Committee on Resources
Honarable Jo Ann Emerson

612 Pine Street 5

Rolla, Missouri 65401 Pages of Testimony - white
From: Connie Burks Pages of Documentation - ég‘

HC 70 Box 321 colored

Jasper, Arkansas 72641
(870) 861-5646

TESTIMONY (Re: HR 883)

To the honorable and esteemed gentlemen and women of the Resources Committee,
I thank you for this hearing. My name is Connie Burks. I live near and
commute twice weekly to Harrison, Arkansas, I am present here today with
important documentation I obtained from the Buffalo River National Park Ser-
vice office in Harrison in July 1996. I am not here because I have any
training, expertise, or backgrouad in this sort of thing, but because of my
unexpected involvement in a most unusual situation.

ATTEMPTED OZARKS MAB EFFORT ABdRTED

It should be understood that the ground on which this building stands (as
well as 55,000 square miles surrounding us) very narrowly escaped(!) already
having been designated as the 48th and 2nd largest “jnternatiomal biosphere
reserve"” within our U.S. borders. These so~called "designations" are of
very questionable and as yet undetermined consequence. The reason this
designation did not happen as planned is because I, a mere country preacher’s
vife, happened to ask a curiosity question to the very office of the Nation-
al Park Service in Harrison that was within 6 weeks of completing an 8-year
long effort to submit our public and private lands to an international pro-
gram that is without any legal werit im our country. This Man and Biesphere
program operates from and answers to the UNESCO arm of the United Natious-
by way of the Department of the Interior/State Department. The NP§ office
in Harrison was "cooperating" with 12 state and federal agencies in Missouri

and Arkansas to bring this about. SeeTdams A a2

The answer I received to my inquiry so disturbed me that I felt compellied to
inform someone with authority to do something about this. It was obvious to
me that though this was supposedly a publicly known effort- in reality, that
was not so.

RESULT OF ARKANSAS' NEW GOVERNOR'S INTERVENTION

Interestingly and very significantly~ at the very same time that I had con-
tacted the NPS office to oppose the possibility of such a program ever
pecurring here, our former Arkansas Governor Tucker, because of his connection
to the Clinton scandals was being forced to resign. Unexpectedly, & Baptist
preacher was now sitting in the governor's seat of Arkansas. Getting this
information to him proved to be a difficult task, but rewarding. Once this
information actually reached Governor Huckabee, he immediately did what some
might say was a naive thing to do. On August 27, 1996, he ordered the two
"cooperating agencies" which were under his authority to not make any com-
mitments without bis approval. This action came just 5 days before the in-

tended "target date" of September !, set by the NPS and cooperating agencies

SeeTtem C-
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to go forward with the "nomination process". After the governor's action on
August 27, State Senator Faye Boozman called my home to inform me of the
status of the situation and to convey thanks from Governor Huckabee for my
perseverance in relaying this information. The best news, however, came
over the next few days when suddenly a number of the other cooperating
agencies lost interest in signing this agreement when their involvement
began to be made known to the general public and government officials. The
MAB effort was essentially dropped- at least for the time being!

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
I need, at this point, to acknowledge the . invaluable efforts of a real
estate professional, Mary Denham, of Fayetteville, Arkansas, who in a round-
about way found out that I had come across this information. Prior to this,
she had read a vague mention of this program somewhere and recognized how it
was attempting to be implemented through various property issues with which
she was familiar. Yet she had, so far, been unsuccessful in finding out the
source from which the Ozarks MAB was proceeding.

When she and I, two previously unacquainted people, combined the documentation
that I had "ignorantly"” stumbled on to with her professional insight and
ability to make contact with key people in the state capitol, we were success-
ful in procuring the governor's action. Another gentleman, Mr. Everett
Middleton of Flippin, Arkansas was also instrumental early in the process of
opposing and exposing the MAB effort. Along the way, we were also seeing

a groundswell of public outrage as this became publicly known by word of

mouth and a bit of initial media attention. There have been an encouraging
number of citizens in Arkansas and Missocuri as well as other places who have
served honorably, effectively, and selflessly in opposing this threat to

our national sovereignty. I am deeply grateful for their spirit of true
patriotism.

HOW IMPORTANT WAS GOVERNOR HUCKABEE'S ACTION?

Remember, I had been told by the NPS office that September 1, 1996 was the
“target date" for the 12 cooperating agencies to submit their signatures on
the cooperative agreement and that the nomination form, already completed,
would then be submitted to the U.S. MAB office in the State Department in
Washington. From there they would await official designation which would
presumably come when the U.S. MAB committee met again in December 1996. The
NPS office had given me the list of 12 of the cooperating agencies. When I
had contacted each of them in early to mid August, I had been told initially
by at least 10 of the 12 that they supported the concepts and would either
sign or cooperate. Now after receiving public and official attention two
weeks later they are suddenly changing their minds and even some denying
involvement in the first place.

To Governor Huckabee's official inquiries, the NPS responded by letter and

by issuing a "briefing statement” of the MAB status to the various agencies,
etc. saying, "We have contacted the agencies involved regarding their desire
to pursue this program and the majority have chosen not to due Lo the contro-
versy and the resulting effect on existing programs. As a result of these
findings we will take no further action to establish a regional biosphere

at this time." This complete reversal of their well laid plams of 8
years, just as they were nearing final completion, is evidence of the sig-
nificance of the govermor's intervention. Those of us who had a part in
prompting his action are humbiy grateful. We regret that he has since seemed
to give conflicting signals concerning this issue as he is apparently

receiving intense pressure from unidentified influences. We are obligated

to pray for thase in authority. SCCI+¢M 0
-
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MANY DOCUMENTS AKD RECORDS AVAILABLE

What each of those agency representatives told me when I first contacted
them by phone (before the governor's action) should be a matter of real
interest to you of the committee- to help you make a more informed deci-
sion regarding the proposed House Resolution #B883. It, as well as lots
of other vital information and documents I have included in my first and
second written testimonies to which I understand you each have access.

1 have taken great care to keep accurate records and notes of the many

phone conversatioms and events that transpired during the months of 1996

and 1997 when I worked on this. 4iso, I have made sure to distribute this

informationwidely and with key people in the event my personal records

should be lost or destroyed in any way. Because 1 have believed that surely

there will be an official investigation inte this matter soomer_or later.

SeeTHemE-Ey

WHERE SHOULD SUCH AN INVESTIGATION BEGIN? e e

1 have prepared a list of some of the most obvious questions which have

as yet not been givern satisfactory answers. I appeal to this Congressional
committee to exercise what ability and authority you have to insure that
these questions, as well as this whole affair be thoroughly exposed to the
light of day. @ will now read these questions and then make my concluding
statements.

QUESTIONS TRAT STILL NEED ANSWERS

1., Who are the "ad hoc" committees", international coordinating councils
and scientists vaguely referred to in the NPS "Feasibility Study"”
as being respousible for the "outlining” of biosphere boundaries there-
after submitting their plans to federal and state agencies fer imple-
mentation? When and how are they spying out and cataloguing our
country's great natural resources? Who is funding them? SeeThem FI'F).

Z. VWhen this same Ozarks MAB effort was first attewpted through the
Ozark Natiomal Scenic Riverways National Park headquarters in 1993
and apparently met with opposition in Missouri to discourage it, why
do you suppose they waited 3 years before quietly resuming their effarts
to "see it through to completion", and why did they move from a
Missouri NPS office to an Arkansas NPS office just across the state line
to carry out their plans? And without adequate notification to the
general public or government officials?

w

The NPS could produce only ome article of media publication of the 8-
year long effort. That one article appeared in a publication of very
limited circulation, called "The Rackensack Monthly"” which only existed
for 4 isswes and was published in a place called Pelsor, AR which
boasts | store that is more often closed than open, a rural Post Office,
and 5 or & houses. The NPS cited no radio or television coverage.

Why do you suppose they considered "The Rackensack Monthly™ to be
adequate notification for the surroundimg 55,000 square miles? SC!:X}!W(;

4. One of the representatives of a Missouri agency who expressed support
for the program, also said he thought the Federal agencies should
go ahead and do it and take the heat for it since they were the ones
most behind it, instead of letting the state groups shield them. This
same gentleman called my bome in mid-September '96 demanding to know what
was going on down im Arkansas. (At this point hardly anyome in Missouri
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had even heard of the renewed MAB effort through the Arkansas NPS office

or the Arkansas governor's action.) When [ asked what he was talking about,
he told of receiving a copy of a letter dated September 5 (one week after
the governor's August 27 action) to the NPS in Harrison from Marvin
Moriarity of the Minneapolis Regional office of U.S. Fish & Wildlife. The
letter said they were withdravwing support of the Ozarks MAB effort. Accord-
ing to this representative who called me, that was highly unusual. When I
told him of the governor's action, he was sure that explained the situation.
If that is so, why do you, the committee, suppose U.S. Fish & Wildlife

would not take issue with this governor over this program that they have bee
historically supportive of and involved with- but instead just quietly
withdrew support?

Why do you suppose the County Judges, community leaders, etc. were angry
who were listed in the NPS Feasibility Study as being people who had been
interviewed, providing "almost universal suppert” fer MAB? Many of them
declared both verbally and in writing that they had never heard of such

a program and would have opposed it had they been asked directly. The
Feagibility Study alsc states that the interviews were "intentioned to
gain insights without enquiring directly'". Should such flagrant misrep-
resentation of public opinion by these tax-basgd agencies be allowed to

continue unchecked? &CI‘\'{;M H - H,

Why do you suppose the Honorable Bill Emerson of Missouri, now deceased,
stated in a letter to a constituent, his distrust and opposition to this
MAB program, yet was also listed in this Feasibility Study by a staff
member as being supportive to the program? Could this possib%i be another
misrepresentation of the Eruth by MAB supporters? See Item I .- 1o
pntisinet hatidiinns Bl

Whereas the parties to these MAB agreements claim to be empowered by
various state and federal codes and statutes and acts” to enter into this
MAB agreement; isn't it time to review, amend or even eliminate "loop-
holes" as these that allow such end runs around our Constitutional safe-

guards? SCQ Trem T

What does WinRock, International have to do with all of this? This or-
ganization was listed as a co-sponsor to the one and only so-called
"public" conference of the 8-year MAB effort. SceLtem

In early November of '96 Winthrop Rockefeller was elected as Arkansas'
Lt. Governmor. Does his proximity to Governor Huckabee have anything to
do with the govermor's subsequent turnaround on the Biosphere issue?

Based on information that I obtained by FOIA regquest from nearby Land
Between The Lakes Biosphere Reserve in Kentucky, it seems to me that there
is no consistent method by which these Biospheres get reserved, but rather

it seems ‘that they "write the rules as they go". Why.is this_and to

whom exactly do MAB officials answer? S&LIT&ML!CVNWLB*MT}
Questions posed by former Arkansas Congressman, now Senator Tim Hutchinson
when he spoke in behalf of this same Resolution in 1996, (then H.R. 3752)
bear repeating here: He said, "Promoters of these programs say they are
voluntary and non-binding. But...what is the point of an international
agreement if no one is going to abide by it? And if we are going to

abide by it, what happens to the Fifth Amendment to the Comstitution

which protects private property owners. Do we let an international organi-

i i i iti their land?
zation dictate to American citizems how they can use /\«
<_<]:_:f¢m
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Il. What about the NPS official's mentian to me of a "more updated
nomination ferm somewhere"™, also about Resource Council's part in
carrying out MAB concepts, and what about the 2 agencies, one in
Arkansas and one in Missouri that he said would be responsible for
enforcement(?) of the program? Representatives from both of these
agencies denied knowledge of any such provision.

12. It seems that most deception originates at high levels and is from
there implemented at many levels by unsuspecting individuals who
carry out orders- many times without asking, wondering or understand-
ing "why”. Being that all trails that I have followed seem to lead
to the doorstep of the Department of the Interior/State Department,
why could not this committee request a review of all documents and
information from those departments about this MAB program and its
connection to the UN as well as its outworking throughout the USA

s . . : 3 .
from the beginning of its existence until now? fs!iii:x?}?&nd

CORCLUSION

In studying the philosophy behind the MAB "concepts", the pantheistic world
view which equates God with the forces of nature and laws of the universe
and considers man as of no more consequence than the plants or aniwals, is
the prevalent theme throughout all the gpals, concepts and plans of MAB
and its proponents. Adhereuce to this type of philoscphy has produced
societies which live in poverty, who are consistently destroying the
ecology of their countries. On the other hand, the "Christian" pations
which are maligned aand villified by the proponents of MAB instead have
thriving ecovomies, high standards of livisg and good ecology which is
continually improving.

Therefore I make nc apology for my confidence in the One, True and Liviag
God, whom I serve by faith ia the name and blood of His Soa, wy Saviour,
Jesus Christ. It is a confidence that He is very cbvicusly arranging the
design of the events and circumstances that have brought us to this
assembly today. It is His Moral Law upon which the republic of our great
nation was founded and is only by His mercy and grace that we may continue
to endure,

My request to you our public servants, is that you be diligent and faithful
to your responsibility to protect the sovereignty of our American lands

as guaranteed by our Constitution., Surely there is a threat, but even

more surely there is a cause and a remedy. Will you respond by thoroughly
investigating this matter aand taking measures to end unAmerican abuses

of our Freedom?

My final statement comes from the ultimate authority~ God's Holy Word.

In Proverbs and Ecclesiastes:

"The fear of man bringeth a snare...” But, "Let us hear the conclusion

of the whole matter: Fear God, and kesp His commandments: for this is

the whole duty of man. For God shall bring every work into judgment, with
every secret thing, whether it be good, or whether it be evil."”

{Proverbs 29:25; Ecclesiastes 12:13-14)
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ITEMS OF DOCUMENTATION

9\_\ pages

Submitted with Testimony of Connie Burks

H.R. #883

(It is recommended that additional documentation submitted
with my previous testimony in September 1996 (H.R. #3752)
and Update (2-25-98) which was retained in the Congress-
ional Record also be referred to in the study of this
subject.)

May 1, 1999
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C Them A )
BIOSPHERE RESERVE NOMINATION FORM 0&
‘S’,o/,

2. OFFICIAL NAME OF YHE RESERVE: Qzark Uighlands Man and the Biosphere
Coopetative

L COUNTRY: United States ol Ametica

3. BIOGEOGRAPHICAL REGION: Iaerior, unglaciated low plateaus (Qzark_Plateau
Province)

4. SIZE ANUD SPATIAL CONFIGURATION (scc map)

4.1. Size of Core Arca(s): 80,530 _ heclares

4.2. Size of Bulfer Zone(s): _616.140* _ hectares
4.3, Approximate Size of Transition Area(s): __507.520** _hectares

*cooperator adiinistered within the Buffalo and Current River waltersheds.
*+privately acdministered within the Bulfalo and Current River watersheds.

5. ADMINISTRATIVE AREAS INCLUDED IN THE PROPOSED BIOSPHERE
RESERVE

If ouie or niore existing and contiguous administrative areas (e.g.. national park, nature sanctuary, experimental station)
are to be included in the core area(s) and buffer zone(s) of e proposed biosphere reserve, give the name(s) of
this/these ediministrative areats) and the name(s) of the suthority(ics) responsible for its/their

N/A

I the propused biosphere reserve consists of several areas which are gevgraphically separated and managed by
different administrative authorities, give tic names of these adminisirative areas and the names of the authorities
responsible for their management. In this case (cluster biosphere reserve), a supplementary form should be completed
for each administrative authotity concemed. The MAB Secrelariat can provide this supplementary fonu upon requesl.

Arkansas: Arkansas Natural Heritage Commmission, Harold K. Grimmett (Director), Little
Rock; Buffalo National River (NPS), John D. Linaban (Superintendent), Harrison; Ozark
National Forest, Lynn C. Neff (Forest Supervisor), Russellville.

Missouri: Mark Twain National Forest, B. Eric Morse (Forest Supervisor), Rolla; .
Missouri Deparunent of Conservation, Jerry J. Presley (Director), Jefferson City: Missouri
Department of Natural Resources, David A. Shorr (Director), Jefferson City; Ozark
National Scenic Riverways (NPS), Arthur L. Sullivan (Superintendent), Van Buren;
Pioneer Forest, Clinton L. Tramniel (Manager), Saleny; The Nature Conservancy, G.
Rodney Miller (State Director), St. Louis.
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HANAGEMENT BRIBFIRG OF PRIOR HISTORY

e would llke to provide some background on the alfort thus far
ag we undgraﬁa{xd It fo these of you who have not been personaily
involved in this cuoperative elfort. fThe Feasibility study for
an Ozark man and the slosphera [MAB) Ceoperative, completed in
1991, identified epportunitlies for applying biosphere regerve
concepts to help link conservation, research, sustainable
developwent, and local partieipation in the Ozaxk Highlands. The
study serves as acatalyst and guiding deocument for the
subsequent. work of our Steering Committes, That .Comnittee hns
preparsd {a mission statement Yor an Osark Righlands Hegional MAB
gooperative, a dratt Cooparative Agreement ) and complefsd
information summaries and az;mmination form jko support U.S.

¢ noninaiion of{conplienentary hapagement aveag/ for international
recoynition as part of an Dzark Righlands Biosphere Reserve. An
inmportant yemaining component for the Steering Committes’s
consideration iz ] ey y.facilitate the Eull particivation of
governient, priw enlities, and local coRminitles in a future
Tegional MABD Coeperative. Although the fessibility sbudy
documented "almost universal acceptance of the concepts embodied
in the Mali and BAOSELAEE Progran, sude pariners Rdy BLIIYV gesire
additional perepetliveTon the practical benefits of the HAB
approach in helping them pool lngressingly stretched finmanoial
and humap rasources to assess and address impertant local and
regional dssves. In this context, we nole that the V.5, MAB's
plosphere Reserve Directorate has recently proposed a new
initiative to provide gatalybtic grante for logal partnerships
working to implemsnt biosphere reseive cencepls.. We have
contacted the Coordinator and expremsed a willingness to
participate. If funded by the V.8 Hationsl Committes, this
initiative would offer possibilities for supporting cooperation
in the Ozarks.

oo to the following:

Axkansas Game & Fish Commigsion

Bissouri Department Canservation

pioneer Forest

The Nature Conservascy {sissouri wnd Arkansas)
¢.8. Fish & Wildlife Service

Arkansas Natural Heritage cemminsion

miggourl Department of Natural Resourees

U.8. Forest Sexvice (Ozerk and Mark Twain)

ggark Land Trust

™
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InterOffice MEMO

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
Litke Huckabes, Governor

T Steve Wilson

freM Jim von Grem[‘.?)\\']

ROUTING INFORMATION

O PARAPPROVAL U roRmes.
JAIE Ay L O FOR BONATURE o NITL A
Dare Augast 27, 1eee 3 FOR COMVENT Q uOYE AN
O PRESAREAPOLY O rLEASES
Rfe U8 Man anyd Blosphers Project/Oeerk T FORYOUR INFORMATION 1 AS RECUL

Hightants Region

¥ie bave recenyed a nuinbes of calls from concamad eitizona regarding the US Men ang Big
Pra:act i the Ozark Highiands Reglon. They are concarned about this project bacauss of ¢
remmiimesd ropared ang the vaguenaess and scope of Intent of the long-term sammitriert

Beforz any furtrer stegs aro taken, please caltllaff Pltchiordy with my oftics, ang discuss thy

Jol wili i huen brief me and the Governor and We will get back 1o you a8 spon as possibls.

taass o not make ary commitmants for tho State of Arkanisas wﬁh;(app:; ?
leva
.9 037

s

o Guvarnor Hurknbas
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{ I ten D, )
United States Department of the Interior Q’ﬁ{/

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

Buifale National River
402 N, Walewl, P.O. Box (173
N REPLY REYER YO: Harison, AR 72602-1173

NIS(BUEF-ONR)

November 8, 1995

Governor Mike Huckabee
Office of the Governor
State of Arkansas

State Capitol

Little Rock, Arkansas 72201

Dear Governor Huckabee:

Thank you for your rccent inquiry regarding the Ozark Man and Biosphere program. Please
rest assured we share your concern over the conlroversy generated from this joint attempt by
federal and state agencies since 1988 to form a regional Man and Biosphere cooperative for
the Ozark Highlands. We have ¢ 4 the ies involved ling their desire to
pursue this program and the majority have chosen not to participate due to the controversy
and the resulting effect on existing programs. As a result of these findings we will take no
further aclion to establish a regional biosphere at this dme.

However, we do remain suppartive of the concept of Man and Biosphere as a designation of
unique areas of biological and cultural diversity within the United States under the United
States Man and Biosphere program. Mas and Biospt 1 i

isa Y, coop Prog
with no regulatory authority or Jorce of law. It has been in existence nation-wide since the
1970s and involves approximalely 40 sites in 23 states. If it would be of interest to you, we
would like an opportunity to address many of the inisconceptions and rumors being

perpetrated by individuals and organizati P to this p at your o
either in writing or in person. ‘We have taken the liberty to include a few of the more salient
of such mi plives for your review.

We will certainly inr0{m your offxce if any effost to continue this program were to oceur in
the future, Your role in any decision making process associated with this program would be
maost welcome.

If you have additional ions or concerns regarding this matter please do not hesitate to
contact myself or George Oviatt of my staff at 501-741-5443,

Sincerely,

KB4

Superintendent
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Yem D,

BRIEFING STATEMENT FOR THE OZARK REGIONAL MAN AND BIOSPHERE PROGRAM

STATUS? The recent response from the 10 agencies involved indicates
little or no support for MAB at the present time. We have decided
not to proceed with £he nomination based upon their response.

A rggicmfal biosphere for the ozark highlands would have been a
designation by the United Nations' through its' Man and Biosphere
program.

WHAT AREA WAS INCLUDED ?: At least 15 counties in Missouri and
Arkansas but includes small sections of Oklahoma, Illinois, and
Kansas. ' The watersheds for the Buffalo National River and the
Ozark Scenic Riverways are also included.

WHAT WAS THE CONCEPT 7: To involve local rvesidents, agencies, ang
organizations in activities  +that help sustain the regions
ecosystem. Working together, cooperatively, through education,
economic development, and scientific study MAB seeks to solve
regional issues. An example might be to develop an envirenmentally
sound product which would allow economic recovery for an area or
community.

WHAT I8 MAB 7: A United Nations program since 1976 designating
areas world-wide for their unigueness. They can be of historie,
natural, educational, etc. significance. Currently 110 nations
participate in the program with more than 285 biosphere reserves.

WHAT WAS THE OZARK MAB ?: Our regional MAB would have been a
cooperative associaticn of sites from the National Park Service, US
Forest Service, State agencies, etc. These areas were surrounded
by communities and private land and are designated as a single
biosphere.

WHAT A REGIONAL MAB IS NOT: It is not a regulatory program and
carries no authority. It contains no power to acquire land, impose
restrictions, or implement a legislative efforts. It does not bind
any cooperator or interested citizen from withdrawing support for
the program.
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12 agencies/organizations to whom tie tevier 11om
Natlonul Park Service was sent asking for a re-

sponse by Seplember 1, aud thelr émdtdad individual responses

Though Lhey have wilhdrawn pariicipation U

Lo my luquiries. B
Arkansag groups: é’\i_ﬁn_w:__&,_ﬂlsh_(_}omm] ssl:n} D—L\(’T ’z \"‘"\"QW“'WO':Z&
ﬁl[.\oa’ﬂ

Choi 5 U—js.)a

“30- b

J
L

S 1

QLo

Do
(wa Quild,

Missouri groups:

Oen Zekor

C Lixt k]‘r:\wv_o\,
By iy

W Wegev
s t_a.m'l_,k\::ﬁ Dy
0s Fshi dy \rtﬁibn

Prat Nilasn,

vepresenlalive still stales that Lhey
support Lhe MAD concepts and think 1f€s
u good program.

AR Nature Conservancy
Thinks it is a program with great potenlial.

'Y\mwx\bui,,mn legrets not being able Lo overcome bad

publicily.

ARt Natural Herilage Commlssion
Spoke very posilively of MAB snd thelir
intention to sign untll I voiced ny
upposilion,

1.5, Natlional Forest Service (Ozurk/Sl..l-‘ruucis)
Avuided my calls until alfter the press

contacted Lhem, Allhough they had definite
\ involvement with Lhe Programme effort, they

";-K.Q\LVB ﬁ,\VLL‘-((
o g Lok onE

>rn:grul IL nuw, however, still not sure it's
as bad as the public Lelieves It Lo be.

Bufrato Natlonal River NIS (Chief facilitator

o By,
‘%;IE“Q‘, ‘HeedWedDa,, o OF efforl)  Contends that it is a good

program.  Says agencies have dropped it
because of misinformation. When asked ir
Lhe NPS would not pursue it on their own,
Mr. Oviati said, "I cannot tell you that.®
P asked hilm Lo Inform me If that became
the case. He indicaled he would cunsider
Lhal.

Missouri Depariment Conservalion
Will not be?slgnatory membere. Apparently
because of "heatb" Lhey Look for introducing
the CHM plan carlier which embraces Lie
propoused Biosphere Heserve.

Ploneer Forest
Supports NAB withoul yuestion. Were the
First Lo sign MAB Couperatlve agreement.

Missourl Nalure Conservancy
Representative was for 1t but recommended
not signing because of public dissent in
HMissouri. lle thought the Federal agencies
should go shead and do it and take the
"heat” for it since they were the ones
mosl behind IL, instead of letting the
stale groups shield them.

™ 30\4‘"—‘

(f;lif'_s ourd Veparbment of Natural l{esources'—( ﬁ,tp) s{ ﬁk‘:ﬁ}\

Representaltive [GIKEU~To0 Was nol very
well informed about it, but assumed it
was 4 good program. Just cautious about
public disapproval.
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U.b. lForest service (Mark Twain)
« Q{OQwuL Would not slgn, but only because of public
> scrutiny. Apparently planned to cooperate
anyway.

Ozark legional Land Trust
d d o 3? befinitely for iL. Disgusted with agencies
- whi were afraiug ot puviic uissent. berieves
different philosophies of "loggers® and
*iree huggers” are Irrcconcilable and there-
fure such decisions should be.left te people
tike himself who kiow what's best for the
rest of us.  lie alsu gald Lhe Programine was
designed to eventually inciude pl‘.{'vn)Le \)

Landowners. (032 odda “ode one oL
Federal Agency: U.8. Fish & Wildlire Scrvice

Histovically very supportive of MAD in olher

areas. However, was advised to drop support

in Quarks (apparently because of recent pub-

lic gulrage}. Did so in o lelter dated

Seplember 5, 1996 to NP'S. AT mW@ o
i RV et ¢ ﬁ*‘
Note: Mr. Oviatt told me that AR Game & Fish and MO Deptmﬁ

al Resources were v be the departmenls responsible for

implementing or enforcing?)he Vrogramme In each respective

stale.  Representatives ol both departments denied knowledge

of such provisions.)

Mr. Oviatt had teld me that signatory cooperation from all these
groups would not heve to be unanimous for the nomination to pro-
ceed. When I asked, *llow many?", he said, "Maybe 10 of 12¢.
Interestingly. on my first telephone contacts with these groups,
only 2 of the 12 said they would definitely not sign., ‘The
letter made it plalo that i€ an agency could not sign because
of "current conditions®, they might wish to be identified as a
¢ooperator with the Cooperative and explore -Sutwre~opportuni-
ties for involvement,

Actually, there was a spave Tor a 13th signator that Mr. Oviatt
had not mentioned, 1t was Ozark Netional Scenic Riverways,
National Park Service, apparently a co-facilitator with BNR,
They were very uncooperatlive when I called asud denied connec-
tion to the Programme. oo Bla. Pilnemw”
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INTRODUCTION 10 THE FEASIBILITY STUD A}
o333 w40
In a proposal 1o assess the I'_cusil:ilily of a Man and the Biosphere cooperative, tie

Ozark MAB Steering G escribed the desirability of a regional mechanism
to address environmental needs:

The Ozark Plalenu region is experiencing recurring i and
natural Il that are ly ing the natural quality
of many arcas and the welfare of its people. Imprudent development and
use of fand, poltution of water and air, and declines of certain species of
plams and animals are exampies of the extent of the problem,

Although there e several governmental agencies managing lands
distributed throughout the region, many of the problems extend beyond the
Jjurisdictional buundarics and mandates of any one individual agency. 1f
these § are to be elfectively ad and solved, it will require
coordinated and deliberate action on a regional scale based on sound
ecological principles.

If this premise is accepted, then what is needed is a suitable vehicle (o
serve this purpose. In particular, this assessment will discuss the feasibility
of using the biosphere reserve concept of the Man and the Biosphere
Program (MAB) as a mechaaisn 1o develop a program for the integration
of cultural amd natural resource interests in the Ozark Plateau region. .L -
el
The Ozark MAB Steering Conunittee was formed after anéd hoc MAB pan:)
reviewed the Unglaciated Interior Plateaus region and recomniended considering a
biosphere. reserve program for the Ozark Plateau (see Martin, 1988). This ad hoc
panel concluded Uit several sites i i by cooperating agencies would make a
substantial reserve system, while one or more sites alone would be less significant.

The panct identilied the walersheds of the Buffalo River and Current River as suitable
for developing a regional MAB program. _Ap: jate_parts_of the Natj Park
Servi its on the Bulfalo and Current Rivers, along with the Mark Twain Nationat

>

orest,_could serve as core areas. Other ier

tration could be included, as appropriate, to com-

e nomination.

biospliere sese
ney and i catatived metwith a L5, MAR representa-

S ¢ e i CRiCss i res
tive in 1988 to discuss n_proposal (or the regional nowination. . Most participants
s e < >

agreed that some formt of the biosphere resesve ct;;u:epf would be reg‘i;)nnlly bene-
{icial, but they had may stions regarding the best way to proceed. Tigx]u_p

agreed 10 assess the feasibility of tie propram and to develop the: concept furifer
before deciding whether fv submit 4 formal nomination to the Man and the Biosphere

Through the Missourj

eld Office of The Nature Conservancy, agencies on the Ozark

millee contracted with Ecological Services of Urbana, llinois to
conduct the feasibility study. Guidance and partial funding were provided by the USS.

MAB program. The project was compleled in Tour basic stages:

(1) Compilingand assimilating back linfo ion.—~UNESCOand organ-
izations participating in the Man and the Biosp Program have p many
publications about biosphere reserves and other MAB projects.  Materials
describing the public fands, culture, and natural resources of the Ozarks are also
abundant.

(2) Describing and delineating the Ozark vegion and the study areas; identifying
potential biesphere reserve sites.~The study needed to define the geographic scope
of the project: what is the exteal of the Ozarks, and what sites would be best
suited for numination as part of the biosphere reserve system? ?_Information in
_databases.naintained by the Arkausas Natural Heritage Commission and Missour:

Natural Heritage | y was 1o this stage of the study.
(3) Conducting the interviews.—Nincty Ozark residents were interviewed to learn of
i [ and i that might be by the app

embodied in the MAB program, and to assess the patential support for a bio-
sphere cooperative_programt.  The interviewees représenied a wide renge o
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iCutrent River —
{oemeiattel Eleven Point River

unties in which Interviews
were conducted

Drainage basin

Figure 5. Boundaries of study areas based on the drainage basins of the Current,
Eleven Point, and Buffalo Rivers.
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Umted Nauons resources project discussed for Ozark region
Arkansas, Oklabora and & corner of
Kansas,

By VERN MCDELAND
Special (o the Rackonsack Monthly

 dude:

' A model conumunity planning
program, simed at linking tourism
with conservation of

A:‘U 3 petsansrom the agri-

altural, ensizanmental, po-

tatural reoureen.
® Support in realoring endan-
greed and animnl wnd

Leat manth for talke on including the
Ouarks in a Unitnd Nationa naturel
reestress peolaction project. .
wan the Man and the
Bioaphare program administared by
Ao Unitd Hations Educntional, Sci-
entific, and Cultural Organization
(UNESCO). Affiliation could entnb-
Jinb the Ozarks an the second injor
rogions! progeam reserve in the
United States.
Hubart Hinote is executive direc-
jan M

nundmgun'vfuwpﬂlhvnlhmu;h
voluntsry eommunity projects.”

jinota said the Southern Appala-
“chian reserve includns parta of Ala-
bum, Geergin. Tewnassor, North
Carolinn and Virginis

Within it am rmllannj and state

kv, Nt tland

Dousld Voth of the University of
Arknnsas Department of Rural Soci-
alogy, discussad eocial problems of

ecosyatam mansgementin the Ozarks
g Millon llaffsty, director of
Gool-

plant apecien iticluting 4
tions of the rod wolf in Lhe Gromt
Smoky Mounixim Nationsl Park.

@ Davoloymnnt of envircamental
education programa for achoota and
the publishing of a directory of aiia
Fograms avnilable in the mgion—~ %

Prods f potiodic resource
wurkﬂlnpl and an en-

L] Enlnbhuhmg . l'onul bealth
monitoring progeam.
n ives in public education

torof

sexd Biosphere Resarve, ona of the

Iargast renerven in the UNESCO pro-

gram worldwide. Hs 2aid the pro-
has become & model in protect-

fog « globally significant econystem
and offers a wealth of scientific ex-
prrtise.

A bicephers reserve links privele,
petramast 2 Sealse Tatersos
“to protect nalural resources, Hinote

oaid. Heo said $3n uchicvements of

inctuding the study of melbods of

Inboralorina nnd severnl large lourist
attractions.
Hinola obmerved st the region

and

thn

ogy and Planning -l Southweat Mis-
eouri Stats Unfrersity, shared some
axpariunces of b 25 years brecking

Inrgaly uncontrolled growth in the
inat 20 yenrs, not untike parts of the
Ozarkos. He dded that poer planaing
tina often hinderad wholesome ecor
nomic dvalopment and damaged ir-
replaceable natural resaurces.
Hinote stressad that the biosphere
reserve program he heads bas no
lqnl mnndnhqr:xlraurdmuy fund-

ease and other threats to the aren’s

velopm: :.)um 1o snid. “Biosphere
reserves bacomela proving ground for
ecalogical research o itoring
alandsenpe for fnaening. The lessons
fearned ars then extended to a sur-

nvmllble in tho budgets ofexghl fed-
eral and two state member organiza-
tions plus privats donations.

Others making presentations in-
cluded Tom Foti, of the Arkansas
Nnturnl Heritnge Commiasion. Foti
presented @ photo-supparted over-
view of the topography, climate, wa-
ter resaurced, vegemtxun and geo-
Io;md ;-.v.ums in parts of Missouri,

sy

changes in d popu-
lalion. Emphasie was on the growth
_of tourism and its impast on 83 -
ties in Missouri and. Nk
“““Taney Counly on by given Au-
gust day, has 100,000 population,
meking it the fMth largeat city in
Missouri,” Reflirty said “(Oarks
lourism) growth is not uniform. Moat
of it is in corridars and a trisogle
oriented o lnterstate Highway 44
and U.S. 7L*

Tourinm growth in the Ozarks has
been supported by 8 $1 billion
mant of gevernment fundz enhanc-
ing recreationalopportunitiesin Mis-
souri and Arkansas, he added.

Rafferty spoke of “nodes of conoen-
tration,"so-called "bard"development
soch as that seen around Branson
and “soft” or environmentally con-
seious lourism development, mostly
accurring within 10 miles of hlgh-
ways. He also talked of “ecc™ 2!
i sodss alsewhere in the Otarkia,
supporting hiking, camping, "for fee”
hunting and other recrestion requir-
VT WIS UL Feereaton Tequs-
ing no lpeul] lnl'rulru:hu‘

el ussed
successful '!n‘Jects now in placein
thi~OzarEsParwl

AR WERe Andy
Anderson, presidiog comamissioner of

5T TES Dieetings, = somw partici-
pmnts visited the Baker Praifie pre-
servein linsrison, thenwent Io Baxl
Valleyia Nowton County, Ask] P
iline
aration projects Jinwolving the Ne.
tional Pask Ser
Service,[Thiey also talked with other
sidinits who have had personal ex-
perience working wilh the govern.
ment to pressrve the Bullalo River.
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APPENDIR I+em t 1

DESCRIPTION OF PERSONAL INTERVIEWS

)

22

A S

Lxnmpies of Interview Questiong

Eidlowitg (isCillustrates dhie kinds of questivs asked, Not oll questions were asked of
evegone, dirs we infensted to fenn abaut the ntevicwee and to gain insights
inty sttt the A i T

Private Citizens

A5

What iy ynn Bunily's Bistary dn the replon?

How kg fiave son onned the fand, fow did you aequie i ond why? Do yon have

cmoliond tics (o the Jad?

What dilferent uses bas goue ity e of the bnd during youe swaceship?

ey has fomd vse chempged, and how I e elimanter of the Juwd changed with we
{ie., woter Tusels, spuings, tiwbor wovet, devclopaen, et

Hionw has th segion clnged i the tiue that you'vs lived Joie?

Which thanges deyon see a¢ goor, shich s bad?

e have fhese chages aifccted you nud your Tutsly, and uther segments of the
Tagal poopulativn?

Vi oy vl the Bk s ehanges wiks you: (e} feel good ahuut the area (.8, glad
s thye connensy bilding at fowdsn lereasing, thy aagry {they should have
demm K73, 01 {r] sad fog, foss ol the gond ok days snd Runier way of Bio bete 1o
s the frees ol hke e see s sy reople coing e the svee)?

o dn you see the reeent developarcnts of X, ¥, and Z alfevting the nees, the
ey ol fife Tt vegion, and pou and your fawily? (6 Y, and 2 vould be Wousinn,
motel, s hovsing develupuacat.}

flow have you seen the quility of fite change over the post 25 years, 10 yems, §
years in rekaton (o schools, wads, servives, police, firs, water, shupping, leisure

5 activities?

K i g o hawe these chianges siteted your pessanal and Tawily Hle?

il i Wl i of s st yon sy oty nd e oss peopte
'h cjuy? How have s chasged over time]

,E LL— Whiat the yuu think will happon in the asce i tiese chnges continue?

What cor you miss o e ol dags? Wit aie you gl & gosse and not a part of
o bte anymare?

raRedE e,

. Wiiat e the valnes uf e Jocod proplet___ e -
Do you think yousg peoplc of today i your eogion ate ditfercnt fom your
genceation? T what ways?
ifnv B the chnliges i the pegion ffecied the shonges in these youth?

Do st of the song prople sty o st mave away when they grow up?
Wihat ave the wain jobs peuple ove i his arca? How du they make their living?
15 ity ts gt (a) 0 o, (b} @ good jub?
v v e fand sees B Thie mpen wifecied the number sad tpes of jubs?
Wit et the o test fporiont things Ul you with weee gilfiuent shiut the wes
st could b chinnged i the futvre?

Doy sce any ablic bunkl proliens? s there » goud unter supply?

1o yous mind onlice prople Hike e government speachs (e, Forest Scrvice,
National Setic Riverways, focal govennment)?

Does govesnent inesfat in your li, toes it play oo Targe n sk, v is it
secepiable?

Whiat chr ysu wish the Forest Seivies v atlicr agencics would do differenthy?

Fo dunt & i K it nlfeet yout pes fiye

§1 3 sepfonut MAI peojost & pat o c}l.w\, how would it cxonol)

yous fmily, your job, your oisure setivities, sud the reglon 53 3 whole?

L0 you fhink the profect contd benelit you us thetegion? 11 a0, what would need

10 e done o benetit you?

Arc g svaie that your srea lias special scientific value snd contains endangered

spesics? Dues thiis affoet you ammd hose do yoo think the and should be ured?

Represuntntives of Key Busivess Interests st Special bnterest Groups.

U xerpg that

Bl Wi

“Fheee prestinms are sinilar i thnse for orivaie
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Seplember 5, 1996

Sp— il Bop 1% N
flore O pj;mlc

Hentan

Hy name appanged on & 1iat Lhat com? out ln September 1991 r.nu\:luty
Stuly on man mud borphere concel s, Thors was ot Indicotion that
Jity 1 do not recall nny el F‘,P seles

B ysedly lntarvisued to U host of oy L,
foterview. 1 would o o e noy that 1 epposs this concopt.
Y gy
Vldead A

sincerely.

/zf.:,m% .....

Rughn Coun 11
F‘Ignn! vililies
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. TWasbingtor, DE 20515-2508 e
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et
%
Ny (99 February 28, 1938

*\J é-monmpaJu,w-———% o

Mr. Jerome Smith
B1. 2 Box 346
Norwood, MO 65717

Dear tar. Smith:

Thank you for contacting me recently. | appreciate it when the falks back home take the
time to let me know what issues are of importance to them.

Afigr i private and izati 1 was finally able to
focate some information on the United Nation's Biosphere Reserve Program, which | btieve you
werg referting to in your currespondence. Evert though this program has been around lor 25 years
# has kapt quite a fow peofife and very few peaple seem to be aware of it, inckuding myvself.
Howevar, the program has recenty jumped into the spothight because of the LIS Intentians 1o
implemnent it during the next dex,ade with support from Um:ed Stazes Man and Biasphere program’s
member agencies, private and an of Reserve
siakeholders a1 the local fevel.

Cusrently there are 47 Biosphere Reserves across the United States that sange from 1,500
acres in size to 8,259,999 acres. A typical Biosphere Reserve encompasses threw types of argas:
1) ene or more securely ‘protected area,” for conservation and monitoring of minimally disturbed
ecosystems: 2} ‘Managed Use Areas,’ usually surrounding or adjeining the protected areas, where
exparimenta! research, educational acnvmes. and public ion ocour &
principles; and 3} ‘Zones of Ci ion,” which wre op ded areas of ion whare
managing agencies, local gevernmental agencies, scientists, economic interests, nonguvernmental
organizations, cultural graugs, local citizens, and other biasphere reserve stakeholdars educate ane
anaiber in the process of linking censervation, esonomic development, and cultural values. Some
of the better known Biosphere Reserves inchufe Denali, Everglades, and the Virgin Istands.

1 continue to hiave_conicarns sbout the implications that these so-calied bivspheres could
have gy private property sights, and Lam agginsl control of gur countey's crgien jewrels by
internationaT SHENGIES, {Fease be assured ihat ) will continue to monitor Hiis subject area olosely)

“AuaT ThEAkS for Being i touch. Remember do not hesitate 1o contact me in the hsture if | can be
of assistance 10 you.

Singerely,

BitL. EMERSON

Member of Congress
BEfitk

Table 6, puge 3. regarding a p it Mau and lhe Biosphare \

cooperative by repr ives of p ial partner organi; A k I

indicates that the person thinks the pru;zu is 2 good idea.

Geralt Ross, State Forester, He has concerns that regulation will come to the

Missouri Department of . Ozarks unintentionally Lheough MAB and will

Conservation, Jefferson City, Mo, hurt operators of small businesses in the timber
industry.

Ken Saorith, Special Assistant for ¥ ‘The committee should make every offort to

Natural and Culturaf Resources, inclade ropresentetion of all the local public. He

Office of the Goveenor, Little
Rock, Ark.

provided many good suggestions.

Lloyd Smith,"Statf Officer for U.S. /' His olfice would not be an initiator; but if lhe

Representative Emcrson of county sup run the coop
issouri ressman Emerson wi

Lt M,
needs lo be actio nted lo be helpful,

Mark Soloman, Envimonmentat ¥ MAB sounds greal. They are interested in its
Adrde: for TES. Senator Danforth of interaction with tovrism and vatue-added industry,

\hl‘e*\ \ﬁ'm

Feasibs fof

§+uo(7

g

pcs. 2
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CQGPERJ&:'L'IVE AGREEMENT
" of

{Fs3)
FOR YHE
ESTABLISIHENT AND OFERATION OF THE

OZARK UIGHLANDS
HAH AND THE SIOSPHERE COOPERKNIIVE

THIS COUPERAYTIVE . made and into this

day of . ona thousand nine hundred and . by and
Lelveen Arkahsas Gome and Fish Commission, Arkansas Ratural
lleritage Commissicn, Missouri Department of Conservation,
Hissourl Department of Hatural Resources {Division of Parks,
Recreation and Historic Praservation), National Park Servige
{Buffalo National River and Ozark Hational Scenic Riverways),
pioneer Forest (Missouri}, The Nature Conservancy {Arkansas and
Hissouri}, Ozark Ragional Land Trust, ¥. &. Fish and Wildlife
Service, U. §. Foxest Service (Mark Twaln NF and Ozark/st.
Francis WF), ail of whom represent several land managament and
planning agenciss with interests in the general area of the Gzark
Htighlamnds, do hereby join together for a common and specific
purpase.

g

ARTICLE I. DACKGROUHD AND OBJECTIVES

i i £ S 8B g

WHEREAS, the partles to this cooperative agreement,
pursuant ‘to ktheir respective statutory authorizations, are
sngaged in programs and projects intended to further conservation
and developwent of the natural, cultural, and economic vesources
within the Ozark ighlands reglion of the United States; and

WHEREAS, in 1971, the Han and the Blosphere Program was
formed by the United Natlomal Educational, Scleatific, and .
cultural organization for the purpose of bullding a harm_:nious
relatlonship between man and the ssvironment on a scientific
pasis; and the United States Man and the Biosphere Program
cooperates with the international program for this purpose; and

WHEREAS, thie Internationzl Coordinating Council of the
Man and the Biosphere Program has recognized the Ozark Righlands
region a5 one of the mwost suitable areas in the worlad for
daveloping o model cooperative natural and oultural resource
program because of ils unique and globally significant r‘sat\x:a!.
ecosysten and its wealth of scientific expertiss; and - =

Py 12 €} b pegr
%u-»UL Aot

WREREAS, all parties to this ayreement wish to join in
@ partnership effort: Lo prowote the conservation and wise
stewardship of the areats le ¢ P oto
envérmmentai awareness of the ysneral publie; to encourage
environmentally compatible economic devalopment: Uo support and
B eacourage ?azatinuing research helpful to the saintenance and
> unds:standpxg of ihe region's resources; and to embark upon a
! process which ensures the sharing and circulatien of the results
&
x

the

of regional research efforts, and

WIEREAS, tha_pa s to Lhis agrecment are empovered by
various state and {edafal codoes amd statutes to enCer Inko ThlR
ayresment, and

WEREAS, the Zconowy Act of 1932, as awended, 31 U.5.C.
153% and 1346(b} {luteragency Ayreements}, providas for federal
ayencies to enter into agreements establishing sulual policles,
objectives, and couperative relationships, and

WEREAS, this agreewment may be used to pool funde and
buman resources [or a commeon purpose, and

) WHEREAS, all parties Co this agreement recognize this
joint effort will engender the further development of additional
agreements wilh appropriate public and private agencles.

PR

HOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the foreyocing
premiges and in the interest of mukual advantage for the
attainment of comsmon objectives, the parties to this agresment
hereto desire to cooperate and mulually agree to:

1 ARTICLE II. STATEMENT OF WORK
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( E;‘;-CML.»\,

Memorandum No.

WHEREAS THE UNITED NATIONS Educational, Scientific, and Cultural
Organization has established the Man and the Bwsphcr: Program for the purpose of building 2
harmonious relationship between man and the and the United Stax

with the international program; and

‘WHEREAS THE INTERNATIONAL Coordinating Council has recognized the 17 «
county LBL area as suitable for developing a medel cooperative natural and cutturat resource
program because of its unique zod globally significant nanural ecosystems; and

% WHEREAS THE STATED MISSION of the LBL Arsa Biosphere Raserve

e ts
¥

Cooperative ia to help plan and develop a sustainable future by enhancing the regional economy
and the environment; and
WHEREAS THE SIGNATORY parties 1o this understanding share an interest in
promoting the sustainable use of the arex’s renewable rasourccs, pramuurxg the conservation of
its umque and fragﬂe attributes, sapp and i
and ing and sharing research programs furthering these murual

interests; and

el
(]
i ,§/\
i [} WHEREAS THE SIGNATORY parties are empowered by various Jaws and
regulations, including, but not imited to a.) 39 Statute 535, as amended, U.S.C. 1 Organic Act; .
. 5311 Cooperation Act; f

b.) TVA Actof 1933; and ¢.) 82 Statute 1098, 5 U.S.

éo enter into cooperative retationships;)

NOW THEREFORE BEIT RESOLVED that in considesation of the stated premises
o irtorst of mutual forthe of cornmon objactives, the parties to

and ¥
1his understanding stete their desize to cooperate and mutially agree to the foﬂnwmg

ALL PARTIES AGREE TO:
A) STRUCTURE

g An Executive Policy Councii (Couneil) shall be established to determine the overall scope and

st Do of 5 page ol

direction of work for the LBL Area Biosphere Reserve Cooperative,

pog!

T 1}1‘ Councit shall consist of one rcpms»zmanve Fom each signatory agency and
ity within their respt ities and the Body (as defined in #3 below) shall
elect three (3) representatives to the council,

2. An Administrative C ittee (Commit shall be ished to provide support services
to the Executive Policy Counctt hercm established, including administrative and clerical
services, housing of records, of i activities a5 requested, and

assistance to participatory agencies in pursuing programs jointly or separately. The
Committee shall consist of one repressntative from each of the following:

1. Pemnyrile Area Development District,

2. Purchase Arex Development District,

3. Creater Nashvitle Regional Council, and

4. TVA’s Economic Development Group (Hopkinsville, Kentueky office)

An LBL Arsa Biosphere Reserve Cooperative Body (Body) shail consist of representatives
of signatory agencies, instrumentalities and individuals who reside and/or work in the 17
county LBL Area Biospher Reserve region.

10
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e aavn mus e N
COMMITTEE ON RESCQURCES l ¥ M

H.R. 3782, "THE AMERICAN LAND SOVEREIGNTY PROTECTION ACT®

THANE YOU MR. CHAIRMAN. I APPRECIATE THE OPPORTUNITY TO APPEAR

gEFORE THE COMMITTEE TODAY AND COMMEND YOU ON YOUR LEADERSHIP ON THIS
SSUE.,

ME. CHAIRMAN, IT WAS JUST A FEW WEBKS AGQ THAT YOUR LEGISLATION WAS
BROUGHT TO MY ATTENTION. I WAS APPALLED AT WHAT WAS HAPPENING AND WAS
PLEASED TO SIGN ON AS A COSPONSOR TO THE BILL.

TO ME IT IS INCREDISLE THAT WE WOULD EVEN NEED LEGISLATION TO
PROHIBIT AMERICAN LAND, BOTH PUBLIC AND PRIVATE, FROM REING SUBJECTED TO
SPECIAL INTERNATIONAL RESTRICTIONS. THESE RESTRICTIONS ARE IMPOSED BY
INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS THAT ARE SELDOM. IF BVER, SUBJECTED TO
CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW OR APPROVAL.

MR. CHAIRMAN, THE PBOPLE OF ARKANSAS FEEL VERY STRONGLY ABQUT
PERBONAL FROPERTY RIGHTS. THEY WORK LONG AND HARD IN ORDER TO AFFORD THE
PRIVILEGE OF HOME QWNERSHIP. BUT FOR ARKANSANS OWNING A HOME OR A PIECE
OF LAND REFRESENTS MORE THAN JUST A SOUND FINANCIAL IRVESTMENT. IT
ESTABLISHES THEIR TIES TO THE COMMUNITY, RELATES THEM TO THEIR NEIGHEORS,
AND CONRECTS THEM TQ THE VERY LAND ON WHICH THEY LIVE. IN MY HOME STATE
THE PAMILY FARM IS5 OFTEN PASSED DOWN FROM GENERATION 10 GENERATION, THE
LAND BECOMES AS MUCH A PART OF THE FAMILY AS THE INDIVIDUAL FAMILY MEMBERS
THEMSELVES .

ARKANSANS FEEL JUST AS STRONGLY ABOUT THE ISSUE OF AMERICAN
SOVEREIGNTY. THEY ARE OFFENDED WHEN AMERICAN TROOPS ARE PLACED UNDER
FOREIGN COMMAND. THEY ARE OUTRAGED WHEN AMERICAM SOLDIERS RRE FORCED TO
WEAR UNITED NATIONS UNIFORMS OR FACE A DISHONORABLE DISCHARGE. AND THEY
ARE INCENSED WHEN AMERICAN LAND IS DESIGNATED AN INTERNATIONAL RESERVE AND
SUBJECTED TO INTERNATIONAL RESTRICTIONS.

S0 ¥OU AN IMAGINE THE PASSIQNATE FEELINGS GENERATED IN ARKANSAS WHEN
CITIZENS LEARNED OF THE PROPOSED OZARK HIGHLAND MAN AND BIOSPHERE PLAN.
THE OZARK NATIONAL FOREST IS ONE OF THE PRIZED NATURAL TREASURES OF MY
STATE. IT IS VISITED AND ENJOYED BY THOUSANDS EACH YEAR FOR A VARIETY OF
BEASONS -- FROM RECREATION, TQ EDUCATION, TO BCONOMIC NEVELOPMENT -~ THE
GEZARK FOREST IS A RESOURCE THAT IS TRULY AMERICAN AND TRULY ARKANSAN.

THE QZARK HIGHLANDS MAN AND BIOSPHERE PLAN WOULD TAKS THOUSANDS OF
ACRES IN ARKANSAS AND SURROUNDING STATES AND CLASSIFY THEM A§ A UNITED
NATIONS BIOSPHERE RESERVE. AS YOU KNOW, MR. CHATRMAN, BY BECOMING A PARTY
TO THIS INTERNATIONAL ACCORD, THE HOST GOVERNMENT EXPLICITLY AGREES TO
TAKE CERTAIN ACTIONS TQ PROTECT THESE AREAS AND LIMIT OR PROHIBIT LAND
USES. WHAT HAPPENS, MR CHAIRMAN, WHEN THOSE INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS
CONFLICT WITH AMERICAN LAW?

UNITED NATIONS BIOSPHERE RESERVES AND WORLD HERITAGE SITRS ARE
USUALLY PROMOTED AS A TYPE OF HONORARY TITLE WHICK WILL PROVIDE ADDITIONAL
PUBLICITY RESULTING IN INCREASED TOURIST VISITS AND A CORRESPONDING

NCREASE 1N ECONOMIC BENEFITS. Pl TERS OF THESE PR( 8 _SA EY ARE
VOLUNTARY. AND NON-BINDING. BUT AGAIN 1 ASK WHA' % POINT OF AN
ANTERNATIO AGREENMEIN. RO ONE oI 0 Y

AMEWDMENT TO THE CONSTITUTION, ICH PRCTECTS PR ERS? DO
VE LET AN THTEPNATIONAL DNGCANIZATION DIGTATE 7O AMERICAN CITIZENS HOW THE

CAN USE _THBIR LAND?
FORTUNATELY, KS TO PUBLIC PRESSURE FROM MY CONSTITUENTS AND

ARKANSAS CIVIC GROUPS SUCH AS TAKE BACK ARKANSAS, INC,, THE PLAN 1O
IMPLEMENT A BIOSPHERE RESERVE IN THE OZARKS HAS BEEN DROPPED. ONCE PEOPLE
BECOME AWARE THAT THERE IS A PLAN AFOOT TO IMPLEMENT A BIOSPHERE RESERVE
IN THEIR COMMUNITY, STRONG PUBLIC OPPOSITION ARISES. PROPOSED BIOSPHERE
RESERVES WERE THWARTED IN MINNESOTA AND NEW YORK STATE.

HOWEVER, I REMAIN CONCERNED QVER POSSIBLE FUTURE DIOSPHERE RESERVES
AS WELL AS THOSE ALREADY DESIGNATED. TEE UNITED STATES ALREADY HMAS 20
WORLD HERITAGE SITES, 18 OF WHICH ARE NATIONAL PARKS, INCLUDING THE STATUR
OF LIBERYTY AND INDEPENDENCE HALL. THERE ARE ALSO 47 BIQSPHERE RESERVES
COVERXNG A TOTAL AREA LARGER THAN THE STATE OF COLORADO. YOUR BILL. MR.
CHAIRMAN, IS NECESSARY TO PROTECT AMERICAN PROPERTY OWNERS AS WELL AS
2MERICAN SOVEREIGNTY AND Y WOULD URGE YOUR COMMITTIEE TQ APPROVE THE
MEASURE AND BRING IT BEFORE THE FULL WOUSE OF REPRESEWTATIVES

FINALLY, MR. CHAIRMAN, I WANTED YOU TO HEAR DIREBCTLY FROM MY
CONSTITUENTS, MANY OF WHOM WANTED TO BE HERE 70 TESTIFY THEMSELVES. I
HERRD EROM STATE LEADERS AS WELL AS LOCAL CITIZENS. 1 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 THYS TIME.

THANK YOU MR. CHAIRMAN.
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U.S. MAB PROGRAM

a2 -

Foreat Ty

Aganey for s Burosyst B
Interantionat Aurarce tand of ) Protection BB Sarvics.
Developmont N tansgemant I Enargy Agency
ponar; B oesLy) \ﬁg}/ {USEPA {USDAFS)
faationsl wationsl Hetlonal Natfonwl Rationat Wationat Sritihaantan
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Servics sttestth § Atmospherte Servier Foundation
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U.8. National Commities {or the Man snd the Blosphare (MAB) Program

Representation
<& Palicy -

Sclentltic and
Culturt

N

(UNESCO)

8. MAR
Secrotariat

MARB Programs

Bliateral
of 128 Nations

Goardination

< Pragrai.

Birectorates §
o S Hiuman Masing & ] ) "
High Latitude & Tomparate Tropical Bicaphare
Eeosystems Dominated " Conatal Flagors

Systeens

R T S N N

WRITE OR CALL OR BOTH

U.S. MAB SECRETARIAT
ROGER SOLES, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE, S.A. FIRST FLOOR
WSHINGTON D.C. 20522~440Q1

PHONE: 1-202-776-8318

FOR ALL INFORMATION ON BIOSPHERES INCLUDING YOUR COPY OF WORLD
REQUEST YOUR NAME

MAP, THE SEVILLE STRATEGY, AND BULLETINS.
BE PUT ONB MAILING LIST FOR BULLETINS. THIS CHART ABOVE WAS

IN ONE OF THEIR BOOKS.
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Congress of e United States
Wouse of Rrpresentatives
Wlashmgton, DT 2053]153-0403

aenbey

with Cl“ll"g et

October 14, 199%6

VUIBANS ALEARIS

e ey

HOSFIALS AL NG AL TREARL
oy

br. Roger E. Soley

QLS /ETC/1AB

Rin. 107 - SA 94C

U.S. bepartment of State
Washington, D,C. 20522-4401

Dear Dr. Soles:

This is in reference to the cowplaints of many of my constituents
regarding the proposed nomination of the Ozark Highlands Man and Biosphare
plan. ‘Tiis plan would have taken thousands of acres in Arkansas and
surrounding states and classified them as a United Nations Biosphere
Reserve.

It is my understanding that the Ozark Highlands Man and Biosphere
plan had been dropped as a result of & groundswell of public protest to
the proposal, also, I recently testified at a Congressional hearing in
support of H.R. 3752, “"The American Land Sovereignty Protection Act of
1996.7 In my testimony I focused on my strong opposition to American
territory being subjected te special internatiopal restrictions, as well
as the vovert way these blosphere reserve zones are being instituted.

Since I understand that the proposed Ozark Highlands Man and
Biosphere plan had been submitted without the input or consent of the
affected communities, I believe the State Department should now take into
consideration the legitimate concerns of the people of Arkansas,

Arkansans feel very strongly about personal property xights. For the
people of Arkansay owning a howe or a plece of land represgents more than
just a sound finaneial investment. It establishes their ties to the
communily, relates them to their neighbors, and connects them to the very
land on which they live, Arkansans feel just as strongly about the issue
of American sovereignty. Therefore, they are incensed when Amar.ican land
is designated an international reserve and subjected to international
restrictions, especially when it is done without their knowledge.

Several of wy cvonstituents have been in touch _asking that X trxy te
obtain on their behalf assurances that the Dzark }ughla.mds Man and
Biosphere plan has been dropped and will not be reconsidered. I would
appreciate receiving such assurances from you.

Thank you, in advance, for your consideration in this matter. I look
forward to your early response.

with kind regards,

Sincexely,

e .
J — & st
TIM HUTCHINSON

Member of Congress

T :nbw

PN ORI AT



175

United States Department of State

Washingeon, D.C. 20520

Dear Mr. Hutchingon:

I am respouding to your letrer of Octeber 14 mgax&ing
the status of the reserv

lands in Axkensas.

Your undel:staudmg of the status n-E the Ozarks nghlands
Biosphere Reserve plan i
the Buffalo National River has publxcly stated that be has
deuided to take no action on this effort. Please be aware
that the U.8. MAB Seczretariat, located in the Department of
State, does not arganize the development of biosphere raserve
nominations. They can gnly respond te local iznc;ar.iv% to
engure that all of the nomination criteria have been mel

Despite the long public effort to pursue the biesphexe
reserve award in the Qzarks Highlands ares, it appears that
the local éig not xeach out ke all the
different interests in the Yegion. whepever the U.S. MAB
Secretariat staff are contacted by local groups wishing to
develop a biokphere reserve, they will stxess to the group

the of openly ang, pubh.cxz:.ng to the
wuiest possible extent the intent and nature of the proposed
nomination.

Bs Hr. Geoxge 21 £ the

Department of the Interior emphasized in his testimony on
September 12 om H.R. 3752, american Danxd Soversign
Frotection Act of 1996 {attached), “This Admim.stracian has
ne intention of ceding sovereignty over U.S. lands
mtmaucnal organiz: atmus, por_have the five previous

jons,..and U.§. have been
enbraced in many local areas as value added designations,
increasing partnerships among federul, state and local
govexnmeats and private property owners for mutual
benefit...”

oL/17 7

16193 fjze BA7 1914 B MBSO, oy

wsmu ci&U-

\%dJLn{xW

Qur U.5, WAD National Comnittee Chairman, D. Dean
sibles, locks forvard to working with you to answex any
guestions you wight have ing the

portion of the U.S. HMAB Program.

-z -

If we can be of any further assistance in this matter,
please do not hesitate Lo contact us.

Sincerely,

COPY

Barbara Larkin
Assistent Secretary
Legislative Affairs

Boclasure:

Testimeny of George B, Frampton, Jr.
Department of the iInterior



176

STATE OF ARKANSAS
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
State Capitol Mike Huckabe:
Little Rock 72201 Governor

November 14, 1996

U.S. MAB Secretariat
OES/ETC/MAB

Department of State
Washington, D.C. 20522-4401

Dear Sirs:

This is an official request on behalf of my office to the U.S. Man and the Biosphere.
National Committee for confirmation by a written statement that the committee will not
consider nor act upon a Biosp}x:re Reserve nomination from the Ozarks Hig}dand area
neither now nor at a future date unless full disclosure is made to the genera] pul)]ic,
elected officials of the area concerned and my office.

Thank you for your quic]z response on this matter and Jook forward to your
coﬂespondence. i you have any questions, pleale feel free to let me know.

Sincerely yours,

Mike Huckabee

MH:jp

Cor M
e
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STATEMENT OF BOBBY SIMPSON, DENT COUNTY
COMMISSIONER, SALEM, MISSOURI

Mr. SiMPSON. Distinguished Committee members, I would like to
thank you for this opportunity to address this Committee and com-
mend the Committee for having this hearing in Rolla, where an at-
tempt was made to implement the Man in Biosphere Program. So
often any more, the Federal Government makes polices that affect
us, the people who make our living from the land, without consid-
eration for the ones who live and work here.

My name is Bobby Simpson. I am a third generation cattleman,
who has grown up in the Ozarks, making most of his living for his
family from private land, not by abusing it but for caring and using
it wisely.

I am the 1st District Commissioner of Dent County. I am also a
member of the Missouri Cattlemen’s Association and the Missouri
Farm Bureau. I served as the President of the County Farm Bu-
reau for seven years from 1987 to 1994. As President of the Farm
Bureau, I became actively involved in property rights issues such
as wetlands and here in Missouri, the Natural Streams Act. This
Act was a state issue which would have severely restricted all
streams and their watersheds in Missouri. Thankfully, this was
soundly defeated.

After the defeat of the Natural Streams Act, I decided to run and
won the 1st District Commissioner in 1994. Little did I know what
was lying ahead for me, but a proposed project called the Ozark
Highlands Man in Biosphere Program. This was being introduced
through Coordinated Resource Management, sponsored by the Mis-
souri Department of Conservation. Many Federal and state agen-
cies had endorsed this and had signed on. Since the Man in Bio-
sphere Program included Dent County and since the County Com-
mission is elected by the people, we should have been informed and
consulted. This was not the case. In fact, I did not know of this pro-
gram until some of my constituents, who are here today, informed
me. As a local elected official, I should have been the first to know
about these issues that affect both the public and private uses of
the natural resources in my county. Unfortunately county govern-
ment seems to be the last to know when it comes to Federal land
use planning.

Dent County is made up of approximately 75 percent private
land and 25 percent public land. There are approximately 70,000
acres of National Forest in Dent County. The National Forest pro-
vides thousands of dollars of income to our local school districts
and county road departments through the sales of natural re-
sources from the forests. Dent County is very dependent on agri-
culture, mostly beef cows, and the timber industry. But there are
also many jobs for our citizens related to the mining industry that
lies just to the east of Dent County. In my opinion, the Man in Bio-
sphere Program, if implemented, would have totally destroyed the
tax base of Dent County. Our whole economy is based mostly from
natural resources such as agriculture, timber and mining. Without
the use of these resources, the jobs and the way of life of Dent
County would have changed or ended and many of our citizens
would have had to relocate to make a living.
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In fact, Madam Chairman, the Man in Biosphere Program, in my
opinion, is against everything this country was founded on—life,
liberty and the pursuit of happiness. Without freedom to use land
wisely, how can the American farmer feed this country and a lot
of the world?

The Dent County Commission held a public meeting in Salem on
the Man in Biosphere Program, and we had over 700 people attend.
Many other meetings were held throughout the Ozarks, and shortly
after that the Missouri Department of Conservation withdrew the
Coordinated Resource Management Program and the Man in Bio-
sphere Program kind of went the same way.

Madam Chairman, I have a letter here from the Sierra Club and
the reason why—one of the reasons they decided not to attend, I
will quote him, “Quite frankly, I fear for my safety——"

[Laughter.]

Mr. SIMPSON. [continuing] “as there have been instances of vio-
lence directed at the Sierra Club.”

Madam Chairman, look around you, we have the Rolla Police
here, look at this crowd. I do not think they look very threatening
to me.

We are the ones who fear for our way of life. When you are a
farmer or a logger and you are out there making your living from
the land and somebody is trying to change your way of life, we are
the ones who feel the threat. Frankly, they do not have the guts
to come here today and tell us how they think these programs
should be implemented because they have no sound science for evi-
dence.

Even though Man in Biosphere was withdrawn from our area, we
still are feeling the effects, such as certain environmental groups
buying huge tracts of land in southern Missouri to set up core
areas and corridors along the National Forests. These programs
seem to never die. No agency has ever brought to me, a county offi-
cial, a document to verify this thing is over. Even when the Forest
Service puts up a bid for timber nowadays, certain groups are filing
lawsuits delaying sales and in more and more instances are stop-
ping them. We feel only 25 percent of the timber is being harvested
that should be from our National Forest and new mining areas are
not even being explored, not to mention developed.

In order to protect the tax base, the culture and the customs of
my county, Dent County, the County Commissioners signed an In-
terim County Land Plan May 11, 1998. Land use planning de-
scribes the amount and type of commodity, recreational or other in-
dustrial or land uses which provide the tax base for the county.
Forest Service regulations require that Federal land use planning
efforts are both coordinated and consistent with local land use
plans and policies. In order to take advantage of coordinated regu-
lations, local governments must legally adopt local land use plans.
Land use plans are completely different than local planning and
zoning. Land use plans describe the general industrial basis needed
for economic support of the county. We have to give a written no-
tice to all Federal and state agencies of our local land use plan, be-
cause without it, they are under no obligation to consider the coun-
ty’s economic needs. We have to also ask all Federal and state
agencies to protect and preserve the customs of our county under
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the National Environmental Protection Act. Only in this way can
local government fight to protect economic base and private prop-
erty rights of its citizens. And I have submitted that with my testi-
mony.

The Dent County Commission on April 26, 1999 signed a resolu-
tion in strong support of H.R. 883, the American Land Sovereignty
Protection Act. We, the Dent County Commission, completely sup-
port the sovereignty of the United States, not the United Nations,
over public lands and to preserve state sovereignty and private
Frogerty rights in non-Federal lands surrounding those public
ands.

Again, I commend you for being here to listen to local citizens
and thank you for allowing me to speak.

Madam Chairman, we have a saying down here in the Ozarks,
“If it ain’t broke, don’t fix it.”

[Laughter and applause.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you very much, Commissioner. The
hearing will come to order.

The Chair will recognize Ron Hardecke from the Citizens for Pri-
vate Property Rights in Owensville.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Simpson follows:]
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SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY

Witness:

Bobby Simpson

1* District Commissioner
Dent County

400 N. Main St.

Salem, MO 65560
573-729-4144

Purpose: Testifying in support of HR 883, the American Land
Sovereignty Protection Act.

Coordinated Resource Management: (CRM) Missouri: How

through CRM the Man in Biosphere Program tried to be
implemented.

Dent County Economic Base: Dent County economy is based on

the use of natural resources both public and private land.

Concemns and Effects: How Man in Biosphere is still affecting
rural Missouri.

County Land Use Plan: How Dent County is protecting itself from
future Man in Biosphere Program
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DENT COUNTY COMMISSION
400 N. MAIN ST.
SALEM, MO 65560

Distinguished committee bers, I would like to thank you for the opportunity
to address this committee and commend the committee for having this hearing here in
Rolla, where the Man in Biosphere Program was trying to be implemented. So often
anymore the Federal Government makes policies that affect us, the people, who make our
living from the land, without consideration for the ones who live and work here.

I am a third generation cattleman, who has grown up in the Ozarks, that makes
most of his living for his family from private land, not from abusing it but for caring and
using it wisely.

I am the 1* District Commissioner of Dent County, member of the Missouri
Cattlemen’s Association, and a member of the Missouri Farm Bureau. I served as
President of the Dent County Farm Bureau for seven years from 1987-1994. As president
of the Farm Bureau, I became actively involved in property rights issues such as wetlands
and here in Missouri the “Natural Stream Act.” This act was a State issue that would
have severely restricted all streams and their watersheds. Thankfully this was soundly
defeated.

After the defeat of the “Natural Streams Act” I decided to run and won 1% District
County Commissioner in 1994. Little did I know what was lying ahead but a propose
project called the Ozark Highlands Man in Biosphere Program. This was being introduce
through Coordinated Resource Management sponsored by the Missouri Department of
Conservation. Many Federal and State agencies had endorsed this and had signed on.
Since the Man in Biosphere Program included Dent County and since the County
Commission is elected by the people, we should have been informed and consulted. This
was not the case, in fact I did not know of this program unti! some of my constitutes

- informed me. As a local elected official I should be the first to know about issues that
affect both the public and private uses of our natural resources in my county.
Unfortunately county government seems to be the last to know, when it comes to federal
land use planning.

Dent County is made up of 75% private land and 25% public land. There are
approximately 70,000 acres of National Forest in Dent County. The National Forest
provides thousands of dollars of income to our local schools and county through sales of
natural resources from the forest. Dent County is very dependent on agriculture, mostly
beef cows, and the timber industry. There are also many jobs for our citizens related to
the mining industry that lies just to the east of Dent County. In my opinion, the Man in
Biosphere Program, if implemented would have totally destroyed the tax base of Dent
County. Our whole economy is based mostly from Natural Resources such as
agriculture, timber, and mining. Without the use of these resources the jobs and the way
of life of Dent County would have changed or ended and many of our citizens would
have had to relocate to make a living.
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The Dent County Commission held a public meeting in Salem on the Map in
Biosphere Frogram, and over sevén hundred people attended. Many other meetings were
held throughout the Ozarks, and shortly after that the Conservation withdrew the
Coordinated Resource Management Program and the Man in Biosphere went the same
way.

Even though the Man in Biosphere was withdrawn from our area, we are still
feeling the affects, such as certain environment groups buying huge tracts of land in
southern Missouri to set up core areas and corridors around the National Forests. Even
when the Forest Service put up bids for timber, certain groups are filing law suits
delaying sales and in more and more instances are stopping them. We feel only 25% of
timber is being harvested that shouki be from our National Forest and new mining areas
are not even being explored not to mention developed.

In order to protect the tax base, culture, and customs of Dent County, the Dent
County Commissioners signed an Interim County Land Use Plan, May 11, 1998. Land
use planning describes the amount and type of commodity, recreational, or other
industrial or land uses which provide the tax base for the county. Forest service
regulations require that Federal Land Use Planning efforts are both coordinated and
consistent with local land use plans and policies. In order to take advantage of
coordinated regulations local governments must legally adopt local land use plans. Land
use plans are completely different than local planning and zoning. Zoning entails the
description of a certain use that will be allowed on a specific parcel of land. Land use
plans describe the general industrial basis necessary for economic support of the county.
We have given written notification to all Federal and State agencies of our Local Land
Use Plan, because without it they are under no obligation to consider the county’s
economic needs. We have also ask all Federal and State Agencies to protect and preserve
our customs under the National Environmental Protection Act. Only in this way cana
local government fight to protect its economic base and the private property and rights of
its citizens.

The. Dent County Commission on April 26", 1999 signed a resolution in strong
support of HL.R. 883, the American Land Sovereignty Protection Act.. We the Dent
County Commission, completely support the Soversignty of the United States, not the
United Nations, over public lands and to preserve state sovereignty and private property
rights in Non-Federal land surrounding those public lands. Again, I conumend you for
being here to listen to the local citizens, and thank you for allowing me to speak.

Sincerely,

@@%&W

Bobby Simpson
1 District Commissioner
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RESOLUTION #3

A RESOLUTION OF THE DENT COUNTY COMMISSION, MISSOURI
STATING OUR SUPPORT ON H.R. 883 THE AMERICAN LAND
SOVEREIGNTY PROTECTION ACT.

WHERAS, the purpose of this proposed legislation is 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.

(e C 2

“James C. Biggé, Presidiﬂg’ Commissioner

Ly i,

o

Gary M[_ Leonard, County Clerk

4/26/99.
Date
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DENT COUNTY - STATE OF MISSOURI
INTERIM FEDERAL AND STATE LAND-MANAGEMENT PLAN

The Dent County Interim Federal and State Land-Management Plan is a County
Land Management Plan developed by the Dent County Government to guide the use of public
lands and public resources in Dent County and to protect the rights of private landowners. This
Interim Land Management Plan, developed by the citizens of Dent County and adopted by the
Dent County Commissioners, shall serve as the primary guide in the use and management of all
Federal and State lands within the boundaries of Dent County, State of Missouri.

BACKGROUND

Federal and State lands make up approximately twenty percent of Dent County. A
significant part of Dent County's economy is dependent on business activities on Federal and
State lands. These activities have a direct impact on private lands in Dent County. To a
substantial degree, some local communities are directly affected by Federal and State planning
decisions, often to the detriment of those local communities and citizens. Such circumstances
are contrary to the basic principles of sound resource management. Believing that the citizens of
Dent County are best served when government affairs are conducted as close to the people as
possible, we the citizens of Dent County have called upon the Dent County Commissioners to
implement this plan.

CUSTOMS AND CULTURES

At the time the territories of today's United States of America, specifically those west of
the Mississippi River, including Dent County, Missouri, began to be settled, the passionate
traditions of individual freedom, free enterprise and the God given right of the people, as
individuals, to use and enjoy the lands and resources within their communities had been well
established in our nation. Private ownership, as stressed in the Constitution of the United States
of America, d private iship of the land. We in Dent County strongly endorse this
belief. Public ownership, be it Federal or State, is acquired, maintained and managed with tax
dollars provided by the citizens and industry, thereby denoting o hip and dship of this
fand by the citizens and industry. Dent County also strongly endorses this concept.

COMMUNITY STABILITY

One of the major problems facing local governments today is a loss of tax base. In order
for any community to provide needed educational facilities, health care, police protection and
other required services, industry and commerce within the community must be encouraged and
strengthened. Increasing govemnmental regulation and h into county government’s
sovereignty, has and will continue to destroy local enterprise and freedom itself, if left
unchecked.
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GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

A primary goal of the Dent County Federal and State Land Management Plan is to
protect the customs and culture of county citizens through protection of private property rights,
the facilitation of a free market economy and the establishment of a process to encourage self-
determination by local communities and individuals.

It is therefore necessary to develop and impl land planning
mechanisms that focus on Federal and State land uses and activities. The Interim Federal and
State Land Management Plan, as set forth here, is an interim set of policies that will provide a
general planning framework to remain in effect until a permanent Dent County Comprehensive
Federal and State Land Management Plan is developed and approved by the Dent County
Commissioners.

The Plan, when finalized and approved, shall address Federal and State land
management issues directly and is intended to be used as a positive guide for Federal and State
Land Management Agencies in their development and implementation of land use plans and
management actions. The County and its citizens, support the continued multiple use of Federal
and State lands in Dent County. Therefore, it is the policy of Dent County that ail Federal and
State Agencies shall inform ALL local governments of ALL pending actions affecting local
communities and citizens and coordinate with them in the planning and implementation of
those actions. Dent County shail be, when affected by such action, informed in a timely fashion
in accordance with law, consulted and coordinated with in accordance with the provisions of
the Dent County Comprehensive Federal and State Land Management Plan, the laws of
the State of Missouri and the provisions of the Constitution of the United States of America.

Finally, as required by law, all Federal and State Agencies shall comply with the Dent
County Comprehensive Federal and State Land Management Plan and shall coordinate with the
Dent County Commissioners for the purpose of planning and managing of Federal and State
lands within the geographic boundaries of Dent County, Missouri. Federal and State Agencies
proposing any action(s) that will impact Dent County shall prepare and submit in writing, in a
timely manner any and ALL report(s) on the purposes, objectives and estimated impacts of
such actions, including economic, of such actions to the Dent County Commissioners and the
citizens of Dent County, for review and coordination prior to any Federal or State initiation of
any action(s).

EREAMBLE

The people of Dent County, State of Missouri, accept, support and sustain the
Constitution of the United States and the State of Missouri. As the major authority of
government, the Constitution of the United States of America limits the authority of the Federal
Government to specific lands, as does the Constitution of the State of Missouri with regards to
State Government.

All lands in Dent County, not otherwise specifically designated, shall be held in private
ownership and managed in coordination with the citizens thereof, in accordance with existing
faws. Further, we reaffirm the rights ated in the Declaration of Independence and
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acknowledge the limited nature of government as intended by the nation’s founding fathers.
Based on these cherished traditions, all natural resource decisions being considered

by Federal and State Agencies affecting Dent County”s citizens shall be guided by the principles

of protecting private property rights, protecting local custom and culture, maintaining traditional

economic structures through self-determination, opening new economic opportunities through

reliance on free markets and in a manner that will enhance environmentat quality while

continuing to maintain our high quality of human life for the citizens of Dent County.

LAND DISPOSITION
Recognizing that land is essential to local industry and the citizens, it shafl be the policy
of Dent County that the design and development of all Federal and State land adjustments,

including land disposals, exchanges and additions, shall be carried out for the benefit of the
citizens of Dent County.

POLICIES
the of

1. Increase opportunities for local ic development by i o
private and non-Federal land or non-State land within Dent County.

2 . Federal and State Agencies shall not acquire any private lands or rights to private
tands, within Dent Connty without first ensuring that private interests are protected

and enhanced.
3. Federal and State managed lands that are difficult to manage or which lie in isolated
tracts, shall be ined for p ial disposal on the free enterprise market.

4. The general public of Dent County shall be netified of, consulted about, and otherwise
involved prior, in a timely fashion, to any and ALL Federal and State land
adjustrments in Dent County. Dent County shall review all proposed changes to
determine the best interests of the County”s citizens.

5. Dent County shall review and make recommendations, on proposed public land
withdrawals for hazardous and non-hazardous waste storage, in addition to reviewing
the true nature of the waste.

6. Prior to any Federal or State Jand Agency proposing a change in land use, impact
studies on these uses shall be conducted and all mitigating measures shall be adopted
in coordination with Dent County. Irnpact studies shall, of necessity, address
community siability, local and cul grazing, mining, surface exploration,
Sub-surface exploration, water rights, Hmber resources, flood prone areas, recreation,
fuel management and use, access and economic impact on the citizens of Dent
County. Additionally, Dent County reserves the right to retain their own panel of
experts to conduct impact studies in jance with the proposed changes in land
use.
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WATER RESOURCES

Dent County recognizes that the protection and development of its water resources are
essential to its short and long term, economic and cultural viability.

POLICIES

1

w

o

~

kol

hed

The protection of existing water rights and water uses, within Dent County is of
primary Importance to the County's economic and cultural well-being. Therefore,
transfers in water use shall be carefully considered in relationship to the history,
traditions and culture of Dent County. Any and ALL Federal or State proposed
de51gnat|on of Wild, Scenic or Heritage Rivers and any and ALL Federal or State
ding riparian g in Dent County shall be coordinated with
the Dent County Commxssnoners All Federal or State Agencies involved in the

management of waterways and wetlands shall coordi their
activities with the Dent County commissi and or their appointed designated
assignees.

. Dent County shall consider the development of ALL existing, as well as future, water

rights for agricultural, municipal, industrial, domestic, and recreational purposes.

. Any and ALL regional water plan(s) shall be assessed and may be adopted or

rejected, as part of Dent County’s General Plan.

. Dent County should promote and shall be, actively engaged in providing

opportunity for the development of water-based recreation within the County.

. Dent County shall review all current water policies to determine if appropriate and

dequate for the i of the citi of Dent County.

. The Dent County Commissioners and citizens, shall be notified of ALL Federal,

Interstate or State action(s) that may have an impact on the water resources of the
County prior, in a timely fashion, to such action(s), including any Federal or State
designation of Wild, Scenic or Heritage River. All such actions shall be dinated
with the Dent County Commissioners and the County s water and land use plans,
prior, in a timely fashion, to any adoption or i ion. It is the intent of Dent
County to be a part of management and decision making processes of any and ALL
Federal or State A p g to b involved in the plannmg and
management of any of the county s natural, cultural, and,

. Dent County shall develop its own water use policies to ensure both water quantity

and water quality and to ensure that such policy does not adversely impact water
users inside the boundaries of Dent County.

. Dent County may develop Wild, Scenic or Heritage River policies of its own design.

Such policies may form the basis for input on how such Wild, Scenic or Heritage
Rivers and surrounding land, will be managed by any Federal or State
Governmental Agency.

. Dent County may develop riparian management pohc:es in concert and coordination

with private fand X hers, timber i other
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and the appropriate Federal and State Govemmental Agencies,
AGRICULTURE

The custom and culture associated with agricultural production in Dent County s
necessary to the livebhood and wefl-being of its citizens. Therefore, it is the policy of the
citizens of Dent County to protect agricultural land and promote the continuation of
agricultural pursuits, by protecting private property rights, relying on self-determination and
ensuring open and free market conditions. As defined by the citizens of Dent County and the
Dent County Commissioners, this plan requires a multiple use public land management policy
and program.

POLICIES

1. Opportunities for agriculture on Federal and or State lands shall be continued at
levels consistent with historical and culture and the p ion of equitabl
property rights and sound management practices.

2. Dent County may develop a Dent County Grazing Advisory Board for the
development of policy on grazing on public lands and to promote good land

stewardship development.

3. Dent County requires that any and ALL Federal or State land management Agencies
coordinate with the Dent County C issi onail affecting any
agricultural use of public lands.

4. All “closed market” or other incentive systems, to reduce Federal and State
administrative costs on public grazing lands will require coordinated evaluation by the
Dent County Commissioners,

FORESTRY AND FOREST PRODUCYS

The long-standing customs and culture associated with forest and forest preducts
preduction in Dent County is necessary 1o the livelihood and well-being of its citizens.
Therefore, it is the policy of Dent County to protect forest resources and promote the
continuation of a viable forest products industry by providing economic opportunity and
ensuring open free market conditions. As defined by the citizens of Dent County, a muitiple use
forest management policy shall be required.

POLICIES

L Dent County promoies multiple use of public forest resources to realize viable
and conti provision of timber, including posts and poles, forage, mining,
firewood, wildlife, fisheries, recreation and water.

2. Dent County supports the harvesting of a wide range of non-wilderness timber stand
age classes to promote more productive forests. Dent County further advocates the
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prompt regeneration of harvested areas and use of silvicuttural methods for
productive growth.

3. Dent County supports the system of "gross in lieu" payments on revenues
generated from Federal and State lands within the County.

4. Dent County supports the transportation of logs and 3¥: d forest prod
over appropriate Federal and State maintained roads and highways within the
boundaries of Dent County.

5. Dent County supports a broad range of reforestation methods, timber stand
improvements and harvest practices using ec ically viable
protection practices.

6. Dent County supports the prompt salvage of forest losses due fo fire, wind, insect
infestation and other natural events.

7. Dent County supports and advocates the detection and control of forest fires, insect
outbreaks and the use of prescribed burning where necessary.

8. Dent County supports the education of both its citizens and its forest visitors, to
the wise and productive use of the forest..

9. Dent County supports the free market distribution of forest from local

lands, recognizing that the forest products industry within the County is partially
dependent on timber under the management of the U. S. Forest Service and the
Missouri Department of Conservation.

MINERAL RESOURCES

Dent County recognizes that the development of its abundant mineral resources is
desirable and necessary to the State of Missouri and the Unites States of America. Therefore, it
is the policy of Dent county to encourage mineral exploration, both surface and sub-surface and
the develoy of same, i with and culture and to elimi b

barriers 1o such exploration and development, except for those that arise naturally foma
regime of secured privaic property rights and free market conditions.

ROLICIES

L. Dent County supports the operation of 2 well-maintained access system across public
Tands and shail provide its citizens and industries continued right to this access.

2. The Dent County Commissioners shall be notified prior to and in and in a timely
manner of all proposed changes in status of all roads on Federal and State lands. All
such actions impacting the citizens of lent County requires prior coordination and
approval of the Dent County Commissioners.

Dent County supports multiple use of public and private recreational and cuftural

&
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opportunities, compatible with long-standing local custom and culture and within the
constraints of private property rights, local self-determination and sound proven environmental
practices..

POLICIES

—

. The customs and culture associated with the people of Dent County is necessary to the
livelihood and well-being of its citizens. Therefore, it is the policy of Dent County to
support and protect the long-standing traditional customs and culture and their
inherent rights to enjoy same, of all the citizens of the county.

2. Opportunities for citizens activities shall be continued at levels consistent with the
historical customs and culture, the protection of property rights and sound proven
resource and envirc |1 1ent practices.

3. Federal and State Governments shall not conduct unreasonable obstructive activity in
opposition to the historical customs and traditional cultural activities on their
managed lands.

4. Dent County may establish a Threatened and Endangered species Committee for
overseeing all well-established, documented and proven, Federal or State listed,
threateried or endangered species.

5. Dent County requires the coordination of ALL Federal or State, wildlife/fisheries

and enfc ies operating within the boundaries of Dent

County.
6. The Dent County Commissioners shall be notified prior to and in a timely manner of
all proposed changes in status of all roads, campgrounds or other recreational
facilities on Federal and State lands. All such action impacting the citizens of Dent
County requires prior coordination and approval of the Dent County Commissioners.

End Note: The Dent County Commission shall have sole authority to appoint committee
members and to remove committee members. This plan may be altered and changed by the

Dent County Commission at any time. This plan may be dissolved and made void by the County
Commission.

PAS‘S?PPROVED AND ADOPTED this_| | Day ofﬂl%m%.

Searles T. (Andy) And Presiding Ci issi Ben mete Commissioner

Eary rﬁ Leonard, Dent County Clerk
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Forest Fcosystems

ShLGA gvel Corridor Priorities:

-(A) Maintain forest corridor between
npper reaches of Blair Creek and
Black and Meramee watarsheds,

Infumaﬁon Systems

(G18), to

Coordi s among the varions public

and p edn
in relation to disp:
f gnd ork in conrdm tion with other state,

gnd recreation, which ig
compatihle with haslthy rest ECOSYStamE.

Wnrk with the M.issuun Hizhwny & Transportation Department to
i i 60 and

Highs

other statg a.ud euunty road and Imdge plzms to minimize disruption
of travel 1 of habitat hlorks.

36
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Natural Resource Conservation and Use
Missouri Ooinions and Expsctations.
Miesourians foster the notion of balancing use with conservation of natural resources.

The balance was recognized at Lower Qzark public workshops as one of the top ten i
facing the region. The success of the Scemc Rwarways Wabershed Partner.'ship is
d;

the concept (ses Appendix III: Public Profile),
Potentisl Thrests,

Balancing conservation and sustainable development

stakeholders with very divergent values will have
on the highest and best use of the region’s resources.?
success of such an effort is the lack of opportunities forf
development of common goals. By fostering programs wi
consensus building, a greater possibility for success willeme
and strategies were developed with these issues in ind,

&

diiate and Lul’m%’% efforts of The Nature Conservancy's
ke project with OMAR and other local initiatives.

%&pmve suppart for the Sconic Riverways Watershed

& similar regional cooperatives.
_&e to’ develop relationships with local R Conservation
elopment commitiees and local governments to develop and

finate mutually beneficial activities.

lop a wids variety of demonstration areas and projects which
illustrate the value and management of native acosystems, natural
communities, sustainable natural resource extraction (eg timber
harvest, natural forage) and sustad local ies.

68
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STATEMENT OF RON HARDECKE, CITIZENS FOR PRIVATE
PROPERTY RIGHTS, OWENSVILLE, MISSOURI

Mr. HARDECKE. Madam Chairman and distinguished Committee
members, I want to thank you for the invitation to address this
Committee.

I am Ron Hardecke from Owensville, Missouri. I am a farmer
and the Vice President of Citizens for Private Property Rights. As
a farmer, the ability to use the land in the way we see best to im-
prove it and to pass the land and the heritage of farming on to the
next generation are lifelong goals.

It is a privilege to offer testimony in favor of the American Land
Sovereignty Protection Act.

In the early 1990s, the Missouri Department of Conservation in
collaboration with other state and Federal agencies, developed a
program for Missouri known as Coordinated Resource Manage-
ment. The stated mission of CRM is to inventory all the state’s nat-
ural resources and develop 50-year goals for the use of those re-
sources.

In January of 1996, the CRM draft plan was published. Goal IX
of that plan called for the creation of the Ozark Man and the Bio-
sphere Cooperative.

As Missouri citizens discovered the recommendations in Goal IX,
we began to question what the designation would mean to private
landowners. Upon researching the MAB concept, it became clear
that it was patterned after the UNESCO Man and Biosphere Pro-
gram. The Missouri Department of Conservation repeatedly denied
any knowledge of or connections to the UNESCO program.

After many questions were raised concerning the MAB program,
the Department of Conservation stated they would drop Goal IX;
however, it was about that time that we obtained a copy of the fea-
sibility study, which was prepared for the steering committee
which was nominating the Ozark Plateau Province as a potential
Biosphere Reserve. This map here in front outlines the area which
was proposed in the feasibility study for the Ozark Highlands Man
and the Biosphere Cooperative.

I want to focus on the feasibility study and how it disguised the
true intent of the MAB concept in order to get support from the
people who were interviewed. I have four areas of concern:

1. This idea came from government agencies, not from the
people or local elected officials.

2. There was and continues to be extensive influence by the
Nature Conservancy in the establishment of the Ozark Man
and the Biosphere Cooperative.

3. The original plans intended to impose this concept on pri-
vate landowners without their knowledge or approval.

4. The feasibility study drew conclusions which were incon-
sistent with the printed responses from the interviewees.

It is clear in the feasibility study that the government agencies
and The Nature Conservancy initiated this process with guidance
from the U.S. Man and the Biosphere Program. Throughout the
study, references were made to UNESCO, over 25 references in
fact, and to the UNESCO Action Plan for Biosphere Reserves,
which was used as a model for the Ozark Plan. This seems to con-
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tradict with what the Conservation Department told us when we
questioned the UNESCO influence in the project.

I want to read for you what the feasibility study has to say about
public input, and I quote:

“The purpose of these meetings is to begin informing the
public about the MAB program. There should be no press con-
ferences or large public meetings because they encourage po-
larized views before the story can be told in an objective non-
threatening manner.”

The Nature Conservancy is listed numerous times throughout
the study as a contributor to the process. They are also listed as
private landowners who wish to have their property managed as a
part of the biosphere reserve. I hardly think they are a true rep-
resentation of private landowners in southern Missouri.

The interviewees were told that the MAB program is not regu-
latory. Previously in the document, when describing the character-
istics of a biosphere reserve, it states that a biosphere reserve must
have long-term legislative, regulatory or institutional protection. It
also states that the designated areas may include private land and
entire watersheds may need to be protected in order to preserve an
ecosystem.

The proposal to link the core areas with corridors of wild lands
such as stream corridors would involve large amounts of private
land. With 93 percent of Missouri in private ownership, I think
there should have been a much broader debate with private land-
owners before this designation was proposed.

In summary, the feasibility study stated that they found almost
universal acceptance of the concepts embodied in the MAB pro-
gram. However, the people that were interviewed were asked sev-
eral questions about what they perceived as needs in their area.
And the response to one of the questions, which was what is one
thing you would like to have for your community, brought almost
unanimous response—and these were printed in the feasibility
study—of various infrastructure and industry wishes, to use the
areas natural resources and provide jobs for citizens. This seems to
conflict with the goals of the MAB plan which calls for setting aside
large areas to exclude significant human influences. I wonder if
this part of the MAB concept was explained to the interviewees in
the study?

In my opinion, the entire feasibility was conducted in such a way
to only solicit positive responses to the MAB program. Therefore,
the steering committee could proceed with perceived widespread
support, even though very few citizens of Missouri had any idea
what was going on.

Eventually, by the end of 1996, there was enough public aware-
ness of the concept that the Missouri Department of Conservation
even scrapped the entire CRM program.

There has not been any law passed to keep these agencies from
trying to implement this plan through other covert means. There-
fore, it is imperative that H.R. 883 be passed into law to ensure
that the U.S. Congress exercises its constitutional authority and re-
sponsibility over Federal lands, to protect state sovereignty and to
protect private landowners in their constitutional rights. American
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must maintain complete sovereignty over all its lands from direct
or indirect influence by any foreign power or international body.
Thank you.
[Applause.]
[The prepared statement of Mr. Hardecke follows:]
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CITIZENS FOR PRIVATE PROPERTY RIGHTS

U.S. House of Representatives
Committee on Resources
Washington, D.C. 20515
Attention: Don Young, Chairman

Mr. Chairman, Distinguished Committee Members:

I want to thank you for the invitation to address this committee on this
very important issue. I am Ron Hardecke of 3944 Blocks Branch Road,
Owensville, Missouri, a farmer, businessman, and Vice President of Citizens
for Private Property Rights. Ialso serve on the local Soil and Water District
Board, County Farm Bureau Board, and the Gasconade/Montgomery County
Cattlemen’s Board. As a farmer, the preservation of our Constitutional Right
to own and use private property is of utmost importance to me. The ability to
use our land in the way we see best, to improve it, and to pass the land and
beritage of farming on to the next generation are lifelong goals of the
American farmer. )

It is a privilege to offer testimony in favor of HR883 “The American Land
Sovereignty Protection Act. Thope to convey to the committe some of the
events that have occurred in Missouri over the last several years leading to the
proposal of a Biosphere Reserve designation for this part of Missouri.

Coordinated Resource agement - Missouri Draft Plan, Jan 1996
Feasibili dy for an Ozark & the Biosphere Cooperative, Sept. 1991

In the early 1990°s the Missouri Department of Conservation (as lead
agency) in collaboration with the Missouri Department of Natural Resources,
11.S. Fish and Wildlife, 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” (CRM). All of the above referenced federal and state agencies
are signatory participants tw the CRM effort.

The CRM process divides the state into ten geographical areas. The stated
mission of CRM is to inventory all of the state’s natural resources (public and
private) and to develop 5O year goals/objectives/strategies for the use of those
resources. This is to be accomplished through the collaborative efforts of
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federal and state agencies, environmental nor-governmental organizations,
commodity organizations, resource users, and local citizens.

In January, 1996, a CRM draft plan (188 pages, draft/appendices) for
Region 1, the “Lower Ozarks™ (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 perceived
need on the part of federal/state agencies to become the primary managers of
the land and resources of the region by incorporating the concepts of
ecosystem management, biodiversity, and sustainable development.

Of particular concern in the Lower Ozark, Region 1, draft plan is Goal IX
under objectives and strategies. (Exhibit 1) Strategies A and B specifically
refer to the establishment of the “Ozark Man and the Biosphere Cooperative”;
to work toward implementation of its goals and objectives and to also to
coordinate and integrate the efforts of “The Nature Conservancy’s” Lower
Ozark Project with “Ozark Man and the Biosphere™.

As Missouri citizens discovered the recommendations in Goal IX, we
began to question what that designation would mean to private landowners.
Upon researching the MAB concept, it became clear that it was patterned after
the United Nations Environmental Scientific and Cultural Organization
(UNESCO) Man and the Biosphere Program (MAB). Missouri Department
of Conservation (MDC) repeatedly denied any knowledge of or connection to
the UNESCO MAB program. The Missouri Department of Conservation
stated that CRM was merely an interagency effort to better manage the natural
resources of Missouri.

After many questions were raised concerning the MAB program, the
Missouri Department of Conservation stated that they would drop Goal IX
from the CRM Plan. However, soon after that we obtained a copy of the
Feasibility Study which was done by Ecological Services of Urbana, Illinois
(September, 1991) for the Ozark MAB Steering Committee. (Exhibit 2) The
committee was formed in 1988 to develop a proposal for the regional
nomination of the Ozark Plateau Province as a potential Biosphere Reserve.
(Exhibit 3)

I 'want to focus on the Feasibility Study and how it disguised the true intent
of the MAB concept in order to get support from the citizens and elected
officials who were interviewed as a part of the Feasibility Study. (Exhibit 2a)
1: This idea came from government agencies, not from the people or local
elected officials.
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2. There was and continues to be extensive influence by the Nature
Conservancy in the establishment of the OMAB.

3. The original plans intended to impose this concept on private landowners
without their knowledge or approval.

4. The feasibility study drew conclusions which were inconsistent with the
printed responses from the interviewees.

Itis very clear in the feasibility study that the government agencies and the
Nature Conservancy initiated this nomination process (Exhibit 4) with
guidance and funding from the U.S. MAB. Throughout the Feasibility Study
references were made (over 25) to the UNESCO Action plan for Biosphere
Reserves, used as a model for the Ozark MAB plan. This seems to contradict
what the Missouri Department of Conservation told us when we questioned
the UNESCO influence in the project.

The Feasibility Study outlines how to establish an Ozark MAB

-Coordinating Committee who would oversee the development of the Ozark
MAB Cooperative. They explain how to choose people for the committee
that had a positive response to the MAB plan when interviewed. Next, these
people are invited to small group meetings in order to explain how the MAB
concept could benefit them.

“The purpose of these meetings is to begin informing
the public about the MAB program. There should be no
press conferences or large public meetings because they
encourage polarized views before the story can be told in
an objective non-threatening manner.” (Exhibit 5)

Instructions are then given on how to gradually add people to the
committee, as they are introduced to the idea and show support for the MAB
program.

The Nature Conservancy is listed numerous times throughout the
Feasibility Study as a contributor to the process. They are also listed as
private landowners who wish to have their property managed as a part of a
biosphere reserve. (Exhibit 6a) I hardly think they are a true representation
of private landowners of southern Missouri. The Nature Conservancy, as late
as their 1998 report is still promoting the preservationist type of projects
promoted in the MAB program in the Lower Ozark area.

The interviewees were told that the MAB program is not regulatory.
(Exhibit 7) Previously in the document, when describing the characteristics
of a Biosphere Reserve, it states that a Biosphere Reserve must have long
term legislative, regulatory, or institutional protection,
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It also states that the designated areas may include land in private
ownership (Exhibit 8, 9), and entire watersheds may need to be protected in
order to preserve an ecosystem.

The proposal to link the core areas with corridors of wild land such as
stream corridors would involve large amounts of private land. (Exhibit &)

With 93% of Missouri land in private ownership, I think there should have
been a much broader debate with private landowners before this designation
was proposed.

‘The people who were interviewed were asked many questions about what
they perceived as needs in their area. The response to one question about the
one thing they wanted for their community brought almost unanimous
response of more infrastructure and industry to use the area’s natural
resources and provide jobs for the citizens. This seems to conflict with the
goals of the MAB plan which calls for setting aside large areas to exclude
significant human influence. Iwonder if this part of the MAB concept was
explained to the interviewees.

The summary of the Feasibility Study stated that they found almost
universal acceptance of the concepts embodied in the MAB program.,

In my opinion, the entire Feasibility Study was conducted in such a way to
only solicit positive responses to the MAB program. Therefore, the steering
committee could proceed with perceived widespread support, even though
very few citizens of Missouri knew what was being proposed in relation to
their property.

Eventually, by the end of 1996, there was enough public awareness of the
concept that the Missouri Department of Conservation even scrapped the
entire CRM program..

There has not been any law passed to keep these agencies and
environmental organizations from trying to implement this plan through other
covert means, Therefore, it is imperative that HR883 be passed into law to
ensure that the U.S. Congress exercises its Constitutional authority/
responsibility over federal lands, to protect state sovereignty, and to protect
private landowners in their constitutional rights. America must maintain
complete sovereignty over all its lands from direct or indirect influence by any
foreign power or international body.

fox

Ron Hardecke
Owensville, MO
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Exhibir 1

Natural Resource Conservation and Use
Mis: i Opinion: 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 issues
facing the region. The success of the Scenic Riverways Watershed Partnership is -

testament to the effectiveness of such initiatives. In addition, a feasib
Qzark Man and The Biosphere program in the region documented wi
the concept {see Appendix III: Public Profile).

Potential Threats,

Balancing conservation and sustainable developmen
stakeholders with very divergent values will have to

on the highest and best use of the region’s resources
success of such an effort is the lack of oppertunities {0
development of common goals. By fostering programs
consensus building, a greater possibility for success wi

CRIM OBJECTIVES FOR GOAL IX:
Objective X1, Foster and suppe
partnerships whi

Strategies:

A

AN

develop relationships with local Resource Conservation
elopment committees and local governments to develop and
ate mutually beneficial activities.

Develop a wide variety of demonstration arcas and projects which
illustrate the value and management of native ecosystems, natural
communities, sustainable natural reseurce extraction (eg. timber
harvest, natural forage) and sustainable local economies.

Objective IX.2.

Coordinated Resource Management Draft Plan January 1996

58
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Exhibit 2

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

We thank each member .7 the Qzark Man and the Biosphere Steering Committee who
served during the feasibi-ity stady. The committee members and other agency staff
helped the study in every way asked. These people had the sustained vision that ren
public and private organ zations in two states could cdoperatively focus on the Man
the Biosphere ideal. People who took part in meetings during the feasibility study are

D listed heré:
AT GO Ame Bnd L sh Commssions David Criner

A__rkama?ﬂg}g_r_g}_ﬂjgi@"ge;Cﬁmgsion Harold Grimmett, Tom Foti
Buffalo National River George Oviatt, Russ Lesko, John Apel
Mark Twain National Forest Bill Alden, Lynda Richards
Missouri Department of Conservation Tim Nigh, Rick Thom
Missouri Department of Natural Resources  Ken McCarty, Paul Nelson
Natjonal Park Service, Midwest Region Gary Willson, Ron Hiebert
Nationa! Park Service, Washington Office  Bill Gregg
Ozark National Forest O.D. Smith, Lynn Neff
Ozark National Scenic Riverways Dave Foster, Mike Gossett
Pioneer Forest Leo Drey

tuie :Conservancy,"Arkansas Nancy DeLamar, Lance Peacock
The Nature Conservancy, Headquarters Greg Low
The Nature Conservancy, Midwest Region  Russ Van Herik, Steve Chaplin
‘The Nature Conservancy, Missouri Rod Miller, Ralph Lucas
Winrock Internationai Doug Henderson

Special thanks go to Dave Foster, the steering committee chairman, who devoted
much time and energy to coordinating the effort.

Bill Gregg from the U.S. MAB Directorate in Washington was especially helpful to the
project by giving insights into the overall picture of the Man and the Biosphere
Program and by discussing many details of the program.

Greg Low of The Nature Conservancy’s headquarters provided valuable advice based

R % an his experience at the Virginia Coast Reserve. He introduced the idea of speaking
10 the interviewees about the conceprs of MAB rather than the program; this direction
insured a more successful interview process. Russ Van Herik of the Conservancy’s
Midwest Regiona! Office is to be commended for his support and his faith in the
study’s approach of learning the local issues through interviews.

Fuour people deserve mention for their big efforts in providing and interpreting
infarmation from natural heritage databases: Holly Wheeler and Tim Nigh of the
Missouri Department of Conservation. and Cindy Osbaorne and Tom Foti of the

Exhibit 2-9 Feasibility Study for an Ozark Man and the Blosphere Cooperative

-114-
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BxHibir 3

OZARK JPLATEAU

P‘ROVIN,CE

Cament River— 4 \
:d Eleven Point River

enties in which nterviews
iwere conducted

Drainage basin

Figure 5. Boundaries of study areas bused on the drainage basins of the Current,
Eleven Point, and Buffals Rivers.

28
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Exhibit 4

agrzed that some form of the biosphere reserve concept would be regionally bene-
ficial, but they had many questions regarding the best way to proceed. The group

agreed to assess the feasibility of the program and to develop the cm?

before deciding whether to submit a formal nomination to the Man and the Biosphere
Program.

Through the Misscuri Field Office of The Nature Copservancy, agencies on the Ozark
MAB %teermg Commities contracted with Ecological Services of Urbana, Ilinois to
conduct the feasibility study. Guidance and partial funding were provided by the U.S.
MAB program. The project was completed in four basic stages:

(1) Compilingand assimilating background information.~UNESCOand other organ-
izations participating in the Man and the Biosphere Program have produced many
publications about biosphere reserves and other MAB projecs.  Materials
desciibing the public lands, culture, and natural resources of the Ozarks are also
abundant.

(2) Describing and delinesting the Ozark region ond the study nreas; identifying
potential biosphere reserve sites.~The study needed to define the geographic scope
of the project: what is the extent of the Ozarks, and what sites would be best
suited for nomination as part of the biosphere reserve system? * _Information in
databases maintained by the Arkansas Natural Heritage Cornmission and Missouri

Natural Heritage Inventory was fundamental to this stage of the study.

(3) Conducting the interviews.—Ninety Qzark residents were interviewed to learn of

environmental and economic concerns that might be addressed by the approach
embodied in the MAB program, and {o assess the potential support for a bio-

sphere cooperative program. The interviewees represented a wide range of
i inchuding business, government, conservation, recreation, and education.
{4y Completing the analysis and recommendations.—Information from the first three
stages formed the basis for a set of recommendations on establishing 2 regional
Man and the Biosphere program. Recommendations cover the creation of an

organization to carry out the MAB program, sirategies for addressing regional
issues, and specific steps for developing the program.

The methods and results of the study are detailed in the remainder of this report,

* In (his repart, 3 patential bisspiere reserve site 15 2. ract that. could be designatert as part of an Qrark biosphers reservt

#nd regional MAB cooperative program. Althoush several biosphere rescrve sites might be designated, they would somarise .
2 single blosphere reserve,

24
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Exhibir 3

groups, parent-teacher organizations, service organizations (Rotary, Lions, etc.), conser-
vation ¢lubs, and 5o forth.

The purposc of thcse -megtings xs © begxn mformm the pubhc about the MAB program
] drbe: eiig lh

E—

First Full Committee Meeting

After many small meetings and uncounted hours of discussion with the groups outlined
above, the first full commities meeting should be heid. A letter should be sent to those
who indicated a willingness to serve on the committee. The letter should be upbeat,
thankmg them for their mterest and mngramlazmg each of them for being selected as &
committee member. The letter should aspire 1o the wonderful things this committes wilt
accomplish, and it should ask them to come up with specific ideas on what they want to
see accomplished.  The invitational Jetter should be followed by a personal phone call.

Before the meeting, 2 fact sheet on the Man and the Biosphere Program should be mailed
to people who will attend. The fact sheet should state the concepts with everyday words
and uncomplicated sentence structure. Benefits of interest to the average person should
be made clear. A second sheet should outline the commintes’s working rules—emphasizing
coaperation, sharing of {dess, being respectful, and working on agreement by conseasus.

THE first cofiites eeniy Sotld be gspet ESpECial e ongemal. The suggested agenda is on
the followmé, pages.

First day:

4 pam. Participants arrive at a motel or other meeting place, register, and
receive an information packet.

3 pm. Social hour in a room conducive 1o talking casually in small groups.
6 p.m. Dinner (participant pays for a moderately priced meal).

7 pm. Introduction to the MAB program (simplified from commonly avail-
able materials) with examples of demonstration projects.

8 p.m. Discussion of committee and subcommittee organizational structure
and working rules; explanation of the next day's sessions, how they
will be cunducted, and what will be accomplished,

9 pm.  Snacks and drinks (provided by the steering committee).
The extra expense and effort of an overnight meeting is warranted by the cppor:nni:y ©
get o know one another as individuals before hearing cach other’s \mwpom(s. Parti-

cipants can also be introduced to the new ideus, new people, and the setting gradually.

-HI0-
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. Exhibit 6
Not all large blocks of wild land need o be part of a reserve core area in order to
fux:u:ti_on as described above. I‘fﬂre‘c}IEd:p‘er‘g:;_J‘y;»thc:a_fgg of managed Tecan e well
sujted forpaimemime mf mative hiologital Fiversity.

SRR

—  Fo e ERENTprACicAl i Ok MAB committee should link reserve BB With €67 .2
. _ofTBtNild Jand, which will increase the aSility of native species—including plants as
well as animals—to disperse among sites (see Macintosh, 1989; Stolzenburg, 1991).
Isolated reserves are likely to lose species because local extinctions are not balanced
by immigration. The corridors do not always need to be strictly protected, but they
should not be too narrow and fragménted.

—

.

program—hdl BRIy AS ¥5k
typesTihatshave tbeen lar

A'plaZeor Tonld be dchieved
i . of public and private conservation lands®
in the Ozarks, provided that the"administrators and managers agree to participate.
The role of lands in private ownership must be recognized and fostered. The Ozark
region has some very large privale properties that are managed for sustained-yield
timber production and other conservation purposes; these lands might be suitable for
inclusion in the area of managed use. Also within these private holdings—as well as
in numerous other tracts—are nature preserves suitable for consideration as core areas.

;Among the private owners, The Nature Conservancy is expanding its efforts nationally
and internatiopally with a "bioreserve” initiative. The Conservancy’s bioreserve
program is just now being established; in comparison with MAB's biosphere reserve
program, it is likely to placé 'more emphasis on land protection and less accent on
research and socidl issves. The bioreserve approach is described in the Bioreserve
Handbook by The Nature Conservancy (1991) and in articles by Jenkins (1989, 1991)
and Sawhill (1991). The Ozark MAB committee would benefit from communication
with Nature Conservancy staff .who are establishing bioreserves.

Maintenance of biological diversity through the protection of nature reserves is a long
series of integrated steps. The process begins with inventory or identification of sites;
then it continues through site selection, desigh, protection, management, research, and
monitoring.” Big strides are being made in the field of conservation biclogy, and the
findings repeatedly point to the need for extensive reserves. These large areas often
have many ownerships, multiple uses, and variols levels of protection—which are
common characteristics of biosphere reserves (see reviews by McNeely and Miller,
1984, and by-McNeely er al,, 1990). By being part of the Man and the Biosphere
network, conservationists in the Ozarks can benefit from and contribute to the growing
bady of knowledge abaiit how ta live in harmony with the environment.

-93-
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APPENDIX 1 Exhibit 7

CHARACTERISTICS OF BIOSPHERE RESERVES

4
% The main characteristics of biosphere reserves are listed in the Action Plan for Bio.
sphere Reserves (UNESCO, 1984) as follows:

e
.\ (g} _Blosphere reserves must have adequate long-term legislative, regulatory or
PX institutional protection. Bivsphere reserves may coincide with or incorporate
existing or proposed protected areas, such as nationa! parks or protected
research sites. This is because some of these protected areas are often the best
examples of the natural unaltered landscape or because they constitute suitable
areas for carrying out the varjous functions of biosphere reserves.

(h) People should be considered as part of a biosphere reserve, People constitute
an essential component of the landscape and their activities are fundamental for
its long-term conservation and compatible use. People and their activities are
not excluded from a biosphere reserve; rather they are eacouraged 1o
participate in its management and this ensures a stronger social acceptance of
conservation activities.

(i) Normally,ithere is o need forchanges in Jaid-holding or regulation following
the designation of a ‘biosphere reserve except where.changes are required o
ensuréthe strict protection of the core area ar of specific research sites.

¥ The vuter, uadelienied buffer 7one i now lormed the *lransition area” by the Man and the Biosphere Program. The
U, MAB program reiars 1 the inner_bulier ZO0¢ 4s IRt "zodk o managed use” The Ok MARB Sieering Committze

has adapied the verm “avea’ef munaged use” ralfer Ihan ~zone 0 mandged st~ 10 avold the ion of regulatory
zoning. 120

Sample Lnterview
_JEmpE eI

The following pacegraphs consist of a representative narrative to flustrate the personal
interviews with private citizens and Joal officials, Discussions with professional resource
marnagers and university staff members placed more emphasis on rescarch than on the
demonstration and sconomic jmprovement aspects of MAB,

The group of sgeacies has found 2 structure within which this elize/agency
comaittee could function. The steucture is past of a program called Man a0d the
Biosphere. Lat me tell you ¢ little abous this program 22d sek what you thisk of it
AR Is s UNESCO program, 50 It is international In scope. There are MAB
programs I forelgn sountries 25 well a5 the US. Examples include Land between
the Lakes, Mammoth Cave, and the Sputhern Appalachisns. The i
not regulaiory; it s completely cooperative in sature, MAB docs not come in and
Uy to tell people what to da. The program warks with local progie.

Phuss selested fur the MAS program are ususlly rural weas where the people
mike thelr iving primarily from the land. They ace places with & high quality
cavironment, . They sre ploces where peaple: have 2 strong culiural backgeound and
4 strong sense of place,

The MAB commiitee would work on specific projeess that sczormglish something
soncrzie such 5. . . {I describs some projocts, .4 vsing sewdust waste 1o make
fuel peliets). Do you think this would be 3 good approzeh to uy? Do you think it
would woek? ‘What suggestions do you have: for making it work? What projects
would you want 10 see addressed?

H you could have anything you want for your county, what would & be? [Toe
inlecvievec ofien says, "Ons thing—that’s bacd to decidel”] Well, okay, pick two
iings. Protend that there sze 10 obstacles or fimitations. Pretend that anything is
_possiile. Yehat is your wish list? 129
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Exhibit §
CHAPTER 3

INTRODUCTION TO THE FEASIBILITY STUDY

In a proposal to assess the feasibility of 2 Man and the Biosphere cooperative, the
Ozark MAB Steezing Committee described the desirability of a regional mechanism
to address environmental needs:

The Ozark Plateau region is experiencing recurring environmental and
natural resource problems that are adversely affecting the patural quality
of many areas and the welfare of its people. Imprudent deveiopmem and
use of land, pollution of water and air, and declines of certain species of
plants and animals are examples of the extent of the problem.

Although there are several governmental agencies managing lands
distributed throughout the region, many of the problems extend beyond the
jurisdictional boundaries and mandates of any one individual agency. If
these problems are to be effectively addressed and solved, it will require
coordinated and defiberate action on a regional scale based on sound
scological principles.

If this premise Is accepted, then what is needed is a suitable vehicle to
serve this purpose. In particular, this assessment will discuss the feasibility
of using the biosphete reserve concept of the Man and the Biosphere
Program (MAB) as a mechanism to develop a program for the integration
of cultural and natural resource interests in the Ozark Plateau region. P locnt
s rtafils,
The Ozark MAB Steering Committee was formed after an( d hoc MAB pane)"uwk,,
reviewed the Unglaciated Interior Plateaus region and recommended considering 2
biosphere reserve program for the Ozark Plateau (see Martin, 1988). This ad hoc
panel concluded that several sites nominated by cooperating agencies would make 2
substantial reserve system, while one or more sites alone would be Iess significant.

The panel identified the watersheds of the Buffalo River and Current River as suitable
for developing a regional MAB program. _Appropriate parts of the National Park
Service units on the Buffalo and Current Rivers. along with the Mark TMI
Forest and Ozark National Forest. could serve as core aress. _Other areas Woger
~Jfederal, state, and private administration could be included, as appropriate, to com-

prise the Ozark Platean biosphere reserve nomination.

Interested agency and @gamzanonal representativ Wi ta-

tive in 1988 to discuss a proposal fcﬁ?%ﬁ%s

-23-
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animals on the sinkhole plain bordering the Mississippi River is distinctly different
from that of the neighboring St. Francois Mountains. As a result of this diversity, one
or two sites cannot fully represent the diversity of the Ozarks—even if each site is
many square miles.

One way to encompass more of the region's diversity would be to establish several
biosphere reserve sites throughout the Ozarks. If such an approach is taken, it should
be based on well-defined ecological regions. These regions, commonly known in the
Midwest as "patural divisions,” are also known as "ecoregions® or "biogeographic
regions."

Whatever they are called, these "regionalizations" are based on the distribution of
several kinds of natural features in combination (see Bailey, 1983). Instead of relying
on the pattern of distribution of a single kind of feature such as soil types, or bedrock
types, or vegetation types, these ecoregions show how the various kinds of features
tend to have similar overall distribution patterns. The patterns do nat match perfectly,
though: the geographic limits of most plants and animals do not coincide exactly with
the limits of a natural division or group of divisions, but some rare species and
endemics are limited to a single natural division or subdivision.

Natura] divisions have gained wide acceptance among conservationists for planning
systems of protected natural areas. Missouri, Arkansas, and Illinois have published
maps and reports on their natural divisions {see the top of page 26). Natural heritage
programs in Kansas and Oklahoma also recognize the Ozark Plateau as a distinct
region, although these programs rely on physiographic maps rather than biogeographic
regions.

Each natural region in the Ozarks has a distinct suite of environmental and biological
features. For example, the White River Section of Missouri is the "cedar glade"
region, which harbors 2 number of endemics; the center of the Ozark Uplift is the St.
Francois Mountain Section, where Precambrian rocks form narrow gorges ("shut-ins")
and dry igneous communities. Although igneous rocks crop out in a small area of the
Current River watershed, the ecological communities that develop on igneous
substrates are best expressed elsewhere, in the St. Francois Mountain Section of the
Ozarks.

The system of natural divisions should be used as a basis for selecting candidate sites
for a biosphere reserve system. By choosing sites in the various natural regions and
their subdivisions, the regional diversity of the Ozarks could be well represented. For
example, in Missouri the following areas have been suggested as possibilities—for the
St. Francois Mountains Section of the Ozark Natural Division: Johnson's Shut-Ins State
Park and the Tom Sauk Valley region; Upper Ozark Section: Ha Ha Tonka State Park
and the adjacent region; White River Section: Hercules Glades Wilderness, Caney
Mountain Wildlife Area, and the adjacent region; Ozark Border Natural Division:
Hawn State Park, Hickory Canyons Natural Area, and the adjacent region. This list
includes lands in private, state, and federal ownership.

31-
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Mrs. CHENOWETH. Will the hearing come to order.

I want to thank the witnesses very much for your outstanding
testimony. And now we go to the section of the hearing where the
members will ask you questions. And under Rule 4.G.2 also the
members must confine their questions to the five-minute structure.
Any other questions members will have—and we will have them—
we will submit them to you in writing and we would appreciate
your returning a response within 10 working days.

So the Chair now recognizes Ms. Emerson for questions.

Ms. EMERSON. Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Mr. Hardecke, tell me a little bit about your thoughts on a pos-
sible relationship between the Natural Streams Act that did get de-
feated in 1990 and the Man and the Biosphere Program.

Mr. HARDECKE. Well, actually I think there are some very signifi-
cant correlations. As you know, the Natural Streams Act was voted
down by a large majority, 75 percent opposition in the State of Mis-
souri in November, 1990. It seems coincidental that in September,
1991, the feasibility study for the Man and the Biosphere Coopera-
tive was completed, and as you look over the list of the committee
who commissioned this feasibility study, the environmental groups
who were involved with the state and Federal agencies in this pro-
posal are the same ones who brought to us the Natural Streams
Act. And then that led up to the proposal through Coordinated Re-
source Management here in Missouri for the draft plan being pro-
posed in 1996, which revealed as Goal IX the Man and the Bio-
sphere Program.

Ms. EMERSON. And you have submitted that for the record.

Mr. HARDECKE. Yes, the list is one of my exhibits.

Ms. EMERSON. And it included some of the other environmental
groups like the Sierra Club and others?

Mr. HARDECKE. And the private landowners who were listed in
the committee were Pioneer Forest and The Nature Conservancy
and we know that those groups had a large influence in the Nat-
ural Streams Act. So I guess the bottom line is, as so often happens
when the people say no to something, the agencies and the bureau-
crats go about it another way.

Ms. EMERSON. Thank you. Wanda, let me ask you a question.
One of the concerns that I have heard from a lot of people has to
do with the signage that is near biosphere reserves, and that is
often erected at these sites that says World Heritage Site des-
ignated by the United Nations. Tell me what you know about these
types of indications that we are coming upon.

Ms. BENTON. I have not seen any evidence of any—I have had
people call me and tell me about them, but I personally have not
seen any evidence of any.

Ms. EMERSON. Okay. So you personally have not seen any at all.

Ms. BENTON. No, I have not.

Ms. EMERSON. Okay, have any of you all seen any kind of sign-
age of other types of biosphere reserves or world heritage sites?

Mr. HARDECKE. When we were in Yellowstone Park this summer,
it is on the sign when you enter the park there.

Ms;? EMERSON. Does it say World Heritage Site or Biosphere Re-
serve?

Mr. HARDECKE. Biosphere Reserve.
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Ms. EMERSON. Connie, you have as well?

Ms. BURKS. Yes, just south of Gatlinburg as you enter the Great
Smoky Mt. National Park, it says very plainly—International Bio-
sphere Reserve; however, I understand that they did not erect
these signs when they (the Biosphere Reserves) were first des-
ignated. It was only—Mary Denham can probably tell us more
about that, I am not sure about the date, but it has been within
the last few years that they began to erect the signs.

Ms. EMERSON. I appreciate that.

Bobby, do you have a sense of how many other organizations
and/or county commissions may have passed resolutions like you
all have either at the Dent County Commission or the Cattlemen?

Mr. SIMPSON. I know the Cattlemen have and I know our county
has and I was not notified until about two weeks ago about the
hearing, so I do not know about how many other counties. But we
felt strongly about this and wanted to show you that local leaders
are in support of this and I attached that to my testimony too.

Ms. EMERSON. Well, I do appreciate that, and actually, Madam
Chairman, I want to submit for the record too a statement from the
Oregon County Commission, vis-a-vis their appreciation of the posi-
tion that we have taken on the issue of private property rights, and
hopefully we can put that into the record.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Without objection, so ordered.

[The material referred to follows:]

CLERK OF COUNTY COMMISSION,
OREGON COUNTY,

ALTON,
Missouri
The Honorable JOANN EMERSON,
339 Broadway,
Federal Office Bldg.,
Cape Girardeau, MO
Dear Congresswoman Emerson:

The Oregon County Commission regrets that we are not able to attend your meet-
ing on Saturday, May 1st. However we did want to express our appreciation of the
position you have taken on private property rights. Please express also to Congress-
woman Helen Chenoweth and Congressman Don Young the work they have done
and also coming to our state for this meeting. As you may know we have adopted
a land use plan for our County in hopes it may be effective in the future should
the need arise.

Sincerely,
LEO WARREN,
Oregon Cnty, Presiding Com.,
BubpDY WRIGHT,
Associate Com.,
JOHN WRENFROW,
Associate Com.,
GARY HENSELY,
County Clerk.

Ms. EMERSON. Thank you.

You know, one of the big problems that I have with the whole
U.S. Man and the Biosphere Program, not the least of which is that
none of the local folks have had any input whatsoever, but tech-
nically it is supposed to infer wise use of our natural resources
when in fact you all are already doing that. I mean I do not know
anybody who as farmers and ranchers take better care of the land
because you know if you do not take care of the land, the land is
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not going to take care of you. Perhaps you might enlighten for the
record, Bobby, how you do take care of the land in a very environ-
mentally safe way.

Mr. SimMpsON. Okay. Like you said, you know, when you have
been in the cattle business as long as my family has, it seems to
be kind of a calling to you, you know, it is something I always
knew when I was three or four years old what I wanted to do. And
I have a son now who is wanting to do, I think, the same thing.
If T abuse the land, the next generation and the generation after
that are the ones who would suffer. We have stopped erosion on
our farm tremendously to what it was 20 years ago and I know it
is a bad word to certain environmental groups, but you know, fes-
cue has done worlds of good down here in the Ozarks. It does not
wash very good.

But anyway, if I do not do everything that I can to take care of
my farm, I am the only one who suffers and my family suffers and
the next generation suffers. So it is only to our advantage to do
what we think is best. And I know my grandfather grew up in New
Mexico and there were probably things back then that they did not
do right, but they did not know better. But as each generation
comes along, we are a little smarter, we look at things a little dif-
ferently and we do things differently. And we try to do the best we
can.

Ms. EMERSON. Thank you, I appreciate that.

No further questions. The yellow light is on, I cannot talk that
fast.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I thank the Congressman.

I would like to ask Wanda, have you read Ken Midkiff’s letter
to Chairman Don Young regarding this hearing?

Ms. BENTON. Yes, I did.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Well, what is your response to the statement
that because he fears for his safety, he could not attend?

Ms. BENTON. Well, do I look very threatening to you?

[Laughter.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Why do you suppose he made that statement?

Ms. BENTON. Well, I cannot speak for Mr. Midkiff specifically,
but I believe that one of the traits of paranoia is you transfer your
desires and capabilities onto other people, and perhaps this is what
is happening in this case, I do not know.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I see, thank you.

I wanted to ask Commissioner Simpson, could you explain for the
record the economic impact of this program had it been fully imple-
mented, to your county?

Mr. SIMPSON. In my opinion, the way I read the plan was it
was—it was going to place tremendous restrictions on the use of
the public lands and private lands because it was all tied together
in this master plan. I have got a school district that is in part of
my district that is probably 75 percent inside the National Forest
and they are tremendously dependent on the sale of timber and
mining materials, you know, coming out of their district. My county
here gets almost $100,000 each year out of sales of timber out of
the National Forest and we use that to maintain the roads and the
public use of the county roads inside Dent County. I know that is
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not a lot of money in Washington, DC, but that is about a 10th of
my budget and it is very important to our county.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. A hundred thousand dollars—Ilet me see, you
get the PILT payments, do you not?

Mr. SIMPSON. Yes, that goes in the general revenue and we get
a portion of the sales of natural resources.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Yeah. Well, you have a fiduciary responsibility
to your constituents to provide an awfully lot of services—roads
and hospitals and schools and emergency services, all kinds of
things.

Mr. SIMPSON. And that is not including all the jobs that are cre-
ated through the National Forest, you know, independent jobs.
From the guy who goes out there and cuts the logs to the sawmill
operator to the processor. I know a friend of mine who works at
Canoke Industries there in Salem and he told me if they stopped
all the sales in the National Forest, that he would absolutely have
to lay off 50 employees, because he is very dependent on that tim-
ber coming out of the forest that is close to our community.

When the forest was set up years ago, I guess during the depres-
sion years, our county was virtually bankrupt. And they came in
and bought that land for a little of nothing with the promise that
it would be there to give stability to our local county governments
and to our local citizens. That was the promise that they gave that
in the last few years has not been fulfilled. Like I gave in my testi-
mony, I feel like we are not getting 25 percent of what we should
be getting out of that National Forest. It is very sustainable, it can,
if managed properly, can be here forever, as long as we need it.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Well, Commissioner, the National Forest Prac-
tices Act requires statutorily through the policies that the Congress
has implemented that the cuts should be at a level equal to 90 per-
cent of the growth rate and you are cutting in that forest at 25 per-
cent?

Mr. SiMPSON. That is my opinion, ma’am. You know, we live
down there, we drive by and we see what is going on. I have
friends who are in the logging business, they pay to go in there and
use the roads and that money is being collected out of their pay-
checks for maintenance of the forest roads and yet that money goes
to Washington, DC and never comes back down there to help us
get the road systems in Dent County up to adequate levels. And
I know they are somewhat regulated by what comes in Wash-
ington, but in our opinion, it is a far cry from being right.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Well, I will tell you, we are trying to change
the general tax policy, I would love to discuss that with you, but
I guess this hearing is on something else that is even—well as
close.

So generally, Commissioner, what you are testifying to is that
you would have seen not only a reduction in revenues but also a
reduction in the tax base, so that more responsibility to provide for
the needed tax base would fall on fewer people.

Mr. SiMPSON. Yes, ma’am. If you do not have your local jobs
there that people traditionally have had for hundreds of years, they
are going to move somewhere else to make a living and we are a
13,000-14,000 population county. You know, we really struggle to
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Elalée ends meet every year. We cannot take a loss of income of any
ind.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Well, boy, I sure hear you, I really do. Your
job is not easy and I respect the job that you are doing, Commis-
sioner.

Mr. SiMPSON. Thank you, ma’am.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Ron Hardecke, why do you believe that the
Missouri Department of Conservation withdrew the Coordinated
Resource Management plan, what happened there?

Mr. HARDECKE. Well, I think as Goal IX was exposed and the
Man and the Biosphere concept came out in the public awareness—
it was tucked away in Goal IX, which was clear in the back of the
plan in just one little sentence or paragraph. And that drew atten-
tion to the whole plan and then when we found the feasibility
study and you look through that, actually CRM was just a cloak
for the Man and the Biosphere Program. So if they withdrew from
Goal IX, the Man and the Biosphere was not worth them con-
tinuing, but as it was stated earlier, it is only asleep. And that is
why we have to be vigilant and we ask that you pass this legisla-
tion to give that protection.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you very much. I do want to respond
to your question. We did pass this legislation last year and the year
before by an overwhelming majority and there was a lot of debate
on it, but it passed by a huge majority. We need to find the heroes
in the Senate, we will run it through the Senate and place it on
the President’s desk. And certainly those of you, all of you, not only
the panel but the entire audience, will be helpful in making sure
that this moves through the entire process.

I do want to—my staff tells me I can take the Chairman’s prerog-
ative and ask Connie this question, Connie Burks. On page 4 of
your written statement, you point out that a Park Service feasi-
bility study claimed almost universal support among community
leaders for the Ozark Biosphere. I noticed that and I was very in-
terested in your elaborating on what you found when you tried to
verify this claim in the field about all that official support.

Ms. BURKS. Yes. Mr. Hardecke already addressed that a little bit
in his testimony too, I noticed. When I first retrieved this feasi-
bility study, I requested it from the National Park Service office,
that was the first time it had ever surfaced. And from there, we
have passed it on to some Missouri folks and what-have-you, but
it is a massive document. When we began to read it, there are all
sorts of inconsistencies in it. I began contacting some of these
judges, farm bureau agents, community leaders, et cetera who were
listed as having supported this. Some of them I knew personally.
And first of all, they first questioned “the what?” They had never
heard of it before. No one in any place in Arkansas, any elected
government official whose name was on this, had ever even heard
of it before.

In my documentation I have three examples of written state-
ments of these gentlemen who verified both by saying so in writing
that they had never heard of it and had they known of it, they
would have opposed the program. But the feasibility study is some-
thing that anyone who is investigating this matter should thor-
oughly study because it is full of one discrepancy after another.
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Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you. Ms. Emerson.

Ms. EMERSON. Chairman Chenoweth, I might add that I am real-
ly rather shocked at this, but it only goes to show the lengths to
which people will stretch the truth perhaps. I noticed here a letter
from my late husband Bill to Jerome Smith of Norwood, Missouri,
in which he states that, quote, “I continue to have concerns about
the implication that these so-called biospheres could have on pri-
vate property rights and I am against control of our country’s
crown jewels by international agencies.”

Yet it is shocking that in the feasibility study, it does in fact say
that, quote, “His office would not be an initiator but if the county
commissioners support the cooperative, Congressman Emerson will
support it,” after he just said quite the opposite in a letter. So I
think that goes—shows you the lengths to which the proponents of
the Man and the Biosphere Reserves would go.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. We have come a long ways from the truthful-
ness of George Washington, have we not?

Ms. EMERSON. We have.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Well, I want to thank this panel very, very
much for your very valuable and insightful testimony.

We do have more questions for you and we will be submitting
those questions to you in writing.

So now I will excuse this panel and will call to the witness table
John Powell from Rolla, Missouri; Richard Yancey, Black, Missouri;
Mary Denham, Take Back Arkansas and Frank Meyers, People for
the USA, Potosi, Missouri.

[Pause.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. The meeting will come to order, please. I won-
der if the panelists would please stand and raise your right arms
to the square.

[Witnesses sworn.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you. The Chair now is pleased to recog-
nize John Powell for his testimony.

STATEMENT OF JOHN POWELL, FRANK B. POWELL LUMBER
COMPANY, ROLLA, MISSOURI

Mr. POWELL. Thank you very much, Madam Chairman and mem-
bers of the Committee. My name is John Powell and I live right
here in Rolla, Missouri. In fact, my house is only about three or
four blocks from here, so I had a hard trip.

[Laughter.]

Mr. POWELL. I am a lumberman and a tree farmer and have
owned and managed forest lands for a half century. Our holdings
are located about 50 miles south of here and comprise roughly
17,000 acres.

We have been following best management practices since we
began buying timber land in 1949. We believe in the wise use of—
and let me emphasize that word use—the wise use of our resources
and that they are direly needed to satisfy the needs of our nation.

I am 100 percent in favor of H.R. 883. Ladies, we are burdened
with way too much restriction and regulation now throughout our
nation without additional interference from the United Nations or
the Executive Branch of our government.
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A good steward of the land believes in the wise use of the earth
and its resources, but not abuse. Education is the only good answer
to correcting land abuse, and if this is not successful then any reg-
ulation needs to be kept at the lowest possible local level. We defi-
nitely do not need or want regulations from the United Nations.
Members of the Committee, it is bad enough having to put up with
regulations from our Federal and state governments.

I fortunately will admit that so far I have not been bothered with
environmental restrictions but I can certainly see it coming. Take
the Federal Government.

The environmental movement, the media and some of the politi-
cians have virtually shut down our nation’s number one provider
of wood fiber—of course, that is the U.S. Forest Service. Their an-
nual harvest has been reduced from over 15 billion board feet to
less than three billion board feet annually.

On the state level, many have or are considering restrictions of
harvesting timber on state-owned land. Some of these are Min-
nesota, Michigan, Wisconsin, Oregon and Washington.

Next, it will be the private landowner restrictions. These are al-
ready in place in California, Maine, Connecticut, Oregon, Wash-
ington, Idaho, Massachusetts, New Mexico and Alaska.

Now the main point I want to make here this morning is that
we now have our hands full of our own government regulations, so
please spare us from the burden of possible international regula-
tions and restrictions.

I did not give any other background information, but if you have
any questions, I will be happy to answer them, but I did want to
bring out that point. We have had it with regulations and we do
not need the whole world telling us what to do.

Thank you very much.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you very much, Mr. Powell. The Chair
now recognizes Richard Yancey.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Powell follows:]

STATEMENT OF JOHN POWELL, ROLLA, MISSOURI

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, my name is John Powell and I live
in Rolla, MO. I'm a lumberman and tree farmer and have owned and managed for-
est lands for a half century. Our holdings are located about fifty miles south of here
and are comprised of roughly 17,000 acres.

We have been following best management practices since we began buying timber
land in 1949. We believe in the wise use of our resources and that they are needed
to satisfy the needs of our nation.

I am 100 percent in favor of H.R. 883—“The American Land Sovereignty Protec-
tion Act.” We are being burdened with way too much restriction and regulation now,
throughout our nation, without this additional interference from the United Nations
and the Executive Branch of our Government.

A good steward of the land believes in the wise use of the earth and its resources
but not abuse. Education is the only good answer to correcting land abuse and if
this is not successful then any regulation needs to be kept at the lowest possible
local level. We definitely do not need or want regulation from the United Nations—
its bad enough having to put up with regulations from the Federal and State gov-
ernments.

I, fortunately, will admit that so far I have not been bothered with environmental
restrictions but I can see it coming.

1.The environmental movement, the media and some of the politicians have
virtually shut down our nations number one provider of wood fiber, the U.S.
Forest Service. Their annual harvest has been reduced from over 15 billion
board feet to less than 3 billion board feet.
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2.Many states have or are considering restrictions of harvesting timber on
state owned lands. Some are Minnesota, Michigan, Wisconsin, Oregon and
Washington.
3.Next will be private land owner restrictions. These are already in place in
California, Maine, Connecticut, Oregon, Washington, Idaho, Massachusetts,
New Mexico and Alaska.
We have our hands full now battling our own government so please spare us from
the burden of possible international regulations and restrictions.

STATEMENT OF RICHARD J. YANCEY, PRESIDENT, VIBURNUM
CHAPTER, PEOPLE FOR THE USA, BLACK, MISSOURI

Mr. YANCEY. Good morning.

As a witness before this Committee, I would first like to express
my thanks to the members for the opportunity to address you
today. My name is Richard Yancey and I am speaking on behalf
of The People for the USA in support of this legislation. We believe
that passage of this legislation is a critical step in the restoration
of the Constitutional authority of Congress to address important
land management issues on Federal lands.

With over a decade of experience as mine geologist, I have had
many opportunities to deal with land resource issues and I am very
concerned at these designations. In fact, most of the designations
in the United States have originated with environmental organiza-
tions like the Sierra Club, The Nature Conservancy. And the Na-
tional Park Service has been often a willing partner in imple-
menting the designation process.

Clearly, there is a keen interest on the part of many environ-
mental organizations—I am a little nervous, this is the first time
I have ever done this—

Mrs. CHENOWETH. You are doing good.

Mr. YANCEY. Let me back up here. Clearly, there is a keen inter-
est on the part of many environmental organizations to see the des-
ignation of many more Biosphere Reserves and World Heritage
Sites in the U.S. Other witnesses testifying in previous hearings to
this Committee in support of this legislation have already com-
mented on the links that these designations have to the Wildlands
Project, the Convention on Biological Diversity and the Global Bio-
diversity Assessment. Clearly, the Wildlands Project controversial
goal of converting 50 percent or more of the U.S. land area to nat-
ural habitats with very limited human use would be viewed as
rather extreme by most Americans. But we are participating in two
major U.N. programs, which currently have no Congressional over-
sight and are very supportive of this extremism and appear to be
implementing it.

Considering my background, I would like to explain to the Com-
mittee members why the people of Missouri, specifically those who
are directly dependent on the mining industry for their income,
need the protection that the American Land Sovereignty Protect
Act would provide. In Missouri, mining has an annual value of over
$5 billion and provides direct employment to more than 8,000 peo-
ple, employing thousands of others indirectly. Missouri is the na-
tion’s foremost producer of lead and a significant producer of zinc
and copper. All of these metals are of significant strategic impor-
tance to the United States.
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The lead deposits of southeast Missouri lie in a rather unique
geologic setting. In fact, southeast Missouri contains the largest
known concentration of lead in the earth’s crust. But this does not
mean that these deposits are widespread or easy to find. Discovery
of even one deposit often takes years of exploration and a very seri-
ous amount of capital investment.

A basic understanding of the geology and development require-
ments of these deposits is critical if one is to analyze the needs of
Missouri’s metals mining industry. Often I am asked why we just
could not locate our mines in less environmentally sensitive areas,
although nobody in the environmental organizations seem to know
where such a place might be. The answer is simple—mines are lo-
cated where the ore deposits are located, not where we would like
for them to be, which would be on my land, if I had a choice.

[Laughter.]

In the case of southern Missouri, the most prospective area for
new discoveries cuts a swath directly across the region recently
proposed for the Ozark Man and the Biosphere. And I have got a
map that I have included with my written testimony.

If the Ozark Man and Biosphere were to become reality, it would
be not hard to imagine its impact on Missouri’s lead mines, not to
mention the other natural resource based industries. Exploration
for mineral resources is not an activity compatible with Biosphere
core area management regimens. Drilling for mineral resources
might be allowed in buffer zones, but what would be the point since
new mines will not be allowed. A good example is the halting of
the new World Mine Project near Yellowstone World Heritage Site,
which is stark evidence of how the U.N. views mining. Although it
is not likely, there may even be pressure for closure of current
mine operations since these sort of activities do not fit in the social
engineering mind set of sustainable development called for in these
programs. Regardless, without discovery of new resources, lead
mining in Missouri will come to a screeching halt in a few years.

Now the common thread of all these efforts is the removal of
large portions of public and private lands from multiple-use meth-
ods of land management without substantial input from the people
affected or their elected officials. And in place of this common-sense
conservation-minded process of resource management, these pro-
grams wish to implement a sustainable development economy that
is yet to be clearly defined as to how it will work. However, this
is irrelevant to the environmental extremists who have conceived
of radical programs like the Wildlands Project, which put nature
above man in every case. The real tragedy of such radical schemes
is that they ignore the successes of other more reasonable ap-
proaches and needlessly destroy the economic, social and environ-
mental progress accomplished by the efforts of thousands of respon-
sible land managers and millions of American citizens, as Bobby
was speaking about earlier.

Furthermore, subjugating U.S. laws to U.N. regulations through
an international agreement that does not have the will and support
of the people of this country or the oversight of Congress, I feel
strains the limits of the Constitution. This is especially true when
sections of an international agreement are being implemented
without ratification, as is in the case of the Convention on Biologi-
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cal Diversity. This presents a threat to the sovereignty of the
United States. And I will say that again, I really feel this presents
a threat to the sovereignty of the United States. There is a definite
lack of accountability on the part of the Man and the Biosphere
and World Heritage Site programs and the international bureauc-
racies that have sprung from these UNESCO projects. Without pas-
sage of legislation like the American Land Sovereignty Protection
Act, these problems will not only continue, but will propagate
across the U.S. as more citizens of rural communities find their
means of income regulated out of existence by radical environ-
mental management schemes. I encourage the members of the
House Resources Committee to make the House of Representatives
at large aware of the seriousness of this situation and turn this leg-
islation into law as soon as possible.

Now I added a little postscript here after reading the Sierra
Club’s little letter that they sent out. You know, I just have to say
the lack of witnesses by the environmental organizations dem-
onstrates their desire to circumvent even the most fundamental as-
pects of the democratic process here. You know, the Sierra Club’s
program director, Ken Midkiff's excuse for not coming here today,
that he has been threatened by People for the USA, which I rep-
resent, and other groups, is just pure political hype.

Thank you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Yancey. The Chair recognizes
Mary Denham for testimony.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Yancey follows:]

STATEMENT OF RICHARD J. YANCEY, PRESIDENT, VIBURNUM CHAPTE, PEOPLE FOR
THE USA!

Introduction

As a witness before this Committee, I would first like to express my thanks to
the members, especially Representatives Don Young and JoAnn Emerson, for the
opportunity to address you today. My name is Richard Yancey and I am speaking
on behalf of The People for the USA! in support of The American Land Sovereignty
Act, H.R. 883. We believe that passage of this legislation is a critical step in the
restoration of the Constitutional authority of Congress to address important land
management issues on Federal lands.

With over a decade of experience as a mine geologist, I have had many opportuni-
ties to deal with land resource issues and I am very concerned about the United
Nations Man and the Biosphere and World Heritage Site designations. There are
already 67 such designations, 47 Biosphere Reserves and 20 World Heritage Sites,
in the United States. Designation of a site under either program does not require
input from Congress or the people living in the region. In fact, most designations
in the United States originated with environmental organizations like the Sierra
Club or the Nature Conservancy, although the National Park Service has often been
a willing partner in implementing the designation process.

Program Descriptions

Briefly, I will describe the most essential aspects of both programs, since other
witnesses have already done a very good job laying out the details. The Biosphere
Reserve model consists of three areas: a core area, a buffer zone and a transition
area. While the World Heritage Sites are generally not set up under the same
model, recent events near the Yellowstone World Heritage Site make it clear that
similar guidelines are being followed.

Man and the Biosphere models focus on the core area, which consists of minimally
disturbed ecosystems and only activities that do not adversely affect natural proc-
esses and wildlife are allowed. Often core areas are centered on a National Park
or Wildlife Refuge, but may extend beyond public lands to include private prop-
erties. The Federal or state lands would be very carefully managed and the private
lands would be heavily regulated to fit the biosphere guidelines. Certainly, most
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multiple-use activities, including mining, ranching, timbering and farming, would
not be allowed in core areas.

Surrounding core areas are buffer zones, where activities and natural resources
are managed to help protect the core areas. Multiple-use activities are specifically
allowed in buffer zones under the Man and the Biosphere model, but in practice,
have been not been permitted to take place in any substantial manner. Once again,
we can look to the Yellowstone World Heritage Site, where Crown Butte Mining’s
development of the New World Mine was halted, despite the fact that there was a
mountain range between the World Heritage Site boundary and the proposed mine.
Especially onerous in this affair was how the Greater Yellowstone Coalition, a group
of 13 environmental organizations, manipulated the World Heritage Committee into
declaring the site as “World Heritage Site in danger.” This introduced a perception
of impending disaster to the issue. This perception was patently false but, neverthe-
less, the Clinton Administration blocked the development of this project at a very
high cost to U.S. taxpayers.

The outermost layer of a Biosphere Reserve is a transition area, which is a “dy-
namic zone of cooperation in which conservation knowledge and management skills
are applied.” While economic development in transition areas is more acceptable
than in buffer zones, it is still highly regulated and subject to management by
United Nations officials. The three layers or ones often encompass millions of acres
of public and private land.

Clearly, there is keen interest on the part of many environmental organizations
to see the designation of many more Biosphere Reserves and World Heritage Sites
in the U.S. Other witnesses testifying to this Committee in support of H.R. 883 have
already commented on the links the Man and the Biosphere and World Heritage
Site programs have to the Wildlands Project, the Convention on Biological Diversity
and the Global Biodiversity Assessment.Clearly, the Wildlands Project controversial
goal of converting 50 percent or more of the U.S. land area to natural habitats with
very limited human use would be viewed as rather extreme by most Americans. Yet
we are participating in two major U.N. programs, which currently have no Congres-
sional oversight, that are very supportive of this extremism and appear to be imple-
menting it.

Impacts to Missouri Communities

So how do the Man and the Biosphere and World Heritage Site programs affect
Missourians? There was a recent attempt to designate a Biosphere Reserve here in
southern Missouri. The consequences of such a designation would reach deep into
the economic and social soul of many rural communities here in the Ozarks. This
region is heavily dependent on natural resource based industries such as mining,
timbering and agriculture. These industries have deep roots, with documented evi-
dence of the French mining lead at Mine LaMotte as early as 1721. Missouri has
been a major producer of timber for nearly two hundred years and has had a strong
agricultural history and is currently the second in beef production in the United
States. All these activities will be adversely affected by Man and the Biosphere or
World Heritage Site designation.

Considering my background, I would like to explain to the Committee members
why the people of Missouri, specifically those who are directly dependent on the
mining industry for their income, need the protection that the American Land Sov-
ereignty Protection Act would provide. Mining has an annual value to Missouri of
over five billion dollars and provides direct employment for more than eight thou-
sand people and employing thousands of others indirectly. Besides being a major
producer of crushed stone, gravel and lime, Missouri is also the nation’s foremost
producer of lead and a significant producer of zinc and copper. All of these metals
are of strategic importance to the United States. It is the lead/zinc/copper mines and
exploration for new deposits that are at highest risk.

The lead deposits of southeast Missouri lie in a rather unique geologic setting. In
the first place, most deposits of this type tend to be zinc dominated, whereas these
are lead dominated, with significant amounts of zinc, copper, silver and cobalt. Fur-
thermore, the size and number of the deposits also sets them apart from other simi-
lar deposits found elsewhere in the world. In fact, southeast Missouri contains the
largest known concentration of lead in the earth’s crust. But this does not mean
that these deposits are widespread or easy to locate. Your typical deposit tends to
be several thousand feet in length, only a few hundred feet wide and is found only
in a specific geologic setting in the Bonneterre Formation. To complicate matters,
there is no geophysical method that has been successful in detecting these type of
deposits, so drilling and a good understanding of the local geology are the geologist’s
main exploration tools. Discovery of even one deposit often takes years of explo-
ration and a very serious amount of capital investment.
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Development of a mining property requires extensive study. Before any actual de-
velopment can take place ore reserve analysis, mine planning, modeling and finan-
cial analysis must be completed. In addition, detailed Environmental Impact Studies
must be conducted and a myriad of permits applied for, all under the scrutiny of
a variety of Federal, state and local regulatory agencies and the public. Then comes
the actual construction of facilities and mine development. The multifaceted aspect
of such an undertaking requires large infusions of capital funding and a lot of time.
Generally, most mines take anywhere from ten to twenty years of work before the
first ton of ore is processed.

A basic understanding of the geology and development requirements of these de-
posits is critical if one is to analyze the needs of Missouri’s metals mining industry.
Often, I am asked why we just couldn’t locate our mines in a less environmentally
sensitive area (although none of the environmental organizations knows where such
a place would be). The answer is simple—mines are developed where the ore depos-
its are located, not where we would like for them to be. In the case of southern Mis-
souri, the most prospective area for new discoveries cuts a swath directly across the
region recently proposed for the Ozark Man and the Biosphere Reserve. Depending
on how the boundaries would be drawn for the Biosphere Reserve, current oper-
ations would likely fall in the buffer zone. Note the map included with this testi-
mony delineating Federal lands, major rivers, the proposed Biosphere boundaries
and the area of highest exploration potential for this region of southern Missouri.
It is also important to note that not shown on the map are thousands of acres of
state land in this area, as well as significant private holdings (i.e. the Nature Con-
servancy) which already exclude exploration.

If the Ozark Man and the Biosphere were to become reality, it would not be hard
to imagine its impact on Missouri’s lead mines, not to mention other natural re-
source based industries. Exploration for mineral resources would not be an activity
compatible with Biosphere core area management regimens. Drilling for mineral re-
sources might be allowed in buffer zones, but what would be the point, since new
mines will not be allowed. The aforementioned New World Mine project is stark evi-
dence of how the U.N. views mining. Although it is not likely, there may even be
pressure for closure of current mine operations, since these sort of activities will not
fit into the social engineering mind set of “sustainable development” called for in
the Man and the Biosphere and World Heritage Site programs. Regardless, without
the discovery of new resources, lead mining in Missouri will come to a screeching
halt in a few years. One or two mines could last as long as fifteen years on their
current reserve base, but that would be unlikely, considering the higher costs of
doing business with ever more stricter environmental regulations found in Bio-
sphere Reserve areas.

Efforts at Ozark Man and the Biosphere Designation

So how likely is it that this area could be designated a U.N. Biosphere Reserve?
The answer to that question is obvious if one looks at recent events.

First, the area in question, encompassing the watersheds of the Current and Elev-
en Point Rivers, has been chosen as a Bioreserve by the Nature Conservancy, which
helped pave the way for the initial attempt at designation of the U.N. Ozark Man
and the Biosphere. This is an area 120 miles long by 50 miles wide at its widest
point, containing more than 2.3 million acres of land. At present, less than 500,000
acres of this area are publicly held properties.

Second, the effort of the Missouri Department of Conservation to implement Co-
ordinated Resource Management included provisions to support the Man and the
Biosphere efforts in Missouri in its initial draft. Coordinated Resource Management
was an attempt to further integrate management of both public and private lands
by state and Federal agencies, along with non-governmental organizations. Al-
though there were some commendable aspects to Coordinated Resource Manage-
ment, several provisions, including the Man and the Biosphere support issue,
caused enough public outery to force the Department of Conservation to scrap the
program.

Third, efforts by mining companies to acquire prospecting permits to explore for
mineral deposits in the Mark Twain National Forest in the region have been
blocked by the Clinton Administration. Two Environmental Assessments and an En-
vironmental Impact Study have been conducted, finding no reason to disallow explo-
ration. The Forest Service, after years of delays, was poised to issue permits. How-
ever, the Bureau of Land Management, which manages mineral resources on Fed-
eral lands, would not allow the permits to be issued. After months of discussions
with the BLM and Bruce Babbitt of the Interior Department, the permit applica-
tions were withdrawn by the Doe Run Company, a major mining company with
mines in the region. It had become obvious that the Interior Department was re-
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quiring the company to forfeit its legal rights to any new discoveries if exploration
permits were to be issued. This raises serious questions of legality of the Interior
Department’s position and tactics, since the laws and regulations regarding issuance
of prospecting permits contains no provision for exclusions of this sort.

Fourth, Missouri’s Attorney General, Jay Nixon, has requested Bruce Babbitt and
the Interior Department to withdraw from consideration for prospecting permits
more than four hundred thousand acres of Federal lands in the watersheds of the
Current and the Eleven Point Rivers. This request has questionable legal ramifica-
tions, but serves to illustrate a point, considering that it asks for the withdrawal
of lands that closely match those proposed for the Ozark Man and the Biosphere
Reserve. As a side note, a similar withdrawal was recently announced for portions
of the Lewis and Clark National Forest in Montana. The withdrawal is open for
comment by the public, but it appears that there is at least some coordination of
efforts to bring about major changes in how Federal lands are managed which cir-
cumvent Congressional oversight and participation.

Conclusions

The common thread of all these efforts is the removal of large portions of public
and private lands from multiple-use methods of land management, without substan-
tial input from the people affected or their elected representatives. In place of this
common-sense, conservation-minded process of resource management, the Man and
the Biosphere and World Heritage Site programs wish to implement a “sustainable
development” economy that is yet to be clearly defined as to how it will work. How-
ever, this is irrelevant to the environmental extremists who have conceived of rad-
ical programs such as the Wildlands Project, which puts nature above man in every
case. The real tragedy of such radical schemes is that they ignore the successes of
other, more reasonable approaches and needlessly destroy the economic, social and
environmental progress accomplished by the efforts of thousands of responsible land
managers and millions of American citizens.

Furthermore, subjugating U.S. laws to U.N. regulations through an international
agreement that does not have willing support of the people of this country or the
oversight of the Congress strains the limits of the Constitution. This is especially
true when sections of an international agreement are being implemented without
ratification, as is in the case of the Convention on Biological Diversity. This presents
a threat to the sovereignty of the United States. There is a definite lack of account-
ability on the part of the Man and the Biosphere and World Heritage Site programs
and the international bureaucracies that have sprung from these UNESCO projects.
Without passage of legislation like the American Lands Sovereignty Protection Act,
these problems will not only continue, but will propagate across the U.S. as more
citizens of rural communities find their means of income regulated out of existence
by radical environmental management schemes. I encourage the members of the
House Resources Committee to make the House of Representatives at large aware
ofbtlhe seriousness of this situation and turn this legislation into law as soon as pos-
sible.
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STATEMENT OF MARY DENHAM, DIRECTOR AND STATE COOR-
DINATOR, TAKE BACK ARKANSAS, FAYETTEVILLE, ARKAN-
SAS

Ms. DENHAM. Thank you, Madam Chairman and members of the
Resource Committee. Thank you for coming and the privilege and
honor of speaking here today for myself and members of Take Back
Arkansas, a property rights organization.

Let me say at the outset that we support the American Land
Sovereignty Protection Act, H.R. 883, sponsored by U.S. Represent-
ative Don Young and co-sponsored by 162 U.S. Representatives,
three of them being from Arkansas. We were almost designated as
a UNESCO Ozark Highlands Man and Biosphere (OHMAB) in
most of Missouri and much of Arkansas September 1, 1996.

Before Connie Burks and I had met or talked, we were working
on individual tracks with the MAB information we each had at the
time. When we tried to contact elected officials in Washington and
Arkansas, we were stonewalled by cadres of aides who tuned us out
and turned us off as black helicopter, blue helmeted conspirators.
This was a common ridicule by proponents of the MAB against op-
ponents of these designations. In other words, when you cannot de-
fend the message, attack the messenger.

When Connie’s MAB documentation became public, there was a
desperate flurry of activity to inform others. Quickly a grassroots
swell against the MAB by informed people across the state and
most especially those in northern Arkansas demanded answers to
questions. We wanted reassurance that official action would be
taken to stop the designation before the September 1 deadline.

We were able to get the information to then U.S. Representative
Tim Hutchinson, who wrote Roger Soles, Director of the State De-
partment of the U.S. Man and Biosphere offices and asked that the
Ozark Highlands Man and Biosphere not be designated.

I found it all the more unbelievable when I actually read the
MAB documents. There was not one elected person or legislative
body, only Federal and state bureaucracies and non-governmental
organizations. In fact, a couple of the whereas clauses stated:

“Whereas the parties to this agreement are empowered by var-
ious state and Federal codes and statutes to enter into this agree-
ment,” and “Whereas the Economy Act of 1932, as amended, pro-
vides for Federal agencies to enter into agreement establishing mu-
tual policies, objectives, and cooperative relationships,” I certainly
did not know they were so established.

How can private property owners be protected from these same
aggressors? Yellowstone is just one example of foreign aggression
on our American land. The U.N. World Heritage Committee was
called in by environmental advocacy groups to settle a domestic
dispute as to the need for more privately owned land for a buffer
zone to protect the Yellowstone World Heritage Site and Yellow-
stone MAB Site from a gold mine. The environmental impact study
for the mine had not been completed. This was private property.
Where then was the Congress and where will they be for the next
such aggression?

Can’t one just imagine how much havoc, abuse and aggression an
Ozark Man and the Biosphere of 35,250,000 acres, 55,000 square
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miles, would wreak on the citizens and their private property in
the Ozarks in Missouri, Arkansas, Oklahoma, Kansas and Illinois?

The OHMAB is alive and well in Arkansas and Missouri, with
the bureaucracies implementing and completing their individual
preplanned parts just waiting for the day when the Biodiversity
Treaty is ratified and all will be in place. These agencies have not
missed a heartbeat in the performance of their parts in the MAB.
They may or may not have missed the money they were expecting
to get out of it, but their will to push it through, hell or high water
is going strong. According to these workers, now they are just com-
plying with environmental laws and codes passed by Congress and
the states.

By Forest Service ecosystem assessment and planning, the re-
gional OHMAB has now been extended to include the Quachitas,
the Mississippi River is to be joined by Land-Between-the-Lakes
and on to the Southern Appalachian MAB.

Further insight into this equation of denials is found in a docu-
ment of particular significance through Mike Dombeck, Forest
Service Chief, quote, regarding the U.S. Man and Biosphere Pro-
gram, the summary states, quote, “The survival of the U.S. MAB
program is threatened. Benefits to the U.S. and the USDA Forest
Service are significant. Loss of authority to participate in the U.S.
MAB program or loss of our MAB sites, would significantly deter
progress in achieving the goals of the President and that of the
Santiago Agreement.” I have other documentation about the
Santiago Agreement and their participation.

In an article by Bruce Yandle titled “Land Rights: Why do they
matter?”, he writes on the Magna Carta, the great charter “was a
watershed event in the struggle of ordinary people to protect their
natural rights against encroachments by government.

“The reason seems clear, People do not have rights because the
state allows them—the lesson seems clear,” I am sorry. “The na-
tion/state exists because people have rights. In many ways, today’s
property rights advocates are calling for a modern Magna Carta.
Once again, ordinary people are seeking to restrain and contain
government. But instead of having to settle differences with picks,
swords and arrows, the parties in the struggle now turn to courts
and legislative bodies. Their struggles help us to see how strong is
the motivation for freedom.”

Therefore, I believe that this bill comes at a pivotal point in
American history. Like the Magna Carta, depending upon its pas-
sage rests the future of the United States of America as founded
by our Fathers.

If the Congress cannot and will not act to protect private prop-
erty from regulatory aggression from within, then how can Ameri-
cans be protected from regulatory aggression by the Committee of
the World Heritage Commission and committees of other U.N. des-
ignations?

There should never be a question about the passage of H.R. 883
because of the oath of office each member swears to and serves
under. Thomas Jefferson said, “The whole of government consists
in the art of being honest.” The question is laid squarely on the
votes of the Congress on H.R. 883 as to whether America will be
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a state under U.N. dominion or if it will be the United States of
America, a republic and one nation under God.

Thank you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Ms. Denham. The Chair recog-
nizes Frank Meyers for his testimony.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Denham follows:]

STATEMENT OF MARY DENHAM, DIRECTOR AND STATE COORDINATOR, TAKE BACK
ARKANSAS, INC., FAYETTEVILLE, ARKANSAS

Representative Helen Chenoweth and Representative JoAnn Emerson, and mem-
bers of the House Resource Committee Staff, welcome to the Ozarks. I thank you
for the privilege and honor of speaking here today for myself and members of Take
Back Arkansas.

Let me say at the outset that we support The American Land Sovereignty Act,
H.R. 883 sponsored by U.S. Representative Don Young and cosponsored by 162 U.S.
Representatives, three of them being from Arkansas. We were almost designated a
U.N. Ozark Highlands Man and The Biosphere (OHMAB) in most of Missouri and
much of Arkansas.

An onerous environmental, land stealing, city ordinance was passed in June of
1994. It was the catalyst for the organization of Take Back Arkansas, Inc, (TBA).
TBA was incorporated in May of 1995 as a non-profit, non-partisan non-tax exempt
civic organization, for the express purpose of educating ourselves and others about
our unalienable rights in property, the abuses of those rights, the legal protections
of those rights and to learn how we as citizens could be more vigilant in protecting
those rights. We started by thinking local, but before the end of the year, we real-
ized some of these problems were global in scope.

This testimony is about my personal journey into property rights questions and
answers. As state coordinator for Take Back Arkansas I felt a duty to become as
informed as possible. Being a real estate broker, I began my research with real es-
tate law books I had on hand at the time. My husband is an Architect and a Pro-
fessor of Architecture. We are tied to the land through our professions, no less than
those directly impacted by natural resource decisions. All of our nation’s wealth
comes from our good earth.

As history is a good teacher, in my search for answers, I looked to the past and
gained from others, their wealth of wisdom. I believe the quotes from the past cen-
tury used herein deal with property and the law and are therefore pertinent to The
American Land Sovereignty Act and the question as to who shall write the laws and
who shall control the property. We're not even losing our land to another country,
we would fight for that, we’re just losing it to the world. What does that mean?

“The great and chief end of man’s uniting into commonwealth and putting them-
selves under government, is the preservation of their property” John Locke.

Frederic Bastiat 1801-1850 was a French economist, statesman and author. In his
book THE LAW he writes, Life, liberty, and property do not exist because men have
made laws. On the contrary, it was the fact that life, liberty, and property existed
beforehand that caused men to make laws in the first place. What, then, is law? It
is the collective organization of the individual right to lawful defense. Each of us has
a natural right from God to defend his person, his liberty, and his property. These
are the three basic requirements of life, and the preservation of any one of them is
completely dependent upon the preservation of the other two.

In an article by Bruce Yandle titled “Land Rights: Why do They Matter” he
writes, My studies led me to the great 17th-century English jurist Sir Edward Coke.
His explanation of the Magna Carta left little doubt in my mind that the Great Char-
ter, as he termed it, was a watershed event in the struggle of ordinary people to pro-
tect their natural rights against encroachments by government. There in the Magna
Carta one finds words that sound very much like the takings clause of the Fifth
Amendment:

“No freeman shall be deprived of his free tenement or liberties or fee custom but
by lawful judgment of his peers and by the law of the land”

At the time of the Magna Carta, “the law of the land” referred to common law,
not to laws written by a legislative body or king. Customary law, developed infor-
mally and rooted in community norms, was seen as the only logical way to protect
property rights that had evolved over the centuries. Rights to land emerged from com-
munity and were transmitted to the nation/state. The lesson seems clear People do
not have rights because the state allows them. The nation /state exists because people
have rights. In many ways, today’s property rights advocates are calling for a mod-
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ern Magna Carta. Once again, ordinary people are seeking to restrain and contain
government. But instead of having to settle differences with picks, swords and ar-
rows, the parties in the struggle now turn to courts and legislative bodies. Their
struggles help us to see how strong is the motivation for freedom.

Therefore I believe this bill comes at a pivotal point in American history. Like the
Magna Carta, depending on its passage rests the future of the United State of
America as founded by our Fathers. In the middle of my search I ran smack-dab,
face to face, into a UNESCO MAB in my two home states of Missouri and Arkansas.

If the Congress can not, or will not, act to protect American land from regulatory
aggression from within the United States then how can American land be protected
from regulatory aggression by the Committee of the World Heritage Commission
and committees of other U.N. designations? How then can private property owners
be protected from these same aggressors? Yellowstone is just one example of foreign
aggression on our American land. The U.N. World Heritage Committee was called
in by environmental advocacy groups to settle a domestic dispute as to the need for
more privately owned land for a buffer zone to “protect” the Yellowstone World Her-
itage site and Yellowstone U.N. Man and the Biosphere (MAB) site from a gold
mine. The environmental impact study for the mine had not been completed.

The coal in Utah is another example of this mentality. This was private property.
Where was the Congress and where will they be on the next such aggression? This
is domestic and foreign aggression on American soil. A U.S. MAB project is a pro-
gram initiated by, run by, and for bureaucrats and NGO’s and God help anyone who
gets in their way, they will ridicule, slander and try to destroy that person.

Proponents of these designations blame their opponents for not understanding the
beneficial, benign and benevolent attributes of these designations. One can’t even
understand their eco-speak. If they want to be better understood a dictionary of
their newly coined words would help. Of course, according to the Feasibility Study,
us Arkies ’ain’t supposed to know nothing. We would certainly be too ignorant to
understand their other worldview.

More importantly, there is a different value system, which is taught in schools
and churches and does need to be understood. In high schools and colleges a biocen-
tric textbook is being used to teach Conservation Biology. In the textbook, CON-
SERVATION BIOLOGY are just two phrases which give insight into their world
view: Alternative means of regulation have been proposed, and it is clear that we
should explore all avenues to a better system. However, most that have been proposed
to date are significantly flawed. For example, to assume that voluntary compliance
for the common good will preserve systems is at best naive, given the fact, as already
noted, that regulation became necessary in the absence of voluntary compliance.
Similarly, while so-called market based approaches may have some applicability, the
market, by failing to deal adequately withboth equity and ecology, starts as a flawed
instrument ... Theological schools are training seminarians about the interface be-
tween religion and the environment. These efforts are all part of an interfaith pro-
gram instituted late in 1993 that will underline the injunction to revere God’s cre-
ation and to protect it (Joint Appeal 1992) because changes in the underlying value
systems of human societies are critical to achieving conservation goals, religious val-
ues and teaching can play a vital role in creating a human relationship with the
earth. However, those teachings must move beyond self-salvation for an afterlife to
incorporate planetary salvation now.

I believe that we understand these designations better than the proponents do,
we know they are wrong! Just for the sake of argument though, if this MAB pro-
gram is so beneficial, benign and benevolent why did the OHMAB Steering Com-
mittee keep their scheming and planning under wraps for over seven years and why
did they deny it so vehemently even after it was exposed. When one reads an AP
story about 400 “indigenous peasant squatters” in a Guatemalan MAB site taking
29 U.N. enforcers hostage, who had gone in to roust out the squatters, it gives one
Fause to wonder as to who is the benefitee and just where is the benign benevo-
ence.

Can’t one just imagine how much havoc, abuse and aggression an Ozark Man and
The Biosphere of 35,250,000 acres, 55,000 square miles, would wreck on the citizens
and their private property in Missouri, Arkansas, Oklahoma, Kansas and Illinois?
This OHMAB is designed to be joined later with the Land Between-the-Lakes des-
ignation and eventually to the Southern Appalachian MAB.

International U.N. Treaties, Agreements and Accords with accompanying Execu-
tive Orders, Initiatives and Directives are feeding the U.S. and State agencies with
power beyond their competence and sensibility, let alone the Constitutionality of
their actions.

These agreements exceed Constitutional Authority to make Treaties. Our state
and national laws are contained within our legal boundaries. These U.N. designa-
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tions cross legal state and national boundaries, therefore they violate jurisdictions
of state and national laws. They violate the Supreme Law of the Land, the U.S.
Constitution, but most especially in the areas of:

« Congressional “Advice and Consent,” (USC III-2-2))

« Congressional Authority to “make rules for the Government and Regulations
of the Land” (USC 1-8-13)

« “Power of the Congress to dispose of and make all needful Rules and Regula-
tions respecting the Territory or other Property belonging to the United States,”
(USC iV-3-2)

« Congressional Authority to exercise exclusive legislation in all cases whatso-
ever. ... And to exercise like Authority over all Places purchased by Consent
of the Legislatures of the State in which the same shall be. ...”; (USC 1-8-17)
* Destroys the clause [N]othing in this Constitution shall be so construed as to
grze)judice any claims of the United States, or of any particular State; (USC IV-
¢ Destroys the mandate of the clause, “the United States shall guarantee every
State in this union a Republican Form of Government” (USC IV-4)

« Violates prohibition of “No State shall enter into any Treaty, alliance, or Con-
federation; ... No state shall, without the Consent of Congress, enter into any
Agreement or Compact with another State or with a Foreign Power (USC 1-10)
* Violates “No State shall be formed or erected within the jurisdiction of any
other State; nor any State be formed by the Junction of two or more States; or
Parts of States, without the Consent of the Legislatures of the States, concerned
as well as the Congress” (USC IV-3-1)

Eliminates the 5th, 9TH AND 10TH Amendments from The Bill of Rights.
When these are gone, can the balance of the Constitution be far behind?

The First Amendment to the Constitution assures us “the right of free speech, of
the people to peaceably assemble and to petition the Government for a redress of
grievances.” Under the world’s greatest civil document, The Constitution of the
United States, we are free to assemble here today, to speak freely to two elected
U.S. Representatives, who care about our concerns. Let me say, I am personally
most grateful to both.

The Bill of Rights, the first ten amendments to that Constitution, gave the people
and the States the assurance that the Powers of the Central government would be
limited and would never infringe upon “the rights retained by the States and the
people.” Quoting the Preamble “We the people of the United States, in order to form
a more perfect union, establish justice, insure domestic tranquility, provide for the
common defense,promote the general welfare, and secure the blessings of liberty to
ourselves and our posterity, do ordain and establish this Constitution for the United
States of America.” We the people created the contract, it is of the people, by the
people, and for the people of the United States. Our Constitutions, State and Fed-
eral, are the legal roots which bind us together as a people, regardless of race, color,
creed or gender. It is our guidepost, starting line, owner’s manual, and the legal
mandates for our civil society.

Justice Joseph Storey 1779-1845 was named by President James Madison to serve
on the United States Supreme Court on which he served from 1812 to 1845. He stat-
ed. “That government can scarcely deemed to be free, where the rights of property
are left solely dependent upon the will of a legislative body without any restraint.
The fundamental maxims of a free government seem to require the rights of per-
sonal liberty and private property should be held sacred.”

There is a civic responsibility for the people watch and restrain the government
now, just as there was when Justice Storey spoke of the fundamentals of freedom.
I firmly believe that if 60 percent of eligible voters know more about these Executive
Orders, Initiatives, Directives and designations, without congressional action, there
would be a quick voter term limit exercised at the next election. Term limits began
this year in Arkansas, to bring forth a citizen legislature. The candidates know it
was politically correct and expedient to be well informed on property rights.

The Constitution may be a small document but it is contract made in good faith.
We did not create a monarchy, dictatorship or an oligarchy but a Republican Form
of Government, self governing through elected Representation to State and Federal
Legislatures, to whom we granted sole lawmaking authority. This authority has
been usurped by Administrative Executive Orders, Vice-presidential Initiatives, Ju-
dicial Decisions and bureaucratic rules and regulations which have added to the
“make law mixture,” outside of Constitutional law making authority, under the
guise of “protecting the environment.”

Now we have entered into an unprecedented era in American history with United
Nations Treaties proceeding from no Constitutional Authority, supplanting Congres-
sional authority to manage Federal lands, through World Heritage Sites, UNESCO
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Biosphere Reserves, and Ramsar sites. These designations have more roots and
branches than a banyan tree.

Something else has gone awry. Under the clause “promote the general welfare”
found only in the Preamble to the Constitution, which has no force of law, all sorts
of Acts have passed as law, which I call defacto laws. They are clearly not passed
under Authority of the Constitution but under the color of law. Over the past twen-
ty-five years there have been numerous environmental laws passed by Congress,
without the Congress writing the rules and regulations. What started as an honest
concern for health and safety has turned into a burgeoning business with another
agenda. The environment industry has now become a direct ten percent of our econ-
omy. The direct and indirect added cost to government and private citizens is rel-
atively higher as the growth in related rules and regulations by Federal and State
bureaucracies has grown exponentially.

My encounter with the Ozark Highlands Man and The Biosphere began in late
1995 with an article in an National Wilderness Magazine, NWI RESOURCE. Time
and space doesn’t permit me to name the hundreds of people I talked with, who
shared time, information and publications with me. In early 1996 I had read a small
warning in a paper from People of the West, now People of the USA announcing
the plans for a MAB program in the southern half of Missouri and the northern
third of Arkansas. The Missouri Department of Conservation was seeking comment
on their Draft Plan, which included information on the OHMAB.

In July of 1996, after Governor Huckabee took office and immediately started lob-
bying for the 1/8th cent “Conservation Tax” I contacted Jim Wilson, an aide of the
Governor, whom I had considered a personal friend with my concerns about an
OHMAB and his remark to me was, “Now Mary, don’t get like those people who
got on the roof tops and look for the Lord to return on a certain day.” My reply
to him was, “Now Jim, don’t talk to me about apples and oranges, I'm talking about
Biospheres, of which, you obviously know nothing.”

After another call or two Jim did ask me to send the materials I had, to the Gov-
ernor and he would see that the matter was studied. The next week State Senator
John Brown had hand delivered a packet of information to the Governor, from me,
including Dr. Michael Coffman’s video “Biodiversity—The Key to Destroying Prop-
erty Rights and the U.S. Constitution.” I later received a call from another aide,
Chris Pyle, about mid August asking for another copy of the video and it was sent
directly to the Governor by Susan Coffman.

As chief executive officer of the state, I thought the Governor would want to be
informed. At the same time, Game & Fish Director, Steve N. Wilson was telling the
Governor that it was all “black helicopters and blue helmets.” Unbeknown to me
Connie had already sent her documents to the Governor. I didn’t give up on my at-
tempts to know that this was considered seriously, and as I learned later, neither
did Connie.

About August the 18th, after listening to a tape “The Rewilding of America,” I
called the producer of the tape, Tex Marrs Ministry office in Texas, and asked if
they could give me further information and documentation. The sole staffer there
reluctantly gave me the name and phone number of Connie Burk. When we talked
she told me of her information and concerns.

Connie came to my Fayetteville office where I had arranged for her to be inter-
viewed by Rusty Garrett and give him copies of her information. Rusty is a reporter
with the Northwest Arkansas Times. The following Sunday Rusty’s Biosphere arti-
cle was front page with a photo of a schematic drawing of a biosphere layout by
Carol W. LaGrasse that she had published in the Biosphere edition of her “Positions
on Property Rights.” People started calling wanting answers to questions. After an-
swering the best I could, I referred them to the Governor.

He called off the Game and Fish participation in the program three days before
the Nomination was to have been finalized. There was no response from the Gov-
ernor, to the people’s questions, until after the November elections and the Con-
servation Tax was passed. He then issued a denial letter with Steve Wilson’s fairy
tale denial memo of biosphere involvement attached. Nor did he correct the false
impression in a later TV interview. This can be found on TBA Home page http:/
www.users.NWArk.com/-tbark/

Before Connie and I had met or talked we were working on individual tracts with
the MAB information we each had at the time. When we tried to contact elected
officials in Washington and in Arkansas we were stonewalled by cadres of aides who
tuned us out and turned us off as “black helicopter-blue helmet conspirators.” I
heard this in the halls of Congress when these designations were debated. This was
a common turn off by the environmentalist and proponents of the MAB.

We were able to get the information to then, U.S. Representative, now U.S. Sen-
ator Tim Hutchinson, by way of a mutual friend, State Senator Fay Boozman, who
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delivered it to Mr. Hutchinson at church on Sunday before the nomination was to
be finalized on September 1, 1996. Mr. Hutchinson wrote Roger Soles, then Director
of the State Department the U.S. Man and The Biosphere offices and asked that
the Ozark Highlands Man and Biosphere not be designated. After that, Representa-
tive Hutchinson testified before a Resource Committee Hearing for the American
Land Sovereignty Act in September of 1996.

All of this was a nightmare, but I found it more unbelievable when I actually read
the Cooperative Agreement (Memorandum of Understanding), Nomination Form,
and the Feasibility Study for the Ozark Highlands Man and the Biosphere
(OHMAB).

There was not one elected person or legislative body involved, only Federal and
State bureaucrats and Non-Governmental Organizations (NGO’s). In fact, a couple
of the “Whereas” clauses stated:

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 1346(b)
(Interagency Agreements), provides for Federal agencies to enter into establishing
mutual policies, objectives, and cooperative relationships and

I certainly didn’t know they were so enabled. That wasn’t the only shocker. I
learned from the Feasibility Study in Chapter 9—Ozark Culture that, 4This culture
appears to interact with the environment harmoniously, and individuals in this
group have relatively little impact on the environment. Exceptions are that they dis-
pose of solid waste in the hollows and have primitive systems for sewage disposal.

I found in Chapter 10—Ozark Economy these two elitist pearls of wisdom: Distor-
tions enter the culture with the welfare system and some illegal activities. Many of
these people (with populations concentrated in Missouri in Carter County, Oregon
County, and to some extent Shannon County) have been unable to continue in their
self-sufficient lifestyle. They have turned to public welfare assistance to become part
of the cash economy. Many third and fourth-generation welfare families live in these
counties. Poaching is common. Outsiders coming into the area have brought the in-
fluence of drugs. Ozark residents have always had alcohol but not other drugs. In
addition to noting the use of drugs, several interviewees believe that growing mari-
Jjuana has become a very large non-reported cash industry. And,Because of the origi-
nal culture in some counties, people historically are not accustomed to working a full
day or a full year. Employers complain that no one shows up for work on the first
day of deer season or when the fish are biting. Industry cannot operate well without
a dependable work force:

These aspersions cast upon the culture and economy are hardly indicative of the
hard working people who made the home grown national and international compa-
nies like Wal-Mart, Tyson Foods, Dillard Department Stores, J.B. Hunt Trucking
Company, the former Jones Truck Lines and numerous other home grown stock
market companies competitive in this “global economy.”

With all of the bureaucratic agencies involved in this MAB program they should
be able to keep Al Gore’s earth in the balance. No wonder Roger Soles asked why
we were so against the U.N. MAB in the Ozarks. He wanted to know why they had
failed, so he commissioned a research paper found at: http:/ssu.agri.missouri.edu/
Publications/Ozarks/toc.html

After the intersection with the OHMAB we quadrupled our efforts. All over the
state TBA members were helping their neighbors and adjoining counties to become
informed. Together we raised the awareness of these designations and their impact
on property rights.

Through reading an article by Ruth Kaiser in the National Federal Lands Con-
ference newsletter “Update” titled, “Using County Government to Protect Your Cus-
toms, Culture and Economy” I learned of the National Environment Protect Act
(NEPA) “little NEPA” codes. By initiating a County Land Use Plan under certain
codes Congress had provided in NEPA, local governments would have a seat at the
table with these agencies, for any bureaucratic decision making within their coun-
ties.

I made this information available to members statewide. A conference was held
in Harrison, Arkansas August 2nd 1997 with members of the National Federal
Lands Conference, Ruth Kaiser, Director, Howard Hutchinson, Tom McDonnel, Mi-
chael Kelly and Attorney Karen Budd Falen giving a seminar on these County Land
use plans. As these ordinances were being passed by the counties in Arkansas, the
Forest Service and Arkansas Game and Fish Commission Director were trying to
squash the ordinances.

The OHMAB is alive and well in Missouri and Arkansas with the bureaucracies
implementing and completing their individual preplanned parts just waiting for the
day when the Biodiversity Treaty is ratified and all will be in place. These agencies
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haven’t missed a heartbeat in the performance of their parts in this MAB. They
may, or may not, have missed the money they were expecting to get out of it but
their will to push it through, hell or high water is going strong. They now hide
under the myriad of environmental Acts passed by Congress.

Following the delayed, but completed and ready to submit Nomination Form, the
activities of these agencies, sure walks, talks and smells; like the beginning imple-
mentation of the OHMAB with the same bad actors.

Unfortunately the public exposure, was bad timing and came too close for comfort
for the U.S. Forest Service for their scheduled part in the OHMAB, an ecosystem
assessment. The Arkansas Game and Fish Commission felt the same sting with
their Stream Team Program, but proceeded anyway. It’'s no coincidence that the
same agencies are duplicated and aligned in the ongoing MAB programs. Earlier
documents obtained delineated that the Forest Service would among other things
perform an Ecosystem Assessment and Plan and AR G&F would initiate Stream
Streams. There are other documented activities to prove the point but the following
have been debated publicly.

Almost simultaneously with the public uproar over the OHMAB the U.S. Forest
Service, in the Quachita National Forest and the Ozark-St Francis National Forest
in Arkansas and Missouri, began an Ecosystem Assessment headed by Bill Pell, a
former Nature Conservancy employee. Even though both Forest Supervisors were
signatories to the Nomination Form, they tried to no avail, to squelch the idea that
this was tied in any way to the OHMAB. Their resource books were the completed
5 book set of Southern Appalachian MAB Assessment of which I have a set. They
were just performing their MAB part.

Lo and behold, in 1997 another signatory, to the Nomination Form, the Arkansas
Game and Fish Commission Director Steve Wilson was introducing Stream Teams
into Arkansas. After another hue and cry from those who had stayed involved to
watch the actions of these bureaucratic U.N. facilitators, the Governor once again
withdrew his public support of this program. They were just perforrning their MAB
part, too.

A document of particular significance in my file on the USDA Forest service is
a copy of the Informational Memorandum for James A. Lyons, Undersecretary, NRE
from Barbara Webber, Associate Deputy Chief for Research (FS) through Mike
Dombeck, F'S Chief, regarding the U.S. Man and the Biosphere Program. The Sum-
mary states “the survival of the U.S. MAB program is threatened. Benefits to the
U.S. and the USDA Forest Service are significant. Loss of authority to participate
in the U.S. MAB program or loss of our MAB sites, would significantly deter progress
in achieving the goals of the President and that of the Santiago Agreement.”

Another document shows that the Forest Service has a high disregard for private
property: Property rights of private land and the rights to use public lands will con-
tinue to evolve over time. Means are provided to determine those rights through due
process. Recent important developments are the evolution of private property rights
under the terms of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (Public Law 93205) and the
determination of local control of the use of Federal lands in the West Sustainable
Forest, Santiago Declaration http://www.fs.fed.us/land/sustain dev/sd/
criter7. htm#LIEF48. We, as property owners were never told our property rights
were evolving but read it on the web.

Jim Burling Pacific Legal Foundation wrote a commentary “Bureaucrats; You
Can’t Trust Them, You Can’t Control Them” and I would add, you can’t vote for
them, nor can you fire them, and neither can anyone else. They have better tenure,
as soon as they go on the public payroll, than a university professor. Our bureauc-
racy is a super duper giant. The bureaucrats want to secure their jobs, grow their
power through rules and regulations. The environmentalist feed at the public trough
on Federal grants and begging. Many elected officials can’t afford to stand against
the environmentalist money and propaganda, aided and abetted by the media and
the polls. The only people who don’t benefit from these incestuous circles are the
taxpaying public. Americans have, to quote the title of Holly Swanson’s dynamic
book, BEEN SET UP AND SOLD OUT. The private citizen and his or her property,
personal and private, is in the crosshairs of their crossfire.

Many bureaucrats have become like U.N. facilitators and they sure want “con-
sensus” for their programs. I don’t believe than these people are inherently evil for
the most part, I just don’t think they begin to understand, or want to know, the
scope of the deception of these programs. I also believe their bosses think of this
as manna from heaven, a great cash cow to grow their bureaucracies. They have
separate roles to play, they are so propagandized about their roles that they refuse
to see the picture as a whole.
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If, as the researcher for the State Department MAB program has called the
OHMAB a failed nomination effort, it was because it was a grassroots team efforts
in Missouri and Arkansas that made it fail.

We, the American people do not want another entity controlling our land. We
know that whoever controls the land, controls the people, be it by onerous burden-
some government regulation or confiscation. Where private property has remained
in the control of the individual owners, representative government has been possible
and the nation has prospered.

There should never be a question about the passage of H.R. 883. I don’t believe
that the oath of office each member swears to, and serves under, gives them any
choice but to pass this Act for American sovereignty. Every Congressman was elect-
ed as a U.S. Representative or Senator not as a U.N. representative. It is the re-
sponsibility of the members of this Committee and the House and Senate to decide
whether they are voting on this as Americans or as Globalists, no one can serve two
masters. The question is laid squarely on the votes of this Committee and the votes
of the Congress on H.R. 883, as to whether America will be a state under U.N. do-
rélir&ion or if it will the United States of America, a Republic, and “one nation under

od.”
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EXPLANATION OF THE MAN AND THE BIOSPHERE PROGRAM AND BIODIVERSITY TREATY

’\‘he 1994 US Man and the Biosphere St:stegxc Pim notes that

ations of the: Umted Nations Conference on Enviromment and Devel-
opment... (i.e. the Esrth Summit in 1992). Likewise the 1995
UNESCO Statutes of the World Network of Biosphere Resetves and
The Sevill claim a primary purpose
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surroundedby “buffer zonas™ or
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of use intensity exists from the core reserve 10 the developed land.
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hmm},selectron forestyy, of o&her forestry experiments” would be
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appeoach is Article Ba~e in the C on Biologik
Diversity and its companion document, the United Mations Global
Blodiversity Assessment (GBA), Article 25 of the Convention
mandares that the GBA be used to write the implementing lmme
for the treaty, Section 13.4.2.2.3 of the GBA calls for
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The result of these guidetives is the map on the previous page.

WHAT DO RESERVES AND CORRIDORS
REALLY MEAN?

ion, the | e stagger-
ing. As noted in the June 28, 1993 issus of Science, it *is nothing less

hile thie efi

areas of all reajor scosystems in & region..be reserved, that blocks
should be as large as possible, that buffer zones should be eqtablished
around core areas, and that corridors...connect these aress, This basic
design s central 1o the recently proposed Wildlands Project in the
Umted Smes, a oomrmqsml long-term strategy.. 1o expand aatural

. a8 much a3 30% of the US. land area.
The Wildlands Project was developed by Dr. Michael Soulé, cor
founder and first president of the Soclety for Convervation Biology;

af Ce
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and special consultant to the US Dept. of Tnierior; and David Fore-
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means the rest of us are going 1o pay doub!e and triple for produms
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RESERVES & CORRIDORS DO NOT WORK
What sciencs is really showing is that there is no clesr evidence

is the fead

that reserves and corridors work or are gven needed. Rather, good
forest

wroie &ad pi including the use of clearcutting, enhances bio-
Biclogical Diversity. it is made up of over 500 national and inter- diversity and sustainability:
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19, 1996 by President Clinton {Exes. Order 12986). To date the  gijon.™ BL. RO, 1985, Journal of
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conservation biology.

MAGNITUDE OF THE WILDLANDS PROJECT
"Conservation must be procticed on a truly mnd sula.” claims
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Earth, N ; i Risthis , oy, ill fow data, and many widely oo
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fot faunal movement, do nm. i faot, provuh clear evidence,” Of
those that do support the need for sorridors, wooded fence rows are
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Strips. Habbe, R, 1992, “The Rale of Corrdos in Comservation: Solution or

Bandveagon?* Tree 7(i13389.

‘The science used in the MAB and Convention on Biclogical
Iiiversity doss not work and may sctuaily reduce biodivessity. The
implications of this treaty must be thoroughly reviewed beftve it is
sonsidered for ratification.

For more infornation on the maps and Wildiands Project, sontact Dr. Michael Cofiman, Maine Congervation Rights tnstituts, {207) 945-9878
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Mary Denham,
Director and State Coordinator
Take Back Arkansas, Inc.
Fayetteville, Arkansas

Witness Exhibits For The Record
H. R, 883 The American Land Sovereignty Act

To the

The United State House of Representative
COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES

House Commitiee on Resources Fieiding Hearing,

Rolla, MO  May 1, 1999

/AXHIBIT 1. EXCERPTS OF OHMAB DOCUMENTS
3,/ EXHIBIT 2. MEMO & Part: CRITERION AND INDICATOR
nvrwm——
&~ EXHIBIT 3. MAB NEWS ARTICLE & RESOLUTION
y EXHIBIT 4. EXCERPT OF OHMAB RESEARCH PAPER
/ EXHIBIT 5. BRUCE YANDLE ARTICLE
EXHIBIT 8. OHMAB STEERING COMMITTEE LETTERS

V EXHIBIT 7. POST BIOSPHERE 2/14/98 - MRD LETTER TO BILL PELL,
Team Coordinator, Ozark0Quachita Ecosystem Assessment

EXHIBIT 8 MARY DENHAM ORAL TESTIMONY, MAY 1, ROLLA, MO.
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American Land Sovereignty Act 883 Fietd Hearing
EXHIBIT 1. EXCERPTS OF OZARK HIGHLAND MAN AND BIOSPHERE DOCUMENTS
{COPIES OF ORIGINALS WERE SCANNED BY WITNESS USING TEXBRIDGE &
CHANGED TO ARIAL FONT & 12 POINT TYPE FOR REABABILITY & ECONOMY OF SIZE.
ANY ERRORS IN TYPE AND WORD TRANSLATION ARE MINE. Mary Denham)

Figure 4. Boundaries of the Ozark Plateau province (the base map is by Raisz, 1957).
27-
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SOURCES OF OZARK MAB DOCUMENTS

COPIES OF THE MEMORANDUM QF UNDERSTANDING, BIOSPHERE RESERVE NOMINATION FORM,
INCLUDING NAMES AND POSITIONS OF THE NOMINATING COMMITTEE AND SUPPORTERS, THE

EEASIBILITY STUDY FOR AN OZARK MAN AND BIOSPHERE COOPERATIVE REPORT TO THE
STEERING COMMITTEE COMPLETED 9/1931, AND RELATED PAPERS WERE OBTAINED 8/1995 BY
CONNIE BURKS OF JASPER, AR, FROM GEORGE QVIATT, BUFFALO RIVER NATIONAL PARK
RESOURCE MANAGER. COPY QF LETTER TO STEVE WILSON STAMPED RECEIVED BY DIRECTOR
WAS OBTAINED BY TERRY SULLIVAN OF N. LITTLE ROCK, AR. FROM AR FISH AND GAME OFFICE.
Mary

FROM NPS PAFPERS: MANAGEMENT BRIEFING OF. PRIOR HISTORY
We would like o provide some background on “the effort thus far as we understand it for’ those of
you' who have not been personally invoived in this cooperative effort. The Feasibility Study for an
Ozark man and the Biosphere (NAB) Cooperative, completed in 1991, identified opportunities for
applying biosph reserve ( pts to help link conservation, research, sustainable development,
and local participation in the Ozark Highlands. The study serves as a catalyst and guiding document
for the subsequent work of our Steenng Committee. That Commitiee has prepared a mxssson
statement for an Ozark Highlands Regional NAB Cooperative, 8 draft Cooperati $, and
completed inf ies and a2 nominat form fo support U.S. nommatm of
complementary management areas for international reoognition as part of an’OzarkHighlands
Biosphere Reserve. An important remaining component for the Steering Committee’. consideration is
how best to facilitate the full parficipation of government, private entmes and local communities in a

future regrona! NAB Cooperatlve Although the feasibility study d ted “almost
p of the o died in the Man and Biosphere Program®, some partners may still
desire additional perep ot on the fical benefits of the NAB approach in helping them pool

increasingly slretched ﬁnanciai and human resources to assess and address important local and
regional issues. In this context, we note that the U.S. MAB's Biosphere Reserve Directorate has
recently proposed a new iniliative to provide catalytic gramts for local partnerships working to
implement biosphere reserve concepts. We have contacted the Coordinator and expressed a
willingness to participate. if funded by the U.S National Committee, this initiative would offer
possibilities for supporting cooperation in the Ozarks.

# # # # #

EXCERPTS
FROM
OZARK HIGHLANDS
MAN AND THE BIOSPHERE

DOCUMENTS

2
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COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT
[Memorandum OT Understanding {FS)]

FOR THE
ESTABLISHMENT AND OPERATION OF THE

OZARK HIGHLANDS
MAN AND THE BIOSPHERE COOPERATIVE

THIS COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT, made and entered into this

... dayof , one thousand nine hundred and , by and between Arkansas Game
and Fish Commission, Arkansas Natural Heritage Cc ission, Missouri Dep 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 Missour), Ozark Regional Land Trust, U. S. Fish and Wildiife Service,
1J»8. Forest Service (Mark Twain HF and Ozark/St. Francis NF} , all of whom represent
several land management and. planning agencies with interests in the general area of
the Ozark highlands, do hereby join together for a common and specifics purpose.

ARTICLE . BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVES

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, the parfies 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 Biosphere Program was formed by the
United Nations Educational, Scientific and ci {_organization for upose of
buiiding a harmonious between man and the environment on a scientific basis: and the
United _States Man_and the Biosphers Program cooperates with the international
program for this purpose; and

WHEREAS. The intemational Coordinating Council of an._and_the
Biosphere Program_has_recognized the Ozark Highlands region as_one of the most
sujtable areas in the world for developin model_cooperativi tural_and cultural
1esource program because of its unigue and globally significant natural ecosystem and
its weaith of scientific expertise; and

ORAFT

WHEREAS, all parties to this agreement wish to join in a partnership effort; o
promote the conservation and wise stewardship of the area’s renewable resources; fo
increase the environmental awareness of the general public; to encourage
environmentaily 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 of
regional research efforts, and
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United States Department of the interior
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Buffalo National River
P.O. Box 1173
Harrison, Arkansas 72602.-1173

RECEIVED WMD
RECEIVED DIRECTOR JUL16.1996
July 1, 1996

Steven N. Wilson, Director
Arkansas Game & Fish Commission
#2 Natural Resources Drive

Litle Rock, Arkansas 72205

Dear Mr. Wilson:

As promised we have inquired as to the tentative status of your agency's interest in. continuing the
regional Man and Biosphere (MAB) effort at this time. The consensus of these phone calls * appears
to be in support of 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 contributed since 1989 should now lead to a focused effort to see this
idea through to compietion.

The question becomes where do we go from here? We would like your response to the following:

1. A copy of the draft Cooperative Agreement has been enclosed for your
final review to facilitate signature by interested partners.

2. We would ask you to provide the position of your agencies or organization reflecting your
Interest in participating in a regional MAB Cooperative.

If current conditions do not enable your agency or organization to participate as a sighatory member
of the Cooperative or in nominating your sites at this time, you may wish to consider being identified
as a cooperator with the Cooperative (you agree with J4AB concepts, and will explore opportunities
for sharing information and cooperating on particular activities).

3 We would also recommend the Steering Committee meet again this fall to reach  consensus on
phase Il which would be expansion of the Committee and identifying a new Coordinator to
replace Dave Foster who recently retired from Federal service.

Please give these items careful consideration as we seek to move forward in this effort.

We would like to have vour repiy to the above three items no later than September 1. 1996. Contact
George Oviatt of my staff at 501-741—5443, ext. 114, if you have additional concerns or questions.

Sincerely,

John D. Linahan, Superintendent
Enclosures

DRAFT
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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

1346(b} (interagency Agreements), provides for federal agencies to_enter inte
agreements establishing mutual policies, ob3ectives, and cooperative relationships, and

WHEREAS, this agreement may be used to poo! funds and human resources for
a common purpose, and

WHEREAS, all parties to this agreement recognize this joint effort wili engender
the further deveiopment 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 agreement
hereto desire to cooperate and mutually agree to:

ARTICLE If. STATEMENT OF WORK

1) Establish an Ozark Highlands and the Biosphere Cooperative. The’ cooperative shall
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 regional, state, local, and other federal governments, individuals,
and other interested organizations to promote a land ethic that recognizes the importance
of ecologically sound management of natural and cultural resources.

3) Identify principal environmental and dgvelopmefital issues .related to the
objectives of the cooperative. This will be 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

5) Undertake supporting cooperative research and resource management
initiatives which are regional in scope and disseminate resuiting information from these
activities

8) Utilize existing resources to promote and implement existing voluntary environmental
education programs with the public school systems of the region and with other interested
organizations.

7) Augment cooperative relationships with state, local, other federal and private entities
within the region to attain common objectives.

8) Produce and disseminate informational materials appropriate to this project.
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8) Empower the councii to establish an OGzark Highlands MAB Coordinating
Committee/Office which can provide the expertise and labor io carny out the functions
desired’ by the parties to this agreement.

ARTICLE . TERM OF AGREEMENT

This agreement shall be evaluated and reviewed no later than two years after its
implementation at which time dations for imprc and
modifications shall be considered by all parties. Any amendmant or maodification to
this agreement shall be in writing agreed upon by all signafories and executed by
the duly authorized representatives of the parties herete and incorporated into this
agreement by reference.

ARTICLE IV KEY OFFICIALS [Signature Page}

Steve Wilson, Dir, JEnforcer-AR] [Withdrawn’} AR Gan
& Fish Commission

Harold Grimmeit, Director ARN; i Heritage G

Jerry Prosley MO Dep of Conservation

David Shore. Enforcer-MC MO Dept of Natural Resources, Div, of Parks
John D, Linahan, Supsrintendent NPS Buffalo National River

Ben Ciarey NP8, Ozark Nations Scenic Riverways
{Signed by] Grega F. 7?2777 Chisf Biclogist  Pioneer Forest

Nancy Delamar The Nature Conservancy (Arkansas)

G. Rodney Milier The Nature Conservancy (Missouri)

Greag Galbreath Qzark Regional Land Trust

{No Name Provided] U.8. Fish & Wildlife Service

Randy Moore, Supervisor US Forest Service Mark Twain N.F.

Lynn Neff, Supervisor US Forest Service, Ozady/St. Francis

*[Signature letter signed by Director August 12% 1996, withdrawn August 27% 1906 ]

ARTICLEV AWARD

This basic ag t does not provide for any financial obligation and is a vehicle for
determining agency ag an basic premi geals, and objectives. Work projects or
activities which involve the fransfer of money, servicas or property will require the

ion of sep v i i g t instruments may include
challenge cost share, pariicipati g is¢ confracls, volunty G and
coilection agreements.

ARTICLE VI. TERMINATION

Cooperators can terminate their participation in the Ozark Highiands Man and the
Biosphere Cooperative by providing written 80 days notice to all signatory parties.
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ARTICLE Vil GENERAL PROVISIONS AND APPLICABLE CIRCULARS The general
provision attached hereto and the applicable references therein are made a part of this agreement

SIGNATURES

John D. Linahan,
Superintendent

Buffalo Nationai River
P.0O. Box 1173

Harrison, AR 726021173

Steve N. Wilson, Director
Arkansas Fish & Game
Commission

#2 Natural Resources Drive.
Littie Rock, AR 72205

Harold Griumett, Director
AR Natural Heritage
Commission

1500 Tower Building

323 Center Street

Littie Rock, AR 72205

Lynn Neff, Forrest Supervisor
Ozark St.. Francis National
Forrest

P.0. Box 1008

Russellville, AR 72801

Ben Cleary, Superintendent
Ozark Nationai Scenic
Riverways

P.O. Box 490

Van Buren, MO 63965

Sam Marler, Regional, Director

U. 8. Fish & Wildiife Service
Bishop Henry Whipple Federal Bidg.
1 Federal Drive

Fort Sneiling, MN 55101-4056

Jerry Presley, Director
MO Dept. of Conservation
P,O. Box 180

Jefferson City, MO 65102

David Shore

MO Dept. of Natural Resources
P.O. Box 176

Jefferson City, MO 65102

Leo Drey

Pioneer Forrest

915 Olive Street, Rm. 941
St. Louis, MO

Randy Moore, Forest Supervisor
Mark Twain National Forrest

401 Playgrounds Road

Rolla, MO 65401

Nancy Delamar

The Nature Conservancy
Arkansas Field Office
601 N. University

Little Rock, AR 72205

Rodney Miller

The Nature Conservancy
Missouri Field Office
2800 5. Brentwood Blvd.
St. Louis, MO 63144

Gregg Galbraith, President
QOzark Regional Land Trust
427 5. Main Street
Carthage, MO 64836

[SIGNATCORIES TO ARTICLE VIl ARE NON ELECTED BUREAUCRATS and NGO's]
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BIOSPHERE RESERVE NOMINATION FORM

COUNTRY: United’ States of America

I
2 OFFICAL NAME OF THE RESERVE: Ozark Highlands Man and the Biosphere
cooperative
3 BIOGEOGRAPHICAL REGION: Interior unglaciated low plateaus (Ozark Plateau
Province)
4  SIZE AND SPATIAL CONFIGURATION (see map)
4.1 Size of Core Area(s): .80,530 hectares ......... [193,809.1 acres]

4.2. Size of Buffer Zone(s): 616.140* hectares {1,521,365.8 acres]

4.2 Approximate Size of Transition Area(s): 507.520*" heaa.res
e cooperator administered within the Buffalo and Current River watersheds.
** privately administered within the Buffalo and Current River watersheds.

5. ADMINISTRATIVE AREAS INCLUDED IN THE PROPOSED BIOSPHERE
RESERVE

If one or more existing and contiguous administrative areas (e.g.. national park, nature

sanctuary, experimental station) are to be included in the core area(s) and buffer zone(s)

of the proposed biosphere reserve, give the name(s) of this/these administrative area(s)

and the name(s) of the authorities) responsible for its/their, management.

NA

If the proposed biosphere reserve consists of several areas which are geographically
separated and managed by different administrative authorities, give the names of these
administrative areas and the names of the authorities respansible for their management.
In this case (cluster biosphere reserve), a supplementary form should be completed for
each administrative authority concerned. The MAB  Secretariat can provide this
supplementary form upon request.

Arkansas: Arkansas Natural Heritage Commission Harold K. Grimmett (Director),
Little Rock; Buffalo National River (NPS), John D. Linahan (Superintendent), Harrison;
Ozark National Forest, Lynn. Neff (Forest Supervisor), Russellviile.

Missouri: Mark Twain National Forest, B. Eric Morse (Forest Supervisor), Rolla; Missouri
Department of Conservation, Jerry I. Presley (Director), Jefferson City; Missouri
Department of Natural Resources, David A. Short (Directer) Jefferson City; Ozark
National Scenic Riverways (NPS), Arthur L. Sullivan (Superintendent), Van Buren;
Pioneer Forest, Clinton E. Trammel (Manager), Salem; The Nature Conservancy,
Rodney Miller {State Director), St. Louis.

6.  GEOLOGICAL LOCATIONS
6.1.0verview (major geographical features in the vicinity of the proposed biosphere
reserve) The Ozark Highlands comprise the westward extension of the larger
Interior Unglaciated Low Plateaus Region which extends eastward and generally
south of the Ohio’ River to the Appalachian Uplift. Together with the Quachita
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Mountains to the south, it forms the most extensive tract of elevated land between
the Appalachian and Rocky Mountains. This 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 {llinois. Four major regional subdivisions are generally recognized: the St.
Francis Mountains and Salem Plateau in Southern Missouri, the Springfield
Plateau which extends from Missour into Arkansas and the Boston Mountains in
Northern Arkansas. The highest elevations occur across the central part of the
region from the southwest in the Boston Mountains (79Cm) in a northeasterly
direction to the SL Francis Mountains (54Cm). The elevation drops off on all sides
of this elongated dome, more abruptly on the shorter southern and eastern siopes
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 the 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 relief {150-25Cm) is
greater in these drainages than the less prominently dissected northerly siopes
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.

Governmental Divisions. (e.g., stale, province or region, county, territorial division,
etc.) State: Arkansas. Counties: Baxter, Benton, Crawford, Frankiin, lzazd,
Johnson, Newton, Pope, Randolph, Searcy, Stone, Washington. - State:
Missouri. Counties: Camden, Carter, Dent, Howell, Oregon, Reynolds, Ripley,
Shannon, Texas. 6.3. Nearest Major Town: Springfield. MO

Approximate population: 140.500 6.3.b.Distance from the nearest boundary of the
proposed biosphere reserve: 127 kilometers

Approximate population density of the region (including transient peoples,
nomads, etc.): inhabitants/km2

Latitude and Longitude 37 10' N 92 30'E

# # #

Feasibility Study for an
Ozark Man and the Biosphere Cooperative

Report to the OZARK MAN AND THE BIOSPHERE STEERING COMMITTEE
Prepared by JUDY FAULKNER and JOHN WHITE , ECOLOGICAL SERVICES
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ECCLOGICAL SERVICES
804 SOUTH ANDERSON STREET
URBANA, ILLINOIS 61801

SUMMARY

A Biosphere reserve consists of land designated fo be part of the United Nation Man and
the Bicsphere Program, known as MAB. The purpose of MAB is to develop and show
ways fo conserve the natural resources of a region while bensfiting the local economy
and quality of life. The Man and the Biosphere Program accomplishes its goals through
coordinated research, ~education, and demonstration projects.

A regional MAB cooperative consists of a group of biosphere reserve sites and
cooperators which involve focal residents and organizations in activities that help sustain
the region’s ecosystems.

Biosphere reserves consist of three zones, . A core area consists of strictly protected
land such as a nature preserve. An adjoining area of managed use is managed in a
manner consistent with protecting the core. A surrounding transition area forms the
third zone and stresses education and conservation-minded development and resource
use. These zones help describe a biosphere reserve, but they do not determine or
reguiate how the land is used.

In 1988 interested public and private groups formed a steering commitiee to -look into
whether the MAB approach could help improve the environmental quality of the Ozarks
and the weifare of its people. A Man and the Biosphere cooperative program was seen
as a possible way lo bring people together to address regional problems that need to be
solved by sharing information, resources, and goals.

The Ozark MAB Steering Committee and the U.S. MAB program sponsored this study
and report to determine the feasibility of using the biosphere reserve concept in the
Oaks. The valleys of the Buifalo River in Arkansas and of the Current and Eleven Point
Rivers in Missouri were initially identified as likely to be suitable for starfing the program,
Certain public and private lands in these valleys would become part of the biosphere
reserve and residents of the surrounding region would take part in the program.

To leam about local atfitudes toward the concepts of the Man and the Biosphere
Program, 90 people from 15 Czark counties in Arkansas and Missour were-interviewed.
These people inciuded political leaders, private citizens and landowners, managers of
public lands, and operators of busingsses.

The study found that Ozark residents are proud of the region, and they are very
concemned with maintaining the region’s environmental quality and improving its

10
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economy. The major environmental conceimns are disposal, sewage treatment, and water
quality.

Ozark residents want development that does not degrade the and water. Most Ozark
industries are based on the land - for extra: farming, and tourism. The region has
aftracted a large population of retirees. Many people want more business products from
focal resources such as timber and byproducts industry.

The study found almost universal acceptance of the concepis of the Man and the
Biosphere Program. _People support the idea of coordinating with each other and with
the public to solve environmental and economic problems.

Attitudes toward government agencies in the Ozarks vary with citizens and civic leaders
in some counties report all-around ation, but many peopie are upset about government
regulations and condemnation, especially for federal scenic river corridors an/?/?

Among the representatives of state and local governments among those who were
interviewed, almost all are supportive and some #////777a about the prospect of an MAD
cooperaiive helping to impro; /¥//ment and economy of the region.

Major state and federal agencies in the Ozarks are interested momfmh land under their
management to be part ot the biosphere reserve nhnvgu willing to take part in regional
environmental research project to demonstrate sustainable, conservation-minded use of
natural rersources. Private landowners are aiso interested in ¢ooperating.

Based on the above findings of the feasibility study, establis Ozark Man and the
Biosphere Cooperative is recommended. Pmhuiir and public agencies should become
members of a coordinatin-’ establish and overses the program and to identify the prior
addressed. Participation by local residents will be key to success,

An Ozark Man and the Biosphere Cooperative will need a | Sites? along with associated
programs if its long-term goal is to region’s full range of natural and cultural diversity. In
additio the Current, Buffalo. and Eleven Paint Rivers, Ehe s~9i~i~ou parks, other
publicconservation tands, protecte.d.naturailfea private properties throughout the Ozarks.

CHAPTER 9 . OZARK CULTURE

Information about the culture of the Ozarks is primarily from interviews with Dr. Robert
Flanders, Diractor of the Center for Ozark Studies at Southwest Missouri State University
in Springfield, and with Dr. Rex Campbell, Department of Rural Saciology at the
University of Missouri in Columbia, Other impressions, opinions, and details were
gleaned from a number of other inferviews in Arkansas and Missourl, Some of the views

1
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in this chapter were held by many interviewees and are considered widespread opinions.
The interviewer took the collective ideas and combined them into the picture presented
here.

The Ozark region in the vicinity of the study areas has changed greatly over the past 50
years. The cuiture was much more homogeneous in the past than it is now. Thirly {o 50
years ago, the economy was based almost entirely on the land. Most people lived on
smaif farms that were nearly self-sufficient. They produced most of their food, and they
hunted and fished to supplement the -animals they raised. Life was hard and poor.
Weekdays were spent hard at work on small farms. Folks came o town on Saturday fo
buy supplies, take care of business, and socialize. People spent little money, and they
bartered and fraded for goods and services. Peopile fived in closely knit communities of
family and friends. They felt a real sense of belonging. They helped and cared for one
another. The economic depression of the 1930s affected Ozark residents little because
they were not part of the mainstream economy.

Today the cullure has changed drastically because of the influx of industry (small as it is),
and becatse outsiders have moved in and brought different perceptions, ideas, and ways
of life. It is important to understand the cultures of the people because each culture
interacts with and influences the environment in different ways. People are part of the
environment, and thelr inferactions with the environment halp define it. An Ozark MAB
program would need fo understand how the culiure interacts with and affects the
environment. If the impacts are positive, then the MAB program could encourage them; if
they are negative, the program could teach people to change the ways they interact with
their environment.

This: chapter provides descriptions of present-day Ozark cultures as seen by the
interviewer, compiled from information gained through interviews and observations. The
interviews focused on counties in the center of the Ozarks, where the landscape is very
rural. As a conseguence of. this focus, the descriptions and impressions most accurately
refiect the “heart” of the Ozarks. In other parts of the Ozarks particularly the peripheral
regions with more urban centers and productive farmland the culture as described in this
chapter is not as fully expressed.

The next three pages describe several kinds of Ozark culture:
l.  Original Qzark Culture and lis Distorfions: Largely non-cash economy.

iL Traditional Culture: Cash economy

A, Residents in or near towns, wilh low-paying jobs

B. Business people in towns, with better jobs

C. Farmers

D, Ex-urbanites and refirees HLHybrid of Criginal Ozark Culture and Traditional
Culture
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I. Original Ozark Culture and its Distortions: Largely non-cash economy

The original Ozark cuiture has been distorted, but some parts of its basic social structure
remain relatively unchanged. People stilf live in a largely non-cash economy in which
bartering, trading services, growing produce and livestock, and hunting and fishing allow
them to be mostly seff-sufficient. They have very little cash. Their social system of close
relationships with family and friends is very much a part of their way of life. They depend
on and help one another. They share joys, sorrows, food, chores, and services. There
are strong emotional ties and a strong sense of security and belonging. Progress, full-
time jobs, and money would threaten this “network of kin” because a cash economy
usually is not a sharing economy and it is accompanied by a loss of closeness.

The people who live in this culture like their way of life. They like not working fullf time;
they like being able to hunt and fish when they want, and they like working outdoors.
They do not want their way of life changed. This culture appears to interact with the
environment harmoniously, and individuals in this group have relatively litle impact on
the environment. Exceptions are that they dispose of solid waste in the hollows and have
primitive systems for sewage disposal.

Distortions enter the culture with the welfare system and some illegal activities. Many of
these people (with populations concentrated in Missouri in Carter County, Oregon
County, and to some extent Shannon County) have been unable to continue in their self-
sufficient lifestyle. They have turned to public welfare assistance to become part of the
cash economy. Many third and fourth-generation welfare famifies live in these counties.
Poaching is common. Qutsiders coming into the area have brought { influence of drugs.
Ozark residents have always had alcchol but not other drugs. In addition to noting the
use of drugs, several interviewees believe that growing marijuana has become a very
large non-reported cash industry. The number of people remaining in this culture is.
smali, and they have little influence over the other cultures

CHAPTER 10 OZARK ECONOMY,

Land-Based Industry

In most of the Ozarks the predominant economic activities are based on the land. These
include beef, dairy, poultry, and hog famming, timber production, fourism, and 2 large
retirement population. There are also a few sheep, horse, and berry farms. In a few
counties of Missouri, fead is mined; stone is quarried throughout the Ozarks.

The scenic beauty of the Ozarks places such as the Current, Buffalo, and White Rivers,
and Bull Shoals Lake and Norfolk Lake attract many tourists to spend a few days, and
many retiress to spend their last years. Ozark residents know how important the scenery,
unspoiled landscape, and clean sireams are to them and o the economy. Keeping the
iand unspoiled and their environment clean is a high priority for most Ozark citizens.
They want it kept that way for themselves and their families. They also want to keep the
land unspoiled to enhance their economy. The Man and the Biosphere Program could
help them maintain and enhance this important goal.

13
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The Ozark citizenry holds a wide variety of opinions about how the land is managed. In
some counties, residents feel that some [and converted from forest to pasture should
have been kept in rees. Others fee! that better or different logging practices should be
used. Some do not like clearcutting. The local people want to be involved in influencing
how the land in the Ozarks is used,

Retirees move to the Ozarks because of the scenery, abundance of leisure pursuits, and
lower cost of living. The retirement community has brought both blessings and problemes.
Most of the local communities are very favorable toward the influence of refirees, who are
usually well educated and bring new ideas to the community. The retirees invest in local
banks, land, or homes. They generate business in many service industries, and the
retirement population has created a demand for new businesses to service their needs
such as nursing homes, clinics, and hospitals. All this has heiped the economy of the
Ozarks. However, the retired people also demand many government services such as
good roads, sewers, water, police, and fire protection. The third-party checks they
receive in retirement do not contribute as much to the local tax base as income that is
eamed by local workers.

Mon-Land Based Industry

A number of Ozark counties have small industries that do not depend on the land, such
as garment factories and a number of craft shops. These enterprises affect the
environment (o the degree that they do or do not result in degradation of the land or

£ deterioration in the quality of the air and water. Almost without exception, the local
peopie and county officials want more non-land based industries in the Ozarks. however,
they are only willing to accept those that are clean and do not pollute. These wishes are
in keeping with the concepts of the Man and the Biosphere Program. Bringing in clean
industry is a goal of the citizens and one in which MAB could help.

Value-Added Industry
Value-added industries have been developed in many counties. From the # industry,
these include sawmiils, specialty wood mills, and producers of hard. flooring, cabinets,
furniture, railroad ties, pallets, barrel staves, truck and trailer -furniture forms, tool
handles, and charcoal.

Businesses have been built around using sawdust from the timber industry to mai fuel
pellets for furnaces, logs for fireplaces, paper pulp, and barbecus flavoring. poultry
i~dustry uses sawdust as bedding for chickens and turkeys. Chicken litte waste has
been used for a number of value-added industries, including ferfilizer and cattle feed
when mixed with other ingredients.

The Man and the Biosphere Program could help the Ozari citizens expand t number and
types of value-added industries, especially those in which a waste prod that othenvise
can cause pollution (e.g., sawdust or chicken fitter) could be turne a useful byproduct.
Many of the local residents and county officials want to see effort put into developing

14
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value-added industry; this should be one of the goals of Ozark Man and the Biosphere
Cooperative if it is instituted.

Deterrents to Economic Growth

The Ozarks has several deterrents to attracting more industry. The most mentioned is the
lack of a good road system, preferably an interstate Ozark-roads although very scenic
are often narrow, winding, and steep. Extra time is required to travel anywhere in the
Ozarks. The Ozark region is also “not on way to anywhere else.” As several people
remarked during the interviews, “You 4 just happen to be in Yeliville or Eminence. You
have to work to get there.” in addition to the road system, other factors retarding
economic development are the need for better water systems and a natural gas line.

The second most often-mentioned deterrent to atiracting industry is the lack dependable
work force despite double-digit unemployment. Many Ozark residents are third and
fourth-generation welfare recipients. This is not universally true but is the situation in
several counties. Because of the original culture in some counties, people historically are
not accustomed to working a full day or a full year. Employers complain that no one
shows up for work on the first day of deer season or when the fish are biting. Industry
cannot operate-well without a dependable work force:
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United States Department of Agriculture Forest Services

Washington Office 14th & independence SW
P.O, Box 86090 Washington, DC 200080-68080

INFORMATIONAL MEMORANDUM FOR JAMES R, LYONS, UNDER SECRETARY.

THROUGH  Mike Dombeck
Chief. F$

FROM: Barbara Weber
Associate Deputy Chief for Research

SUBJECT: The U.S. Man and the Bicsphere Program

Issue; Concerns have developed fhat the U.S. Man and the Biosphere

Program (U.S. MAB) infringes on the use and management of U.S. lands as well as
fand use rights. Members of Congress oppose the program and are working to insert
language into agencies’ appropriations bills to prohibit them from spending appropriated
dollars on MAB sites. In addition, the American Land Sovereignty Act (H.R. 801), which
nearly passed during the last Congress, has been reintroduced.

DISCUSSION: The Man and the Biosphere Program (MAB) was established at the
1870 General Conference of the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural
Organization (UNESCQ). MAB promotes the interdisiplinary study of the
interrelationships of Earth's human and natural systems. The long term goal of the
U.S. MAB Program is to contribute to achieving a sustainable society early in the 218t
Century. MAB's curvent interest is the development of tools for ecosystem
management, which would provide for the sustainable use of natural resources and the
maintenance of biological diversity. The MAB mission is being implemented through
public-private partnerships and linkages that sponsor and promote cooperative
interdisciplinary research, experimentation, education, and information exchanges on
systems by which societies can achieve sustainability. The U.S. MAB goal links closely
with the President's commitment to achieving susteinable forestry in the U.S. by the
year 2000and the Santiago Agreement.

Currently 128 nations participate in the MAB program, including the U.S. The US.
has 47 biosphere reserves with 99 administrative units

Owned or administered by a number of Federal agencies. State, county or city
governments, non-governmental organizations, universities, and private owners. The
USDA Forest Service manages 16 U.8. MAS sites.

Concearns that are being raised about the US. MAB Program include:

1. When an area receives biospbere reserve recognition, the United States will
control the area, or the USA "looses sovereignty.”
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2. Biosphere reserves will restrict property and land use rights and lower land
values.
3. Biosphere reserves will circumvent the Constitution and infringe upon the laws
enacted by Congress.
4, UN froops are moving into a region to depopulate it in order to establish a
Biosphere Reserve; or UN roadblocks have been set up; or that some type of "animal
worship” is going to be

imposed through the "secret AGENDA 21."
5 The U.S. MAB Program operates without legal approval.
6 The unidentified transitional or cooperative zone of a biosphere reserves gives
(the UN) license to expand the protected areas and establish land use controls over alt
the area.

SURIMARY; The survival of the U.S. MAB Program is threatened . Benefits to the
U.8. and USDA Forest Service are significant. Loss of authority to participate in the

U.S. MAB Program, or the loss of our MAB sites, would significantly deter progress in
achieving the goals of the President and that of the Santiago Agreement.

[No date, but ebviously after the reintroduction of the American Land Sovereignty Act in
1897 and just after Mike Dombeck left the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) to
become the USDA Forest Chief]

Note: A copy of this fax was put through a Textbridge program for Email transmission.

PLEASE CHECK THE FOREST SERVICE WEB SITE BELOW FOR SUSTAINAGLE
FOREST UNDER THE SANTIAGO AGREEMENT, ALSO THE MONTREAL
ACCORD.FOR THE REST OF THE STORY

http://www.fs.fed.us/land/sustain_dev/sd/criter7.htm#LIEF48
CRITERION AND INDICATOR

Extent to which the legal framework (laws, regulations, guidelines) supports the
conservation and sustainable management of forests, including the extent to
which it;

Indicator: Clarifies property rights, provides for appropriate land tenure
arrangements, recognizes customary and traditional rights of indigenous people,
and provides means of resolving property disputes by due process;

Indicator: Provides for periodic forest-related planning, assessment, and policy
review that recognizes the range of forest values, including coordination with
relevant sectors;
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Indicator: Provides opportunities for public paricipation in public policy and
decision making related to forest and public access to information;

Indicator: Encourages best practice codes for forest management;

indicator: Provides for the management of forests fo conserve special
environmental, cultural, social and/or scientific values;

Extent to which the insfitutional framework supports the conservation and
sustainable management of forests, including the capacity to:

indicator: Provide for public involvement activilies and public education,
awareness and extension programs, and make available forest retated
information,

indicator:  Undertake and implement periodic forest-related planning,
assessment, and policy review including cross-secioral planning and
coordination;

indicator: Develop and maintain human resource skills across relevant
disciplines;

Indicator: Develop and maintain efficient physical infrastructure to facilitate the
supply of forest products and services and support forest management,

Indicator: Enforce laws, regulations and guidelines;

Extent to which the economic framework (economic policies and measures)
supports the conservation and sustainable management of forests through:

indicator: investment and taxation policies and a reguiatory environment which
recoghize the long-term nature of investments and pemit the flow of capital in
and out of the forest sector in response to market signals, non-market economic
valuations, and public policy decisions in order to meet long-term demands for
forest products and services;

indicator: Non-discriminatory trade policies for forest products;

Capacity to measure and monitor changes in the conservation and sustainable
management of forests, including:

indicator: Availability and extent of up-lo-date data, statistics and other
information important to measuring or describing indicators associated with
criteria 1-7;
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Indicator: Scope, frequency and statistical reliability of forest inventories,
assessments, monitoring and other relevant information:

indicator: Compatibility with other countries in measuring, monitoring and
reporting on indicators.

Capacity to conduct and apply research and development aimed at improving
forest management and delivery of forest goods and services, including:

Indicator. Development of scienfific understanding of forest ecosystem
characteristics and functions;

Indicator: Development of methodologies to measure and integrate
environmental and social costs and benefits into markets and public polities, and
to reflect forest related resource depletion or replenishment in national
accouniing systems;

indicator: New technologies and the capacity o assess the sociveconomic
consequences associated with the introduction of new technologies;

indicator: Enhancement of ability to predict impacts of human intervention on
forests;

indicator. Ability to predict impacts on forests of possible climate change.

Criterion: Legal, institutional, and economic framework for forest conservation
and sustainable management

Legal framework

Indicator: Clarifies property rights, provides for appropriate land tenure
arrangements, recognizes customary and traditional rights of indigenous people,
and provides means of resolving property disputes by due process.

Rationale: Indicates that society recognizes that stable property rights are
essential for sustainable forest management.

Situation in the United States

In the U.8. sysiem of government, the Legislative Branch passes laws, the
Executive Branch write regulat to impl the laws, and the Judicial
Branch interprets the meaning of the laws and their impl tation. The p it
fand ownership and land use pattern in the United States reflects the evoiution of
changes in societal values over time as reflected in the decisions of the three
Branches of government.
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The Federal government manages 33.8 % of the forest land in the United States,
the States, 7.2 %, county and municipal governments, 1.4 %, forest industry, 8.7
% and other private, 47.9 %. Lands owned by Indian tribes are in the other
private category.

Over time, various faws have been passed regufating the public's rights to use
Federal jands. These laws have been interpreted by the courls fo result in
present use patterns. Similarly, States have developed ragulations codifying the
use of forest lands managed by them. Beginning with the Indian Reorganization
Act of 1934, the Bureau of Indian Affairs forestry program worked to implement
sustained yield forestry on Indian land, Policy evolved over time to Public Law
101-630--the National indian Forest Resources Management Act of 1990. Under
the terms of this legistation, forestry activities on tribal lands occur at the request
or authorization of the allottee or tribal governing body. The phrase, " The tribes
decide and the Bureau provides”, encapsulates the current relationship between
the ¥ribes and the Federal government.

State and local governments regulate property rights for privately owned lands.
States may be required by the Federal government to administer certain Federal
laws that affect private property rights. For example, the clean air act of July 14,
1955 (P.L. 84159, 69 Stat. 322, as amended) may affect the rights of private land
owners fo do presciibed buming of forest lands.

Scale: Laws affecting property rights are determined at all scales.

Trends: Property rights for private lands and the rights to use public lands
wiil continue fo evoive over time. Means are provided to determine these
rights through due process. Recent important developments are the
evolution of private property rights under the terms of the Endangered
Species Act of 1973 (P.L. 93205) and the determination of local control of
the use of Federal lands in the West.

Definitions: None

Recommended action for developing more information: None is recommended,
aithough much more could be written describing tenure systems such as leasing
rights to use land, the Mining Law of 1874, etc.

Sources of additional information:

Newell, et. al. 1986. A forest in trust: Three quarters of a century of Indian
forestry, 1910-1986. Prepared for U1.8. department of the Interior, Bureau of
indian Affairs, Division of Forestry, Washington, DC. 809 p.

USDA Forest Service. 1993. The principal laws relating to Forest Service
activities. U. §. Gov. Printing Office, Washingtfon, DC. 1183 p.
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USDA Forest Service. DRAFT. Forest Service National Resource Book on
American indian and Alaska Native Relations—-Calendar year 1995. Washington,
DC. 76 pp. + App.

CRITERION AND INDICATOR

Criterion: Legal, institutional and economic framework for forest conservation and
sustainable management

Legal Framework

indicator: Provides for periodic forest-reiated planning, assessment, and policy
review that recognizes the range of forest values, including coordination with
relevant sectors.

Rationale: indicates that society values the resource and plans for its rational
use.

Situation in the United States

At the Federal level, the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Rescurces Planning
Act of 1974 directs the Secretary of Agriculture to do a Renewable Resource
Assessment every 10 years and a Renewable Resource Program every S years.
Assessments were completed in 1976, 1979, and 19889. Programs were
daveloped in 1976, 1980, 1985, and 1990. The Assessments include all forest
iands and associated water. The Programs provide direction fo USDA Forest
Service activities. Programs are coordinated with the agricultural sector.

The Cooperative Forestry Assistance Act of 1978 authorizes the Secretary of
Agriculture to provide financial, technical, and related assistance to State
foresters or equivalent State officials in the assembly, analysis, display, and
reporting of State forest resources data, in the training of State forest resource
ptanners, and in participating in natural resources planning at the State and
federal levels.

States vary in the extent of planning efforts. Industrial ownerships generally have
plans for forest management, as do an unknown number of nonindustrial private
tandowners.

Scale: This activity is done at the Federal, State, and local level.
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SOUTHWEST TIMES RECORD [FT. SNITH, AR] MARCH 14, 1997

Jeffries gives warning: U.N. to take U.S. fand

BY DAVID ROBINSON TIMES RECORD-LITTLE ROCK

LITTLE ROCK - Sen. Peggy Jeffries, R-Fort Smith, issued an ominous
wamning Thursday to fellow lawmakers about a potential United Nations
takeover of property in the United States.

Sen. Bill 'Walters, R-Greenwood, questioned such fears, saying, "! never
know whether to take it seriously.”

"You better take it seriously,” Jetfries responded. "You'll wake up
one morning and it will be too late.”

Jeffries' comments were made in the Senate Transportation Committee,
which narrowly approved a resolution asking that Congress prevent an
alleged plan by the United Nations to take over public and private property
in the United States.

JetTries warned the Senate panel that the United Nations is moving
to take over property across the country and apparently has the authority
to do "whatever they want to do with it."

The issue is 'being raised because of a proposed Senate resolution
sponsored by Sen. Fay Boozman, R-Rogers, and co-sponsored: by five
other Republican senators, including Jeffries. Jeffries spoke for the
resolution on behalf of Boozman, who was not at the meeting.

The resolution urges Congress to approve a bill that would require
Congress to vote on any land use restrictions imposed by international
agreements.

The resolution states that the United Nations has designated 67

sites In the United States as “World Heritage Sites” or "Biosphere
Reserves” that total the size of Colorado. it aiso states that the United
Nations land designations “include private property inholdings and
contemplate 'buffer zones' of adjacent land.”
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The international agreements, it states; were implemented by the President
and executive branch of the United States.

Sen. Bill Gwatney, D-Jacksonville, 2 member of the panel, said after the
meeting he voted against the measure because he was skeptical of the
merits of such warnings. "She says the United

Nations has 67sites that are equal in size to the state of Colorado, the
eighth largest state. | don’t know anything about that,” Gwatney said. "Why
should | vote for something | don't even know anything about. it wasn't a
very good explanation, | didn't think. It doesn't make any sense to me.”

Walters also questioned it, but said he votad for the resolutionout of
loyalty to the sponsor. "If there is something to what they say, then this
may help,” he said. “if there's not, it doesn't hurt anything.”

A branch of the United Nations devised the Man and Biosphere
programs in 1971. The United States’ biosphere programs are administered
by the State Department, though the programs’ goals

closely follow those developed by the United Nations.

The programs, at least in the eyes of U.N,, state and federal officials
familiar with them, are aimed at balancing the economic, cultural and
consgervation concerns about mankind and its effect on nature. The Man
and Biosphere programs attempt to offer research and education
opportunities while also serving as an umbrella of sorts for the dozen state,
federal, jocal and private interests that might govern or own land within
and adjacent to protected areas.

Gov. Mike Huckabee, after being told last year of property rights
féars, asked two state agencies to hold off on any plans they had of
participating in the programs.

Letters aiso were sent to. Sen. Tim Hutchinson, R-Ark., while
Hutchinson was in the House of Representatives. Hutchinson, in return
letters, said he opposed the biosphere program. He also Cosponsored a
bill to nullify biosphere desighations in the United States and require future
designations to be approved by Congress.

Critics also have complained that the biosphere projects, including one
proposed for the Ozark Highlands, have been implemented with little, if any
public comment. Organizers of the biosphere project claimed to have
contacted about 90 officials, business people, conservationists and private -
citizens In Arkansas and Missouri, though little effort was made fo
publicize the effort through local media.
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RESOLUTION CPPOSING THE BIODIVERSITY TREATY & BIOSPHERES

A RESOLUTION opposing the Convention on Biological Diversity, the
“Biodiversity Treaty" and urging that the Treaty, in whole or part, not be ratified
by the Senate of the United States and opposing the Biosphere Reserve
designations of the U.S. Man and the Blosphere Program in Arkansas.

WHEREAS, the Convention on Biclogical Diversity is a direct assaulton the U. S.
Constitution and in violation of several provisions of the Constitution; and

WHEREAS, the Authority of the United States to make Treaties issues from The
Constitution of the United States, therefore; no treaty can be given equal footing
with, or supersede, the Authority of The U.S. Constitution, to wit: We find that;

Article VI, Clause 2, "This Constitution._.and all Treaties made, or which
shall be made under the Authority of the United States...";

Article 1, Section 2, Clause 2, "He [the President] shall have Power, by
and with the Advice and Consent of the Senate, to make Treaties,
provided two thirds of the Senators present concur”; and

WHEREAS, the Executive branch of government, by Administrative
implementation of the Biodiversity Treaty and Biosphere Program, has placed
millions of acres in several States under the control of the United Nations
Education, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) and the United
Nations Environment Program {UNEP) without ratification of the frealy by the
Senate and has thereby violated provisions for the Separation of Powers
between the President and Congress of the United States; to wit: We find that;

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 13, "Congress shall have the Power...To
make the Rules for the Government and Regulations of the land...";

Article IV, Section 3, Clause 2, "The Congress shall have the Power to
dispose and make alf needful Rules and Regulations respecting the
Territory or other Property belonging fo the United States;” and

WHEREAS, UNESCO has promoted and created a worldwide system of 328
Biospherss Reserves in 82 nations, with 47 of these UNESCO designated
Biosphere Reserves, all together the size of Colorado, presently within, and
across, the sovereign borders of United States; and

WHEREAS, such designations require strict land use management procedures
as are set forth in the 1984 Strategic Plan for the United States, Man and the
Biosphere Program, as published by the U.S. State Department, and further
described in the Global Biodiversity Assessment, published by the United
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Nations Environment Program (UNEP), expressly for the Conferences of the
Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity; and

WHEREAS, the Global Biodiversity Assessment calls for Ecosystem Assessment
Management and Plans, using biocentric - nature centered - ideology as
opposed to traditional Western anthropocentric - human centered - ideology as a
basis for public policy and regulatory control to protect ecosystems and insure
biological diversity; and

WHEREAS, a Biosphere Reserve is the system of protected areas required by
Article 8 of the Convention on Biological Diversity and as expressed in the
minutes of the first meeting of the Conference of the Parties; and

WHEREAS, no land owner within reach or potential reach of the Biosphere
Reserves has input or recourse into land use management policies of UNESCO
or the Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity; and

WHEREAS, Biosphere Reserves, which includes private lands and span state
and national jurisdictional boundaries, are by definition, designed for expansion
in each of three defined zones: the protected Core zone, the Buffer Zone, and
the Zone of Cooperation; and

WHEREAS, no body of elected officials, whether local, state, or federal, has
input, recourse, or veto power over such land use management policies, which
may be prescribed by either UNESCO or the Conference of the Parties to the
Convention on Biclogical Diversity; and

WHEREAS, even though the Treaty on Biological Diversity has not been ratified
by the U.S. Senate, the very presence of United Nations Biosphere Reserves on
American soil demonstrates that Presidential Executive Orders have directed
compliance with an international treaty that has not been ratified by Congress;
and

WHEREAS, the areas encompassed by these Biosphere Reserves includes
federal, state and private lands; and the use of land for ordinary commercial or
agriculture purposes in these Reserve areas may be severely restricted or
eliminated; and there are no plans or proposals to purchase the private lands
involved, either by the United States or by the United Nations; and

WHEREAS, the planned restrictions together with foreign control of land
encompassed by Biosphere Reserves: consfitutes an uniawful taking of private
property rights in the land, in violation of the U.S. Constitution; and.

WHEREAS, the placing of environmental and other planned restrictions upon
private lands has been held by a number of recent United States Supreme Court
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decisions to constitute a taking of land for public purposes without compensation,
to wit: We find that;

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 17, "The Congress shall have the Power:...To
exercise exclusive Legislation in all Cases whatsoever ...and to exercise
like Authority over all Places purchased by Consent of the Legislature of
the State in which the Same shall be, for the Erection of Forts, Magazines,
Arsenals, dock-Yards and other needful Buildings; And".;

Article IV, Section 3, Clause 2, “[NJothing in this Constitution shail be so
construed as to Prejudice any Claims of the United States, or of any
particular State.”;

Article IV, Section 4, “The United States shall guarantee to every State in
this union a Republican Form of Government, and shall protect each of
them against Invasion,..";

Amendment V, "No person shall be...nor be deprived of life, fiberty, or
property, without due process of law; nor shall private property be taken
for public use, without just compensation™; and

WHEREAS, the proposed Biodiversity Treaty, if ratified by the United States
Senate, would ultimately lead to the reality that Arkansas citizens could not use
private or public lands to the benefit of their traditional customs, culture and
economy in the manner to which they have been accustomed; and

WHEREAS, the virtual ceding of fands to the United Nations leaves the residents
who own the land, the local governments, and the State of Arkansas without any
legitimate form for redress ofgrievances or without any input into the decision-
making process relating to the Biosphere Reserves; and

WHEREAS, the United Nations-designated Man and the Biosphere program has
besn proposed for nomination within the State of Arkansas; and neither the
people, nor the Legislature of the State, nor the U.S. Congress has considered,
debated, or approved such designations; and none of the current areas included
within the proposed Biosphere Program in Arkansas has been included at the
request of, or with the consent of, the people or the General Assembly of the
State of Arkansas; and )

WHEREAS, the General Assembly opposes the unauthotized unConstitutional
nomination, by Non-Govemmental Organizations (NGO), State and Federal
Agencies, of the "Ozark Highlands Man and Biosphere" to the U.S. & UNESCO
Man and the Biosphere program by the following: the Pioneer Forest of Missouri,
Nature Conservancy of Arkansas, Nature Conservancy of Missouri, the Ozark
Regional Land Trust; the State agencies of the Arkansas Game and Fish
Commission, Arkansas Natural Heritage Commission, Missouri Department of
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Conservation, Missouri Department of Natural Resources, the Federal agencies
of the U.8. Departments of the Interior, Agricuiture and State: namely; U.8. Fish
and Wildlife Service, Ozark National Scenic Riverways, National Park Service-
Buffalo National River, USDA Forest Service - Ozark and Mark Twain, and The
State Department's Man and the Biosphere; and therefore, the subjection of
federal, state and private lands in Arkansas to the unauthorized unConstitutional
control of the United Nations and other foreign parties; and

WHEREAS, the proposed Ozark Highlands Man and Biosphere Program, with a
described area of 55,000 square miles in Arkansas, Oklahoma and Missouwri, has
been proposed as a single Biosphere Reserve termed "The Biographical Region
of Ozark Plateau Province” violates additional clauses of the U.S. Constitution, to
wit: We find that;

Arficle |, Section 10, Clause 1, " No State shall enter into any Trealy,
Alliance, or Confederation; ..No Stale shall, without the Consent of
Congress, enter into any Agreement or Compact with another State or
with a foreign Power.”;

Article IV, Section 3, Clause 1, "No State shall be formed or erected within
the jurisdiction  of any other State; nor any State be formed by the
Junction of two or more States; or Parts of States, without the Consent of
the Legislatures of the States concerned as well as of the Congress

Amendment X, We find that, "The powers not delegated to the United
States, nor prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to the Siates
respectively, or fo the people.”; and,

WHEREAS, the General Assembly of the State of Arkansas does not wish to
have partions of its land area controlled by foreign minions over which it has no
control and who are not subject to its laws; and

WHEREAS, we find it is the sworn duty of all elected Officials to, "uphold the
Constitution and defend the rights of the People against all enemies, foreign and
domestic, so help us God.™

NOW, THEREFORE, Be it resolved by the General Assembly of the State of
Arkansas;

Section 1. The General Assembly of the State of Arkansas is unalterably
opposed fo the inclusion of any land within the borders of the State fo the
purview of the Biodiversity Treaty or any Bicdiversity Program without the
express consent of the people and the General Assembly of the State of
Arkansas, as provided by the U.S. and Arkansas Consfitutions
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Section 2. The General Assembly urges the members of the Congress of the
United States, and especially the Arkansas delegation to the Congress of the
United States, o oppose rafification of the Bicdiversity Trealy and oppose the
inclusion of any land within the State of Arkansas in any Biosphere Program of
the United Nations.

Section 3. The Clerks of the Arkansas House and Senate are hereby directed to
transmit copies of this Resolution to:

The Honorable Bill Clinton, President, 1600 Pennsyivania Avenue,
Washington,D.C. 20500; :
The Honorable Madeleine K. Albright, 2201 "C" Street, NW., Washington,
D.C.20520;

The Honorable Dale Bumpers, 229 Dirksen Senate Office Building, Washingion,
D.C.20510;

The Honorable Tim Hutchinson, 245 Dirksen Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.20510; :

The Honorable Marion Berry, 1407 Longworth Office Building, Washington, D.C.
2051§;

The Honorable Vic Snyder, 1319 Longworth Office Building, Washington, D.C.
20515

The Honorable Asa Hutchinson, 1535 Longworth Office Building, Washington,
D.C. 20515; and The Honorable Jay Dickey, 2453 Rayburn House Office
Building, Washington, D.C. 20515. AND

Representative Don Young (AK), Chairman, House Committee on Resources,
2111 Rayburn House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 20515,

PETITION FOR PASSAGE OF THIS RESOLUTION

tfwe the undersigned do hereby petition the Members of the General Assembly of
the i

State of Arkansas to pass this Resolution at the next convening of the General
Assembly.

Print
Name

Signed Date

Print
Name

Signed Date
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Address

Please sign and mail to your Arkansas State District Representative and Senator.

A Similar Resolution was passed in Kentucky. Permission is granted for this

petition to be reproduced and aiso to be revised for use in Arkansas Counties
and other States.

Supported by Take Back Arkansas, Inc., 2167 Porter Rd., Fayetteville, AR
72704,

Home Page http:/iwww.nwark.com/~tbark
e-mail: thark@nwark.com;
Fax 501/521-3530; Phone: 501/521-1933
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Excerpt from Research Paper
The Ozark Highlands Man and the Biosphere Reserve:
A Study of a Failed Nomination Effort

This full Reach Paper can be found at:
http:/issu.agri.missouri.edu/Publications/Ozarks/toc.html

Media and Steering Committee representatives we visited speculated that
organizations from outside the Ozarks financed or otherwise supported anti-OMAB
activism. An editor of a local Ozark newspaper cited such organizational support as
one reason for the success of the opponents, he said:

They (the Steering Committee) didn't realize there was some big money behind it.
These aren't just local people. They are well funded. Some of the speakers that
passed through the area initially were related to the People for the West movement.
People for the West is funded by big timber industries and the big cattle industries up
in the Pacific Northwest. ...Some of the advertising that was put in this newspaper
advertising...’learn about the danger to your property and the Man and the Biosphere
movement,’ ... were paid for by checks drawn on an agency in Pueblo, Colorado
which is one of a corporate entities of the People for the West. ... There's a movement
called Take Back Arkansas... who I'm toid is subsidized by the mining and timber
industries. So, | don't think our focal people (agency representatives) took it nearly
seriously enough, soon enough. (Kevin Larson, personal interview)

While there may have been influence from people and organizations outside the
Ozarks, it is undeniable that bona fide Ozark citizens acting together and acting alone
played an extremely important role in the protest. Several individuals stood apart from
the pack in terms of their activism, serving as speakers at anti-Biosphere Reserve
meetings, relentlessly writing letters to the editor, continually contacting Steering
Committee members and politicians, and networking intensively. Those opponents
who appeared to be most active were Connie Burks from Jasper, AR; William Jud
from Fredericktown, MO; Everett Middleton from Fiippin, AR; Ed Manor from Jasper,
AR; Mary Rivera of Jeep, AR; Mary and Elam Denham (of TBA) from Fayetteville, AR;
and Ray Cunio (of Citizens for Private Property Rights) from Japan, MO. These
individuals frequently took center stage, aggressively informing Ozark citizens about
the OMAB nomination.

Take Back Arkansas, Inc. is funded by Membership only. TBA has NEVER received
and "funding” from any organization or grant. it is an ail-volunteer organization of
volunteer Arkansas citizens and has no members or donations from other states. All
Directors, including the State Coordinator are unpaid volunteers. These people just
don't like property rights

Mary Denham, TBA State Coordinator ( and unpaid secretary)
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The following is excerpted from THE 1990's PROPERTY RIGHTS REBELLION

Copies of Land Rights: The 19305’ Property Rights Rebellion can be obtained by calling
Rowman & Littlefield at 800.462-6420.

NOTE: in accordance with Title 17 U.S.C. section 107, this materia! is distributed without profit
or payment to those who have expressed a prior interest in receiving this information for non-
profit research and educational purposes only. For more information go to:

http://www law. cornell.edu/uscode/17/107.shtml

[Some words may be missing because of scanning imperfections but the content is
understandable and worthy].

In stead of seeking to protect existing rights, many environmentalists want to redefine
rights.

LAND RIGHTS: WHY DO THEY MATTER, BY BRUCE YANDLE

The following essay is adapted from Bruce Yandle's preface to
Land Rights: The 1990s’ Property Rights Rebellion.

"The Fifth Amendment of the U.S Constitution is America’s chief property rights wall.”

Today, all across America, people are focusing on a major constitutional issues their
right to control the use of their land and property. Landowners in the East are
concerned about restrictions on their land rights when their property is designated as
historic. Farmers are up in arms about the Corps of Engineers wetlands program that
forces them to abandon the use of farmiand because it may become wet during part of
the year. Ranchers and forest owners in the West are threatened by enforcement of
the Endangered Species Act.

In some ways, the movement is a rebellion. Yet in the strict meaning of the word, the
movement is more a revolution—a complete rotation that carries us back

to a first Constitutional principle, the principle of protection against excessive
government.

Some of the groups that contest the state’s authority describe the problem in simple
terms. The land on which they live is theirs, quite often owned by family members for
three generations or more. In their view, no one has a superior right to tell them what
they can do or not do on their land. (Of course, if the owners are truly harming others,
then they can be sued under common law.)

Others see the problem in more complex terms.. They hold contracts, deeds and
easements that give them the legal right to graze cattle, cut trees, or build houses.
They see a growing maze of federal, state and {ocal regulations that interfere with the
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terms of the contracts and deeds they hold. These regulations are supposed to serve
a public interest, but the burden falls on the shoulders of individuals who hoid speci-
fied rights to land. In their view, their Fifth Amendment rights are denied. They believe
what the Constitution says:.."Nor shall private property shall be taken for public use
without just compensation.”

Corporations and trade associations see yet another dimension. These groups, in
some cases, are tom between raising their voices at what they view as violations of
private property rights and accepting them as inevitable. They fear the public relations
backiash that follows if they are tarred as being anti-environmental.

This properly rights movement is sometimes depicted as a “stop the
environmentalists” effort, and a number of environmentalists oppose and criticize it.
But environmentalisis, too, are interested in) property rights. Instead of seeking to
protect existing rights, however, they seek to redefine rights through government
control of the fand. Sometimes the issue relates to how pubfic jands will be used—
logging versus natural sanctuary. In others, the question has to do with private land
rights—whether or not an individual can build a home on private beach property. No
matter how land-use controversies are depicted, property rights, the legat ability to
exclude others and control use, is the fundamental issue.

The question is how rights are to be transferred. If the government decides to change the rights.
will the existing private rights be purchased. as property rights advocates argue they should be,
or will they simply be taken, as many environmental activists want?

In the 20th century property movement began with an earlier project that involved a study of
how property rights for ordinary people evolved over the centuries. My reading carried me
back to 10th century England and the rise of common law. I was struck by stories about
common law rules of property and how they had evolved from communities of people in rural
areas, not from constitutions or the seats of government. Accounts of enough to protect
property rights is also powerful enough to take property. Constitutions that evolve from free
people provide the means to wall off government. This wall separates two economic do-
mains—one public, the other private. Of course, the lines often blur, but one force dominates
on each side. One side of the wall is governed by the law of politics. There, the body politic
engages in collective choice, where voting rules and special interest struggles determine
outcomes. The other side is governed by a rule of law, where owners of property rights are
forced to bear. how country people, probably kinsmen, took annual oaths to be jointly and
severally liable for maintaining community peace were joined by stories of country courts and
judges who rendered decisions involving trespass, theft and violent crimes.

My studies led me to the great 17th-century English jurist Sir Edward Coke. His
explanation of the Magna Carta left little doubt in my mind that the Great Charter, as
he termed it, was a watershed event in the struggle of ordinary people to protect their
natural rights against encroachments by government. There in the Magna Carta one
finds words that sound very much like the takings clause of the Fifth Amendment:

No freeman shall be deprived of his free tenement or liberties or fee custom but by
lawful judgment of his peers and by the law of the land.
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Peaple do not have rights because the state allows them. The nation/state exists
because people have rights.

At the time of the Magna Carta, “the law of the land” referred to common law, not to
laws written by a legislative body or king. Customary law, developed informally and
rooted in community norms, was seen as the only logical way to protect property rights
that had evolved over the centuries. Rights to land emerged from community and were
transmitted to the nation/state. The lesson seems clean People do not have rights
because the state allows them. The nation/state exists because people have rights.

From the Magna Carta to today, people have struggled with an endiess paradox: A
government strong government.

the cost of their actions while gaining the fruits of their labor. On one side of the wall,
land use can be specified by statute. On the other side, transfer of land rights requires
purchase. Things are never perfect on either side.

Through property rights, owners have the incentive to look ahead, to conserve, to
avoid short term actions that foreclose better long-term outcomes, and to face the
opportunity cost of their actions. On the other side of the wall, the rule of politics allows
individuals to promote the public weal, but aiso enables the players to engage in
opportunistic behavior by calling on government power to force costs on others.

The Fifth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution is America’s chief property rights wall.
But like other walls, it must be maintained. At times cracks appear in the wall, new
mortar must be applied and stones replaced. Otherwise the wall will fall.

in many ways, to-day's property rights advocates are calling for a modem Magna
Carta. Once again, ordinary people are seeking to restrain and contain government.
But instead of having to settle differences with picks, swords and arrows, the parties in
the struggle now turn to courts and legislative bodies. Their struggles help us to see
how strong is the motivation for freedom.

"Preparation of this book, which he edited, was partially supported by .PERC. It was published
by Rowman & Littlefleld as a volume in the Political Economy Forum Series edited by Terty
L. Anderson. Yandle is a PERC A4iunct Scholar in the Wiegand Environmental Federalism

Program
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ARKANSAS, THE FEDS, AND THE UN MAB

Dangerous Back Door Politics, As Usual

New information retrieved via Freedom of Information Act about the Arkansas Game

& Fish Commission, The Governor and the Ozark Highlands Man and the Biosphere.

A government cover-up in black & white.
Read these letters in order. They speak for themselves!

1982. The Arkansas Game and Fish Commission endorses a MAB program.

1994, June 14. The director of the Arkansas Game & Fish commission sends a revised draft of the

Cooperative Agreement_for the Establishment and Operation of the Ozark Highlands Man and
the Biosphere Cooperative to the chairman of the Ozark Highlands MAB Steering Committee.

1994, July 6. The Chairman of the Ozark Highlands MAB Steering Committee thanks the Director
of the Arkansas Game and Fish Commission for the draft and acknowledges the Director as a
leader in the MARB effort.

1996, July 1. The Superintendent of the Buffalo National River urges the Director of the Arkansas
Game and Fish Commission to see MAB through to completion

1996, August 12. The Director of the Arkansas Game and Fish Commission reaffirms his support
for the MAB effort.

1996, August 27. The Office of the Governor directs the Director of the Arkansas Game and Fish
Commission to not make any commitment toward MAB without approval.

1996, August 29. The Superintendent of the Buffalo National River returns to the Director of the
Arkansas Game and Fish Commission his August 12 letter.

1996, October 23. The Director of the Arkansas Game and Fish Commission denies any
involvement with the MAB program.

1996, November 7. The Governor of Arkansas calls the MAB program a rumor.

Transeription of a telecast on biosphere questions on Ask the Governor with Steve Barns on AETN
Sunday PM 11/17/96.

4129/99 10:38 AM
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SAS, Room 410

Department of State Christine Schonewald-Cox

Washingtan, D.C. 20520 o)) pyy, of Natursl Scten
Tel: (202) 632-2816 Rational Park Service - U

Dept. of the Interior
Wasnington, D.C. 202u0
Sept. 23, 1982

Nr. John C. Sunderland

Chief, River Basins Section

Arkansas Game & Fish Cenmissten

2 Hatural Resources Drive

Little Rock, Arkansas 72205

Dear Mr. Sunderland;

The Interratlicnal Symposium and Workshop on the Application of Genetics
the Mznagement ot‘ﬁld?unllndmmromh ons was held as planned -
Augugt 5~13 Lln Washington, R.C. Your endoraamnt helped :!gnirluntly &

make Lhe maeting possible, and succassful.

The apeakers and workshop leaders provided a fine representation of the
lity of genetica in conservation, and the registrants were a good mix of
international, Federal, State and private ratural resource managers who !
participated in the training mession. We hellere that the iknowledge we !
all gained frem this endeavor definitely will tmprove the management of
animal and plant populations,

The members of the Orgenizing Comittee plan to continue to work on thelr
with tne aymposium speaikers in order to davelop a book, and Cons
vation, which Ll» planned for publication through Addiscn-! ey shic

¥ ir the apring of 1983. The book will mot ba a proceedings as suct
tut is baing designed as & combined text and referennec. We hope that thi
work will expard the sphere of involvement with genetics and conservatior
increasing the wise management of wild animal and plant populations, in t
true spirit of the Man and Blosphere Program.

We thank yox: again for your Lnterest and support, which have helped to ma
our conservation afforts more effective.

Sincevely;

Chvistie Seboanasadd <

Chriatine Schonewald-Cox

4729799 10:38 AM
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United States Department of the Interior
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 7 -

eark Nathmal Scenle Riveswuys
RO. Box 480
Yan Buren, Misiouri 639650490
June 14, 193¢ i )
RECEIY
JUN & 1 1994
Steve N. Wilson. Directer RNER BAS'N

Arkansas Gawe & Fish Coamisaion
#2 Natural Rescurces Drive
Little Rock, Arkansas 72205

Dgar Nr. Wilson:

Encloeed is tha revised ive ag as ai in the
Nay 17 meeating in Springfield.

L}
1. Plsasse review snd edit as appropriate.
. Provide name of xay official for Articls IV,

1 would appreciate receiving your comagnts to cosplete the final
vernicn ASAP. Thank you.

Sincarely,

Ui AHZE

David I. Foster
Chairman, Ozark Highlunds MAB Steering Committee

M@EWE@E
JUN 29 1950

DirecToR

4/29/99 10:33 AM
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July 6, 1994

Mr. David I. Foster, Chairman

Ozark Righlands MABR Steering Committes
Rational Park Service < e
Ozark Natianal Scenic Riverways ‘ *k
P.O. Box 430

Van Buren, MWissouri §3963-049%C

Dear Mr. Foater:

Thatk you for your letter of June 14 and the attached draft
P ive agr for the proposed Ozarks Highlande Man
and the Biesphere Cocperative.

T have reviewed the draft and f£ind it acceptable. Flease plac
my nsme as the key official in Article IV for the Arkansas
Game and Fiah Commisalon.

1- appreciate your leadsrship in thie worehy effort.
Cordially,
{Original Signed)

Staeve N. Wilson,
Director

ENWtDGC i
bec: Directer's Office

Billy E. White
v File Copy

4129/99 10:41 AM
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4 United States Deparunent of xhe lmenor Eﬁ%}
f- it 16w+ ' NATIONAL PARK SERVICE &l

Bullalo Nanana! Riser
) RO Bos 1173
MR Harraon, rkarsss THOLTS o
N1&(BUFF-ONR)
4o.Cag
21 3\July 1, 1996 Cwu z l.uu Q«- Y
n ‘1: AN .-we J"‘
M gt B +s=u/l )a' ¥ prpess
Y 4 wwft rdpente
e
vgp N. Hilsen, Director
AN$as Game & Fish Commiszaion
A ot ,Mn Natural Resources Drive
aregte Little Rock, Arkansas 72205
Mo 2
,“("f,‘fﬁv Dear Mr. wWilsen: R'v ER E
REinaY
A~
ﬁ“":,,sv"a As promised ve have inquired as to tha tentative status of you
A o * yaqencxoa s intereat in continuing tha regienal Man and Biosphe
Rl ‘.#5 MAB) effort at this time. The congensus of these phone calls
A o u"‘“ appears to ba in support of continuing tha MAB sffort .

we bexuvs in the Man and Biosphere concept and that all the
effort, time, and funding that each of you and your agencies hi
contributed since 1589 should now lead to a focused effort to ¢
this idea through teo completion.

Tha question becemes whers do we ge from heys? We wvould like
¥our response to the following:

]/f’d" ~N7“ A copy of the draft Cooperative Agreement has been enclesed

@ for your final review to facilitate signature by interestad
e T 5o pazenera.

(AL
wt 2. We would ask you to provide the pasition of your agencies or
LS organization regarding yoeur interest in participating in a
P regional MAB Cocperative.
el

3 st If current conditions do not enable your agency or organizatiar

to participate as a signatory mewber of the Cooperative or in
nominating your sites at this time, you may wish to consider
baing identified as a cooperator with the Cooparative (you agre
with MAB concepts, and will explore opportunities for sharing
information and cooperating on particular activities).

1. We would also recommend the Steering Committee meet again th
fall we reach consensus on phase II which would ke expansion
of the Committas and identifying a new Coordinator to replac
Dave Foster who recently tetired from Faderal service.
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¢ :.,l“" " NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

Bulkaln Manneal Riaer Rt f\

Please give thess itams careful ccn-idm\:}.on a8 wa seek to move
forvard in this sffort.

Contact Gacrge Oviatt of ny stafe
at 501-741-5443, ext. il4, if you have additiocnal concerns or
quaations.

Sinceraly,

BLL

hn D. Linahan
Superintendent
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Arkansas Game & Fish Commission
2 Natural Resources Drive Lintle Rock, Arkansas 72208 ﬂ; 09
O sy Yoo e 03 ot
[r 1L "3
Rigk Evany Marion e
L ad
- beulad
ey b+l Protesscr Ow:
W @ W° Srephens. Ut T
[e o August 12, 1996 \ -
1 L
Pl N
p" v o N
w"" w0 '~ ’ﬁa
8" e" R Lot "‘J
John D. Linshan ‘n““a F39 o"“‘r/"’,d"
Superintendent e
Buffalo National River pot o 1
P.0.Box 1173 §¢

Harrison, AR 72601
Dear M

This is in respoase o your inquiry regardiag the status of the Azkansas Game &
Fish Commission's interes: in continuing the Ozark Highlands Regiosal Man and
Bicsphere (MAB) efforr. The Commission fully supports the MAB concept as proposed
and is committed to continuing involvement in the future.

[ would tike our agency to be recognizad as a signatocy to the coaperetive
agreement and that it also be involved in the Regional Bicsphere Reserve. [ will either
serve as the representative or will aasign someone in my behalf to represent the
Commission at the next MAB Stesring Committos meeting.

Thank you for requesting our continaed perticipation in this important endeavor.
1 look forward 1o this concept becoming & fully functioning entity.

Cordially,

Steve N. Wilson

SNW:RBM:mb

14/29/99 10:42 AM
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; i
United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

Theﬁxstpageofl,hedraﬂ

DRAFT

COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT
{Memorandum of Undexstanding (F&))

FCOR THE
ESTABLISHMENT AND OPERATION OF THE

OZARK HIGHLANDS
MAN AND THE BIOSPHERE COOPERATIVE

THIS COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT, made sad eatered into this
day or____, un thoumdniu hundred and___, by sad between Arkansas Game &
¥k Com Ny ] Heritage Commisslon, Missouri Departmént
Censervntion, Mzaswn Departmant of Natural Reseurcos (Division of Parks, Recreation a
Higtoric Preservation), National Park Service (Buffale National River and Ozark Matior
Sceaic Riverways), Pioneer Forsst (Misseuri), The Neture Ceonservancy idrkanses
Misssuri), Dzark Regienal Land Trusy, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Forest Servi
(Murkl'l‘wmn NFand O:arHSL me NF}, all of whom represent saveral land managome
ats in the gencral area of the Osark Highlands, do here!
mwmhezhammmudlmﬁcpm

ARTICLE I. BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVES

‘ WITNESSEIH:
. WHERBAS thnpnrueeenthumoponﬁvowent, pursuaat te the
i d in prog prad d1o Furthe
canservation &ud deve) of tho wural, cultural, and ic regeurces within th

Orark Highlands region of the United States; and

WHEREAS, in 1871, tha Man and l.lu Blunbon ngux was reme
by the bmtod Nn'.iom tduuhannl Scluﬂﬁe. and Cul
ek and the envire i
and the Unlued States Man and t&c Bicaphere Program cooperates \mh m murmhona
program for this purpose; and

o

4129199 1033 AM
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The last page of the draft.

ARTICLE VH. GENERAL PROVISIONS AND APPLICABLE CIRCULA

The Generat Provialens attached hersto snd the applicable refe:
fadacal circulores refsrenced therein ars made a part of Uis agreement.

SIGNATURES
Directer, Arkansas Date Director, Arkansas Dat
Gams end Figh Commission Natural Heritage Comraission
Director, Missouri Date Director, Divivion of Parks. Dar
Department of Conservation and Historic Presarvation, Missouri
Dep of Nawral R

Regional Director, Dae Regional Directov, Dav
Midwest Region, Naucml Park Service Scuthwest Region, National Pack Servic
Manager, Pioneer Forest Daw Arkansas State Director, Date

. The Nature Conservancy

4/29A9 10:33 AM
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InterOfficeMEMO

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
Mike Huckabee, Governor

To:  Stove Wilson

FROM: Jimvon
-]
DATE: Aupust 27, IMS 3
P — a
RE° US Man and Blosphere Project’Onast e
Hightanda Raglon
E——

We have received a number of calls from concemed citizens regarding the US Men and Bio
Pro;am in the Oznrkmgwm Region. They ars concemed about this project because of tt
nant required and the vag and soope of intent of ths lang-term commitment.

Before any further steps are taken, plsase cel with my office, and discuss thit
Joff will in turr briof me and the Governor and W WITT gat back 1o you s 8001 as passidle.

Flsass do not make any commitmants tats of Arkenoas withtiut approval. 7
"
Q 3 7

my

ce Governor Huckabee

42759 409 ’M
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United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

Bufta Netiona) River
403 N. Walgus, P-Q. Bes 117D
N REPLY REMER TO. Hamison, AR T2602:111

L7019(BUFF-ONR)

August 29, 1996 %

Steve N. Wilson, Direcior

Arkansas Game and Fish Commission

2 Naturai Resources Drive

Linle Rock, Arkansas 72205

In respdnse to your request on August 27, 1996, [ am retuming your lctier dated August 1.
1996, regurding he Ackansas Game and Fish Commission’s interest in participating in Oz
Highland Regional Man and the Biospbere program.

Sincerely,

é«»é
166 D. Cinshan

Superintendent
Enclosure

4129/99 10:43 AM
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MEMO
ARKANSAS GAME AND FISH COMMISSION

To: All Employees
From: Steve N. Wilson
Subjeet: Biosphere Rumor
Date: October 23, 1956
I —
Game and Fish and biosphere? It’s just a persistent rume

Like the legend of the cat that came back, the biosphere topic keeps arisit
this fall.

What's the biosphere? Just a wispy, pipe dream of a utopia in the Ozarks
under the wing of the United Nations. But it’s a subject with the apparent abilit:
arouse people’s fears of governmental takeover.

11s not so. There is no connection between us and the biosphere. There a
no plans for this. The Game and Fish Commission isn’t involved, nor is State
Parks, the Heritage Department or Keep Arkansas Besutiful. These are our
conservation partners in Amendment 2, which will be voted on Nov. 5, and we
keep genting calls on this rumor.

The Easter bunny and the tooth fairy don’t exist. Godzilla is just a myth,
and [ want to stress in the strongest terms that our participation in the biosphere
just a cumor. Period. :

Several years ago, 8 multi-agency brai ning session was cc
with the focus a possible experiment of an environmentally protected region of
public tand in the Missouri and Arkansas Ogarks under the umbretla of the Unit
Nations. The Game and Fish Commission was invited to the meeting, and a stat
member attended.

He listened, rentmed home, and that was the only panticipation of Game :
Fish in the biosphere idea.

We have never considered, proposed, projected or even thought ef joining
something along the line of this biosphere. Anyone ying to tie us to it is just
barking up the wrong tree. Again, it’s just a rumor.

& A

4129499 10:44 AM
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STATE OF ARKANSAS

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
Stose Caprel
1 uitle Kock 7220¢

Newvember 4, 1990

Ms Maey Desham
2167 N. Porter Road
Fayetteville, AR 72704

Dear Ms. Denham:

Thaak vou e contacting ray offico abowt your concerns regarding the Man and the Bic
Program

| want to end this sumor that is epreading across Arkansas concerning this concep
Amendment 2. 1 do not support not condone in any shape, form or fashion, the Man ar
Biosphere Program. | have instructed the Arkansas Game & Fish Department, Pay
Tourism Department and the Arkansas Heritage Department to not padticipate in any way s
concept. Amendment 2 will designate 1/8 of vne cent to the Arkansas Game &
Department, Parks & Tourism Department, Arkansas Heritage Department and Keep Ak
Beautiful Program, for Ackansas to manage ils natual wsources and wildlife.  There =
money set aside 1o pu::halc land for hunting, fishing and wildlife pratection.  Howewer,
shrive to make sure that peupk'- private property ﬂgl\u are protocted and no one in forced of
Jdl]&

1 T can assist you in any way in the fuere, please feel free to lot me know.
Sincerely yours,
Mike Huckabee

MH:ip:ms

4/29/99 10:45 AM
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ASK THE GOVERNOR WITH STEVE BARNES AETN SUNDAY PM 11/17/96
TRANSCRIPTION OF TELECAST ON BIOSPHERE QUESTIONS.

BARNES: "A good many questions Governor on in north.. this one from Carroll County, we have some
others from Newton and Washington Counties, the Northwest corner. Uh, when are the black
helicopters going to fly in and the blue helmets, uh, uh, T don't mean to dismiss the call, what, what, is
your view of Biospheres?"

GOVERNOR: "Well, we've had, 1 guess, as many letters on that as anything since I've been in office,
and we have researched it. We have asked the Game and Fish Commission... because a lot of the letters
said that there was going to be some effort to set aside private lands in North Arkansas the United
Nations would control and dictate the use of those lands. Steve, | just can't honestly get any verification,
objective verification. I mean, I can read stuff off the internet, like people who have written my office
and I can see pamphiets like I'm sent by the box fulls, uh, from organizations who claim this is so, but
when we actually look at prime source legal documents, we simply don't find the existence of some
masgive plan to take aver the world starting in North Arkansas with a project of taking away people's
property and somehow it just hasn't proven out that a few acres in North Arkansas is going to be the
basis for world take over, Now if, if somebody can come forward with some honest-to-goodness

documentation, of this?, lord, we'd be happy to look at it,"

BARNES: "Do you expect that"
(GOVERNOR: “but that just hasn't happened!"”
BARNES: “Do you expect that to happen?"

GOVERNOR: "No! { don't expect it. huh, I'll tell you very honestly, uh, I think there are people in the
world who would probably, you know, who probably would have some ideas they would fove to take
over, but I've been in North Arkansas a lot of times and 1'd hate to think about some folks going in there
and telling Arkansas people what they're going to their land and, and take it over the way it's been
described to me in letters. Now, I don't mean to dismiss those who have written me , or feel strongly
about this, T respect their views. I respect the position of personal property, all those things, but we got
to gencrate, not just heat but light, when it comes to some of these issues and we've written and have
sending copies of letters saying that we have specifically requested that Game & Fish Commission not
participate in any Biosphere project and we have a letter from Steve Wilson,? uh, absolutely saying there
is no participation in such a program.* That's as far as I can take it at this point."

1 Governor's letter to State Department dated 11-14-96. p%6

2 Documents obtained by Connie Burks from Buffalo River NPS sent to Governor by Mrs. Burks in
August 1996, p96B

3 Steve Wilson letter of denial mailed with Governors stock  reply to concerned citizens. Wilson's
letter was patently  untrue as to involvenent by Game and Fish Commission and Arkansas Natural
Heritage Commission p 1 Both b ies had been involved since 1989 through
September 1996. Buffalo River NPS personnel and three of ~ Governors aids and liaison  staff told
Connie Burks, Everette Middleton and Mary Denham, that Steve Wilson  had signed the MOU, and
at the request of the governorhe  had gotten it back from NPS and had torn it up. See Pg 94.

4129199 10:45 AM
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4 See Brochure by Arkansas Natural Heritage Commission dated 1993 for an OZARK HIGHLANDS
MAN AND BIOSPHERE REGIONAL ~ CONFERENCE November 3-4, 1993, Harrison Arkansas,
Sponsored by Ozark Regional Land Trust and Winrock International.  Reservations were directed to
be mailed to ANHC at their  address and to their employee in Little Rock, Arkansas

4/29/99 10:48 AM
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Take Back Arkansas, Inc.
2167 N. Porter Rd.
Fayetteville, AR 72704

February 14, 1998

Mr. Bill Pell, Team Coordinator
Ozark/Ouachita Highlands Assessment
P. 0. Box 1270,

Hot springs, AR 71902

Dear Mr. Pell:

Thank you for your cooperation in helping resolve z difficult situation and for the received
information. | am in receipt of both your letter and the documents concerning the
appropriations bill for the Department of the interior and “related” agencies, including the
Forest Service. it was most interesting at a cursory glance. 1l digest it in further detail
as time permits. 1t does appear though, that some on Capital Hill have the peopie’s
interest in mind, as well as the best interest of the agencies as relating to their status,
personnel, and iawful duties and activities.

TBA has not authorized a position on this ecosystem assessment, as it is still under
review and study. This reply is not meant to be confrortational, but is intended to clarify
some issues raised in your letter, and state them as we believe them to be. The
observations in this fetter are mine personally,

This particular conflict has been resolved by our efforts to find "common ground”". Dr
Tamara Walkingstick called me late Friday afternoon, after she had made unsuccessful
attempts to reach Betty Beaver and Mary Rivera that day. She asked me fo relay the
message to them, that they were accepted and registered as attendees for alf three
days, as observers or participants by their choice, in the workshop. | have relayed the
massage.

In December of 1997 the Ozark-Ouachita Highlands Assessment, as part of its Update,
announced the Communities Project to “solicit public interest” in a “"common ground"
format, which appeared at first reading, fo be a public meeting. | believe the conflict
arose when the detailed letter of January 28™ was sent out by the Ouachita National
Forest.

Obviously, what had originally appeared to be a public meeting was now detailed as a
very closed meeting for the limited number of 40 participants. The letter stated those
attending included Forest Service personnel, Extension Service facuty, LeadAR
participants and alumni (who may or may not be invoived with rural forest-dependent
communities in Arkansas or Missour, which is covered in this assessment) and
residents of Newton, Scott and Montgomery counties. The agenda seems to be more of
a policy making workshop for teaching “conflict resolution and [for] building common
ground"” by facilitated consensus. The goal to teach conflict management suggests that
this is for the benefit of the major participants named above with the few citizens invited
to give itthe legitimacy of being a public meeting for the forest-dependent communities.
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This showed a seemingly disproportionate number of pre-selected agencies-related
personnel to individuals from these three forest-dependent communities or counties. of
the 50 county Arkansas assessment. By your definition, these counties among others
are forest-dependent and have done a good job of assuring the nation a healthy supply
of a timber, a replaceable natural resource.

We also know that within these declared forest boundaries there are lands which are
privately owned. You refer to these owners as Inhoiders. Curiously, my up-to-date
computer spell check dictionary wouldn't recognize, “Inholder”, nor is it in my 1973
Websters Collegiate dictionary, several Real Estate Law Dictionaries or Black's Law
Dictionary, just as an interesting aside. | object to the term. as it has subjectivity to it, as
though these specific land owners have lesser rights than land owners outside
designated federal boundaries, aimost like feudal tenures, at the will and sufferance, of
the federal agency enveloping them.

To borrow the questionable terminology, | would fike to use the FS coined word
"Inbolder” in relation to the Forest Service and this wide sweeping ecosystem
assessment delineated on the colored map you sent me, in your letter of March 26,
1997. It appears the Forest is the "Inholder" in the states of Arkansas, Missouri and
Oklahoma, with minimal holdings in many Arkansas counties, and no holdings in at least
sixteen Arkansas counties. | seriously question the Congressional authority, purpose,
goals and legality of this action within and upan forest lands as well as on private lands
and the harassing, threatening, stealthy nature of the assessment.

I have this date spent some time going through files and have made some forgotten
extraordinary finds. In my attempt o answer your letter in a brief and concise way |
found what opened a Pandora’s box of information for me. | find that in the majority of
the documents, public participation was quoted often as being an essential in all aspects
of the Forest Services processes.

It's your apple cart and | have no desire to upset it but in all honesty, this meeting as
structured with its teaching of facilitating and consensus building for "common ground"
seems to up-side-down and side-ways to the interpretation of the FACA law and
compliance with it.

As far back as 10-2-95 then FS Chief Jack Ward Thomas wrote a directive to All
Employees regarding the "Recent Federal Advisory Committee Act Interpretations. In
his policy tetter he stated, "The Forest Service has a long-standing tradition of providing
opportunities for state, local, tribal and private stakeholders. Efforts to inform and
involve the public have yielded substantial benefits for everyone involved.” To give him
the benefit of the doubt, | presume, that he meant property owners and not NGO's as
stakeholders. He went on, "However the public participation principals described in the
July 12, 1994 letter hold. We do no less to keep the best external relations possible.
For ease of reference, | reiterate them here: [For brevity in this letter they are topically
introduced, only.] Make It Timely; Make Your Process "Free™ Emphasize Faimess;
Practice Openness; Make involvement's Early and Continuous; and Make It Tangible”,
Most interesting was his comment on group advise which is, * If Federal employees
seek advice from a group, then that advise must be obtained on an individual basis
without group  deliberation. Yet, if you are at a meeting and the group chose to offer
consensus advise:
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Explain to the group that you convened them fo hear individual advice, not a group
CONSensus.

Explain that group advice could prove to be a problem because they are not a
chartered advisory group. And if you were to accept their consensus advice, it could be
challenged in court and the Forest Service could be enjoined from using the advice—
something no one wants".

i would like to digress at this time to make several points,

%. Members of TBA are first and foremost individual citizens to be respected as such.
When | speak in terms of TBA, | am speaking of the Directors, as they speak for the
organization.

2. it was not the idea of TBA to limit the number of persons or who would be attending
F$S or related meetings. When we had the two requested meetings in the office here
in early '97, it was your idea and that of the other FS personnel attending, that we
should appoint a committee of three to five people fo receive data and attend
meetings for the puipose of research and study for TBA. This was to prevent geing
through a protracted, antagonistic and adversarial relationship of requesting data by
FOIA conceming all aspects of the ecosystem management assessment and plans.
In our opinion, this did not compromise the committee members idantity as
individuails who were property owners living in forest area communities. We would
have no right to expect this of them or any other member.

3. At your request, by phone to me, and that of Director Charles Agee, Elam Denham,
Chairman of TBA, sent you a lefter May 1, 1997 setting forth the agreement as per
Directors notes, and the names, addresses, phone and fax numbers of the thres
members who had agreed to participate in such a research and study team for TBA.
Efam stated the Boards intent to name two other persons, to cover the geographic
areas of potential meetings. It was also agreed that copies would be sent to the
office for me to keep a repository of complete files for study.

4. There have never been any reporis from your assessment leam and no meeting of
the committee. TBA has taken no position on any Forest Service issue, other than to
stand firm on our insistence of the protection of the rights of property owner's,
invoived in this questionable ecosystem assessment, over primarily private lands in
fifty Arkansas counties.

5. Take Back Arkansas is an Arkansas Corporation for the advancement of education
and preservation of one of the oldest unalienable rights Americans enjoy, which
predates even the Constitution of the United States, in which is guaranteed certain
civit rights to the owners of private property.

We believe, as in this quote; Land Rights: What Do They Matter? “The Great
Charter (Magna Carta) [1215 ADJ .was a wafershed event in the struggle of
ordinary people tfo protect their natural rights inst encr b ts by
g The # clear, People do not have rights because the
state allows them. The nation/state exists because people have rights.” Bruce
Yandle, Author of Land Rights: The 1990's Property Rights Rebellion. At this point in
time, we believe that this protection can best be done through grassroots citizen
involvement and participation in all matters, affecting owner's rights in private property.

56-427 99 -10 :
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Other interesting documents in the file was a copy of the informational Memorandum for
James A. Lyons, Undersecretary, NRE from Barbara Webber, Associate Deputy Chief
for Research (FS) through Mike Dombeck, FS Chief, regarding the U.S. Man and the
Biosphere Program. The Summary states " the survival of the U.S. MAB program is
threatened. Benefits to the U.S. and the USDA Forest Service are significant. Loss of
authority to participate in the U.S. MAB program or loss of our MAB sites, would
significantly deter progress in achieving the goals of the President and that of the
Santiago Agreement”. The administration has no constitutionai authority to make
international agreements in Santiago or any other place, concerning the naturai
resources or controt of the public or private lands in this nation

The blatant disregard for individual rights is as though government, the servant of the
people, has become the slave master. The Administration, its Departments and
agencies have assumed the role of an aristocracy. This is completely unacceptabie in
the United States under a representative democracy in a Republican Form of
Govemment.. This attitude of "You can't read the Constitution like a rule book.”
Bruce Babbitt, Secretary of the U.S. Dept. of the interior [While serving under the swomn oath of
the Constitution] destroys a nation from within.

A quote from the past, of a former Republic, which didn't survive it's traitors, like
Qctavian. "A pation can survive its fools and even the ambitious. But it cannot
survive treason from within. An enemy at the gates is less formidable, for he is
known and he carries his banners openly against the city. But the traitor moves
among those within the gates freely, his sly whispers rustling through ali alleys,
heard in the very halls of government itself. For the traitor appears no ftraitor, he
speaks in the accents familiar to his victim, and he wears their face and their
gar and he appeals to the b that lies deep in the hearts of all men.
He rots the soul of a nation; he works secretly and unknown in the night to
undermine the pillars of a city; he infects the body politic so that it can no longer
resist. A murderer is iess to be feared. The traitor is the plague.” Marcus Tuflius
Cicero to the Roman Senate, regarding the danger of internal subversion, as recorded by Sallust

Mr. Pell, as you know | have read that agreement, the Montreal Accord, the Seville
Strategy and several other of these International Agreements, which in my opinions
undercuts the national and state sovereignty of these United States. | pointed out to you
this direct quote from "FS Criterion and Indicator Trends: Property rights for private lands
and the rights to use public lands will continue to evolve over time. Means are provided
fo determine these rights through due process. Recent important developments are the
evolution of private property rights under the terms of the_Endangered Species Act of
1973 (P.L. 93205) and the determination of focal control of the use of Federal lands in
the West". It is clear that government agencies have a different viewpoint of property
rights than the owner has, and therefore the conflict.

In 1932 William Z. Foster, then National Chairman of the Communist Party, USA,
restated point one of the Communist Manifesto, “The abolition of private property.”
Then in terms specifically applicabie fo the U.S., Foster said, "The establishment of an
American Soviet government will involve the confiscation of large landed estates
in town and country, and also, the whole body of forests, mineral deposits, lakes,
rivers and so on”. Are we now so established or just on the way there?
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Also, in the file was a copy of the November 3-4, 1993 meeting of the Ozark Highlands
Man and the Biosphere (OHMARB) agenda, which I'm sure Dr. Donald Voth remembers,
bemg a featured speaker on the agenda. 11:45 AM - 2:00 PM on "Social Context of

Y Manag it in the Ozark by Dr Donald E. Voth, Department of Rural
Soclol Uni ity of A now the Principal Investigator on the National
Forest Communmes Project (whatever that is) at the U of A, Fayettevme the coordinator
of this meeting. In addition, the agenda of the November 3™ meeting the discussion of
Stream Team by Mark Van Patten, Conservation Federation of Missouri, now working in
concert directly or indirectly with the Arkansas Game and Fish Commission's newly
created Stream Team.

it all sure walks, tatks and smells like the Ozark Highland Man and the Biosphere,
(OHMAB)} and with the same bad actors, which after much protestation, went back
underground from whence it briefly emerged. It has been denied to this day, by lies on
top of lies, to the people of Arkansas and Missouri, by both state and federal agencies.
Unfortunately for the Forest Service, it was bad timing for your scheduled ecosystem
assessment that the exposure of the OHMAB came to close for comfort. It's no
coincidence that the same agencies are replicated and people are duplicated in the
OHMAB aligned process.

One of the unanswered guestions | posed, was why the assessment is being done
outside forest boundaries and in @ manner inconsistent with prior plans concerned with
management of forest health and availability of resource materials for the wood
products indusiry. Is this assessment being done in accordance with the EPA directive
that. "All ecosystem management activities should consider human beings as biologicai
resources, the same as any other animal, or plants and minerals"? Can anyone explain
how this Administration mandated assessment differs from any of the other mandated
ecosystem assessments? What would change our viewpoints based on the data we
now have at hand?

TBA has taken no role or position on the “litie NEPA Codes™ authorized by Congress in
the act, other than to make the information known to its members in over thirty counties.
At the request of a number of individuals from various counties, David Bright assumed
the financial responsibility to bring members of the National Lands Conference to speak
on these codes which have been passed successfully in over 300 counties. David was
assisted by the Newton County Chapter of TBA which helped host the event. Thiswas a
grassroots effort, which | believe was citizenship at its best to work with local
government as the protector, not the provocateur.

itis my understanding that TBA members as individuals, with other non-member county
residents, acting under their rights as citizens, have worked with their elected county
Quorum Court members and County Judge in several counties, to proceed by ordinance
to adopt the necessary codes to protect their customs, culture and economy. | would
like to presume that the uniformed Forest Service ranger, who dominated a Quorum
{ourt meeting in one county, speaking in opposition to passing the ordinances was
speaking as an individual. it appeared to many county residents that he was intimidating
the county court members and lobbying for the Forest Service, | understand. | haven't
attended any of these meetings, nor have any of the Directors of TBA, these meetings,
but the anger that was expressed to me, didn't lead anyone present to believe that he
was speaking as an individual but as a FS representative fo influence and intimidate.
Perhaps he was facilitating.
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I must say that what's good for the goose is sure good for the gander. When |
questioned your right to eco-assess on private land, | got a flim-flam answer, that you
were concerned about how your required 10-15 year plan would affect private property.
I'm sure that county residents are just as concerned about the closure of road, access to
cemeteries, more property taken for wildemess areas and the loss of jobs affecting their
economies by closing of natural resources to the people.

Is there a conflict now between the counties instituting the appropriate NEPA codes to
protect their customs, cuRure and economy and that which would be done under this FS
8¢ ent and plan to be drawn? |If there is a conflict, then
why? What crisis has been created, by this county planning, to establish the need for
“conflict management” by govemment or NGO sponsored and trained facilitators? Why
does the assessment for the Ozark-Ouachita Highlands assessment paraitel and the
Southern Appalachian Assessment for the Man and the Biosphere, including the reports
of the SAMAB and personnel invoived? There are many interesting questions to be
posed, studied and conclusions to be made by both of us.

| certainly would not presume to speak for the Congress or the counties, but | don't
believe that the intent of Congress was for any agency to intimidate or participate in this
local process, either directly or indirectly by agency or NGO trained facilitators. Due to
the questions raised in my mind about this, | am going to copy this letter to my U.S.
Representative Asa Hutchinson and Senator Tim Hufchinson asking for a research
clarification on this matter.

Being the fairminded intelligent man, | believe you to be, you would welcome this
service from our elected officials in Washington, who are responsible for these laws in
the first place. After all, they are citizens too, whose state and districts are being
affected by this ongoing ecosystem assessment and the plans to be. This should lessen
to a great degree your need to manage conflict. After a reply from them, we'lt consider
what, if any, dialog about this issue of county ordinances, should take place.

Yours truly,

Mary Denham
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STATEMENT OF FRANK MEYERS, FORESTER AND SECRETARY,
POTOSI CHAPTER, PEOPLE FOR THE USA

Mr. MEYERS. I am Frank W. Meyers of Potosi, Missouri. I speak
as one who has been a practicing environmentalist and professional
forester for over 55 years, which with the time spent in the Navy
throughout World War II, gives me a perspective on the environ-
mental scene covering 60 years.

I come to speak in support of H.R. 883, the American Land Sov-
ereignty Protection Act.

I speak both for myself and for the Potosi Chapter of People for
the USA, for which organization I serve as Secretary, whose mem-
bership includes many who have been long active in management,
production and use of natural resource commodities, both on public
and private land.

Today it is distressing to see productive natural resource man-
agement which provides for human needs, being threatened on
every side.

The threat arises from a plethora of pseudo-environmentalist
groups whose general theme is to reorganize society around the
central principle of protecting the environment, and who both use
and lend credence to a variety of United Nations plans, conventions
and treaties oriented toward control of America and its people.

In 1971, the United Nations through UNESCO initiated a plan
for setting up a world network of Biosphere Reserves to protect the
environment and safeguard the planet. The State Department in-
corporated this in their planning in 1973. The Biosphere Reserve
Program has the objective of returning vast areas of the planet to
a nature-managed condition. In the U.S. this amounts to 48 per-
cent of the land area. The long range objective is to regulate popu-
lation distribution and land use on a massive scale.

The Framework on Biosphere Reserves specifies the designation
of core areas in each Reserve, which will be completely free of
human use. A surrounding buffer zone will allow only limited ac-
cess and the third or transition zone will provide for control of sus-
tainable use.

Sustainable use in U.N. and pseudo-environmentalist jargon
means reducing consumption of goods, elimination of modern con-
veniences and controlling the population.

Without Congressional approval, some 47 Biosphere Reserves, to-
taling some 44 million acres, have already been designated in
America and more are in the planning stage. One such planned Re-
serve was the Ozark Highland Man and the Biosphere which cov-
ered 48,000 square miles in Missouri, Arkansas, Oklahoma and
Kansas. Although temporarily shelved, this gigantic plot to return
48,000 square miles to pre-settlement conditions, gave way in 1996
to a smaller Reserve proposal. It was the Lower Ozarks Biosphere
Reserve, covering 3,200 square miles in 11 counties in Missouri
and one in Arkansas. Although public outcry stopped implementa-
tion of this Reserve, the Missouri Department of Conservation
which had been a signatory to it, saw fit in 1996 to launch its own
plan for the Lower Ozark region of the state in what it called a Co-
ordinated Resource Management Plan covering 11 counties.

The threat of this CRM plan is that biodiversity and ecosystem
management override the long held conservation objectives of im-
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proving the condition and productivity of the state’s natural re-
sources of timber, wildlife, minerals, water, air and aesthetics.

The underlying tenor of this CRM plan, which provides an excuse
for its existence, is that the flora and fauna of Missouri are in a
depleted state. This is not the case. Active resource management
over the past 60 years has restored Missouri’s resources to a rea-
sonably good and productive condition.

The greatest threat to the well-being and productivity of Mis-
souri’s natural resources is lock-up management. And lock-up man-
agement protrudes through every phase of the CRM plan. The
CRM plan espouses establishment of the Ozarks Man and the Bio-
sphere with its restrictive, non-use goals and also The Nature Con-
servancy’s Lower Ozarks Biosphere with similar objectives.

It should be noted that in neither the state’s CRM plan or the
Forest Service’s ecosystem management strategy are the basic
physiological needs of human beings integrated into or given sub-
stantive priority in the planning process. Neither is minerals recov-
ery accorded any priority or recognition in the CRM plan.

Nature Conservancy’s plan for the Lower Ozarks Biosphere,
which MDC supports, states that “alteration of pre-settlement nat-
ural processes is stressful to the ecosystem. And hence, manage-
ment must focus on restoring pre-settlement processes.” It is evi-
dent that sustainable refers to curtailing use by society and man-
aging with the objective of returning resources to the lower produc-
tivity of pre-settlement days.

Another threat to private property and resource management
posed by Biosphere Reserves, the CRP plan and ecosystem manage-
ment is the designation of American lands as World Heritage Sites
by the U.N. World Heritage Committee. Some 18 World Heritage
Sites totaling over 20 million acres have already been designated
in America, without Congressional approval.

Proof that the U.N. designations pose a threat to sovereignty,
private property and resource management, is indicated by the
U.N.’s action in 1995 in stopping a planned gold mine operation by
Crown Butte Mine well outside Yellowstone National Park near
Cooke City, Montana.

In stopping the mine, the U.N. delegation made this astounding
comment: “The U.S. as signatory to the World Heritage Convention
has a duty to protect the ecosystem outside the Park.” Yellowstone
is both a Biosphere Reserve and a World Heritage Site.

Much of America is clearly at risk.

To protect American sovereignty, private property and resource
management for the benefit of humanity, it is imperative that H.R.
883 be enacted into law.

Thank you for giving one who has practiced productive natural
resource management for over half a century a chance to be heard.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Meyers follows:]

STATEMENT OF FRANK W. MEYERS, FORESTER AND SECRETARY, POTOSI CHAPTER,
PEOPLE FOR THE USA

I am Frank W. Meyers of Potosi, Missouri. I speak as one who has been a prac-
ticing environmentalist and professional forester for over 55 years which with time
spent in the Navy throughout WW-II, gives me a perspective on the environmental
scene covering sixty years.
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I some to speak in support of H.R. 883, the American Land Sovereignty Protection

ct.

I speak both for myself and for the Potosi Chapter of “People for the USA,” for
which organization I serve as Secretary, and whose membership includes many long
active in management, production and use of natural resource commodities both on
public and private land.

Today we are distressed to see productive natural resource management which
provides for human needs, being threatened on every side.

The, threat arises from a plethora of pseudo-environmentalist groups whose gen-
eral theme is to reorganize society around the central principle of protecting the en-
vironment, and who both use and lend credence to a variety of United Nations
Plans, conventions, and treaties oriented toward control of America and its people.

In 1971 the United States Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization
(UNESCO) initiated a plan for setting up a world network of Biosphere Reserves
to “protect the environment” and safeguard the planet. The U.S. State Department
incorporated this into their planning in 1973. The Biosphere Reserve program has
the objective of returning vast areas of the planet to a nature-managed condition.
In the United States this amounts to some 48 percent of the land area. The long
ranlge objective is to regulate population distribution and land use on a massive
scale.

Article 4, Section 5 of the Framework on Biosphere Reserves specifies the designa-
tion of vast “core areas” in each Reserve, which is to be completely free of human
use. An adjacent surrounding “buffer zone” will allow only limited access but no
management, and a third outlying “transition” zone will allow for planned, con-
trolled “sustainable use.”

“Sustainable” in U.N. and pseudo-environmentalist jargon means reducing con-
sumption of goods, eliminating modern conveniences and controlling the population,
S0 as to return the resources to a “pre-settlement” condition.

Without Congressional approval, some 47 Biosphere Reserves, totaling 44 million
acres, have already been officially designated in America. One such planned Bio-
sphere Reserve was the Ozark Man and the Biosphere which which was to cover
48 thousand square miles in Missouri, Arkansas, Oklahoma and Kansas, Although
temporarily shelved, this gigantic plot to return 48 thousand square miles of Amer-
ica to pre-settlement conditions, gave rise in 1996 to a smaller Reserve proposal. It
was the “Lower Ozarks Biosphere Reserve,” covering 3,200 square miles including
eleven counties in Missouri and one in Arkansas, Although public outcry stopped
implementation of this Reserve, the Missouri Department of Conservation which
had been a signatory to it, saw fit to launch in 1996 what it reffered to as a Coordi-
nated Resource Management Plan (CRM) for the Lower Ozark Region of the State,
covering eleven counties.

The thrust of this CRM plan is that “biodiversity” and “ecosystem management”
objectives override the long-held conservation objectives of improving the condition
and productivity of all the States’s natural resources of timber, wildlife, minerals,
water, air and aesthetics.

The underlying tenor of the CRM plan—which provides an excuse for its being—
is that the flora and fauna of Missouri are in a depleted state. This is hardly the
case. Active resource management over the last sixty years has restored Missouri’s
resources to a reasonably good and productive condition.

The greatest threat to the well-being and productivity of Missouri’s natural re-
sources is “lock-up” management. And “lock-up” management protrudes through
every phase of the CRM plan. The plan espouses establishment of the Ozarks Man
and the Biosphere and its restrictive goals, and also Nature Conservancy’s Lower
Ozarks Biosphere with similar objectives.

It is interesting—in fact frightening—to note that in neither the State’s CRM plan
or the Forest Service’s ecosystem management strategy are the basis physiological
needs of humans integrated into or given substantitive priority in the planning proc-
ess. Neither is minerals management including prospecting, recovery, and reclama-
tion accorded any priority or recognition in the CRM plan.

Nature Conservancy’s plan for the Lower Ozarks Biosphere—which MDC sup-
ports—states that “alteration of pre-settlement natural processes is stress(ful) to the
ecosystem. Management must focus on restoring (presettlement) processes.” It be-
comes evident that “sustainable” refers to curtailing use by society and managing
with the objective of returning resources to the lower productivity of pre-settlement
days.

It appears that both the government’s and the United Nations’ pantheistic objec-
tive is to control society so as to stabilize nature.

In addition to the threat to private property and resource management posed by
BioReserves, the CRM plan and ecosystem management, a further threat arises
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from United Nations designation of American lands as “World Heritage Sites.” Pres-
ently some 18 World Heritage Sites totaling over twenty million acres have been
designated in America without Congressional approval.

Proof of the assertion that U.N. designations pose a threat to national sov-
ereignty, private property, and resource management, is indicated by action of the
U.N. delegation examining Yellowstone National Park in 1995. This delegation, with
government acquiescense, stopped a planned gold mine operation by the Crowne
Butte Mine, well outside the Park near Cooke City, Montana.

The U.N. deleration not ony stopped the mine but made this “Astounding observa-
tion”; “The U.S. as signatory to the World Heritage Convention has a duty to protect
the ecosystem OUTSIDE the Park.” Yellowstone is both a Biosphere Reserve and
a World Heritage Site.

Much of America is clearly at risk.

To protect American sovereignty, private property, and natural resource manage-
ment for the benefit of humanity, it is imperative that H.R. 883, the American Land
Sovereignty Protection Act, become the law of the land.

Thank you for giving one who has practiced productive natural resource manage-
ment in America for over half a century, a chance to be heard.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Meyers.

[Applause.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. And now is the time when we will be asking
the witnesses questions and so the Chair recognizes Ms. Emerson.

Ms. EMERSON. Thank you, Chairman Chenoweth.

My question goes to all of you and it is really a rather basic ques-
tion. And that is, have any of you ever been given a clear, concise
definition or explanation of exactly what a biosphere reserve is
from ?any of the Federal or state officials pushing these MAB con-
cepts?

Ms. DENHAM. No.

Ms. EMERSON. Mary, you say no? Richard?

Mr. YANCEY. Not really. You know, the terminology is extremely
vague and it speaks in generalities of scientific studies and some
management type things and in effect, you know, if you notice, we
cannot even seem to get a handle on what the size of these bio-
spheres are. You know, I have heard three different sizes. My map
shows the portion that was part of the bioreserve that The Nature
Conservancy outlined, and I assume that is a core area. But you
know, you do not get anything concrete, nothing definite.

Ms. EMERSON. Mr. Powell.

Mr. POweLL. It was a topic of discussion several times in the
Conservation Commission. We never did get into it in depth at all,
this was strictly a staff assignment. We never did vote on pro-
ceeding with any definite plan whatsoever. As far as the in-depth
description of it, I have no knowledge.

Ms. EMERSON. Would it be accurate to call a biosphere a pig in
a poke?

[Laughter.]

Ms. EMERSON. Would that be pretty accurate?

Mr. YANCEY. I would agree with that, yes.

Ms. EMERSON. Mr. Yancey, I want to ask you a question. Why
do you not talk a little bit about—you refer in your testimony and
Mr. Meyers did in his about the correlation between the gold mine
near Yellowstone and what could possibly occur to our mining oper-
ations here in this district and in the Mark Twain as a result of
the MAB designation.

Mr. YANCEY. Well, I think there is a real direct analogy here.
You know, when you talk to these people, the non-government or-
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ganizations that are behind a lot of this and some of the govern-
ment organizations, it is a benign program that has no effect, when
in fact, in the situation with the New World Mine outside of Yel-
lowstone National Park, it was not benign at all. They stopped that
program. That particular project in fact was pretty advanced. It
had been drilled out and it was on private property, and it ended
up costing the taxpayers of this country—at least so far the last I
heard was $65 million to buy them out because it was already es-
tablished there was a deposit there.

In addition to that, just as a side note, you know, it was an old
mining site there that had been—you know, years ago, they did not
know what they were doing, there was no environmental remedi-
ation. In the process of developing the mine, that would have been
remediated. So now the taxpayers also have an additional bill to
clean that up, which the company was going to clean up as part
of their mining.

Now as far as how that compares to here, I would say the process
is already in effect because, you know, the area that is in question,
the mining companies have been stumped in trying to get
prospecting permits on government lands in that area and cer-
tainly some of the private lands, for example, that The Nature Con-
servancy controls, you know, there is no access to those lands. And
frankly, you know, I see a very clear analogy here that the same
thing would happen, and is in fact already happening here in Mis-
souri. And I would also, as a side note too, say that it is just not
restricted to the United States. There is a biosphere in Australia
where the same situation is occurring. So, you know, if anybody
needed any hard facts of what the intentions are here, these are
definite things that have happened, not theory.

Ms. EMERSON. Well, let me get something clear here with regard
to your statement about $64 million. Are you saying that the tax-
payers paid a Canadian company $64 million not to mine gold?

Mr. YANCEY. That is exactly right. You know, they had the de-
posit defined and they are not allowed to mine it. And because the
discovery, that will be considered a taking and in fact, what is hap-
pening here, you know, just to follow up on that, in Missouri, we're
being prevented from exploring, so that there is no chance that we
would find a deposit and then if there is a taking, the government
would not be obligated to pay the mining industry for that taking.
So we are being prevented, kind of a pre-emptive strike here, from
being able to explore.

Ms. EMERSON. Mr. Meyers.

Mr. MEYERS. My recollection is on the $65 million, in order to
placate the populous, the Federal Government purchased land at
a price of $65 million elsewhere in Montana and gave the mining
rights on that to Crown Butte. Now I may be mistaken.

Ms. EMERSON. I see. Ms. Denham.

Ms. DENHAM. I understand that the mining company was com-
pensated to a certain amount, but certainly not to the value of the
property, of the gold.

It was also my understanding that a woman in her eighties was
the actual owner of the land and has received no compensation
whatsoever.
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Ms. EMERSON. Well, apparently the deal did fall through though
eventually anyway, to the best of my knowledge.

Ms. DENHAM. It has not been taken?

Ms. EMERSON. Correct, I believe it has fallen through. But let me
also make a statement here in response, the fact of the matter is
that it is just—there is a continual effort to make it difficult for pri-
vate property owners to receive compensation for their property
and there is a continual effort on the part of government to take
over land. It kind of reminds me of when they tried to close down
the Mark Twain because of a gnat and we were going to have to
close down all of our mining operations because of a gnat. And it
also kind of reminds me of—well, many, many government pro-
grams, most of which are tremendously burdensome and certainly
not in the right spirit as far as our rights are concerned.

I have exceeded my time, Chairman.

Mr. MEYERS. Could I say one thing? We have digressed just a lit-
tle here on the mining. I think it is imperative for not only this
Committee but the people in general to recognize, which the envi-
ronmental illiterates have not done, that mining has been a boon
to forest management in America, because it has substituted other
materials for wood including fossil fuels, steel, stone, concrete. And
so that there is more timber in America than there ever was, a lot
of it can be thanks to the mining industry since 1920.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Meyers. Thank you, Congress-
man Emerson.

I do want to thank the panel very much for bringing the issue
out about the New World Mine. Indeed, the land deal did fall
through, that was correctly stated. But the taxpayers had to pony
up $65 million to the Canadian leasehold interests without pay-
ing—as Ms. Denham had mentioned, without paying the actual
holder of the patent of the mine anything.

I tried very, very hard to get that $65 million taken out of Al
Gore’s administrative budget at the White House.

[Applause.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mary Denham, what does private property
rights really mean to you?

Ms. DENHAM. Well, Madam Chairman, I have been a real estate
broker and agent for 47 years. It means to me that all the wealth
of our nation or anywhere comes from the land, it means that we
are all dependent on the natural resources of the land, it means
that we have the Constitutional rights that we retain and that we
are stated as retained, guaranteed would be reserved, that we have
rights in property that if taken has to be compensated by any agen-
cy, Federal or state. It means to me that there is a vote on rights,
the right to do or not to do, to mine, to forest, to do forestry, to
build homes, the partition, to do everything that Americans have
taken for granted as their right in property, which is not just abso-
lutely decimated by regulatory control by very abusive state and
Federal agencies, and by acts of Congress that I believe were well-
intentioned but have been so mishandled by the administration by
Executive Orders, by initiatives and by other things and then it
dribbled really on down to the Federal agencies and they pass it
on down to the state agencies. And it is an upside down situation.

Thank you.
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Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you.

Mr. Powell, being from Idaho, I have much to learn about Mis-
souri, except I feel very much at home here, it is a wonderful part
of our nation, it is very beautiful. But who was Governor of Mis-
souri in 1995 when the Missouri Department of Conservation en-
dorsed the Ozark Biosphere proposal?

Mr. PoweELL. That endorsement was to proceed with our plan-
ning stage, there was never any formal vote in the Commission
itself to adopt the complete program, and of course it was junked
before it got to first base, that’s what happened. This was some-
thing that was conceived by a lot of the different agencies in the
state of Missouri and we were cooperating with them in the plan-
ning stage, but never any formal adoption of it.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. And who was the Governor then?

Mr. POWELL. John Ashcroft—1995? Did you say 1995?

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Nineteen ninety five.

Mr. PowgeLL. That is right, Carnahan. I should be a little bit
more up on that one for sure.

[Laughter.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Tell me, Mr. Powell, did former Governor
Carnahan’s appointees to the Missouri Conservation Commission
support this biosphere reserve proposal?

Mr. POWELL. Yes, they did.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I want to ask you, I am Chairman of the For-
estry Subcommittee in the House and we also are very concerned
about the centralized planning process that we now seem to be en-
gaged in, what effect it has had on our forests across the nation.
What we have seen is that there is less of a multiple use sustained
yield concepts being employed on the ground and in large part be-
cause of designations of endangered species habitat and now this
new biosphere reserve would be another program for an excuse not
to have multiple use sustained yield concepts employed in man-
aging our forests.

How do you see the impact, the long-term impact, on forestry if—
and I hope the if is growing smaller, but if the biosphere reserve
is proposed as we have heard the concepts proposed today—how
would it affect the forests?

Mr. PoweLL. Well, I think it would completely shut the Federal
forests down, more so than now. They are almost shut down at the
present time because of the environmental movement, but I am
sure this could probably cap it off and eliminate the usage of that.
And of course, that would spread next to the state land and then
finally to private lands.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Testimony I heard before my Committee last
month or two months ago testified to the fact that our forests on
the Federal lands, especially in the northwest, but also forests all
over the nation, in some areas are in a state of near collapse. Many
of those forests are forests that have not had on the ground man-
agement by humans employed. We have seen a lot of disease and
insect infestation and the potential for catastrophic fires is grow-
ingé Do you see any of that possibility here in the Mark Twain For-
est?

Mr. POwWELL. I think it will eventually happen here. Of course,
they cut down personnel and the personnel that have been cut from
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the Forest Service have been your professional foresters and they
have been replaced with biologists and planning teams for recre-
ation and things like that. They are getting out of the timber grow-
ing business as far as usage is concerned, and of course what hap-
pens with that when the timber gets old and goes down hill, you
are going to lose it. And of course that is a major portion of the
production of the wood fibers that we need for the whole country.
And that has put tremendous pressure on the other parts of the
United States and especially the south, and of course that is the
reason we are having trouble in Missouri, they are trying to get ad-
ditional fiber for the market and they have moved up into the state
of Missouri to try to get this fiber. And if we want to be able to
eliminate that, what we need to do is to put the Forest Service
back in business for their original intent, to furnish wood fiber for
our nation.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you.

Ms. DENHAM. I am sorry to interrupt, but may I make a request
that I be able to submit additional exhibits to the Committee for
inclusion in the record?

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Without objection, so ordered.

Ms. DENHAM. Thank you.

[The material referred to may be found at the end of the hear-
ing.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I see that my time is almost up too. I have
about five questions here for Mr. Yancey and I will submit those
in writing. I also have questions for Mr. Meyers.

I do want to say for Mr. Meyers how grateful I am to you and
all the veterans who have fought so valiantly not only in World
War II but the subsequent wars, to protect the very freedoms that
we stand a chance of losing if we do not stay eternally vigilant. So
Mr. Meyers, not only do I thank you from the bottom of my heart
for being an effective witness, but for your service to the country.
And our service to the country does not end with military service,
we must all be servants to the country in fighting a battle that
does not have clear battle lines. But certainly if we lose the battle,
er1 }Vill lose our land, our heritage, our godly values and our way
of life.

So thank you all very, very much for your wonderful testimony.
And with that, this panel is dismissed and the Chair calls Dale
Lovett, Pulp and Paperworkers’ Resource Council, Wickliffe, Ken-
tucky; Darrell Skiles, Missouri Cattlemen’s Association, Salem,
Missouri; Leon Kreisler, Missouri Farm Bureau, Salem, Missouri
and Carl Barnes, Missouri Forest Products Association and People
for the USA, Potosi, Missouri.

I wonder if the panel could please stand and raise your arm to
the square.

[Witnesses sworn.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you. The Chair recognizes Dale Lovett
for opening testimony.

STATEMENT OF DALE LOVETT, PULP AND PAPERWORKERS’
RESOURCE COUNCIL, WICKLIFFE, KENTUCKY

Mr. LOVETT. Thank you, Madam Chairman. I would like to thank
you for this opportunity to be here today.
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My name is Dale Lovett, I am a 15-year employee at the
Westvaco Fine Papers Mill located in Wickliffe, Kentucky. I am
also a very proud member of the Paper, Allied Industrial, Chemical
and Energy Workers International Union as well as a Special
Projects Director for the Pulp and Paper Workers Resource Council
which represents over 300,000 workers in the wood products indus-
try.

Today the wood products industry in America is struggling to
compete in the world economy. One major reason for this is the
ever-increasing restrictions placed on land use, on both public and
private land. Job losses are becoming an everyday reality as re-
strictive forces shut down employers.

With UNESCO’s World Heritage Sites and Biosphere Reserve
designations coming into play, we will only lose more jobs as this
simply adds to the limitations put on our natural resources which
we feel are already over-regulated.

In far western Kentucky, where I am from, no local authorities
or state officials were consulted prior to the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority/Land Between the Lakes recreation area being selected as
a United Nations Biosphere Reserve. After becoming aware of this
situation, the Kentucky Senate in 1997 passed a resolution stating
its position to not be a part of this program. However, it seems to
not matter.

A recent lawsuit was brought against the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority by a special interest group to block a timber sale in the
Land Between the Lakes area. This lawsuit stated that because the
Land Between the Lakes had been designated as a Biosphere Re-
serve, the timber sale should not be allowed to go through. This
designation simply represents another avenue to use by special in-
terest groups to control public and private land as they so desire.
Madam Chairman, the writing is on the wall. These designations
can and will be used against us.

As an American worker who understands how natural resources
are vital to any type of sound economic base, we can no longer
allow foreign nations, who are our competitors in the world mar-
ketplace, to influence decisions that puts American workers at a
competitive disadvantage whether through UNESCO or any other
means. This is totally unacceptable.

. In Kentucky, we call this putting the fox in charge of the hen
ouse.

The record is clear from the proposed mine development near
Crown Butte, Montana as to what these type of designations can
do to eliminate economic opportunity even on private land. Again,
the writing is on the wall.

Well-connected special interest groups who know how to use the
system can go basically undetected through the maze and web of
governmental bureaucracy to advance their cause. When these
groups are able to make world heritage sites and biosphere reserve
designations become a reality without the support of Federal, state
and local governments, then it is time for legislation such as the
American Land Sovereignty Protection Act. And sometimes I think
they view a lack of opposition in their secret maneuvering the same
as support. And that is one way they say they have support, be-
cause nobody is opposing them.
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No organization or individual should ever have the ability to ne-
gotiate or bargain away the power of Congress to make decisions
as to the territory or any property that belongs to the United
States of America.

It overwhelms me as to the need for legislation such as the
American Land Sovereignty Protection Act. Who would ever have
thought our nation, the United States of America, would have ever
allowed foreign interests to share in the influence upon the very
land upon which our nation rests?

It is with great passion that I urge you to support this piece of
legislation as it will place the destiny of our great nation back into
the hearts and hands of those who truly care for it.

Thank you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Lovett. The Chair recognizes
Darrell Skiles for testimony.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Lovett follows:]
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American Land and Sovereignty Protection Act
H.R. 883

My name is Dale Lovett. I am a 15-year employee at the Westvaco Fine Papers
Mill focated in Wickliffe, Kentucky. Iam also a proud member of the Paper, Allied-
Industrial, Chemical, and Energy Workers International Unicn, as well as a Special
Projects Director for the Pulp and Paper Workers Resource Council which represents over
300,000 workers in the wood products industry.

Today the wood products industry in America is struggling to compete in the world
economy. One major reason for this is the ever-increasing restrictions placed on land use,
on both public and private land. Job losses are becoming an everyday reality as restrictive
forces shut down employers.

With UN.E.S.C.0O.’s (United Nations Scientific Educational and Cultural
Organization) World Heritage Sites and Biosphere Reserve Designations coming into play,
we will only lose more jobs as this simply adds to the limitations put on our natural
resources which we feel are already over regulated.

In far western Kentucky, where 1 am from, no local authorities or state officials
were consulted prior to the Tennessee Valley Authorities/Land Between the Lakes
recreation area being selected as a United Nations Biosphere Reserve. After becoming
aware of this situation, the Kentucky Senate in 1997 passed a resolution stating its position
to not be a part of this program. However, it seems to not matter.

A recent lawsuit was brought against the Tennessee Valley Authority by a special
interest group to block a timber sale in the Land Between the Lakes area. This lawsuit
stated that because the Land Between the Lakes had been designated as a Biosphere
Reserve, the timber sale should not be allowed to go through. This designation simply
represents another avenue to use by special interest groups to control public and private

land as they so desire.
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As an American worker who understands how natural resources are vital to any type
of sound economic base, we can no longer allow foreign nations, who are our competitors
in the world market, to influence decisions that puts American workers at a competitive
disadvantage whether through U.N.E.S.C.O. or any other means.

In Kentucky we call this “Putting the fox in charge of the hen house.”

The record is clear from the proposed mine development near Crown Butte, Utah as
to what these types of designations can do to eliminate economic opportunity even on
private land.

Well-connected, special interest groups who know how to use the system can go
basically undetected through the maze and web of governmental beaurocracy to advance
their cause. When these groups are able to make world heritage site and biosphere
reserve designations become a reality without the support of federal, state, and local
governments, then it is time for legislation such as the American Land Sovereignty
Protection Act.

No organization or individual should ever have the ability to negotiate or bargain
away the power of Congress to make decisions as to the territory or any property that
belongs to the United States of America.

It overwhelms me as to the need for legislation such as the American Land
Sovereignty Protection Act. Who would ever have thought that our nation “The United
States of America” would so eagerly allow foreign interests to share in the influence
{maybe interference would be a better word) upon the very land in which our nation rests.

It is with great passion that I urge you to support this piece of legislation. As it will
place the destiny of our great nation back into the hearts and hands of those who truly care
for it.

Thank vou.

Dale Loveit

Special Projects Director at Large

Pulp and Paperworkers Resource Council
270-335-4312
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Attachment:

I am a life-long resident of western Kentucky and grew up within five miles of what is now called the
Tennessee Vailey Authority/Land Between the Lakes Recreation Area near a little town called Aurora.

I remember well when the people who lived between the Tennessee and Cumberland Rivers were forced
out of their homes for the creation of this area. And to think that foreign interests through UN.E.S.C.0
are able to influence the decistons as to how we, as Kentuckians, are able to use this area or how we can
use our own land surrounding the Lakes Between the Lakes is dumbfounding.

Knowing that there is enough Biosphere Reserve Areas already designated to equal to size of Colorado
compels me to tell my views as to the need for the passage of the American Lands Sovereignty Protection
Act.
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IN SENATE

1997 EXTRAORDINARY SESSION

SENATE RESOLUTION NO. 35

THURSDAY, MAY 29, 1997

Senators Moore, Bailey, Blevins, Borders, Freeman, Kelly, McGaha, Metcalf, Nunnelley,
Philpot, Robinson, Reeding, Julic Rose, Sanders, Seum, Stivers, Tori, Westwood, D.
Williams, and G. Williams introduced the following resolution which was ordered to be
printed.



303

97SSBR28

A RESOLUTION opposing the Biosphere Reserves designation of the Man and the
Biosphere Program and urging that the proposed Biodiversity Treaty not be ratified by the
United States.

WHEREAS, the United Nations has promoted a Biosphere Program throughout the
world; and ’

WHEREAS, the Biosphere Program threatens to place millions of acres of land
under the control of United Nations via agreements and/or executive orders; and

WHEREAS, the United Nations Cultural, Educational, and Sciemtific Organization
(UNESCO) has created a worldwide system of 328 Biosphere Reserves in 82 pations; and

WHEREAS, 47 United Nations-designated Biosphere Reserves are within the
sovereign borders of the United States, and two United Nations-designated Biosphere
Reserves are within the Commonwealth of Kentucky; and

WHEREAS, neither the legislature of the Comxﬁonwcalth of Kentucky nor the
Congress of the United States has considered, debated, or approved such designations;

. and

WHEREAS, such designations require strict land use management procedures as are
set forth in the 1994 Strategic Plan for the United States Man and the Biosphere Program,
as published by the United States State Department, and further described in the Global
Biodiversity Assessment, published by the United Nations Environment Program,
expressly for the Conferences of the Parties to the ‘Convention on Biological Diversity,
and

WHEREAS, Biosphere Reserves are, by definition, designed to continually expand
each of the three zones: core protected zone, buffer zone, and zone of cooperation; and

WHEREAS, Biosphere Reserves are expected to be the nucleus of the system of
protected areas required by Article 8 of the Convention on Biological Diversity as
expressed in the minutes of the first meeting of the Conference of the Parties; and

WHEREAS, no land owner within reach or potential reach of the Biosphere

Page { of 4
BROCZVO 10078
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Reserves has input or recourse to land use management policies of UNESCO or the
Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity; and

WHEREAS, no body of elected officials, whether local, state, or federal, has input,
recourse, or veto power over such land use management policies that may be prescribed
by either UNESCO or the Conference of the Partics to the Convention on Biological
Diversity, and

WHEREAS, even though the Convention on Biological Diversity has not been
ratified by the United States Senate, the very presence of United Nations Biosphere
Reserves on American soil demonstrates the compliance with an international treaty that
has not been ratified; and

WHEREAS, the use of land in Dbiosphere areas for ordinary commercial or
agriculture purposes may be severely restricted or efiminated; and

WHEREAS, the Mammoth Cave area and the Land Between the Lakes area have
already been designated as Biosphere Reserves; and

WHEREAS, nope of the current areas included within the Biosphere Program in
Kentucky have been included at the request of or with the consent of the General
Assembly of the Commonwealth of Kentucky; and

WHEREAS, the General Assembly does not believe that a request from the National
Park Service or a tourst and convention service should be adequate to subject land in
Kentucky to the control of the United Nations or any other foreign parties; and

WHEREAS, the areas encompassed by these reserves include not only public, but
private, lands; and

WHEREAS, the placing of environmental or other restrictions upon the use of
private lands has been held by a number of recent United States Supreme Court decisions
to constitute a taking of the land for public purposes; and

WHEREAS, the proposed Biodiversity Treaty, if ratified by the United States,

would ultimately Jead to the reality that Kentuckians could not use thejr private and public

Page 2 of 4
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lands in the manner to which they have been accustomed; and
WHEREAS, there are no proposals cither to purchase the private lands by the
United States or the United Nations; and

WHEREAS, the restrictions lated her with the putside control of the

P

land encompassed by a Biosphere Reserve constitutes an unlawful taking of that land in
violation of the Constitution of the United States, to wit;
Article 1, Section 8, Clause 17, before any state Jands can be purchased,

sl

the of the state )

and sot the state executive branch,
must be obtained.
Article IV, Section 3, Clause 2, we note that, "[N]othing in this Constitution
shall be so construed as to Prejudice any Claims of the United States,
or of any particular state.”
Article IV, Section 4, we note that, "The United States shall guarantee to
every State in this union a Republican Form of Goverament.”
Amendment V of the Constitution of the United States, "nor [shall any person]
be deprived of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law; nor shall
private property be taken for public use, without just corpensation.”; and
WHEREAS, the virtual ceding of these lands to the United Nations leaves the

residents who own the land, local governments, and the C ith of K X

¥
without any legitimate form for redress of grievances for input into any decision-making
process relating to the Biosphere Reserve; and

WHEREAS, under Article VI of the Constitution of the l}gﬁted States, this treaty
would be given equal footing with the Constitution of the United States, thus effectively
precluding any legal reans of redress; and

WHEREAS, the General Assembly of the Commonwealth of Kentucky does not
wish to have portions of its land area controlled by foreign minions over which it has no

control and who are not subject to its laws;

Page3of4
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NOW, THEREFORE,
Be it resolved by the Senmate of the General A bly of the C ith of
Kentucky:

Section !. The General Assembly of the Commonwealth of Kentucky is unalterably
opposed to the inclusion of any land within the borders of the Commonwealth within the
purview of the Biodiversity Treaty or any biodiversity program without the express
consent of the General Assembly of the Commonwealth of Kentucky, as provided by the
Constitution of the United States and the Constitution of Kentucky.

Section 2. The General Assembly urges the members of the Congress of the United
States, and especially the Kentucky delegation to the Congress of the United States, to
oppose ratification of this treaty and the inclusion of any land within the Commonwealth
of Kentucky in any biosphere program of the United Nations.

Section 3. The Clerk of the Senate is hereby directed to transmit copies of this

Resolution to the Honorable Bill Clinton, President, 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue,

Washington, D.C. 20500; the Honcrable Madeleine K. Albright, 2201 *C" Street, N-W._,

Washington, D.C. 20520; the Honoraole Wendell H. Ford, 173A Russell Senate Office
Building, Washington, D.C. 20510; the Honorable Mitch McConnell, 361 A Russell Senate
Office Building, Washington, D.C. 20510; the Honcrable Ed Whitfield, 236 Cannon
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 20515, the Honorable Ron Lewis, 412 Caanon
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 20515, the Honorable Anne Northup, 1004
Longworth Office Building, Washington, D.C. 20515; the Honorable Jim Bunning, 2437
Rayburn House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 20515; the Honorable Harold Rogers,
2468 Rayburn Office Building, Washington, D.C. 20515; and the Honorable Scotty
Baesler, 113 Cannon House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 20515.

Page 4of 4
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STATEMENT OF DARRELL SKILES, MISSOURI CATTLEMEN’S
ASSOCIATION, SALEM, MISSOURI

Mr. SKILES. Thank you, Madam Chairman. My name is Darrell
Skiles, I am a lifelong resident of Salem, Missouri and I would like
to say that it is an honor and a privilege to address this Committee
on Resources here today. And on behalf of the Missouri Cattlemen’s
Association we thank you for this opportunity.

Property rights and the freedom to provide a living for our fami-
lies, with a minimal amount of influence from governmental agen-
cies, is centerpiece to the purpose of the Missouri Cattlemen’s Asso-
ciation. Few issues have stirred the emotions of our members more
than the recently proposed biosphere reserve programs. And let me
say here that considering the previous testimony that has been
given here today, much of my presentation will be rather repeti-
tious, but please bear with me.

To discuss the Man in Biosphere program I must refer to the
January 1996 Coordinated Resource Management Draft Plan for
the Lower Ozark Region which consists of all or a portion of 15
counties in southern Missouri. The Coordinated Resource Manage-
ment Plan was produced by the Missouri Department of Conserva-
tion in cooperation, or collusion, with the Missouri Department of
Natural Resources, the Natural Resource Conservation Service, the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S.
Forest Service and the National Park Service, along with several
other non-governmental organizations.

Prior to the release of this draft plan, the Missouri Department
of Conservation had held a series of meetings in various locations
around the state of Missouri for the purpose of public input. The
Cattlemen’s Association had a representative in attendance at a
number of these meetings and I personally attended the meeting
held in Eminence, Missouri.

While I found several of the goals, objectives and/or strategies in
this plan objectionable from a private landowner and cattle pro-
ducer’s perspective, the last goal, Goal IX, I found to be the most
interesting, and as I learned more about it, by far the most oner-
ous. Goal IX outlined the participating agencies plans to “support
the establishment of an Ozark Man and the Biosphere Cooperative
in the region and work towards implementation of its goals and ob-
jectives.” The region being more specifically the Current and Elev-
en Point River Watershed in Missouri and Buffalo River Watershed
in Arkansas, encompassing over 3,200 square miles or more than
two million acres of land.

At the CRM meeting that I attended, I do not recall ever hearing
mention of any such plan, nor did any of my colleagues at the
Cattlemen’s Association. It was also very interesting that this Goal
IX stated that “a feasibility study for an Ozark Man and the Bio-
sphere Program in the region had documented widespread support
for this concept.” In visiting with friends, business associates and
state and local public officials, I found that there was virtually no
one who had even heard of such a program before, much less sup-
ported it. I made an inquiry on January 18 of 1996 to the Missouri
Department of Conservation and received some interesting infor-
mation from Kelly McGrath, Missouri Department of Conservation
Policy Analyst.
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This information showed me that a Feasibility Study Report to
the Ozark Man and the Biosphere Steering Committee had been
prepared in September of 1991. I learned from this report that a
biosphere reserve essentially consists of three areas of land. A core
area that is strictly managed to preserve its natural resource val-
ues; a buffer zone or area of managed use which would surround
the core area; and third, the land surrounding the managed use
area would be called the area of transition, where human settle-
ments, farms, industries, et cetera are allowed. Ms. McGrath fur-
ther stated that the agencies and entities included in this agree-
ment would actually own and control both the core area and the
area of managed use.

It appears that several of our state and Federal agencies and a
select few private organizations had a grand scheme, or scam, for
massive land control and/or takeover.

I also learned that in the course of interviewing residents of this
region for this feasibility study, that the interviewer chose to dis-
cuss concepts rather than describe in detail the actual program,
due to concerns that people might “overreact to another govern-
ment program.” The concepts discussed, it appeared, did not men-
tion anything about a consortium of state and Federal agencies and
particular organizations collectively owning and controlling more
land than they already possess, which just in Shannon County
alone adds up to over 300,000 acres.

This study also revealed that the Man and Biosphere program is
in fact a United Nations sponsored program. After the January
1996 release of the CRM Draft Plan for the Lower Ozark Region,
many citizens began to raise serious questions and concerns about
various parts of this plan. By far, the vehement objections were
those pertaining to Goal IX and its Ozark Man and the Biosphere
concept.

Consequently, the Missouri Cattlemen’s Association at its Feb-
ruary 11 96 annual meeting overwhelmingly approved a resolution
opposing the Ozark Man and the Biosphere concept.

Madam Chairman, Ms. Emerson, it is more than a little dis-
concerting to realize that our state and Federal agencies, without
the public’s knowledge, had been working on implementing this
United Nations sponsored scheme for over six years. Frankly, this
leaves us worrying about what they are doing or contemplating
doing now without our knowledge and at the urging of the United
Nations or some other outside interest.

These plans and programs are seemingly without the necessary
oversight and approval of the United States Congress. As a result,
I would like to offer the support of the Missouri Cattlemen’s Asso-
ciation for passage of H.R. 883, The American Land Sovereignty
Act. Both I and the cattlemen of Missouri thank you for this oppor-
tunity to support H.R. 883 and I will be happy to answer any ques-
tions.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Skiles. The Chair recognizes
Leon Kreisler for testimony.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Skiles follows:]



309

STATEMENT OF DARRELL SKILES, MISSOURI CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION, SALEM,
MISSOURI

My name is Darrell Skiles, I am a lifelong resident of Dent County Missouri. I
would like to say that it is an honor and a privilege to address this Committee on
Resources here today. On behalf of the Missouri Cattlemen’s Association we thank
you for this opportunity.

The Missouri Cattlemen’s Association (MCA) represents Missouri’s largest seg-
ment of the agriculture industry. The Missouri beef industry provides a $6 billion
impact to the Missouri economy. Our property taxes and business supporting ex-
penditures provide the economic base that supports many of Missouri’s schools and
local economies.

Property rights and the freedom to provide a living for our families, with a mini-
mal amount of influence from governmental agencies, is centerpiece to the purpose
of the Missouri Cattlemen’s Association. Few issues have stirred the emotions of our
members more than the recently proposed Biosphere programs. These programs
seem contrary to the fabric that built this nation and this state.

To discuss the Man in Biosphere program I must first refer to the January 1996
Coordinated Resource Management Draft Plan for the Lower Ozark Region which
consist of all or part of fifteen counties in southern Missouri. The Coordinated Re-
source Management Plan (CRM) was produced by the Missouri Department of Con-
servation (MDC); in cooperation with the Missouri Department of Natural Resources
(MDNR), Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS), U.S. Army Corps of Engi-
neers, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, U.S. Forest Service and the National Park Serv-
ice.

CRM is described in this plan as “a voluntary program to get government agen-
cies and citizens working together to plan for the long-term health of Missouri’s nat-
ural resources.” Prior to the release of this draft plan, MDC held a series of meet-
ings in various locations around the state of Missouri for the purpose of public
input. MCA had a representative in attendance at a number of these meetings and
I personally attended the meeting held in Eminence, Missouri.

While I found several of the goals, objectives and/or strategies in this plan objec-
tionable from a private landowner and cattle producer’s perspective, the last goal,
GOAL IX I found to be the most interesting, and as I learned more about it by far
the most onerous. GOAL IX outlined the participating agency plans to “support the
establishment of an Ozark Man and the Biosphere Cooperative in the region and
work towards implementation of its goals and objectives.” The region being more
specifically the Current and Eleven Point river watershed in Missouri and Buffalo
River watershed in Arkansas, encompassing some 3,200 square miles or more than
two million acres of land.

At the CRM meeting that I attended I do not recall ever hearing mention of any
such plan, nor did any of my colleagues at MCA. It was also very interesting that
this GOAL IX stated “a feasibility study for an ‘Ozark Man and the Biosphere’ pro-
gram in the region documented widespread support for the concept.” In visiting with
friends, business associates, and state and local public officials I found that there
was virtually no one who had even heard of such a program before, much less sup-
ported it. I made an inquiry on January 18, 1996 to MDC and received some inter-
esting information from Kelly McGrath, MDC Policy Analyst.

This information showed me that a Feasibility Study Report to the Ozark Man
and the Biosphere Steering Committee had been prepared in September 1991. I
learned from this report that a biosphere reserve essentially consists of three areas
of land. A “core area” that is strictly managed to preserve its natural resource val-
ues; a “buffer zone” or “area of managed use” would surround the “core area”; and
the land surrounding the “managed use area” is called the “area of transition,”
where human settlements, farms, industry, etc. are allowed. Ms. McGrath stated
that the agencies and entities included in the cooperative agreement would actually
own and control both the “core area” and the “area of managed use.”

It appears that several of our state and Federal agencies and a select few private
organizations had a grand scheme—or maybe scam—for massive land control and/
or takeover.

I also learned that in the course of interviewing residents of this region for this
feasibility study that the interviewer chose to discuss “concepts” rather than de-
scribe in detail the “actual program” due to concerns that people might “overreact
to another government program.” The “concepts” discussed it appears did not men-
tion anything about a consortium of state, Federal agencies and particular organiza-
tions collectively owning and controlling more land than they already possess, which
in Shannon County alone adds up to nearly 300,000 acres.
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This study also revealed that the Man and Biosphere program is in fact; a United
Nations sponsored program. After the January 1996 release of the CRM Draft Plan
for the Lower Ozark Region many citizens began to raise serious questions and con-
cerns about various parts of this plan. By far, the most vehement objections were
those pertaining to GOAL IX and its “Ozark Man and the Biosphere” concept.

The MCA membership, at its February 1996 Annual meeting, overwhelmingly ap-
proved a resolution opposing the “Ozark Man and the Biosphere” concept. It is more
than a little disconcerting to realize that our state and Federal agencies, without
the public’s knowledge, had been working on implementing this United Nations
sponsored scheme for over six years. Frankly this leaves us worrying about what
they are doing or contemplating doing now without our knowledge at the urging of
the United Nations or some other outside interest.

These plans and programs are seemingly without the necessary oversight and ap-
proval of the United States Congress. As a result, I would like to offer the support
of the Missouri Cattlemen’s Association for passage of H.R. 863, The American Land
Sovereignty Act. My written testimony includes the references, notes and documents
I have discussed with you today. Both I, and the cattlemen of Missouri thank you
for this opportunity to support H.R. 863. I would be happy to answer any questions.
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First I would like to say that it is an honor and a privilege to address this
Committee on Resources here today and on behalf of the Missouri Cattlemen's
Association we thank you for this opportunity.

The Missouri Cattlemen's Association (MCA) represents Missouri's Jargest
segment of the agriculture industry. Nearly 70,000 people producing more than
two million head of cattle each year derive some, if not all, of their living from the
production of beef. The Missouri beef industry provides a 6 billion-dollar impact to
the Missouri economy. Missouri cattlemen and cattlewomen, collectively, are
among the largest holders of property in Missouri. Our property taxes and business
supporting expenditures provide the economic base that supports many of
Missouri's schools and local economies.

Property rights and the freedom to provide a living for our families, with a minimal
amount of influence from governmental agencies, is centerpiece to the purpose of
the MCA. Few issues have stirred the emotions of our members more than the
recently proposed Biosphere programs. These programs seem contrary to the fabric
that built this nation and this state. Private property currently supports the majority
of Missouri's wildlife. Deer, turkey and a variety of other species of animals have
made terrific population strides thanks to the feed, forage and habitat provided
them by private landowners.

To discuss the Man in Biosphere program I must first refer to the January 1996
Coordinated Resource Management Draft Plan for the Lower Ozark Region which
consist of al! or part of fifteen counties in southern Missouri. The Coordinated
Resource Management Plan (CRM) was produced by the Missouri Department of
Conservation (MDC); in cooperation with the Missouri Department of Natural
Resources (MDNR), Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS), U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, U.S. Forest Service and the
National Park Service.

CRM is described in this plan as "a veluntary program to get government agencies
and citizens working together to plan for the long-term health of Missouri's natural
resources.” Prior to the release of this draft plan, MDC held a series of meetings in
various locations around the state of Missouri for the purpose of public input.
MCA had a representative in attendance at a number of these meetings and I
personally attended the meeting held in Eminence, Missouri.
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While I found several of the goals, objectives and/or strategies in this plan
objectionable from a private landowner and cattle producer's perspective, the last
goal, GOAL IX. I found to be the most interesting, and as I learned more about it
by far the most onerous. GOAL IX outlined the participating agency plans to
"support the establishment of an Ozark Man and the Biosphere Cooperative in the
region and work towards implementation of its goals and objectives”. The region
being more specifically the Current and Eleven Point river watershed in Missouri
and Buffalo River watershed in Arkansas, encompassing some 3,200 square miles
or more than two million acres of land.

At the CRM meeting that I attended I do not recall ever hearing mention of any
such plan, nor did any of my colleagues at MCA. It was also very interesting that
this GOAL IX stated "a feasibility study for an '‘Ozark Man and the Biosphere'
program in the region documented widespread support for the concept”. In visiting
with friends, business associates, and state and local public officials I found that
there was virtually no one who had even heard of such a program before, much
less supported it. I made an inquiry on January 18, 1996 to MDC and received
some interesting information from Kelly McGrath, MDC Policy Analyst.

This information showed me that a Feasibility Study Report to the Ozark Man and
the Biosphere Steering Committee had been prepared in September 1991. 1 learned
from this report that a biosphere reserve essentially consists of three areas of land.
A "core area” that is strictly managed to preserve its natural resource values; a
“buffer zone" or "area of managed use" would surround the "core area”; and the
land surrounding the "managed use area” is called the "area of transition”, where
human settlements, farms, industry, etc. are allowed. Ms, McGrath stated that the
agencies and entities included in the cooperative agreement would actually own
and control both the "core area" and the "area of managed use”.

Considering the combined size of the Current, Eleven Point and Buffalo River
watersheds, it appears that several of our state and federal agencies and a select
few private organizations had a grand scheme- or maybe a scam- for massive land
control and/or takeover.

I also learned that in the course of interviewing residents of this region for this
feasibility study that the interviewer chose to discuss "concepts" rather than
describe in detail the "actual program" due to concerns that people might
"overreact to another government program"”. The "concepts"” discussed it appears
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did not mention anything about a consortium of state, federal agencies and
particular organizations collectively owning and controlling more land than they
already possess, which in Shannon County alone adds up to nearly 300,000 acres.

This study also revealed that the Man and Biosphere program is in fact; a United
Nations sponsored program. After the January 1996 release of the CRM Draft Plan
for the Lower Ozark Region many citizens began to raise serious questions and
concerns about various parts of this plan. By far, the most vehement objections
were those pertaining to GOAL IX and its "Ozark Man and the Biosphere”
concept.

The MCA membership, at its February 1996 Annual meeting, overwhelmingly
approved a resolution opposing the "Ozark Man and the Biosphere" concept. It is
more than a little disconcerting to realize that our state and federal agencies,
without the public's knowledge, had been working on implementing this United
Nations sponsored scheme for over six years. Frankly this leaves us worrying
about what they are doing or contemplating doing now without our knowledge at
the urging of the United Nations or some other outside interest.

These plans and programs are seemingly without the necessary oversight and
approval of the United States Congress. As a result, I would like 1o offer the
support of the Missouri Cattlemen's Association for passage of H.R. 833, The
American Land Sovereigniy Act, and again I and the cattlemen of Missouri thank
you for this opportunity.
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Erecutive Summary

WHAT IS CRM?

Coordinated Resource Management (CRM) is a voluntary program to gef guvemm it
agencies and gitizens working together to plan for the long-ferm health
natural resources, It's a process to: -

Conserve healthy ecosystems, and if appropriate; restore those
disappearing or are in short supply;

Izintain and create opportunities for outdo tion,education and

interpretation; and

g of natural r

pr
economy, lifestyles and traditions.

tent with Missouri’s

¢
management. efforts § increases, whilé énsuring pblic iny
influences resources or a larg
programs.

e process. CRM
B&fe throughibioth publi md private natural resource

aatural resources agencies are 51

ato:

ST e Service, U.D. Forest Service and the National
it H rganizations mvolved in the GRM process mmolude:
Extension; The Nature Conservancy, The Prairie Foundation,
, Bureau of Land Management and Missouri Farm
of each respective agency participating in the CRM

WHAT IS THE SCOPE UF CRM?

of this plan are established largely by the mandates and missions of the
e agencies directly involved in CRM. Specifically, this plen addresses the
1 resources of our state, and the human uses of those living resources. Living
toes include foor brcad nahve biological systems, along with rare, endangered and
d species. The b 'y identified in this plan are: aquatic ecosystems,
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Leardineted Resurce 31\{&%67\\4\\:} Plan - hoser Ozark Ragion ‘—Smw‘xs WG,
Natural Resource Conservation and Use
GOAL IX: INTEGRATE AND BALANCE THE CONSERVATION OF THE

REGION’S NATIVE SPECIES AND NATURAL COMMUNITIES
WITE THEIR SUSTAINABLE USE AND ENJOYMENT,

Background.

the prevmns goals addre.ss individual bwloglca] recreati
aspects of CRM's mission, it will require a concerted effort to integrate attini
these goals. Programs and partnerships, such as the 1.8. Man and'the Bm#ph
Program, or local efforts like the Scenic Rivers Waters Partnership, are 1o
‘@sciphnary programs which encourage people with iety
iogether toward common geals,

The U.8. Man and the Biesphere Program corcept has

1 o develop a proposal for
an. Ozark Man a.rxd the Exusphere Cooperative centere& largely the

(;uhrent and Bleven

propvsa} outlines suﬂategzes for app
the region. The Natare Conservancy has
order to better manage its Lower Ozar 3]

initiatives that promote compatible and sustmnabfé
establish educational and research- based programs with
organizations.

The tscenic Rivers Watershed Partriership i8 a citizen-based initiative which supports the
cooperation of citizens, local governmen  state gnd federal agencies in developing
plans for the conservation #nd use of the AYuatic resodrces of the Current, Jacks Fork and

2 an mter -agency effort to identify and designate

) \gnal of the Missouri Natural Areas Syst,em is to recognize
les of Mi i's natural ies. Witha

Batural community types occurring regionwide,

ure, composition and processes of native ecosystems. The

s many outstanding Natural Areas (see Appendix II: Natural
Areas). In order &) repreéeni and demonstra&e the value of the full array of natural
tommunities in the region, additional inventory, designation and ¢ of aress
Are Necessary.

These and other'similar programs will help ensure the integration and i
CRM gosals at the local level.

57
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Natural Resource Conservation and Use

Missouri Opinions and Ex

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 issues
facing the region. The success of the Scenic Riverways Watershed Partnership is
testament to the effectiveness of such initiatives. In addition, g feasibility study for an
Ozark Man and The Biosphere program in the region documented widdspread support for
the concept (see Appendix III: Pubiic Protile).

Potential Threats.

Balancing conservation and sustainable development i8 a complex task. Often™
stakeholders with very divergent values will have to tonie together and reach consensus
on the highest and best use of the region’s resources.: The greatest hindrance to the
success of such an effort is the lack of opportunities for communication and the
development of common goals. By fostering programs which ineréase communication and
consensus building, a greater possibility for success will emerge. ’l'ha following ohjectives
and strategies were developed with these issues in fmind.

CRM OBJECTIVES FOR GOAL IX: i

sy i i
Objective IX.1. Foster and support the development aid operation of programs and
partnershlps whichintegrate. i'esoume coﬁservatlon and sustainable
use in the region. g

. i

Strategies: -

A Sup_gog‘ the establishment of an Ozark Man and the Biosphere
(OMAB) Cooperative in the region and work towards implementation
of its guals and olgjelitives‘ o

B. (_‘g g;.j;ngbe and mteﬂ;gte the efforts of The Nature Conservancy’s
Law: gx Qgg;k project with OMAB and other local initiatives.

Ccntmuq and improve support for the Scenic Riverways Watershed
Partnership. and similar regional cocperatives.

Cantmue to develop relationships with local Resource Conservation
and Developmeut committees and local governments to develop and
ardinate mutually beneficial activities.

Objective IX.2. ' Develop a wide variety of demonstration areas and projects which
 illustrate the value and t of native Y , natural
; communities, sustainable natural resource extraction (eg. timber
harvest, natural forage) and sustainable local economies.

58
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Feasibility Study for an
Ozark Man and the Biosphere Cooperative

Report 1o the QZARK MAN AND THE BIOSPHERE
STEERING COMMITTEE

Prepared by JUDY FAULKNER and JOHN WHITE
ECOLOGICAL SERVICES

904 SeutHs Anderson Shect
Ubbana \ TL 45y

SEPTEMBER 1991
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B CHAPTER 2

B1OSPHERE RESERVE ZONES AND FUNCTIONS

Biosphere Reserve Zones

Biosphere reserves are comprised of three zones, which are based on the land’s envi-
ronmental sensitivity, uses, and degree of protection. These zones are not official or
regulatory in nature; they simply classify a biosphere reserve but they do not regulate
its use. The zoming classification is descriptive rather than prescriptive: that is, the
zones describe conditions and activities on the land, but the zones do not prescribe
how the land should be used. The three zones are:

Core area
Ares of managed use
Transition area

These zones are illustrated in Figure 2, and their characteristics are outlined on the
facing page.

’({?%/é,cu« wies fuiricsly protected
% T —,

( Traosition wes

. N A rrp—
R Resorsh svotion of tuptvioment
M Monitoring.
E Ecueasion snd caning

T Yousism and eacesation.

Figure 2. Schemati tion of a bigsphere reserve (from Batisse, 1986). The buffer
zone in this figure is termed the area of managed use by the Ozark MAB Steering
Committee. See the footnote on page 16 for a discussion of terminology.

-14-
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CHAPTER 12

ATTITUDES TOWARD CONCEPTS
EMBODIED IN THE MAB PROGRAM

During_the personal interview sessions, the interviewer began by discussing the
concepts embodied in the Man and the Biosphere Program_rather describing the
actual program at the outset (see pages 42 and 128). The Ozark MAB Steering
Committee felt that this would produce a clearer picture of the feasibility of a regional
MAB coaperative program because people would not be overreacting to another
"government program." !

As each interview progressed, the interviewer assessed the probable impacts of
describing the actual MAB program after the concepts were discussed, and she some-
times decided to discuss the Man and the Biosphere Program by name. This approach
seemed to work well. Table 3 (on the following three pages) shows the attitude of the
interviewee and whether or not MAB was explained. -

Almost none of the interviewees disagreed with the concepts of a regional MAB
cooperative program—in particular, government agencies cocrdinating and com-
municating with each other and with the public to identify and solve environmental
and economic problems in the region. The public welcomed the prospect of being
able to air differences as well as to work on consensus issues.

In about half the interviews, the MAB concepts were translated into the "government

am"” enti "Man and the Biosphere" (these people are indicated with a yes in
the far right column of Table 3). For the other interviews, the name of the program
in which the concepts are embodied was not described.

As a whole, leaders from the farming community were skeptical. They were fearful
that any cooperation would lead to the government regulating their profession. Some
planners also were dubious that any action—beyond a report--would come from the
program. If the only outcome would be a report, then the project would be a waste
of time.

A number of people said, "It can’t hurt anything, so why not try it?" Others were
mildly to enthusiastically supportive. Some were optimistic that this would help solve
the region’s problems. Many wished to be identified as persons willing to help or be
part of a future MAB committee.

* This concern is not unique 10 the Ozarks: George Francis (1988) described the difficulties encountered in Canada in ;
presenting the complex MAI3 program in terms readily acceptable to focal people.

-67-
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How could the agencics for which 1 am working help the people of the county
improve their economy, especially as it relates to the land? [At this point the
interviewees give idcas, and they often complain about what they do not tike about
the agencies; they point out how they wish the agencies would operate dilferently.]

Do the people of the county think the. . . {I mention an agency by name) does a
good job? Do the people have a high regard for the agency? Is there good coop-
eration and communication between the people and the agency? What could be
dane to improve the relationship?

Do you think it would be helpful to have a committee of agencies-and citizens that
meet 1o try to improve communication and work on projects? Local people, county
commissioners, and others could be a part of the commitiee.

Do you have any environmental problems in your county? What do you think
should be done aboul them? Is there any way in which the organizations 1
mentioned can help with these problems? Do you have any natural areas or
threatened or endangered species in your county?

These agencies would like to set up a structure for working cooperatively with local
peopic to solve economic and environmental problems. Do you think this is 2 good
idea? Would you be willing to be a part of such a committee or help in some way?
In what way could you help?

The group of agencies has found a structure within which this citizen/agency
comimittee could function. The fructure is part of a program called Man and the
Biosphere. Let me teli you d

MARB js a2 UNESCO program, "-' is international in scope, There are MAB
programs in foreign countries as well as the U.S. Examples include Land between
the Lakes, Mammoth Cave, and the Southern Appalachians. The MAB program is
not regulatory; it is completely cooperative in nature. MAB does not come in and
try to tell people what to do. The program works with local people.

Places sclected {or the MAB program are usually rural areas where the people
make their living primarily from the land. They are places with a high quality
cnvironment. They are places where people have a strong cultural background and
a strong sensc of place.

The MAB committee would work on specific projects that accomplish something
concrete such as. . . |1 describe some projects, e.g.: using sawdust waste to make
fuel pellets]. Do you think this would be a good approach to try? Do you think it
would work? What suggestions do you have for making it work? What projects
would you want to see addressed?

If you could have anything you want for your county, what would it be? [The
interviewee often says, "One thing—that's hard io decide!”} Well, okay, pick two
things. Pretend that there are no obstacles or limitations. Pretend that anything is
possible. What is your wish list?

-129-
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Biography
Darrell W, Skiles
Route 1, Box 226
Salem, MO 65560
573-729-7239 phone
573-729-7395 fax
Family

Married:  Marianne Skiles (18 years)
Children:  Gabrielle Skiles (8 years)

Self Employed:
Owner, Skiles Farms, Dent County, Missouri, fourth generation family farm
consisting of cattle and hay.

Education:
Graduate of Salem H.S. 1976

Organizational/ Community Involvement:

Dent Phelps School Board of Directors, Member (1993 to Present)
Dent County Missouri Farm Bureau, Director (1998 to Present)

Dent County Cattlemen's Association Director (1990 to Present)

Dent County Livestock Education Association Board (1992 to Present)
Dent County Beef Performance Association (1993 to 1999)

Missouri Cattlemen's Association Director (1992 to 1996)

Missouri Cattlemen's Association, Policy Chairman (1999)
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STATEMENT OF LEON KREISLER, MISSOURI FARM BUREAU,
SALEM, MISSOURI

Mr. KREISLER. Thank you, Madam Chairman and Congressman
Emerson. I would like to welcome you to Rolla and to our great
state of Missouri.

My name is Leon Kreisler and I raise cattle on a farm near
Salem, Missouri which is approximately 25 miles southeast of here.
I am representing the Missouri Farm Bureau, the state’s largest
general farm organization. I am a past President of the Dent Coun-
ty Farm Bureau and currently serve on the Farm Bureau’s Natural
Resource and Environment Committee.

It is indeed an honor to speak to you today about issues that
strike at the very heart of landowners across the country. Whether
we are discussing biosphere reserves, heritage corridors, rails-to-
trails, local ordinances and even timber management, the protec-
tion of property rights remains one of the nation’s fundamental
principles. Today, it is all too common for landowners’ rights to be
called into question by individuals, organizations and officials with
a long agenda, big pocketbooks, little common sense and no land.
For this reason, I commend Congressman Young

[Applause.]

Mr. KREISLER. [continuing] and the cosponsors of H.R. 883, the
American Land Sovereignty Protection Act, for leading efforts to so-
lidify protections that are currently in question.

First, in 1997, the Missouri Farm Bureau and several other
groups learned of plans to nominate a portion of the Lower Ozarks
as a Biosphere Reserve under the Man and the Biosphere Program.
As more information became available, questions arose about the
purpose, scope and implications of the nomination. Several public
meetings were held in the Ozarks and speakers familiar with bio-
sphere reserves in other regions were featured. It was not long be-
fore many landowners expressed a very legitimate concern about
the Lower Ozark’s nomination. Ultimately, the Missouri Farm Bu-
reau opposed the proposal by adopting the following policy: “We are
opposed to any effort in which the control or management of land
or natural resources of the United States is relinquished or dimin-
ished in any way by treaty or other means to the United Nations
or any other foreign body. This applies to activities such as bio-
sphere reserves or others that have been proposed by local, state,
Federal or international agencies or organizations.”

Specifically, we are concerned that Man and the Biosphere Pro-
gram operates without legislative authorization from Congress, yet
puts landowners in a position of abiding to international land use
designations. And we remain concerned about the process in which
sites are nominated—a process that must ensure input and con-
sensus from all affected parties.

Throughout this process, it was especially disturbing to note the
level of distrust which landowners have for government, some
would say “a devil behind every tree.” But, despite the rhetoric
spewed from environmental zealots, this distrust stems from past
actions and policy. In Missouri, landowners’ distrust of government
relative to property rights can be traced to several initiatives.

In 1989, Missouri landowners were dealt a severe blow in court
as the Federal Government prevailed in a lawsuit that created a
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recreational trail on an abandoned rail line. Landowner rights were
ignored as the courts determined that easements granted to the
railroad did not revert back to the landowner upon cessation of rail
service but could be transferred to the state for an entirely dif-
ferent purpose with no compensation to landowners. The Kay Trail
has not been developed, however, the wounds for many landowners
will never heal. We are pleased that a class action lawsuit is pend-
ing in which the affected landowners could receive some level of
compensation for their loss.

In 1990, Missourians soundly defeated a measure that would
have altered production agriculture by severely restricting the
rights of farmers and ranchers. Fortunately, most people saw the
Natural Streams Act for what it was and it was defeated soundly.
Despite this legacy, the environmental community soon found a
suitable replacement in the form of a program entitled Coordinated
Resource Management. While the stated purpose of agencies work-
ing together toward common regional goals was laudable, land-
owners viewed the program as a threat to property rights.

In Clay County, some 200 miles northwest of Rolla, officials now
require a special use permit for agricultural production. In this
area, urban sprawl has resulted in rezoning of agricultural land to
residential, commercial and even industrial. As farming becomes
an island in the sea of development, producers are being forced to
obtain permits to continue earning a living.

And as we speak, the Governor’s Committee on Chip Mills is
studying issues associated with timber management in Missouri.
The Committee’s work will not be completed until late this year,
however, their discussion has included regulation of not only public
land but privately-owned land as well.

Madam Chairman and Congressman Emerson, we feel strongly
about property rights, not because we share a common desire to
abuse our natural resources, but because landowners are best-suit-
ed to ensure productivity for our families and those of future gen-
erations. The good intentions of many public officials and environ-
mentalists are nothing but a front for more regulation. The Ozarks
are a natural wonder and we intend to keep it that way, but na-
tional or international designations involving more bureaucracy
and regulation are not the answer. Rather, we should continue to
focus on the proven combination of voluntary—and I stress vol-
untary—incentive-based programs, technical assistance and edu-
cation.

Thank you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Kreisler. The Chair recognizes
Mr. Carl Barnes for Missouri Forest Products Association and Peo-
ple for the USA, for testimony.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Kreisler follows:]

STATEMENT OF LEON KREISLER, MEMBER, MISSOURI FARM BUREAU

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, I welcome you to Rolla and the
great state of Missouri. My name is Leon Kreisler and I raise cattle in Salem, about
25 miles south of Rolla. I am representing Missouri Farm Bureau, the state’s largest
general farm organization. I am a past President of Dent County Farm Bureau and
currently serve on Farm Bureau’s Natural Resource and Environment Committee.

It is indeed an honor to speak with you today about issues that strike at the very
heart of landowners across the country. Whether we are discussing biosphere re-
serves, heritage corridors, rails-to-trails, local ordinances, and even timber manage-
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ment, the protection of property rights remains one of the nation’s fundamental
principals. Today, it is all too common for landowners’ rights to be called into ques-
tion by individuals, organizations and officials with a long agenda, big pocketbooks,
little common sense and no land. For this reason, I commend Congressman Young
and the cosponsors of H.R. 883, the American Land Sovereignty Protection Act, for
leading efforts to solidify protections that are currently in question.

In 1997, Missouri Farm Bureau and several other groups learned of plans to
nominate a portion of the Lower Ozarks as a Biosphere Reserve under the Man and
the Biosphere Program. As more information became available, questions arose
about the purpose, scope and implications of the nomination. Several public meet-
ings were held in the Ozarks and speakers familiar with biosphere reserves in other
regions were featured. It wasn’t long before many landowners expressed a very le-
gitimate concern about the Lower Ozarks nomination. Ultimately, Missouri Farm
Bureau opposed the proposal by adopting the following policy, “We are opposed to
any effort in which the control or management of land or natural resources of the
United States is relinquished or diminished in any way by treaty or other means
to the United Nations or any other foreign body. This applies to activities such as
bioreserves or others that have been proposed by local, state, Federal or inter-
national agencies or organizations.”

Specifically, we are concerned the Man and the Biosphere Program operates with-
out legislative authorization from Congress yet puts landowners in a position of
abiding to international land use designations. And we remain concerned about the
process in which sites are nominated—a process that must ensure input and con-
sensus from all affected parties.

Throughout this process, it was especially disturbing to note the level of distrust
which landowners have for government, a “devil behind every tree” as some would
say. But, despite the rhetoric spewed from environmental zealots, this distrust
stems from past actions and policy. In Missouri, landowners’ distrust of government
relative to property rights can be traced to several initiatives.

In 1989, Missouri landowners were dealt a severe blow in court as the Federal
Government prevailed in a lawsuit that created a recreational trail on an abandoned
rail line. Landowner rights were ignored as the courts determined that easements
granted to the railroad did not revert back to the landowner upon cessation of rail
service but could be transferred to the state for an entirely different purpose with
no compensation to landowners. The Katy Trail has now been developed, however
the wounds for many landowners will never heal. We are pleased that a class-action
lawsuit is pending in which the affected landowners could receive some level of com-
pensation for their loss.

In 1990, Missourians soundly defeated a measure that would have altered produc-
tion agriculture by severely restricting the rights of farmers and ranchers. Fortu-
nately, most people saw the Natural Streams Act for what it was and it was de-
feated soundly. Despite this legacy, the environmental community soon found a suit-
able replacement in the form of a program entitled Coordinated Resource Manage-
ment (CRM). While the stated purpose of agencies working together toward common
regional goals was laudable, landowners viewed the program as a threat to property
rights.

In Clay County, some 200 miles northwest of Rolla, officials now require a “Spe-
cial Use” permit for agricultural production. In this area, urban sprawl has resulted
in rezoning of agricultural land to residential, commercial and even industrial. As
farming becomes an island in the sea of development, producers are being forced
to obtain permits to continue earning a living.

And as we speak, the Governor’s Committee on Chip Mills is studying issues asso-
ciated with timber management in Missouri. The Committee’s work will not be com-
pleted until late this year, however their discussion has included regulation of not
only public land but privately-owned land as well.

Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee, we feel strongly about property rights
not because we share a common desire to abuse our natural resources but because
landowners are best-suited to ensure productivity for our families and those of fu-
ture generations. The good intentions of many public officials and environmentalists
are nothing but a front for more regulation. The Ozarks are a natural wonder and
we intend to keep it that way, but national or international designations involving
more bureaucracy and regulation are not the answer. Rather, we should continue
to focus on the proven combination of voluntary, incentive-based programs, technical
assistance and education.
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STATEMENT OF CARL BARNES, MISSOURI FOREST PRODUCTS
ASSOCIATION AND PEOPLE FOR THE USA, POTOSI, MISSOURI

Mr. BARNES. Madam Chairman, Ms. Emerson, three years ago,
Missourians first became aware of efforts to plan and potentially
control public and private property. The Coordinated Resource
Management planning process that you have heard so much about
today was a project led by our state Conservation Department that
involved multiple state and Federal agencies and a number of non-
governmental organizations. Central to CRM was a goal to imple-
ment a “Ozark Man and the Biosphere Cooperative in the region.”

The first draft CRM plan issued, again as we have all heard
many times today, in January of 1996, caused me and many other
citizens to try to understand the implications of the CRM initiative.
In April 1996, many of us communicated our opinions to the Con-
servation Department in response to their request for public com-
ment on the CRM plan.

Before reviewing my conclusions regarding CRM and Man and
the Biosphere type initiatives, let me address one other reaction to
CRM. CRM led to a number of conspiracy theories. Conspiracy
theories were fanned by the involvement first of Federal agencies
and then even more by CRM’s connections to the United Nations
and various NGOs.

I believe conspiracy theories distract us from the important
issues, for the following reasons:

First, conspiracy theories are unnecessary. We need to guard
our rights regardless of whether they are being threatened by
well-meaning but misguided people or by a plot hatched by Al
Gore colluding with the United Nations.

Second, conspiracy theories infer guilt on a broad group of
people. Yet we know, at least at the grass roots level, that
many well-meaning people unwittingly support extreme
environmentalism.

And third, conspiracy theories give way too much credit to
the people accused of implementing them.

The January 1996 issuance of the CRM plan led to substantial
analysis and review on my part. I concluded that CRM and the
Man and the Biosphere type programs suffer from the following de-
ficiencies:

First, concrete and quantifiable benefits are not available.
For example, the CRM draft plan included only soft strategies
to accomplish its goal including, “to research,” “become knowl-
edgeable,” “foster,” “work with,” “develop information,” and so
on. Nowhere did it discuss specific benefits associated with
these strategies.

Second, specific costs also were not addressed. Since neither
costs nor benefits are analyzed, there was no cost justification
for these programs.

Third, these programs and the assumptions underlying them
were and are not based on sound, objective and non-political
science.

Fourth, there is no evidence that programs like these will
work. These proposals involve massive efforts with no con-
fidence that they can actually achieve anything, and they are
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to be implemented only on a large scale. Proposals for these
programs are very short on specifics, either because the people
behind them do not know the specifics or do not want to dis-
close the specifics. For either reason, the lack of specifics is
most troubling.

Five, there is no analysis of the effect of these programs on
our overall economy. Based on the limited specifics about how
the programs would work, the economic consequences could be
devastating.

Six, these programs are bad public policy. While today’s in-
tent may be not to regulate property, these programs put in
place mechanisms that easily could lead to increased govern-
ment control of private and public lands. The CRM, for exam-
ple, listed farming and mining as “potential threats” to outdoor
recreation and ecosystem health. The risk is too great that bio-
sphere reserve type programs, like programs such as the En-
dangered Species Act and Clean Water Acts will escape the
control of their creators and take on an ever-growing life of
their own.

And seven, the selective inclusion of non-governmental orga-
nizations in the planning process increases further skepticism
regarding the objectives and objectivity of these programs. The
lack of legislative involvement, either Congressional or state,
raises serious concerns about a lack of accountability by elected
officials. As we have heard, the New World Mine project in
Montana illustrated this when the U.N. declared it a “World
Heritage Site in Danger,” thereby blocking the development of
a mine. There are real concerns about giving up our rights and
compromising our sovereignty.

Man and the Biosphere, Global Biodiversity Treaty, Wildlands
Projects and Coordinated Resource Management type programs re-
flect bad public policy, bad science and bad economics. They appear
to be solutions looking for problems. I, therefore, support strongly
H.R. 883.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Barnes follows:]



329

Testimony of Carl B. Barnes (>/1/1999)

Three years ago Missourians first became aware of efforts to plan and potentially contro! public and private
property. The Coordinated Resource Management Planning process (CRM) was a project ied by our state
Conservation Department that involved multiple state and federal agencies and a nurnber of non-
governmental organizations (NGOs). Central to CRM was implementing an “Ozark Man and the
Biosphere (OMAB) Cooperative in the region.”

The first draft CRM plan, issued in January 1996, caused me (and many other citizens) to try to understand
the implications of the CRM initiative. In April 1956, many of us communicated cur opinions to the
Conservation Department in response to their request for public comment on the CRM plan.

Before reviewing my conclusiens regarding CRM (and Man and the Biosphere initiatives), let me address
one other reaction to CRM. CRM led to a number of conspiracy theories. Conspiracy theories were fanned
by the involvement first of federal agencies and then even more by CRM’s connections to the United
Nations and various NGOs. The material from which diabolical conspiracy theories could be created was
prevalent threughout CRM.

{ believe conspiracy theories distract us from the important issues, for the following reasons:

1. Conspiracy theories are unnecessary. We need to guard our rights regardless of whether they
are being threatened by well-meaning but misguided people or by a plot hatched by Al Gore
colluding with the United Nations.

2. Conspiracy theories infer guilt on a broad group of people. Yet we know, at least at the grass
roots level, that many well-meaning people unwittingly support extreme environmentalism.
On its face, for example, CRM strategies to “support the establishment of an OMAB
Cooperative in the region and work towards implementation of its goals and objectives” can
sound most appealing to someone who reads it casually without taking irto account the
scientific, economic and constitutional implications of the statement.

o

Conspiracy theories give way too much credit to the people accused of implementing them.
To accuse the Missouri Department of Conservation staff of somehow being involved in, or
even of knowing about, secret and undetected biack helicopters, for example, stretches
beyond comprehension my understanding of their capabilities.

The January 1996 issuance of the CRM plan led to substantial analysis and review on my part. 1 concluded
that the CRM and the Man and the Biosphere type programs suffer from the following deficiencies:

1. Concrete and quantifiable benefits are not available. The CRM draft included only soft
strategies to accomplish its goals, including for example to “research,” “become
knowledgeable,” “foster,” “work with,” “develop information,” and so on. No where did it
discuss specific benefits associated with these strategies.

2. Specific costs also are not addressed. Since neither costs nor benefits are analyzed, there is no
cost justification for these programs.

w

These programs and the assumptions underlying them are not based on sound, objective and
non-political science.

4. There is no evidence that programs like these will work. These proposals involve massive
efforts with no confidence that they can actually achieve anything, and they are to be
implemented only on a large scale. Across the board, proposals for these programs are very
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short on specifics, either because people behind them don’t know the specifics or don’t want
to dizclose the specifics. For either reason, the lack of specifics is most troubling.

There is no analysis of the effect of these programs on our overall economy. Based on the
limited specifics about how the programs would wark, the economic consequences could be
devistating.

These programs are bad public policy. While today's intent may be not to regulate property,
these programs put in place mechanisms that easily could lead to increased government
control of private (and public) lands. The CRM, for example, listed farming and mining as
“potential threats™ to outdoor recreation and ecosystem heaith. The risk is too great that
bioreserve type programs, like programs such as the endangered species and clean water acts,
will escape the control of their creators and take on an evergrowing life of their own, These
programs alse could provide assistance to extremists on all sides in litigating environmental
issues.

The seiective inclusion of izations (in which 1 also Jump the United
Nations) in the planning process increases further skepticism regarding the objectives and
objectivity of these programs. The Jack of legislative involvement (Congress or state
fegislatures) raises serfous concems about the lack of accountability by elected officials. One
congern is that elected officials and local citizens can loose comrol of their land when a
transjourisdictional such asa “ hed ittee” or other authority is created
with the legal power 10 oversee land use. The New Wcrfd Mine project in Montana illustrated
this when the U.N. declared it a World Heritage Sight in Danger therby blocking the
development of 2 mine. In my mind, there are real concerns abour giving up our rights and
compromising our savereiguty.

Man and the Biosphere, Global B}odwersxty Treaty, and Coordi iR M.

reflect bad pubfic policy, bad science and bad economics. They appear to be solutions lookmg for
problems. They would be expensive, of problematic effectiveness and dangerous. 1 therefore support

strongly H.R.883.

Attached to this testimony is People for the USA’s position paper on the Biodiversity Treaty.
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People for the USA

BIODIVERSITY TREATY

BACKGROUND

The perception of irreversible damage to the world's ecosystems has prompted a call from ma-
jor environmental groups for a worldwide solution to environmental problems. To some Green ac-
tivists in this country, the solution is zoned corridors from Mexico to Hudson Bay that would allow
wildlife unobstructed passage.

At the United Nations' Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro in May 1992, the international commu-
nity drafted a Biodiversity Treaty, which 98 countries adopted. The United States refused to sign it
under the Bush Administration, maintaining that the treaty left too many critical issues undefined.
Under the Clinton Administration, however, the Treaty was signed, with little fanfare, in July 1993.
But the Treaty needs the approval of the U.S. Senate, and has languished ever since in the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee.

The Treaty itself is 30 pages of loosely-worded statements of principles. The Global Biodiver-
sity Assessment (GBA), which defines what form the binding agreement would take, is several
thousands of pages long, and presents biodiversity as a "public good” to be achieved and main-
tained at all costs.

The Treaty has raised a host of troubling questions that would not be answered until after im-
plementing protocols are written -- and this would not occur until AFTER the Senate has ratified
the Treaty. Furthermore, the Treaty has no provisions for additional Senate review once the proto-
col is written -- in effect, the Senate is being asked to sign a blank check. The draft enabling proto-
col is to be written by nongovernmental organizations, mainly Green groups. Among many other
things, provisions of the Treaty will undermine the protection afforded by patent laws to the do-
mestic bictechnology industry -- protections that provide the principal incentive for industry to in-
vest in product research and development. Major portions of the Treaty mandate that the signatory
nations facilitate the transfer of technology among themselves and, particularly, from developed
nations to less developed nations.

The essence of the GBA is a logistics scheme for organizing world society into "bioregions" to
be administered under a mixture of central or local government and nongovernmental organizations
(Green groups) who will be given legal standing and formidable oversight powers to participate at
all levels of governance in policing the Treaty. The plan calls for representative areas of all major
ecosystems in a region to be reserved in blocks of up to 25 million acres each. It is expected to be
patterned after the Wildlands Project that is being promoted in the U.S.
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One of the authors of the Wildlands Project defines "core reserves" as wilderness areas needed
to altow biodiversity to flourish, where human activity is prohibited: "It is estimated that large car-
nivores and ungulates require reserves on the scale of 2.5 to 25 million acres...For a minimum vi-
able population of 1,000 (large mammals), the figures would be 242 million acres for grizzly bears,
200 million acres for wolverines, and 100 million acres for wolves. Core reserves should be man-
aged as roadless areas. All roads should be permanently closed.” Corridors are defined as
“extensions of reserves..Multiple corridors interconnecting a network of core reserves provide
functional redundancy and mitigate against disturbance...Corridors several miles wide are needed if
the objective is to maintain resident populations of large carnivores." Buffer zones around the core
reserve areas and their interlinking corridors should have two or more zones "so that a gradation of
use intensity exists from the core reserve to the developed landscape.”

By some calculations, this plan would require that at least half the land area of the 48 connect-
ing states be encompassed in core reserves and inner corridor zones. In 1994, the Wildlands Project
identified 38 areas in the Western U.S. where minor road closures would create large roadless areas
of more than a million acres. In total, these areas make up more than 75 million acres. Wildlands
Project documents identify 35 different environmental groups as members of the project; members
have been very active in litigating the shut down of livestock grazing, mining and timber activities
throughout the West.

PEQPLE FOR THE USA POSITION
People for the USA is opposed to the Biodiversity Treaty.

Biodiversity is difficult to define and even harder to measure. People for the USA believes, as
many scientists do, that the draconian approach of the current Biodiversity Treaty is based more on
a well-funded political agenda than on science. The Treaty is a threat to national sovereignty. Inter-
national land designations would be created with minimal, if any, Congressional input or oversight
-- meaning the UN. would be setting policy for land use in the U.S. without input from those we
elect to Washington, D.C. to represent our {

The Treaty crosses the line from environmental protection to social engineering. Global Greens
who developed the GBA envision not only 2 complete redesign and reatlocation of land and re-
sources worldwide, but a rewriting of the law and a refocusing of every conceivable aspect of hu-
man culture within the framework of nature worship. The June 25, 1993 issue of Science magazine
calls it "nothing less than the transformation of America to an archipelago of human-inhabited is-
lands surrounded by natural areas." The Treaty as written has the potential to retumn land to a feudal
system with control in the hands of only a few. Private property rights would be destroyed, along
with much of our U.S. Constitution.

No one argues the value of biodiversity, but a UN, Endangered Species Act that carves up
bioreserves by putting humans off the land and into population centers is not a viable option - it is
doubtful the American public would ever accept such a drastic proposal.

We believe biodiversity can be enhanced through the use of sound natural resource manage-
ment techniques. In the process of finding the best way to manage our natural resources, we must
balance the uncertainties of the emerging science of biodiversity with the need to protect the lives
and culture of those who depend on natural resources for their livelihood, as well as protecting
property rights and the general public's standard of fiving.
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Sources: January 1996 Monetary & Economic Review: "Biodiversity Treaty - Blueprint for the
‘Green War'" by Associate Editor Marilyn Brannan; June 25, 1993 Science magazine:
"Biodiversity and Biotechnology” by Dan L. Burk, Kenneth Barovsky, and Gladys H. Monroy;
"Explanation of Wildlands Project and Biodiversity Treaty” by Dr. Michael Coffman of the Main
Conservation Rights Institute; and "Ecosystem Management and the Convention on Biodiversity"
by Tom McDonnell, American Sheep Industry Association.

Reviewed 1/98
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Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Barnes. And I want to thank
this panel for your outstanding testimony.

The Chair recognizes Congressman Emerson for questions.

Ms. EMERSON. Thank you.

Let me ask all of you, and I know, Mr. Barnes, you just indicated
that you had never been given anything that is very concise, but
I want to go back and ask the question I asked the last panel and
that is have any of you ever received a clear, concise explanation
about what a biosphere reserve is, from any Federal or state agen-
cy pushing this whole concept?

Mr. BARNES. No.

Mr. KREISLER. No.

Mr. SKILES. No, nothing clear and concise.

Mr. LOVETT. No.

Ms. EMERSON. Well, I guess that ought to tell us something, they
are trying to pull the wool over our eyes.

For everybody, what is your perception or what is in your mind
the difference between a United Nations Biosphere Reserve and a
United States Biosphere Reserve?

Mr. SKILES. From everything I have been able to read about the
two, I cannot make any distinction, difference in them at all really,
they seem to be one and the same. Frankly I see very little dif-
ference.

Ms. EMERSON. How about the rest of you all?

Mr. LovETT. I think they meet the same goals and objectives and
evidently they are working right along hand in hand. It seems to
be one and the same.

Ms. EMERSON. Mr. Kreisler.

Mr. KrREISLER. They appear to be the same to me also.

Mr. BARNES. I believe either we have not had enough information
to tell that there is a difference or there is not a difference.

Ms. EMERSON. Okay, I appreciate that.

And this can go to all of you as well, I think the first argument
I got into on the House floor with one of my colleagues—actually
it was one of my colleagues from California who thinks this idea
about World Heritage Sites and Biosphere Reserves is the cat’s
meow, if you will, and thinks it is a great idea. And he, along with
other people have said, you know, JoAnn, this is ridiculous, you are
worried about nothing. The fact of the matter is that having this
designation is going to increase tourism because of this inter-
national recognition and it is going to give you all more jobs.

Now I would like to know what your comments are about that.
Do you think that this designation will increase tourism because of
some international recognition?

Mr. LovETT. I would like to respond to that. I am not willing for
your colleague to give up my job, which I make good wages and I
have benefits, I can send my kids to school without a government
grant or a loan—I do not want a part time $10,000 a year job work-
ing in the tourist industry as a guide. You can tell him for my part,
no, thank you.

Ms. EMERSON. Do you know how to meditate?

[Laughter.]

Mr. LOVETT. I may have to learn.

Ms. EMERSON. I think so.
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Mr. SKILES. Well, it appears to me that if the people in California
want more tourism, then the desire for that should come from the
people themselves and they should initiate the programs to get
more tourism into their area themselves. I am always a little skep-
tical when a representative of the government comes to me and
says I know you did not invite me here, but I am here to help you.

Ms. EMERSON. You should be skeptical.

[Laughter.]

Mr. SKILES. But along that line, it occurs to me that just a few
years ago, a couple or three or four years ago perhaps, the Missouri
Department of Health issued a warning that the Current and
Jack’s Forks River on the day following the heaviest canoeing
weekend, that those rivers were unsafe and unfit for human use
due to human fecal coliform bacteria in those rivers. Now that was
not put there because of farming activities or logging activities,
that was there from tourism. So I think there is a real question
how much tourism can the area withstand before——

[Laughter.]

Ms. EMERSON. I am very familiar with the same findings. It is
a shame that the national news media does not print those find-
ings, I suppose.

Mr. Kreisler.

Mr. KREISLER. The only thing I might say is I do not see how
they create areas with no human involvement, how that is going
to increase tourism.

Ms. EMERSON. Mr. Barnes.

Mr. BARNES. Well, I would like to see hard evidence of that some-
where else, but I also believe that it is offensive for someone in
California or Washington to tell us what we should be doing with
our space.

Ms. EMERSON. How true.

[Applause.]

Ms. EMERSON. Madam Chairman, I am going to go off on the
green light, thank you all.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Congressman Emerson.

I wanted to ask Mr. Barnes, I understand that you have in your
other life worked for Price Waterhouse.

Mr. BARNES. That is correct.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Well, then you can probably give me an opin-
ion on this. What would be the impact on the private citizen for
misspending government funds? For instance, if they were given
funds to put down on a home, like a veteran or through Farmers
Home Administration or whatever, they took the money and they
spent it for something else, what would be the legal impact?

Mr. BARNES. I am not a lawyer, but I think the consequences
could be very drastic in terms of that person being prosecuted for
that misuse.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Well, is it a stretch of the imagination to won-
der how agents of the Federal Government who have never had
money appropriated for this particular program are authorizing
legislation for a particular program such as this or the American
Heritage Rivers initiative, should not as individuals, they also need
to stand accountable for the way they spend the taxpayers’ money?
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Mr. BARNES. I would certainly think so. Appropriations carry
with them the purpose for which the funds can be spent. And I
think in most cases, they are relatively specific about that.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Very interesting. I think it is something that
we need to carefully consider, not only in the political area, but the
legal area.

I also find it interesting that the New World Mine, private prop-
erty seizing, the government viewed it—the Canadian leasehold in-
terests, the government viewed it as a taking and therefore, reim-
bursed the Canadian leasehold interests $65 million. Do you feel
that establishes a precedent here in America—another precedent
for the government compensating under a taking situation?

Mr. BARNES. Well, I think what happened with regard to that
mine, they set a number of bad precedents and I am not really an
expert on the takings clause, but I think it was a horrible misuse
of Federal power.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. It was a horrible misuse of international
power that was assumed and the taxpayers had to pay for it. I
think that we all agree that we would far rather have our land to
live on and work on and sustain our livelihood from.

I thank you, Mr. Barnes, for your fine answers and thoughtful
answers.

Dale Lovett, you know my friend Jerry Clem from Lewiston?

Mr. LOVETT. Very well.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I really appreciate the good work that your or-
ganization does.

Mr. LovETT. Thank you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. It has been quite outstanding and quite effec-
tive in not only representing your membership, but effective on
public policy, especially with regard to these land use issues, and
I just encourage you to keep up the good work.

Mr. LOVETT. You can count on it.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I want to ask you how will the Biosphere Re-
serve designations affect your job as a papermaker and also con-
tinuing the line of questioning that I pursued with the last panel,
how will it affect the future of the forest and the forest health.

Mr. LoveETT. Well, Madam Chairman, I just see it as another nail
in the coffin for our industry. We have lost thousands of jobs in the
last few years due to government regulation specifically, as you are
aware of, in the Pacific Northwest area. These designations are just
even more pressure on our industry, on our farmers and on our
miners. The people who have a vested interest in the property and
do use it wisely, they are just actually restricting us from being the
true environmentalists, is the way I see it.

It is ironic that they think the environmental groups like Sierra
Club paint themselves a picture that they are the true caretakers
of the environment. Well, I do not know of any projects that they
have that are using the labor that we are involved in, putting the
trees back into the land, making sure we do not have erosion prob-
lems and that kind of thing. I could go on and on, but I just see
it1 having a devastating effect on our industry for lack of fiber sup-
ply.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Very interesting, your answer. I find it fas-
cinating that the paperworkers who work in the mill and also are
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loggers will find themselves on the weekend going back into the
forests for recreation, they love it and their love of the land is pat-
ently obvious.

Mr. Kreisler, you stated that today it is all too common for land-
owners’ rights to be called into question by individuals, organiza-
tions, officials “with a long agenda, big pocketbooks, little common
sense and no land.” I agree with you very much, but I note that
the enemies of private property have really perverted our language
and have begun to redefine those commonly held values in their
new definitions.

But as John Adams said, it is very interesting, but he said that
this government, this form of government will work only if we have
a moral people, and only if we have a framework that can protect
and enforce the right of private ownership.

Tell me how generally you believe this particular program would
affect farm production and our ability to compete in the world mar-
ket under NAFTA/GATT and the WPO.

Mr. KREISLER. I do not know if I understand your question com-
pletely, but if you are talking about the biosphere reserve occurring
in this area, even though I might not be in this no human area,
what it will do, it will drive out a lot of producers. It may not be
me, but it will make it much harder for my suppliers to stay in
business because they have lost customers, not only machinery
dealers, auction places. Then that would make me go farther for
services and make my expenses go up. And the world trade is
where most of the market is and that would drive out low cost pro-
ducers in an area like Missouri, and therefore, I think it would be
harder for American cattlemen to compete in the world market.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Skiles, would you like to add to that com-
ment?

Mr. SKILES. Yes, I would. Just in the Lower Ozark region alone,
in which this biosphere reserve was proposed, this area produces
over one million tons of hay a year, there are nearly a million head
of cattle in that area. So this area is not like it is devoid of agri-
culture right now, it is a major agricultural area as well.

There are a couple of main points about this biosphere reserve
designation though and the literature that we have read associated
with that, that I want to comment on. One of those was the fact
that in the information about biosphere reserves and in the Coordi-
nated Resource Management plan, we see fescue being related to
or being alluded to as an exotic, alien or invasive species in the
same sentence with lus thistle. Now Missouri is second only to
Texas in the number of cows in this state and that is pretty signifi-
cant. The beef industry in Missouri is a $6 billion a year industry.
There seemed to be a concern through the biosphere reserve lit-
erature and in the CRM plan that fescue needed to be gotten rid
of and I can assure you that the economy in Missouri will suffer
drastically if something happens to fescue, that it starts dying to-
MOrrow.

The other thing in this thing that really concerned us was that
throughout the biosphere reserve literature, they mention the re-
introduction of threatened or endangered species. And I know I do
not have to remind you the lands that these introduced species will
take up residence on would most likely then fall under additional
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restrictive regulation. And you know, if these things happen, then
basically people are going to have to throw their arms up and for-
get it.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I thank you very much for your testimony and
your comments. The Endangered Species Act is something that we
must deal with; however, with this White House, we know that if
we send in a new endangered species reform act, that it would be
promptly vetoed.

I have learned since I have been here in Missouri, that you are
having to work around the gnat and a bat and various other
things. I find that down in the southeastern states they have the
red-cockaded woodpecker that is now, because of its breeding habi-
tat, it is now altering take off and landing patterns from various
Air Force bases. And I find it hard to understand that a bird that
beats its head all day long on a log for food can be upset with a
plane flying overhead.

[Laughter.]

Bi[lrs. CHENOWETH. But that is the mentality that we have to deal
with.

Ms. EMERSON. Madam Chairman, would you yield just for a mo-
ment?

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I will yield.

Ms. EMERSON. I would like you to know that we also have a
problem with two black bears. Since we are talking about humor-
ous stories, I might add that in trying to four-lane highway 60
across the state, we ran into a big problem with two black bears
and we needed to—in building the highway, in constructing and de-
signing it, we had to accommodate those two black bears, so that
they might be able to mate in an upright position.

And T apologize, you all in the audience who might think that
that is something that I should not mention in public, but the fact
that we would be paying—you know, the taxpayers would be asked
to pay $15 more million than you would have had to otherwise, so
that these black bears could walk up right under a road, I think
is an outrageous invasion of our privacy, and stealing taxpayer
money from us. But this is the mentality of those with whom we
deal on a daily basis.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. It is a crazy mentality, and thanks for adding
that to the record.

[Laughter.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I enjoyed it very much. It is really unbeliev-
able.

I would like to thank this panel very much for your valuable tes-
timony and for your work on this issue and for taking time off on
this beautiful Saturday to join us and contribute to the record.

I will now excuse the panel and I would like to call the following
seven people, who have signed up here to speak at our open mike
session for one minute. We will accept testimony from them for one
minute. So if the following seven people could please come up: Joe
Cooke, Bill Jud, David Bright, Ray Hicks, Marge Welch, Frank
Floyd and Junior Williams.

[Pause.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. The hearing will come to order, please. And I
wonder if the next witnesses would raise your hand to the square.
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[Witnesses sworn.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you and you will be welcomed for testi-
mony for one minute. If you have written testimony and you would
like to submit it to the record, you have 10 working days to do so.

And now we will hear from Joe Cooke.

STATEMENT OF JOE COOKE

Mr. CooKE. Thank you very much, I appreciate this privilege to
be able to speak.

This is more or less extemporaneous because I just wrote it down
when I came in. But there are some points that I think ought to
be made because I do not think people are aware of it.

There was an individual who was running for the office of Presi-
dent, he said he wanted to reinvent government and boy, he has
done it. And the point we miss is this—we ask the question what
happened to Congress, he told Congress that he did not care
whether they approved the biodiversity treaty—this was Al Gore,
whose cohort on the approval of the Kyoto Protocol said they did
not need the Senate. This is where government got reinvented.
They would run it through the agencies and through the NGOs and
Congress, as far as I am concerned, could just go, they do not need
them except maybe to appropriate money.

And the people are still appalled at why Congress has not done
anything. I know it is an embarrassing thing and I do not mean
to embarrass you all, because we appreciate you being here, we feel
greatly honored that you are here. Now I will look at my notes.

[Laughter.]

Mr. COOKE. Basically, they have shifted the power. The power
was to be divided into legislative, executive and judicial. And all
they have done now is run it through the executive.

I would like to make one other point, and it has been made by
this Committee. A lot of times we overlook the greatest power that
we have. It is in the county courthouses, it is in the land use com-
mittees, it is in the people. And I have been preaching this for a
long time. The people hold the power, the people hold the land, the
people pay the taxes. And no foreign international group has the
right to come into this country and tell us what to do in the United
States of America. As long as that red, white and blue flag flies,
we are safe, but if we ever have to pull it down for the blue and
white rag of the U.N.; no. They want to send our people to Kosovo;
no. This is it, pure and simple.

I might get wound up. I think I have said enough. But it is in
the county courthouses, it is in the county government.

I talked to a man yesterday and I told him, I said you know, you
are the most powerful man in the United States in Oregon County.
I was talking to the Sheriff. I appreciate your bill.

I think I will yield, I think I have spent more than a minute.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Cooke follows:]

STATEMENT OF JOE COOKE, ALTON, MISSOURI

Government is power! Power is vital for the control and continuous exercise of au-
thority over the persons, places, and things within certain established boundaries.
How that power is controlled is the difference between freedom and bondage. Our
great nation was founded on the basis that life, liberty, and prosperity are God-
given rights, and government, by the consent of the governed, was to protect these
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unalienable rights. Out of these principles was born the oldest living Constitution
in the world resulting in the oldest and most successful government and prosperous
nation on earth. Who would want, and why would anyone want, to “reinvent” our
system of government? Enemies! Wouldn’t it be necessary to change or amend our
Constitution?

Today our present administration provides the answers. The pieces for reinven-
tion are being put into place without the consent of Congress or the people. Our en-
tire governmental process is now being run and controlled solely by the administra-
tive branch of the United States Government by the use of executive orders, presi-
dential directives, mandates, regulations, and by and through agencies and special
interest groups (particularly environmental). These nongovernmental groups,
NGO’s, are not only financed by our tax dollars but they also enjoy diplomatic im-
munity via executive order.

Treaties, which have a profound effect upon the lives and sovereignty of this na-
tion, are blatently carried out without proper ratification of the United States Sen-
ate—specifically Biosphere Reserves, World Heritage sites, and RAMSAR designa-
tions under United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization
(UNESCO). Americans fought and died for this land. Let not their blood and sac-
rifices be cursed by allowing any foreign power jurisdiction over United States’ soil.

It is imperative that H.R. 883 and S. 510 be passed with a large enough majority
to override a veto. America is the hope of the world—the single greatest hope to
save us from the grip and domination of multi-national corporations, international
bankers, and globalist elite. Some believe it is too late to be saved from the socialist
new world order. Christians know otherwise. Pagans can always be defeated when
a nation turns to God.

h}/{rs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Cook and you are absolutely
right.

[Applause.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I would like to urge all of you from the var-
ious counties to realize that your county land use plans can have
as much or more power than the Federal plans but you must get
organized on that basis. And if you need help, I know of a few peo-
ple who can come in and help you organize and put together a very
effective county plan so you can maintain your counties in the kind
of land use that you know historically works not only for the pro-
duction of the land, but also for the welfare of the people.

And now, Bill Jud. You will notice that your lights will be sig-
naling you, Bill. Thank you.

STATEMENT OF BILL JUD

Mr. Jup. I am the Vice President of the Annapolis, Missouri
Chapter of People for the USA and I would just like to quote out
of Article II, section 1 of the U.S. Constitution. It says, talking
about the President, “Before he enters on the execution of his of-
fice, he shall take the following oath: I do solemnly swear that I
will faithfully execute the office of President of the United States
and will, to the best of my ability, preserve, protect and defend the
Constitution of the United States.”

I maintain that none of this would be necessary if Clinton, Gore,
et al actually honored their oath of office. They do not, they daily
i:lishonor their oath of office and that is what got us into this prob-
em.

When this biosphere reserve thing started, my contribution to
the defense was that I wrote a number of newspaper articles, had
them published all over southern Missouri, and what I did was ba-
sically get a hold of the Wildlands Project, get a hold of Agenda 21,
the Convention on Biological Diversity, the President’s Council on
Sustainable Development, and all of this material and simply pre-
sented the material in these documents to the people in southern
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Missouri. And of course, I caught a lot of flack over this because
people were saying geez, black helicopters, this guy is a radical, we
have got to watch out for him.

Well, none of this was my ideas, what I was doing was taking
the material presented by the United Nations, people like the Park
Service, people like the Sierra Club, Audubon, et al, and simply
made this available to the public. If the people thought that these
were radical and unAmerican, unconstitutional ideas, I agreed with
them, but they were not my ideas, they were the ideas of the peo-
ple who were proposing these things.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Well said, well said.

Mr. JuD. Thank you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you very much, Mr. Jud.

[Applause.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. The Chair recognizes David Bright.

STATEMENT OF DAVID BRIGHT

Mr. BRIGHT. My name is David Bright and I am from Newton
County, Arkansas and I just really want to thank you for coming.
I was able to testify on American River Heritage initiative that you
chaired in Washington and this one, H.R. 883 is even closer to my
heart. I live half a mile from what would have been a core area
on this biosphere and I grew up in a community that is totally gone
now because of the Buffalo National River. They condemned land
and moved my neighbors out.

But I want to thank you for being here and I want to thank Rep-
resentative Emerson for having you here.

One good thing that come out of this, I knew most of the people
that testified here. I was one of those people that really thought
Washington was looking out for me and I did not pay much atten-
tion to what they were doing before I found out about a biosphere,
which I did not think could happen in America. And when I found
out it not only could but was fixing to happen to me, I talked to
a lot of communities around here and met a lot of these people.
And I know some Karen and Bud Fallons and some Burt Smiths
because of it and it has been a real experience for me.

And of course we are always talking to the same group, you are
here because you know that. And those that are home do not know
it and you cannot seem to tell them about it. But it is worth the
effort to try, we need to be involved in this government if it is going
to be our government.

Thank you, Madam Chairman.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you very much.

[Applause.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I just wanted you to know that you mentioned
two people who are very near and dear to my heart, they are real
great people.

Marge Welch, you are recognized for your testimony.

STATEMENT OF MARGE WELCH

Ms. WELCH. Madam Chairman, Representative Emerson, I am
Marge Welch, field director for People for the USA. I want to thank
you all for bringing this official Congressional hearing to Missouri
to hear testimony from the people.
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I speak today on behalf of our 26,000 national membership along
with our 51 affiliate groups, combined membership of 250,000
members. We stand in strong support of H.R. 883. It will help pro-
tect the multiple use principles of the public lands and private
property rights.

We deeply appreciate Congressman Young’s introduction of the
bill and your cosponsorship. Thank you very much. We are com-
mitted toward working toward getting this bill on through the Sen-
ate. I think we will probably need a veto proof majority, but we will
be working on that. We have to return oversight of land manage-
ment decisions to you, the U.S. Congress, our elected officials.

We have the greatest form of government in the world, our fore-
fathers paid dearly for that—our representative form of democracy.
These U.N. designations place that precious principle in jeopardy.
H.R. 883 will help protect that and put agencies back within their
Constitutional boundaries. There are no Constitutional boundaries
for the U.N. committee. They are not even mentioned in our Con-
stitution.

We will keep our watch also on the back door implementation
that could be possible through agency rules and regulations and we
will bring those to you also at another time.

Thank you very much.

[Applause.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Marge.

Mr. Ray Hicks.

STATEMENT OF RAY HICKS

Mr. Hicks. Madam Chairman and Congressman Emerson, it is
a pleasure to have you here in Rolla, it really is.

I am a landowner in Phelps County, I own about two-thirds of
an acre of ground, I like to garden. And I also work for a local radio
station here in a number of different contexts.

What bothers me is not so much the effect that something like
we have been talking about here might have on my two-thirds of
an acre of ground, but just what is happening in our state, what
is happening across the country.

I think Mr. Barnes a little while ago made reference to con-
spiracy theories. I have told people about nothing more than this
biosphere reserve idea as it has been put forth, and get accused of
being a conspiracy theorist. So I guess it depends on how you de-
fine that. I think Mr. Lovett and Mr. Skiles hit upon something
really crucial in all this, is that these entities that are trying to put
this stuff forward, when they hear no response, they take it as a
positive response. And that is very dangerous. I do not know why
the mainstream media does not pay more attention to things like
heritage sites, biosphere reserves. I will tell people that I see that,
you know, it is not the people that own the property that have the
say over their property in a situation like this, it is some foreign
body, and they find it hard to believe.

I think it is incumbent on everybody here to tell your relatives,
tell your friends, your next door neighbors, the people you work
with about this stuff that is going on. If the mainstream media will
not spread the word, let us spread the word, we have got to get it
out.



343

Thank you very much.

[Applause.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Hicks.

Mr. Frank. And I wonder if before you start your testimony, you
could state your full name for the record, it will make it easier on
the court reporter.

STATEMENT OF FRANK FLOYD

Mr. FLoYD. It is Frank Floyd. I would like to thank you, Madam
Chairman and Congressman Emerson, for having this hearing.

Madam Chairman, I have often wanted to thank you for your
work on property rights and other Constitution rights, trying to
protect them. I never ever thought of having a chance to thank you
personally, but I am going to take this chance and thank you.
Thank you.

A lot of people are saying what they are. Well, I am a common
person, the kind you just call common as dirt. I always said if the
government would leave me alone, I would sure leave it alone.

[Laughter.]

Mr. FLOYD. But when this biosphere came in, my brother came
and told me about it and I thought that was completely crazy, but
he finally talked me into going to a meeting at Berryville, and
when I got through I was convinced and I decided the government
was not going to leave me alone.

Since we do not have much time here, I am going to skip to some
things that happened today, just one thing. The feasibility studies
that they have to have to get these biospheres in, I noticed the ones
they were giving in Missouri seemed to be identical to the one they
had in Arkansas for our Ozark Highlands Man and the Biosphere
program. And I just wonder if they are rubber stamping these or
really doing several different studies.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Is that a question you are posing for the Com-
mittee?

Mr. FLoyD. Well, I wondered.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. They are; yes, these programs are—no part of
the country is being left untouched.

Mr. FLoyDp. Well, I would like, since my time has about run, I
would just like to make some kind of statement that of course I
support H.R. 883 and I supported it last time the same bill came
up, and I appreciate your support of it.

And I would like to say this biosphere, the Biosphere program
considering how government programs tend to be is pretty scary,
because you know, they are kind of like the creeping crud, they al-
ways get bigger and nastier.

[Laughter and applause.]

Mr. FLoyD. I have got some more to say, but my red light is on,
so I need to thank you.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. I wish I did not have that light, I would love
to hear more that you would say. Thank you, Mr. Floyd.

Mr. Williams, would you state your entire name for the record,
in the mic.
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STATEMENT OF JUNIOR WILLIAMS

Mr. WiLLIAMS. I am Junior Williams from Alton, Missouri. I am
Vice President of Ozark Hills and Rivers Landowners Association
and I like the looks of this Committee a lot better than the last
Congressional Committee I testified before. It was Mr. Seiberling
from Ohio was chairing it and it was about the wilderness in Or-
egon County and we even brought to their attention that it did not
qualify under their own rules and he said we will make it qualify
and he was not very nice about the way he said it. And they did
make it qualify, we have got a wilderness area even though we
held it up for 10 years.

What I would like to say is these so-called environmentalists who
want to manage our land, they are not really environmentalists,
they do not know how to manage the land and if they did, they
would not want to set it aside. Management is more than just set-
ting it aside and leaving it alone, it is using it wisely, and that is
what they fail to see. They want to set it aside. Eleven Point River
is a good example, Irish Wilderness is a good example. There is
nothing no good for anybody.

These agencies, U.S. Forest Service, and all these people appear
to be any more just the tools of environmental groups, they are no
longer servant to the people. And that is a sad situation.

These environmentalists, I do not believe will ever rest until they
rule every inch of land in the United States under their control in
one manner or the other. They will use any excuse that they can
to get it.

Recently I was just elected to a local school board and this stuff
is getting into our schools with our tax dollars and they are start-
ing to teach our kids this kind of stuff that is unscientific and
unbased other than just by their emotional hype and their own per-
sonal viewpoints. We hope to start turning some of that back.

Thank you.

[Applause.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Williams.

Mr. Alford, would you please state your full name for the record.

STATEMENT OF SCOTT ALFORD

Mr. ALFORD. My name is Scott Alford. I live here in Phelps
County. My family, we farm out south of town. I am a transplant.
We came into Missouri because you do have a beautiful state
here—and we have it too. And, we are on the farm because we love
the country, and there is nobody that is going to take better care
of the country and of the environment, than farmers who love it.

With that in mind a couple of statements and then a question
I hope that I can pose to you. First off, this is not an issue of eco-
nomics. I appreciate the economic concerns that a lot of people
have had here: the cattlemen, the forestry industry, the mining in-
dustry ... This is not a concern just of economics, it is also a con-
cern about freedom. Our Constitution guarantees us the right to
own land and to be justly compensated for it if there is a public
need—not a U.N. need, but a public need—to have that land taken
away. And in the 10th Amendment as well, we also talk about that
any rights that are not specifically granted to the Federal Govern-
ment are reserved for the states and the people. And as Marge
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Welch said just a few minutes ago, it does not say anything about
those rights going or going to the Federal Government—or to the
U.ﬁ. especially—it says to the people. That is a Constitutional
right.

My question by the way ... Several people in the audience asked
this, and that is why I came down: this bill, H.R. 883, is it going
to indeed take away the current designations of World Heritage
Sites and other U.N. sites, Biosphere Reserves ... that are cur-
rently out there? Is that going to take those away?

Mrs. CHENOWETH. They would be taken away if Congress did not
approve of them within two years.

Mr. ALFORD. Then it has my full support. Thank you very much.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. You are welcome.

[Applause.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. You know, I sat here and listened to the testi-
mony with absolute amazement and great respect. The fact is the
testimony was given in five minutes and sometimes in one minute
segments and there was more common sense and more wisdom in
what I heard today than quite often I hear inside the beltway.

[Applause.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. You know, the politicians like to go on and on
and on, they are quite inebriated with the exuberance of their own
verbosity.

[Laughter.]

Mrs. CHENOWETH. And that is why we have a lot of the trouble
that we have. But I would like to encourage not only those of you
who testified and demonstrate such wisdom and such common
sense and such vision for the future and such love for our American
way of live, urge you to not think your tour of duty is over, but con-
sider running for public office, consider being part of those who will
help bring what your future in this state will be.

I want to again thank Congressman Emerson for inviting the
Committee in here and thank her staff for all of the good work that
has been done in preparation for this very valuable hearing.

I do want to remind the witnesses that the record will be open
for 10 working days should you wish to add to your testimony and
the exhibits or any necessary corrections.

And so with that, I want to again thank you very much. Oh,
Kurt reminds me that you need to send any additions to Debbie
Callis at 1324 Longworth Building HOB, Washington, DC 20515.

And if there is no further business, this hearing is adjourned.

[H.R. 883 and backup material follows:]

[April 27, 1999 letter from Sierra Club follows:]

[Whereupon, at 1:20 p.m., the Committee was adjourned.]

[Additional material submitted for the record follows.]
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AMERICAN LAND SOVEREIGNTY
PROTECTION ACT -- H.R. 883
BRIEFING PAPER

INTRODUCTION

Designation of United Nations' World Heritage Sites, RAMSAR Sites and Biosphere
Reserves results in centralization of policy-making authority at the Federal level, particularly in
the Executive Branch. It also results in reduced input into land use decisions by state and local
government and individuals. These designations also affect the use and market value of private
lands adjacent to or intermixed with Federal lands. 7The American Land Sovereignty Protection
Act (HR. 883) requires specific approval of Congress before any area within the U.S. is included
in an international land reserve and protects the property rights of neighboring landowners. The
bill currently has 142 cosponsors. A similar bill, HR. 901, passed the House in the 105*
Congress by a vote of 236-191.

BACKGROUND

The objectives of H.R. 883 are to preserve the sovereignty of the United States over our
own lands and to protect state sovereignty and property rights in adjacent non-Federal lands.

H.R. 883 asserts the power of Congress, established by the Constitution, over
management and use of lands belonging to the United States. The international agreement
covering World Heritage Sites, for example, largely leaves Congress out of the process. The bill
reforms this process by requiring clear Congressional approval before lands within the United
States can be included in these international agreements.

United Nations Biosphere Reserves, RAMSAR Sites and World Heritage Sites are under
the jurisdiction of the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization
(UNESCO). World Heritage Sites are natural sites or cultural monuments recognized by
UNESCO under “The Convention Concerning Protection of the World Cuitural and Natural
Heritage." RAMSAR Sites are wetlands recognized by UNESCO under the “Convention on
Wetlands of International Importance especially as Waterfowl Habitat.” Biosphere Reserves are
part of the U.S. Man and Biosphere Program which operates in conjunction with a worldwide
program under UNESCO. The U.S. program operates without legislative direction, is not
authorized by Congress, nor is the program part of an international treaty. Over 68% of the land
in our National Parks, Preserves and Monuments have been designated as a United Nations World
Heritage Site, Biosphere Reserve or both. Biosphere Reserves alone cover an area about the size
of Colorado, our eighth largest state. There are now 47 UNESCO Biosphere Reserves, 15
RAMSAR Sites and 20 World Heritage Sites in the United States.
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ANALYSIS

In creating international land use designations, such as Biosphere Reserves, World
Heritage and RAMSAR Sites, through Executive Branch action, the United States may be
indirectly implementing international treaties, such as the Convention on Biological Diversity, to
which the United States is not a party or which the United States Senate has refused to ratify. For
example, the Strategic Plan for the U.S. Biosphere Reserve Program published in 1934 by the
U.S. State Department states that a goal of the U.S. Biosphere Reserve Program is to "create a
national network of biosphere reserves that represents the biogeographical diversity of the United
States and ) jonait i i i
[emphasis added].” Furthermore, the Seville Strategy for Biosphere Reserves, which was adopted
in late 1995 and establishes the international goals of the Man and Biosphere Program,
recommends that participating countries "integrate biosphere reserves in strategies for biodiversity
conservation and sustainable use, in plans for protected areas, and in the national biological
diversity, strategies and action plans provided for in Article 6 of the Convention on Biological
diversity.”

Also disturbing is that designation of Biosphere Reserves and World Heritage Sites rarely
involve consulting the public and local governments. In fact, UNESCO policy apparently
discourages an open nomination process for World Heritage Sites. The Operational Guidelines
Jor the Implementation of the World Heritage Convention state:

“In all cases, as to maintain the objectivity of the evaluation process and to avoid
possible embarrassment 1o those concerned, State [national] parties should
refiain from giving undue publicity to the fact that a property has been nominated
for inscription pending the final decision of the C ittee on the ination in
gquestion. Participation of the local people in the nomination process is essential
10 make them feel a shared responsibility with the State party in the maintenance
of the site, but should not prejudice future decisi king by the ittee "

A number of local elected officials have testified in previous oversight hearings that they
were never consulted about plans to designate Biosphere Reserves and World Heritage Sites in

their areas.

In making these international land designations, the United States promises to protect
designated areas and regulate surrounding lands if y to protect the designated site,
Honoring these agreements could force the Federal government to prohibit or limit some uses of
private lands outside the boundaries of the designated area unless our country wants to break a
pledge to other nations. At a minimum, this puts U.S. land policy-makers in an awkward
position. Federal regulatory actions could cause 4 significant adverse impact on the value of
private property and on the local and regional economy. The involvement of the World Heritage
Committee in the Envi i Impact St process for the New World Mine Project,
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which was located on privately owned land near Yellowstone National Park, exemplifies this
problem. Creation of a buffer zone, possibly ten times as large as the park was suggested by at
least one member of the Committee.

1t is clear from the Yellowstone example, that at best, Werld Heritage Site and Biosphere
Reserve designations give the international community an open invitation to interfere in domestic
land use decisions. More seriously, the underlying internationa! land use agreements potentially
have several significant adverse effects on the American system of government. The policy-
making authority is farther centralized at the federal/Executive Branch level, and the role that the
ordinary citizen has in the making of this policy through their elected representatives is
diminished. The Executive Branch may also invcke these agreemerits in an attempt to
administratively achieve an action within the jurisdiction of Congress, but without consulting
Congress.

ROLLA FIELD HEARING

Twelve witnesses, including a county commissioner, representatives from several state and
local property rights groups, representatives from labor and business trade associations and
concerned citizens, will testify. Many of today’s witnesses can testify first hand about their recent
experience with the biosphere reserve nomination process associated with the ill-fated Ozark
Highlands Man ans Biosphere proposal.

Staff Contact: John Rishel (202-226-0242).
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106tH CONGRESS
s H,R. 883

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

MarcH 1, 1999

Mr. Young of Alaska (for himself, Ms. DANNER, Mr. DELAY, Mr. PICKETT,
Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. COBURN, Mr. GOODE, Mr. PoMBO,
Mr. Barcia, Mrs. CHENOWETH, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mrs. CuBiN, Mr.
SuHows, Mr. HaSTINGS of Washington, Mr. Bisgop, Ms. DuNN, Mr.
Sisisky, Mr. HERGER, Mr. CRAMER, Mrs. BoNo, Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr.
TavyLOR of North Carolina, Mr. GREEN of Texas, Mr. HILLEARY, Mr.
DuncaN, Mr. Norwoobd, Mr. Kasicx, Mr. McIntosH, Mr.
CUNNINGHAM, Mr. THOMAS, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. WELDON of Florida, Mr.
NETHERCUTT, Mr. COMBEST, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. BacHUS, Mr.
Lewis of California, Mr. MCKEON, Mr. HOSTRTTLER, Mr. StUMP, Mr.
DOOLITTLE, Mr. STEARNS, Mr. LARGENT, Mr. GARY MILLER of Califor-
nia, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania, Mr. CALVERT, Mr.
KNOLLENBERG, Mr. GILLMOR, Mr. METCALF, Mr. LOBI1ONDO, Mr. WAL~
DEN of Oregon, Mr. CRANE, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. ARCHER, Mr. TANCREDO,
Mr. BriLey, Mr. HiLL of Montana, Mr. EVERETT, Mr. RADANOVICH,
Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. GmBONS, Mr. MaNzuLLO, Mr. SPENCE, Mr.
BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr. IsT00K, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. BONILLA, Mr.
BURTON of Indiana, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. PavL, Mr. BiLBRAY, Mr.
PETERSON of Pennsylvania, Mr. FoLeYy, Mr. LATHAM, Mr. BLUNT, Mr.
LiNDER, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. SHADEGG, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. PICKERING,
Mr. Ney, Mr. McINNIs, Mr. RoYCE, Mr. BAKER, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr.
WATKINS, Mr. DEAL of Georgia, Mr. PACKARD, Mr. ROGERS, Mr. BRaDY
of Texas, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. SCHAFFER, Mr. LEwiS of Kentucky,
Mr. WICKER, Mr. BURR of North Carolina, Mr. TramrT, Mr. COOKSEY,
Mr. DIcKEY, Mr. JONES of North Carolina, Mr. SOUDER, Mr. GRAHAM,
Mr. DEMINT, Mr. HayworTH, Mr. Rogan, Mr, OxLEY, Mr. Prrrs, Mr.
WELLER, Mr. BARR of Georgia, Mr. Goss, Ms. GRANGER, Mr. CANNON,
Mr. 8am JOBNSON of Texas, Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr. Lucas of Okls-
homa, Mr. Bass, Mr. MORAN of Kansas, Mr. WaMP, Mrs. FOWLER, Mr.
SmitH of Michigan, Mr. SweeNEY, Mr. ADERHOLT, Mr. RiLey, Mr,
GOODLING, Mr, SIMPSON, Mr. BARTON of Texas, and Mr. FLETCHER)

56-427 99-12
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introduced the following bill; which was referred to the Committee on Re-
sources

A BILL

To preserve the sovereignty of the United States over public

[oy

[« NV T L " T )

lands and acquired lands owned by the United States,
and to preserve State sovereignty and private property
rights in non-Federal lands surrounding those publie
lands and acquired lands,

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Represenia-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Ast may be cited as the “American Land Sov-
ereignty Protection Act”.

SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE.

(a) FiNpings.—Congress finds the following:

{1} The power to dispose of and make all need-
ful rules and regulations governing lands belonging
to the United States is vested in the Congress under
article IV, section 3, of the Constitution.

(2) Some Federal land designations made pur-
suant to international agreements concern land use
policies and regulations for lands belonging to the
United States which under article IV, section 3, of
the  Constitution can only be implemented through

laws enacted by the Congress.

+HR 883 IH
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(3) Some international land designations, such
as those under the United States Biosphere Reserve
Program and the Man and Biosphere Program of
the United Nations Scientific, Educational, and Cul-
tural Organization, operate under independent na-
tional committees, such as the United States Na-
tional Man and Biosphere Committee, which have no
legislative directives or authorization from the Con-
gress.

(4) Actions by the United States in making
such designations may affect the use and value of
nearby or intermixed non-Federal lands.

(5) The sovereignty of the States is a critical
component of our Federal system of government and
a bulwark against the wunwise coneentration of
power.

(6) Private property rights are essential for the
protection of freedom. ‘

(7) Actions by the United States to designate
lands belonging to the United States pursuant to
international agreements in some cases conflict with.
congressional constitutional responsibilities and
State sovereign capabilities.

(8) Actions by the President in applying certain

international agreements to lands owned by the

«HR 883 IH
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United States diminishes the authority of the Con-

gress to make rules and regulations respecting these
lands.
(b) PurPOSE.—The purposes of this Act are the fol-

lowing:

(1) To reaffirm the power of the Congress
under article IV, section 3, of the Constitution over
international agreements which concern disposal,
management, and use of lands belonging to .the
United States.

(2) To protect State powers not reserved to the
Federal Government under the Constitution from
Federal actions designating lands pursuant to inter-
national agreements.

(3) To ensure that no United States citizen suf-
fers any diminishment or loss of individual rights as
a result of Federal actions designating lands pursu-
ant to international agreements for purposes of im-
posing restrictions on use of those lands.

(4) To protect private interests in real property
from diminishment as a result of Federal actions
designating lands pursunant to international agree-

ments.
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1 (5) To provide a process under which the

2 United States may, when desirable, designate lands

3 pursuant to international agreements.

4 SEC. 3. CLARIFICATION OF CONGRESSIONAL ROLE IN

5 WORLD HERITAGE SITE LISTING.

6 Section 401 of the National Historic Preservation Act

7 Amendments of 1980 (Public Law 96-515; 94 Stat. 2987)

8 is amended—

9 (1) in subsection (a) in the first seﬁ‘oence, by—
10 (A) striking “The Secretary” and inserting
i1 “‘Subjeet to subsections (b), (¢), (d), and (e),
12 the Secretary’’; and
13 (B) inserting “(in this section referred to
14 as the ‘Convention’)”’ after “1973”; and
15 (2) by adding at the end the following new sub-
16 sections:

17 “(d)(1) The Secretary of the Interior may not nomi-

18 nate any lands owned by the United States for inelusion
19 on the World Heritage List pursuant to the Convention,

20 unless—

21 “(A) the Secretary finds with reasonable basis
22 that commercially viable uses of the nominated
23 lands, and commercially viable uses of other lands

24 located within 10 miles of the nominated lands, in

25 existence on the date of the nomination will not be

+HR 883 H
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6
adversely affected by inclusion of the lands on the
World Heritage List, and publishes that finding;
“(B) the Secretary has submitted to the Con-
gress a report deseribing—
“(i) natural resources associated with the
lands referred to in subparagraph (A); and
“(ii) the impacts that inclusion of the nom-
inated lands on the World Heritage List would
have on existing and future uses of the nomi-
nated lands or other lands located within 10
miles of thé nominated lands; and
“(C) the nomination is specifically authorized
by a law enacted after the date of enactment of the

American Land Sovereignty Protection Act and after

the date of publication of a finding under subpara-

graph (A) for the nomination.

“(2) The President may submit to the Speaker of the
House of Representatives and the President of the Senate
a proposal for legislation authorizing such a nomination
after publication of a finding under paragraph (1)(A) for
the nomination.

“(e) The Secretary of the Interior shall object to the
inclusion of any property in the United States on the list
of World Heritage in Danger established under Article
11.4 of the Convention, unless—

*HR 883 IH
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‘(1) the Secretary has submitted to the Speak-

er of the House of Representatives and the Presi-
dent of the Senate a report describing—
“(A) the necessity for including that prop-
erty on the list;
“(B) the natural resources associated with
the property; and
“(C) the impacts that inclusion of the
property on the list would have on existing and
future uses of the property and other property
located within 10 miles of the property pro-
posed for inclusion; and
“(2) the Secretary is specifically authorized to
assent to the inclusion of the property on the list,
by a joint resolution of the Congress after the date
of submittal of the report required by paragraph (1).
“(f) The Secretary of the Interior shall submit an an-
nual report on each World Heritage Site within the United
States to the Chairman and Ranking Minority member of
the Committee on Resources of the House of Representa-
tives and of the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources of the Senate, that contains for the year covered
by the report the following information for the site:
“(1) An accounting of all money expended to

manage the site.

*HR 883 IH
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“(2) A summary of Federal full time equivalent

hours related to management of the site.

“(8) A list and explanation of all nongovern-
mental organizations that eontributed to the man-
agement of the site.

“(4) A summary and account of the disposition
of complaints received by the Secretary related to
management of the site.”.

SEC. 4. PROHIBITION AND TERMINATION OF UNAUTHOR-
IZED UNITED NATIONS BIOSPHERE RE-
SERVES.

Title IV of the National Historic Preservation Act
Amendments of 1980 (16 U.S.C. 470a-1 et seq.) is
amended by adding at the end the following new section:

“SEC. 403. (a) No Federal official may nominate any
lands in the United States for designation as a Biosphere
Reserve nnder the Man and Biosphere Program of the
United Nations Educational, Sclentifie, and Culturai Or-
ganization.

“(b) Any designation on or before the date of enact-
ment of the American Land Sovereignty Protection Act
of an area in the United States as a Biosphere Reserve
under the Man and Biosphere Program of the United Na-

tions Edueational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization

«HR 883 IH
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shall not have, and shall not be given, any force or effect,
unless the Biosphere Reserve—
“(1) is specifically authorized by a law enacted
after that date of enactment and before December

31, 2000;

“(2) consists solely of lands that on that date
of enactment are owned by the United States; and

“(3) is subject to a management plan that spe-
cifically ensures that the use of intermixed or adja-
cent non-Federal property is not limited or restricted
as a result of that designation.

“(e) The Secretary of State shall submit an annual
report on each Biosphere Reserve within the United States
to the Chairman and Ranking Minority member of the
Committee on Resources of the House of Representatives
and the Committee on Energy and Natural Resources of
the Senate, that contains for the year covered by the re-
port the following information for the reserve:

“(1) An accounting of all money expended to
manage the reserve.

“(2) A summary of Federal full time equivalent
hours related to management of the reserve.

“(3) A list and explanation of all nongovern-
mental organizations that contributed to the man-

agement of the reserve.

*HR 883 [H
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“(4) A summary and account of the disposition
of the complaints received by the Secretary related
to management of the reserve.”.
SEC. 5. INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS IN GENERAL.

Title IV of the National Historic Preservation Act
Amendments of 1980 (16 U.S.C. 470a-1 et seq.) is fur-
ther amended by adding at the end the following new sec-
tion:

“Sec. 404. (a) No Federal official may nominate,
classify, or designate any lands owned by the United
States and located within the United States for a special
or restricted use under any international agreement unless
such nomination, classification, or designation is specifi-
cally authorized by law. The President may from time to
time submit to the Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives and the President of the Senate proposals for legisla-
tion authorizing such a nomination, classification, or des-
ignation.

“(b) A nomination, classification, or designation,
under any international agreement, of lands owned by a
State or local government shall have no force or effect un-
less the nomination, classification, or designation is spe-
cifically authorized by a law enacted by the State or local

government, respectively.
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“(e) A nomination, classification, or designation,
under any international agreement, of privately owned
lands shall have no force or effect without the written con-
sent of the owner of the lands.

“(d) This section shall not apply to—

“(1) agreements established under section 16(a)
of the North American Wetlands Conservation Act

(16 U.S.C. 4413); and

“(2) conventions referred to in section 3(h)(3)

of the Fish and Wildlife Improvement Act of 1978

(16 U.S.C. 712(2)).

“(e) In this section, the term ‘international agree-
ment’ means any treaty, compact, executive agreement,
convention, bilateral agreement, or multilateral agreement
between the United States or any agency of the United
States and any foreign entity or agency of any foreign en-
tity, having a primary purpose of conserving, preserving,
or protecting the terrestrial or marine environment, flora,
or fauna.”.

SEC. 6. CLERICAL AMENDMENT.

Section 401(b) of the National Historic Preservation
Act Amendments of 1980 (16 U.S.C. 470a-1(b)) is
amended by striking “Committee on Natural Resources”

and inserting ‘“‘Committee on Resources”.

O

sHR 883 IH



360

Page 124

2738 [April 27, 1999 letter from Sierra Club follows:)

2739 kkkkkkkkdd TNSERT **dkrkhktkn




361

Ken Midkitt
Program Dircclor
914 N. College. Ste. |

Ozark Chapter / Sierra Club Calutiibia, MU 65201

April 27, 1999

US Representative Don Young

Chair, US House of Rep: C ittee on R
1324 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Chairman Young,

Thank you for the invitation to testify before the R C i s legislative hearing on
H.R. 883 at the University of Missouri-Rolla, this coming Saturday, May 1, 1999.

After saine consideration, I wish to inform you that I respectfully decline to appear.
Therc are several factors in this decision:
1. Only the majority members and majority staff of the Committee will be present in Rolla

2. It appears as if the majority members present are also sponsors or co-sponsors of FI R. 883 -
and it would seem obvious that anything that I would say would fall on non-receptive ears.

3. US Representative JoAnn Emerson of the Missouri 8* District, also a co-sponsor, is hosting a

“rally and cookout” for prop of the legislati ‘The People for the USA, Missouri Eagle
Forum, Citizens for Private Property Rights, and the Mi: i Cattl ’s A iation are co-
hosts.

4. From all [ can ascertain, [ would be the ONLY rep ive of the envir for

conservationist community. The groups listed as co-hosts of the rally and cookout described in
#3 have raised much ire in Missouri against environmental and conservation groups. Quite
frankly, 1 fear for my safety, as there have been incidents of violence directed at members of Lhe
Sierra Club in Missouri.

For your information, the Ozark Chapter of the Sierra Club has no position on H.R. 883, although
) must frankly admit that [ consider it to be a bit of showboating for anti-UN/anti-government
constituencies. When the various statc and federal ies were ideri inating the
Ozark National Scenic Riverways and some surrounding state- and federally-owned lands for
designalion as a “biosphere reserve” or “heritage site”, there were a number of public hearings, in
the Ozarks and indeed across the state. Due to the animosity and concerns expressed at these
hearings, the agencies did NOT proceed with the nominations. This would seem to be the way
things sre supposed to work.

Tainsas et Bewtons Groap hxaage Cronp Trail of Tears Growy White River Giroup Lastern Adisscines e g
Kunsas City Columbiaflefferson Ciry Cape Girardeau Springiiclo St Lois

Mewyvied Paper

rores (P2
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Secondly, we do not believe that your bill is necessary nior appropriate — there has been no

id ord i h that such desi tons present any threat to sovereignty of
American lands. To the contrary, it is clear that these designations are a simple recognition that
there are special places on this earth - places that are already afforded at least minimal status by
public ownership. There are a plentitude of pre ions in our Constitution and body of laws to
prevent any voluntary or foreign governmental entity - United Nations, whatever - from exerting
any authority over lands of the United States

Our concerns have been directed toward keeping out other international entitics that in fact DO
have much control over national lands, and represent much more of a threat to Jocal and regional

and to national ignty. I refer specifically to major extractive corporations that
assert “private property rights” over federal lands. When the subsidies to these international
corporations are added to the mix, the concerns are heightened: Private corporations using the
public lands for extractive purposes aided and abetted by the US government

We would respectfully suggest if you and the co-sponsors of H.R. 883 are truly concerned abm}t
invasions of sovereignty, that an objective look be taken at the acquiescence of our government to
these international corporations.

When and if a bill is introduced to address these concerns, ] would be pleased to accept an
invitation to tesify

Ken Midkilf

cc: US Rep ive JoAnn £
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May 12, 1999

To: The Honorable Helen Chenowith
727 LROB
Washington, D.C 20515

From: Connie Burks
HC 70 Box 321
Jasper, Arkamnsas 72641
(870} B61-5646

Re: HR 883 (additional documentation to testimony of 5/1/99)

Dear Representative Chenowith,

Thank you for your participation in the recent hearing at Rolla and all
you do in regard to defeuding our sovereignty which is being threatened
from so many goverumental and non-goveramental sources.

I wish to include 2 additional sets of documents with my testimony of
5/1/99.

#1 Statements and literature made by the U.S., MAB committee revealing
their direct ties to UNESCO.

42 A packet of information prepared by Leon Somerville of Marshall,
Arkansas concerning the ongoing encroachment of our sovereignty
in northwest Arkansas by the National Park Service, etc.

(This packet is being sent under separate cover in care of Mr.
John Rishel of Congressman Donr Young's c¢ffice for him to sort
through the lengthy packet for the most pertinent information.
It reveals vital tactics and maneuvers that the federal and
state agencies are employing to carry on their plans in the
wake of the aborted MAB effort of 1996 in the Ozark Highlands,
as well as a very helpful analysis of the various codes and
laws they are using and breaking to accomplish their agenda.
Please assign someone to study and promote this informatiom to
the fullest extent possible, It has alsc been sent to the
affice of Senator Tim Hutchinson in care of D.J. 0'Brien.)

Sincerely,

Q&zl\. o 8 }\m o

Connie Burks

Enclosure: Contents of #] listed above
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United Nations Educational,
Sdentific and Cultural Organization

fifty ‘yéars

erencs

-SC/ECO/5864.533

. § March 1996
Dear Mr .\kc.lton A

Tie UNESCO Office in New Yark passed on you fax daed 21 Febnu.ry nquminu
information on the United Srates’ comnmmems uudcz UNBSCO': Man a.ud xha
Blesphere (M.AB)Pmsnmme : : -

hhou!d hke 0 answer your letw i lha arder or you.r quulions

1. lu no wny is um Uzutod Statzs obliged 10 c:dc any measure or pnmcn of conlrol ’
of areas -(biosphere. reserves) dasn-nau:d unde; UNESCO's - MAB -Frogramme. .
Counmies retaln . full sovereign nght.s over their biosphicre 1eserves: this Is -clearly
spelied uutin the Stattory Framework for the World Network of Biosphere Reserves
of whieh § anysending you a'¢opy herewith. Organizations or individuals wlo uwn or
manage praperty inside e exterior ‘boundaries af a biosphere recerve o not relinguish
their control alther. The biospheie reserve concept is 2 model of co-operation among
the varied interests to work together 1o sesvlve local problems. MAB has long been
favolved in ntilizing sccial, economic and natural scicuces considering human beings as
pa.n of mc blospherr

2. I llne wim the above the are 1o special grants or prmlegcs to vutside nations
wuh rcspcct to auy ureas in the US designated as biosphere reserves.

3.'1 Tha Uni!cd States Lies no monetary cbligations as 2 participant of the MAB
programme ‘simply becausc the USA i> not 2 Member State af UNESCQO ( as you
lcnow it withdrew on 31 December 1984).

M n—;‘skaidn -
Member of Congiess
Congress of the. United Sistes
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4. " The USA cannot withdmw from the co-ordinating hody of the MAB
_Propramme (the Intematisial 5 ordinating Council) sinee it is not & Member Smie of
UNESCO and is therefore niot 2 meamber of ths to the MAB Counell cither ( not cligible
for clection). This being said, 18 eheatvers do srtend MAB Council meetings and their
propusals are aiways 1aken Into secount in the Conncil’s deliberations. Naturally we
would hope that oic duy, the US could ouge again becomte 3 Member of the Council
and hence allow the US scientific cummunlry w have 2 direct input in guiding the
development of the MAB [rogramune. :

s The MAB programme is indecd “onc of magy such co-upcralve information
gathesing and envitonmenta] protsction efforts under the auspices of e United
Nations”. I difference is that the USA s not formally @ Member State of UNESCO.
Cwrent pardcipation of tha LKA jn the MAR progrs is therefore gntircly voluntary.
Slice the withdrawal of the USA. 2 {5-MAR Natianal Commiteehas navertheless”
Continued 1o fusciol and has an ecdve domestic and intemational programune, A us
Suatepic Action Plan for biosplicre reserves has been drawa up. In addirian, the US-
MAB Commires has teken & strong sole In prumwing co-operation amongst biosphere
reserves within the European and Nerth American repiou (hiown as EuroMAB) as well
as throughaut the Americas {tha Econet Ameicas initiative). An agesuicnt has been
recenny concluded to furtber ec-operation amongst the MAB Nagonal Countitices of
the USA, Canada and Mexico, There also exists o dynemic Smithsonian Instintiva-
MAB Programunie on maniroring the biedivessity of foreet plots in soveral countries of
the Caribbean and Larin America snd which has now been extended to certain countrics
inAlicsand Al

The contact persons in the USA arc:

Mr DeanBiblee vt
Chairman, .

U5 Natjonal Commiites. for MAB
1J§ Department of the Interiar
1849 C Sucet N.W., MS 2751
Washington, D.C. 20240
Unlted States of America

TeL: (202) 208 4612 A0 LAY T
 Fax: (202) 208 2681 %Jb : "’\,\v\g‘g,\;w
E-mail: 1 hibles@ATTMAILL.Com 3 3 )
L N
Mz Roger B, Soles Y
Executive Director -

US-MADB Secretarial
SA44C, « 1st Tloor

US Department of State
Waehlamtnm T M ANCIY A4HY

o
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e
,‘0 hh."ﬁ YDarg Deobam, State Coordinator
= 2167 N- Povier Pond Phone 501-521-1933
& o,«‘j Fagetteville, AP 72704 SFax  501-521-3530
of

The Honorable Helen Chenoweth

House of Representatives

Longworth House Office Building, Room 1772
Washington, D.C. 20215

Re: HR 883 American Land Sovereignty Act, sponsored by
The Honorable Don Young (R-AK) House Committee on
Resources Field Hearing in Rolla, Mo, May 1% 1999,

May 10, 1999
Dear Mrs. Chenoweth,

Thank you for your curtsey, generosity and graciousness to the people of the
Ozarks during the House Committee Field Hearing. As | said to you there, |
would vote for you for President in a heartbeat and hope one day to see you hold
that office. i know that these extra efforts by you and Representative Jo Ann
Emerson cut into your personal time with family and friends. Thanks also, to
The Honorable Jo Ann Emerson, who showed the same attributes, and who
added considerable spice to the Hearing. You both represent the people well.

In the following Monday mail | received a package of three letters and three news
items. | have scanned them into my computer, and wouid appreciate being able
to add them to my Exhibits for the written record. The exhibits back-up my
testimony. The involved federal and state agencies including, that the Buffalo
Nation River, National Park Service in AR, are continuing to implement the Ozark
Highlands Man and the Biosphere, even though Park Superintendent John D.
Linahan is still disclaiming any further involvement, and damage to the people,
from such a designation. What fools do they think we are and take us for?

These exhibits clearly show the Buffalo National River NPS, conspiring with the
AR Department of Environment Quality (DEQ) and the AR Department of
Pollution Control and Ecology (DPC&E) and are the taking of the watersheds of
Arkansas, public and private, as their domain of control, again. Hell or high
water, their aim is to succeed, in an OHMAB, designation. Of course, they
always have Vice President Al Gore's "Clean Water Initiative”, or President's
Clinton’s American Heritage Rivers Executive Order for reason. Do they not
know, that we know, these are all slices of the pie to make a whole Diversity
Treaty in action? There's an old saying, "Fool me once, shame on you, fool me
twice, shame on me." | would only replace the 'me' with ‘us’. | don't believe that
we'll be easily fooled again, certainly not "Little Leon" Somerville, a very a-simple
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river guide and canoeist, but a real Arkansas hillbilly and proud of it. Some of
his credentials are in his letter to Mr. Devine. He really should have been a
witness instead of me. There are so many good faithful people it's hard to know
who should be called to tell their stories of this terrible and continuing drama of
the OHMAB.

My additional exhibits pertaining to the NPS for the written record are "Little
Leon" Somerville’s documents to me. They are:

e Copy of "Little Leon” Somerville Letter to Governor Mike Huckabee.
e Copy of "Little Leon” Somerville Letter to L. Devine, Environmenta! Liaison for

Gov. Mike Huckabee.

s Copy of "Little Leon" Somervilie Letter to Mary Denham.

Copy of Somerville Exhibits to Mary Denham:

+ Map of the State of Arkansas, Extracrdinary Resource Waterbodies, with
effected watersheds of named waterbodies. (As in Al Gore's Clean Water
initiative, AKA, NPS OHMAB).

* News article: Conservation groups want U.S. to control poliution
By MARK WALLER ARKANSAS DEMOCRAT-GAZETTE

s News article: The Park Service persecution of the hillbilly by ALSTON
CHASE [LLS NOTE "Indy Star" 2/18/96 ]

In addition, these two exhibits back up my testimony that we're not the "black
helicopter-blue heimet conspirators”. Biospheres and The Wildiand Project are
called for in the GLOBAL BIODIVERSITY ASSESSMENT (GBA), an 8.5 x 11,
1,100 + page, handbook of regulations for the Biodiversity Treaty being
implemented by Executive Order, Initiatives and Directives. These two items are
“their" words. God help the people.

A news item: from Betty Beaver, {riple whammied by living on Lake Hamilton, Hot

Springs (National Park). AR in the Ouachita National Forest;
e New articie: [NPS] Restoring fear to the equation by John Krist, SCRIPPS
HOWARD NEWS SERVICE, Ventura, CA

And an Email from Jack Stauder, through Alliance for America 5-15-99
» Email Subject: And you thought wolves were crazy? [How about
elephants?]

| believe these documents are pertinent to HR 883 - The American Land
Sovereignty Act, and should be a part of the written record, as they are from the
people. | do thank you for your consideration.

Yours truly,

Mary Denham



384

Mary Denham From:

Take Back Arkansas, inc. Leon Somerville, Jr.
2167 North Porter Road HC 80, Box 750
Fayetteville, AR 72704 Cozahome, AR 72639

phone: 870-448-5920
May 3, 1999
(for immediate release)
Dear Mary,

Greetings from Marion County, here along the lower Buffalo River. Once again, the
National Park Service (NPS) has come out with a new plan to impose federal control
over millions off acres of private property here in North Arkansas. | hope you can share
this information with the members of Take Back Arkansas.

This new plan is called the Water Resources Management Plan (WRMP). According to
the NPS, this federal intervention became legally mandated when the State of Arkansas
voluntarity designated millions of acres of land as Extraordinary Rescurce Waters (ERW)
under the federal Clean Water Act. While the proposed WRMP applies only to Buffalo
River's 840,000 acre watershed at this point in time, these very same federal restrictions
and regulations will soon be imposed on all watersheds statewide that have been
designated as ERWs. As you know, most of these ERW designations are located here in
North Arkansas, forming the southern part of what the NPS still calis the Ozark
Highlands Man & Biosphere Reserve.

Since NPS jurisdiction does not extent beyond existing national park boundaries, various
state agencies are charged to execute and enforce this proposed plan. These include
the Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) and the Arkansas Game &
Fish Division.

The NPS, working in conjunction with the DEQ, has already heid at least 2 so cailed
“public” meetings on the proposed WRMP without any public notice or invoivement, in
clear violation of both federal ant state laws. As always, the NPS is conducting this so
called “public” process in virtual secrecy, to avoid the public opposition they know this
proposed federal land-use plan is sure to bring.

The proposed WRMP identifies “issues” which continue to “threaten” the environment in
these federally designated ERW watersheds. Farming, ranching, logging, gravel mining,
homes and septic systems, county roads and driveways, even public recreation are all
specifically mentioned. In short, any ant all human activity. According to the proposed
WRMP the only non-threatening use of private property is as undeveloped, forested
land. No homes, no farms, no roads, no anything, just miles and miles of undeveloped
forest. Welicome to the Ozark Highlands Man and Biosphere Reserve.

(continued)

{pg. 1)
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The proposed WRMP requires the various state agencies to conduct studies ant surreys
on all properties within these ERW watersheds, to determine the exast amount of non-
peoint poliution running off these properties. Please keep in mind that the ERW
designations require absolutely no environmental degradation whatsoever, zero, zilch,
none. Any use of private property will result in environmental degradation and
“poilution”, at least in time eyes of the NPS and the DEQ. Again, the proposed WRMP
recognizes undeveloped, forested land as the only acceptable use of private property
within the designated ERW watersheds.

Landowners may very well find themselves facing "mitigation”, wherein you are forced to
sign conservation easements, or to deed over part of your property outright to the state
or federal govemment, in exchange for the “right” to actually use the remaining part of
"your” land. Welcome to the wild, wonderful world that the NPS has planned for us.

To receive a copy of the proposed Water Resources Management Plan,
Contact

Mr. David Mott, Hydrologist

National Park Servdce

Buffalo National River

P.O. Box 1173

Harrison, AR 726-1173

or call 870-741-5443, extension 115. Be sure and ask that they include a copy of USGS
circular #1158 “Water Quality in the Ozarks Plateaus™.

| have written to Governor Huckabee outlining my concems about the proposed WRMP
and the virtual secrecy under which this proposed plan is being carried out, in vioiation at
both federal and state law. | sincerely believe that Governor Huckabee would be
opposed to this massive federal intervention in our state, if he was informed about the
true nature and legal scope of the proposed WRMP. One thing is certain, the NPS at
tile DEQ will not veluntarily, or truthfully, inform the Governor about this proposed federal
land-use plan to be all across rural Arkansas. While the Govemor, (or no one else for
that matter), has any control over NPS, he can direct the DEQ to insure pubiic notices
and hold public hearings on the proposed WRMP, in accordance with state law .,

Govemor Huckabee needs to hear from more of us about this proposed WRMP. He
needs to know that we are concerned, not only about the future of our homes and lands,
but about the legal authority and autonomy of our local county and municipal
governments as well.  As things stand right now, the Governor doesn't know a thing
about the proposed WRMP. Hopefully, we can change that.

Democracy is not a spectator sport. You snooze ... you lose. The squeaky wheel gets
the grease. America is run by those who show up, or in our ease, by those of us who
stand up. We need to try and get our neighbors on the ball.

(continued)
May 3, 1889

(pg. 2)
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! urge all of our neighbors to get involved. You don’'t have to be some big cattle rancher
or timber company to be directly affected by’ the proposed WRMP. If you own [or rent]
property at all, within one off these designated ERW watersheds, your property will be
subject to these proposed state and federal regulations. Even if you only own one acre
and had the audacity to build a house with a bathroom, or (God forbid) an outhouse, the
state and federal governments will come after you and your land. Again, the ERW
designations require absolutely no environmental degradation whatsoever.

This doesn't have to happen tike this. The proposed WRMP is exactly that.., a proposed
plan. if we can put enough pressure on the Governor’s office, we can force the DEQ to
issue public notices and hold public hearings on the proposed WRMP in accordance
with state law. The proposed WRMP will not survive, the bright light of public scrutiny.

You can contact the Governor's office at:

Govemor Mike Huckabee
Office of the Governor
State off Arkansas

State Capitol

Little Rock, AR 72201

or call 501-682-2345; ask for Mr. Marcus Devine, the Governor's Advisor on
Environmental Affairs. Be polite. Please remember that the folks in the Governor's office
have no knowledge about the proposed WRMP. The NPS and the DEQ are keeping the
folks in the Governor’s office in the dark about the proposed WRMP, just like they are
doing to the rest of us. We need the Governor's heip. Working together, we can defeat
the proposed WRMP. Piease ask the Governor's office to direct the DEQ to issue
public notices and hoid public hearings on the proposed WRMP.

| have great confidence in our neighbors here in North Arkansas. | know what they can
do, especially when they get riled up. If that time was ever at hand, it is here right now.
| hope and pray that the folks of Take Back Arkansas can rise to this chailenge.

I urge our neighbors to get invoived. We need to take the high road and fight the good
fight. | am doing what | can, but 1 can’t, and won't, win this battle alone. | need your help.

If t can be of assistance, don't hesitate to call my home. Just holler ant I' jump. Please
know that I am...
in for the duration,

[Signature]  "Littie Leon" Somerville
May 3, 1999
Lean Somerville, Jr.
["Littie Leon"]
Cozahome, Arkansas

phone: 870-445-5920
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Mr. Marcus Devine

Advisor/Environmental Affairs; from

Office of the Governor Leon Somerville, Jr.
State of Arkansas HC 80 Box 750

State Capitol Building Cozahome. AR 72639
Littie Rock, AR 72201 Phone: 870-448-5920
Aprit 28, 1998

Dear- Mr. Devine,
RE: National Park Service proposed WRMP!

Greetings from Buffalo River. 1 wish to follow up on my letter of October 1, 199S,
concerning the National Park Service's proposed Water Resources Management
Plan. This plan will be imposed on all 840,000 acres of Buffaio Rivet's watershed,
most of which is. Private property, miles outside the existing national park boundary.

According to the National Park Service (NPS), this federal intervention became
legally mandated when the State of Arkansas "voluntarily” designated Buffalo River
and its watershed as Extraordinary Resource Water (ERW) under Section 305 of
the federal Clean Water Act. These very same federal restrictions and regulations -
will soon be enclosed; statewide on all watersheds that ha-we received the ERW
designation, Most of these ERW designations are located up here in North
Arkansas, in what the NPS calls the Ozark Mgtintan~s Man and Biosphere
Reserve.

Mr. Devine, this federal land-use plan will be imposed on millions of acres at private
property, usurping not only the rights of us landowners,, but also the legal authority
and autonomy of our focal community sit municipal govemments as well. Given the
abusive and brutal track record of the NPS, this proposed federal contro! poses a
very real threat to the people arid governments of rural Arkansas.

1 was finally able to reach Governor Huckabee, in person, on AETN's "Arkansans'
Ask: Governor Mike Huckabee" program April 27. He pro-professed-that he had not
heard of this; proposed federal land-use plan and expressed an interest to leam
more. We as-Iced that | write him a letter. So here | am again.

Please contact Mr. David Mott, Hydrologist, Nationai Park Service, Buffalo Nationat
River! P.O. Box 1173/ Harrison, AR 72601-1173. Or cali §70-741-5443, extension
115. Ask for a copy of the Water Re-sources Management Plan. Be sure and ask
that they include a copy of the USGS circular 1158 "Water Quality in the Ozarks
Piateaus”. {it's the best part).

| realize that you probably get all kinds; of letters front alt kinds of people. (Boy
howdy... I'd hate to think...). | don't envy your job, Mr. Devine, not one bit. But I must
admit, sir, that | was disappointed in your December 16, 1898 response to my
original letter. 1 am very much aware of the requirements; of Section 305 of the
federal Clean Water Act, as are our local county and municipat governments, who
must try to comply with these federally mandated regulations on a daily basis. The

{Continued)
{pg.
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proposed Water Resources Management Plan is not part of the federal Clean
Water Act, but rather a land-use plan drawn up solely by the NPS.

| would like you to know, Mr. Devine, that | am a 2nd generation, 25 year veteran of

the wise-use/property rights movement. | have an extensive legal library here in my
home containing thousands of pages of federal laws’ and regulations’, including
several volumes of the CFR code books. While | specialize in federal and
Constitutional law per-tainting- to our national parks, | also branch out to cover
national forests, Corps of Engineers lakes and the federal Clean Water Act. |
regularly advise my Marion and Searcy County governments in their dealings with
the National Park Service.

| have gained national recognition in this field, being featured in books and. on

national TV. | am on the property rights advisory board of the Property Rights
Foundation of America, Inc., based in Stony Creek, New Fork. | regularly advise
landowners, property-rights groups, attomeys and local govemments all across the
nation in their dealings with the NPS. | correspond with people, groups and
governments in 22 States. Solely due to my longevity arid persistence in these
endeavors, | aim humbled by the many people who view me as a "tead~err" in this
growing civil rights movement.

Why shoot... Mr. Devine, I'm just a lowly canoe hauler and river guide here at
Buffalo River. | didn't start this fight. and | sure don't want. &, but | ain't about ready
to quit, not now. 1 have personally witnessed the destruction and devastation that
the NPS has rained down on Buffalo River, her people, our culture and our way of
life. It's not something that a feller can just forget, Mr. Devine. | made it my-
business to leam about these federal laws. it has tumed into a lifetime's worth of
work.

You apparently missed the whole point of my original letter, so please allow toe to
try again. The NPS and the Arkansas Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ)
are carrying out the proposed Water Resource Management Plan in virtual secrecy
with no public notice, public input or public comment pericd, as required by both
federal at state law. | realize that the Governor has no power over 'the NPS, but he
can line out the DEQ.

The DEQ is carrying out the proposed Water Resources Management Plan without
any” pubiic notice or involvement, in ciear violation of Regulation #8, Administrative
Procedures. in particular, part 3.1.1 Public Notice Required, part 3.1.2 Publication of
Notice, part 3.1.3 Contents of Notice, part 3.2.1 Public Hearing Required, part 3.2.2
Public Hearing Proceedings, and part 3.2.3 Written Comments. I'm sure the DEQ
will come with a good excuse for not following these legally required administrative
procedures. I'll bet you $10, Mr. Device, that the DEQ will say something like this;
“We thought the NPS took care of all that".

As | pointed out in my original letter of October 1, 199*, the NPS quit notifying the
public about their proposed plans years ago, to circumvent the public apposition
they knew they were certain to face.

The NPS and the DEQ heid only one so called “public® meeting here locally, at the
Federal Building in Marshall on November 9, 1998. This "public" meeting was not

April 29, 1999 (continued)
n +

(9. 2)
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published any newspaper at all. The handful of private citizens who showed up
came as a result of my telephone calls, alerting my neighbors about this proposed
federal land-use plan. At this so called “public” meeting, Mr. David Mott,
Hydrologist with the National Park Service, explained to us why the MIS chose not
to publicly announce this "public” meeting. | quote Mr.. Mott, “We did rant want. To
cause any undue public concem”. End quote.

Mr. Devine, we need your help. We need the help of Governor Huckabee. The
NPS and the DEQ are carrying out the proposed Water Resources Management
Plan in virtual secrecy, in violation of both federal and state law. Please help us
bring the proposed #Water Resources Management Plan to the attention of the
people of rural Arkansas, so it might be examined in the bright light of public
scrutiny. Give us a fighting chance, you won't be disappointed.

As always, | stand ready to help in any way | can. Please call me at any time. Just

holler and I'll jump.1am...- in for the duration,
P.S. {Signature]  Little Leon Somerville
if you call my home, Leon Somerville, Jr.
Please ask for HC 80, Box 750
“Little Leon” Cozahome, AR 72639
Phone: S70-448-5920
April 29, 1998

(pg-3)
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GOVERNOR MIKE HUCKABEE FROM:

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR LEOM SOMERVILLE, JR.
STATE OF ARKANSAS HC 80, BOX 750
ARKANSAS STATE CAPITAL, COZAHOME, AR 72639

LITTLE ROCK, AR 72201
Phone: 870-448-5920
OCTOBER 1, 1998

DEAR GOVERNOR HUCKABEE,

GREETINGS FROM MARION COUNTY, HERE ALONG THE LOWER BUFFALO RIVER ONCE
AGAIN, THE NATIONAL PARK SERVICE {NPS) HAS COME OUT WITH A NEW PLAN TO iMPOSE
FEDERAL CONTROL OVER MILLIONS OF ACRES OF PRIVATE PROPERTY HERE IN NORTH
ARKANSAS. AND ONCE AGAIN YOUR OFFICE IS IN A UNIQUE POSITION TO HELP US DERAIL
THIS FEDERAL TAKECVER.

THIS NEW PLAN IS CALLED THE WATER RESOURCES MANAGEMENT PLAN (WRMP), THE NPS
IS PUSHING THI& SAME PLAN NATIONWIDE AS PART OF THEIR LEGAL MANDATE TO CARRY
OUT THE GOALS OF THE UN MAN AND BIOSPHERE PROGRAM. SINCE NPS JURISDICTION
DOES NOT EXTEND BEYOND EXISTING FEDERAL BOUNDARY LINES, THE VARIOUS STATES
ARE CHARGED TO EXECUTE AND ENFORCE THIS FEDERAL PROGRAM. HERE IN ARKANSAS,
THE WRMP WILL BE CARRIED OUT BY THE ARKANSAS DEPARTMENT OF POLLUTION
CONTROL & ECOLOGY (PC&E).

ACCORDING TO THE NPS, THIS FEDERAL INTERVENTION BECAME LEGALLY MANDATED
WHEN THE PC&E DESIGNATED MILLIONS OF ACRES OF LAND AS EXTRAORDINARY
RESOURCE WATERS (ERW). UNDER THIS “VOLUNTARY" AGREEMENT THE STATE CEDED
FINAL LEGAL AUTHORITY OVER THESE SPECIALLY DESIGNATED AREAS TO THE FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT. IN RETURN, THE STATE PC&E 1S GIVEN THE POWER TO ENFORCE ALL
FEDERAL RULES AND REGULATIONS OVER THE CITIZENS AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS WITHIN
THESE FEDERALLY DESIGNATED AREAS. THE PROPOSED WRMP ALSO OFFERS THE PCSE
MORE FEDERAL FUNDS AND MANPOWER TO CARRY OUT THIS AMBITIOUS PLAN.

FOR THE FIRST TIME, THE WRMP ADMITS TWO IMPORTANT FACTS.

(1) THAT THE PC&E HAS WORKED CLOSELY WITH THE NPS SINCE 1988 TO CARRY OUT
THESE FEDERAL DESIGNATIONS. AND

(2)  THAT THESE DESIGNATIONS APPLY TO ALL LANDS WITHIN THE ENTIRE WATERSHEDS
OF THESE “PROTECTED" STREAMS. (FOR EXAMPLE, BUFFALO RIVER'S WATERSHED
CONTAINS 840,000 ACRES, LOCATED IN 8 COUNTIES, INHABITED BY TENS OF THOUSANDS OF
FAMILIES).

THE WRMP IDENTIFIES “ISSUES® WHICH CONTINUE TO THREATEN THESE FEDERALLY
DESIGNATED AREAS: FARMING RANCHING, LOGGING, GRAVEL MINING, HOMES AND SEPTIC
SYSTEMS, DRIVEWAYS, AND COUNTY ROADS, YOU NAME 1T. THE ONLY NON-THREATENING
USE OF PRIVATE PROPERTY {8 AS UNDEVELOPED, FORESTED LAND. NO HOMES, NO ROADS,
NO ANYTHING. JUST MILES AND MILES OF UNDEVELOPED FOREST. WELCOME TO THE
OZARK HIGHLANDS MAN AND BIOSPHERE RESERVE

SINCE 1963, THE NPS AND THEIR ENVIRONMENTALIST SUPPORT GROUPS HAVE QUIETLY
CARRIED OUT THEIR CAMPAIGN AGAINST BUFFALO RIVER AND THE PEOPLE. PLAN AFTER
PLAN HAS BEEN PROPOSED AND ADOPTED IN VIRTUAL SECRECY AND MOST CERTAINLY
WITHOUT ANY MEANINGFUL PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT. LOCAL PEOPLE AND OUR COUNTY AND
CITY GOVERNMENTS ARE NEVER OFFICIALLY NOTIFIED ABOUT ANY OF THESE PROPOSED
PLANS. THESE “SNEAK ATTACK" TACTICS HAVE WORKED WELL FOR THE NPS HERE AROUND
BUFFALO RIVER FOR THE LAST 30 YEARS, UNFORTUNATELY, OUR VERY OWN PC&E HAS
ADORTED THIS STRATEGY OF "DON'T ASK... DON'T TELL"™.

M
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THIS EVASIVENESS BY THE PC&E BECAME ALL TO APPARENT DURING THE ERW HEARINGS
FOR CROOKED CREEK. THROUGH 4 PUBLIC HEARINGS THE PC&E REFUSED TO ANSWER ANY
QUESTIONS FROM ANYBODY. DOZENS OF SPEAKERS STEPPED FORWARD ASKING ABOUT
THE ERW DESIGNATION, INCLUDING CITY COUNCILMEN, COUNTY JUDGES AND STATE
REPRESENTATIVES. THE PC&E SAT THERE IN MUTE SILENCE, HOPING WE WOULD ALL JUST
SHUT UP AND GO HOME.

DUE TO THE INTERVENTION OF YOUR OFFICE, THE PC&F HELD A 5TH PUBLIC HEARING
ABOUT CROOKED CREEK, WHERE THEY WERE SUPPOSED TO ANSWER QUESTIONS. WHILE
THEY CONTINUED TO BE EVASIVE IN THEIR ANSWERS, THE PC&E HANDED OUT A PAMPHLET
STATING THAT THE ERW DESIGNATION WOULD BRING NO LAND ACQUISITION, NO ZONING
AND NO NEW REGULATIONS.

NOW, 2 YEARS LATER, THE NPS CLAIMS THAT THESE VOLUNTARY FIRW DESIGNATIONS
MANDATE FEDERAL CONTROL OVER MOST OF NORTH ARKANSAS. BUT WE ARENT
SUPPOSED TO WORRY BECALSE THE PROPOSED WRMP CLEARLY STATES THAT THERE WILL
BE NO LAND ACQUISITION, NO ZONING AND NO NEW REGULATIONS.

GOVERNOR HUCKABEE, IT IS TIME TO END THIS "CODE OF SILENCE™ THAT THE NPS AND THE
PC&E CONTINUE TO USE AGAINST THE PEOPLE OF RURAL ARKANSAS. PLEASE HELP US
BRING THIS DEBATE BEFORE THE GENERAL PUBLIC SO IT MIGHT BE EXAMINED IN THE
BRIGHT LIGHT OF PUBLIC SCRUTINY. | KNOW WHAT MY NEIGHBORS CAN DO, ESPECIALLY UP
HERE IN NORTH ARKANSAS.

HELP GIVE US A FIGHTING CHANGE... AND STAND BACK. GOVERNOR HUCKABEE, YOU WONT
BE DISAPPOINTED.

i RESPECTFULLY ASK THAT YOUR OFFICE DIRECT THE PC&E TO MAKE A CLEAR AND
ACCURATE ACCOUNT TO THE PEOPLE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS OF ARKANSAS, AS TO THE
TRUE NATURE AND LEGAL SCOPE OF THE ERW DESIGNATIONS AND THE PROPOSED WRMP.

| SUGGEST THAT THE PC&E OFFICIALLY NOTIFY EVERY CITY AND COUNTY GOVERNMENT
WITHIN THESE ERW DESIGNATIONS OF THESE EXPANDED FEDERAL POWERS AND THE
ENSUING LOSS OF LOCAL JURISDICTION AND LEGAL AUTHORIY.

| FURTHER SUGGEST THAT THE PC&E ISSUE PRESS RELEASES STATEWIDE EXPLAINING THE
ERW DESIGNATIONS AND THE FEDERALLY MANDATED WRMPs TO ALL LANDOWNERS AND
LOCAL CITIZENS.

IF THE NPS AND THE PC&E HAD THEIR WAY, US FOLKS WHO LIVE AND WORK WITHIN THESE
FEDERALLY DESIGNATED AREAS WOULD BE THE VERY LAST PEOPLE TO KNOW ABOUT
THESE PROPOSED PLANS. THE NPS HAS OPPERATED LIKE THIS HERE AT BUFFALO RIVER
FOR OVER 30 YEARS. THIS LESSON HAS NOT BEEN WASTED ON THE PC&E.

GOVERNOR HUCKABEE, HELP US BREAK THIS CHAIN. LET'S SET THE ERW DESIGNATIONS
AND THE PROPOSED WRMPs BEFORE THE GENERAL PUBLIC AND SEE WHAT HAPPENS. |
REMAIN CONFIDENT IN MY NEIGHBORS.

IF | CAN OFFER ANY ADDITIONAL HELP OR INFORMATION PLEASE DON'T HESITATE TO CALL.
JUST HOLLER AND I'LL JUMP. | STAND READY. 1AM, .

IN FOR THE DURATION

{signature] “Little Leon" Somerville
LEON SOMERVILLE, JR.
HC 80, Box 750
COZAHOME, AR 72639
PHONE: 870-448-5920.
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Somerville Exhibit 1
DRAFT
EXTRAORDINARY RESOURCE WATERBODIES

Mary's Notes: Scanner did not copy Arkansas mapped watersheds that
should have been in this space. f you, and/or your property, are located
within these watersheds, take cover. Like Little Leon suggested, cali and
write the Governor requesting public meetings and for questions to be
answered by the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), the AR
Department of Poliution Control & Ecology (DPC& E) or (PC&E). Also, write
and call alf of the Arkansas Congressional Delegation - all four U.S.
Representatives and two Senators. Find out who serves on the
Congressional Qversight Committee for Nationa! Park Service (NPS), call
thern and demand Public Hearings as per State and Federal Laws.

For those of you in other states, remember the NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
1S JUST THAT, A NATIONAL SYSTEM. Consider doing the same in your
states. This will take a national effort.

TO ALL: please forward the three letters of Little Leon and these 3 Exhibits to all on
your Email Loops, for "life, liberty and justice for all”.

Little Leon's Notes, FROM - AR DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
(DEQ)
Regulation # 2 INCLUDES ALL LANDS WITHIN WATERSHES
[OF THE BELOW NAMED WATERBODIES]
OZARK HIGHLANDS MAN & BIOSPHERE.

+ Eleven Point River

Current River

Bull Shoals Lake s Piney Creek

Kings River « Hurricane Creek including tributary
Mountain Fork Little River to Piney Creek

Cossatot River (above « lllinois Bayou including north, Middle, East
Gilham Lake) Forks

Little Missouri River e Cadron Creek including East Fork

(above Lake Greeson) Little Red River including Middle, Archies
Caddo River including Devil's Forks

Lake DeGray » Salado Creek
Lake Ouachita « North Sylamore Creek
Saline River including o Strawberry River
North, Middle, « Spring River including South Fork, Myatt Creek
Alum, South Forks English Creek,
e Lee Creek (headwaters to Field Creek, Big Creek, Cut Creek
State Line) e« Second Creek

Mulberry River
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Somerville Exhibit 2

LEON'S NOTE
"Indy Star" 2/18/96
"Buffalo River in a nutshell”

The Park Service persecution of the hillbilly
ALSTON CHASE

Federal officials have not only destroyed much of this colorful “hillbilly” culture
but by closing cemeteries’ annihilate a historically important part of their past

Readers may remember that last fall | wrote about my little dog Lewis. who was
buried at a pet cemetery under the Golden Gate Bridge In San Francisco, and
whenever | returned to that cily. | visited Lewis’ grave

Then last year, after the National Park Service took control of the Presidio, | found the
cemetery surrounded by a high fence and signs telling everyone to keep away.

Well, | learned that my experience wasn't unique. A reader from Arkansas has written a
heart-breaking letter about what's happening at Buffalo National River, a national park near
his home. in the name of wildemess protection, he documents, officials at that preserve are
committing “cultural genocide” by driving people out of their homes and even denying them
access in {or to], or condemning family’ grave sites.

Lying in the heart of the Ozark Mountain, the Buffalo River region was home to such
fictional Dogpatch characters as Al Kapp's, Lil Abner and Daisy Mae. Populated In the early
16th century by English, Scottish and lrish settlers, it embodies America’s frontier heritage.
Yet since the park was established in 1972. Federal officials have not only destroyed much
of this colorful “hillbilly” cuiture but by closing cemeteries continue in annihilate a historicalty
important part of their past as well.

Access... to cemeteries

“Us local people and county govemments, "my Ozark informant writes. “have fought a long-
running battle with the NPS over public use and access to the 37 public and private
cemeteries that fall within federal boundaries. This fight has dragged on since 1979. One
road at a time, one cemetery at a time. It has become a war of attrition, today, probably a
dozen or so cemeteries remain closed.”

This wasn't supposed to happen. In establishing the park. Congress intended’ to give
visitors a giimpse of this historically impartant culture. Yet by 1989, the service had removed
1.100 of the original 1,108 families.

“Families lost their homes, farms and vacation cabins, even at gunpaint when necessary.”
my correspondent writes. “Dozens of businesses were forced out. Churches were closed,
entire communities were obliterated.”

The Park Service, he testifies. “Turned out families who had lived and worked on Buffalo
River since the 1820s. Starting about 1984, Once most of the families had been removed, the
NPS began physically barricading the country roads and Jeep trails that led into the park,
including the access roads to many of the cemeteries. . The Buffalo River that we all knew
and loved was to be completely and utterly destroyed.”
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Nevertheless, preservationists still aren't satisfied. Now they insist that the park. which
encompasses 95,000 acres, is too small. They want to remove people from the entire
840.000 acre watershed and have a “Buffalo Watershed Council” contro! the stream.

“Politically and poetically.” my informant concludes. “The people of Buffaio River were soid
down the river. We simply don't count. A very clear pattern emerges, Mr. Chase, of the
abuse and mistreatment of our rural mountain peoples at the hands of the NPS |, exterminate
the hiltbilly. it's as plain and simple as that.”

Indeed, | learned that this story is far from unique. | was able to verify that mountain
peoples near other parks have suffered similar discrimination, in some cases for as long as
70 ysars. '

After Virginia's Shenandoah National Park was established in 1928. Countless families
were forced from their homes. And when Congress declared this park a "wilderness” in the
1870s. Motor-vehicle access to cemeteries was denied or restricted, making them nearly
impossible to visit or maintain.

in North Carolina, the Great Smoky Mountains National Park refuses o build a promised
road that would provide access to the 28 cemeteries lying within its boundaries. Meanwhile,
Swain County, North Carolina, where much of that park is located and where more than 88
percent of the iand is federally owned, regularly hosts the highest poverty levels in the state.

Per ted these peopl

Some ethnolegists consider park and Appalachian cultures among the most authentic in
America. possessing language and traditions largely unchanged since Elizabethan times. But
mainstream society has long persecuted these peoples, often picturing them as inbred,
“Hatfield-and-MeCoy" -type moonshiners.

And today, they are victims of environmentalfism. Preservationists and their policeman, the
National Park Service are so enamored with anti-humanism that they do not merely
persecute these folk, but increasingly seek to destroy the culture of all those who live off the
land, whether iogger, farmer or rancher.

America has forgotten the words of Thomas Jefferson, who wrote: “Cultivators of the earth
are the most vaiuable citizens. They are the most vigorous, the most independent, the most
virtuous, and they are tied to their country. and wedded to its liberty and interests by the most
lasting bonds.”

Today, we might find Jefferson turning in his grave ~ if, that is, we can still get to it.
Creators Syndicate [Leon was the 'reader’ Chase referred to, a great fighting
hero to me -"in for the duration”,]
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Somerviile Exhibit 3

Conservation groups want to control poliution
BY MARK WALLER ARKANS\S DEMOCRAT-GAZETTE

Five Arkansas conscrvation groups declared Tuesday they will sue the federal government
unless it takes over a state-run program 1o control water pollution that isn’t emitted from
precise points, such as pipes.

Hank Bates, attorney for the groups. said the government has done a good job regulating
emissions from specific dumping spots. But the Arkansas Department of Pollution Control
and Ecology has failed to regulate pollution that runs off farms or results from clear-cutting
trees and gravel mining streams, Bates said.

The federal Clean Water Act makes states responsible for regulating such “non-point™
poliution. The groups contend that under the act, the federal Environmental Protection
Agency should have already taken over the program because of inactivity by the state.

The groups supporting the potential lawsuit are the Sierra Club, Arkansas Fly Fishers, the
Federation of Fly Fishers. the Crooked Creck Coalition and Save Our

Bates said he mailed a letter Tuesday to the EPA regional office in Dallas detailing the
group’s complaints. The agency will have 60 days to react, or be sued, he said.

David Bary, a spokesman for the EPA in Dallas, said Tuesday that officials there will have to
receive and review the complaint before they can comment.

Doug Szenhei; spokesman for Pollution Control and Ecology, said “non-point™ pollution has
become an issue in recent years, and the EPA only recently started providing guidelines to
states on how to deal with it.

Agencies haven’t had enough [ time to develop complete plans, I Szenher said. He stressed
that the EPA has approved Arkansas” program.

The conservation groups say the law requires agencies to identify lakes and streams so
polluted that they can’t be used for swimming or drinking water

Then the agencies must determine the maximum amount of pollution the lakes or streams can
absorb and still be healthy. Using that information, the groups say, the agencies must
regulate the amount of poliution.
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The state has surveyed pollution in several waterways, the groups say, but acknowledged only
Holly Creek as unsafe for swimming.

Szenher said the state agency defines “impaired” streams and lakes differently from
the conservation groups.

INSERT IN ABOVE ARTICLE
Excell awards handed out by EPA
ARKANSAS DENIOCRAT-GAZETTE

The U.S, Environmental Protection Agency handed out “Environmental Excellence” awards
to Arkansas companies and agencies Tuesday. In a ceremony at the Capitol. winners received
plaques, flags and pins.

The awards and recipients were:

e For Wastewater Management ~ Pretreatment, the city of Fayetteville.

For Public Water Supply, the North Little Rock Water Department.
For Wellhead Protection, the cities of Stuttgart and Lonoke.
For Air Compliance, SWEPCO, the Flint Creek Power Plant

For Pollution Prevention, Eastman Chemical Co. In Batesville.

For Recycling, Green Bay Packaging Inc. in Morrilton.

For Environmental Education, Burgess C. Spencer of Lonoke.

For Partnership for Environmental Excellence. the Environmental Education Round-table,

the Arkansas Department of Poliution Control and Ecology. the Animal Waste Management

Partnership and the Buffalo National River Watershed.
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BETTY BEAVER FAX
COLUMNISTS

Restoring fear to the equation
BY JOHN KRIST
SCRIPPS 1IOWARD NEWS SERVICE
VENTURA, Calif.

Nothing focuses your attention like mowing the impenetrable brush surrounding you
harbors a creature that regards you as food.

This idea occurred to me one autumn morning in the coastal rain forest of scutheast
Alaska, as | accompanied National Parks Service biologists on a trip to study migrating
saimon.

Crashing through the dense undergrowth, slogging through mud and being stabbed by
the vicious thorns of devil's club, we came across piles of fresh bear scat— huge piles.
Clearly, a grizzly had been using the same faint footpath.

We were making lots of noise aiready, but we upped the volume "Hey Bear" our leader
kept repeating, as he checked the big canister of pepper spray holistered on his belt.

We never saw the grizzly But knowing we were sharing the Sitka spruce forest with
North America's largest terrestrial carnivore brought the day alive in a way that is hard
to explain. Every sound, every shadow, every odor became vivid beyond description-
Exhilaration and fear are twins, but both are not commoon in everyday experience.

They might be more common, however if we were {o heed a pair of influential con-
servation biologists, Michael Soule and Reed Noss, who, in a recent paper in Wild Earth
Journal, calt for something they have dubbed ‘“rewilding’—-restoring top predators to
threatened ecosystems to preserve our natural heritage.

When modern humans arrived in North America, they found a landscape inhabited by
scores of huge animat species. Many were relatively docile herbivores, such as

mastodons, ground sloths and camels, but the continent aisc was home to a number of
gigantic carnivores, predators so big as to make wolves, cougars and grizzlies of today
seem like domestic pets.

The saber-tooth cat, well known to schoolchildren because so many specimens have
been excavated from the famed tar pits of Los Angeles, was one. But there were less well
known others, creatures that would have seemed even more alarming to a relatively puny
biped.

The short-faced bear, for example, stood nearly 11 feet tall on its hind legs, putting it at
least a head taller than the brown bear, which has the current title of largest North
predator American predator.

There were also dire wolves, North American lions and a variety of big cats with scimitar shaped
fangs.
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All of these large carnivores, along with most of the big herbivores, on which they preyed,
vanished within 2,000 years after Homo Sapiens crossed the Bering land bridge from Asia.

These wondering hunter who about 12,000 years ago after the Pleistocene ice age, were armed
with the Neolithic equivalent of the Winchester repeating rifle: the Clovis stone-flaking technology
which enabled them to produce wickedly effectively spear and projectile points.

They were the best big game hunters the world had seen and they stumbied into a landscape
previously devoid of bipedal predators.

Lacking evolutionary experience with such a threat, the big herbivores were easy prey and died
by the countless thousands. In tum, so did the big camivores that fed on the big herbivores.

Climate change might have played some role: paleontologists are somewhat divided on the
relative importance of these factors in Pleistocene extinctions. But data suggest strongly that
human beings caused scores of species fo vanish.

The descendants of these hunters, transformed into herders and farmers, continued their work
in the modern era, driving wolves, grizzlies and cougars from all but a fragment of their historic
ranges.

As Soule and Noss argue, this has caused a cascade effect so disrupting of normal popuiation
dynamics that merely setting tand aside as parks will not preserve biological diversity

Preserving the diversity, the authors argue, requires big chunks of protected land and a full
complement of predators—the “keystone” species that influence interrelationships among scores
of creatures.

Biological integrity is not the only reason to restore big carnivores to the landscape.

Human humility, the kind that comes from wandering in thick forest where grizzlies lurk, is as
perilously endangered as some Species.

Restoring that humbleness, and thereby restoring a proper awe in the face of wild nature, also
would be a vaiuable achievement.

John Krist is an editorial writer and opinion-page columnist for the Ventura County Star in California.
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Jack Stauder Email

And you thought wolves were crazy?

Date: Sat, & May 1999 21:14:18 -0400
From: Jack Stauder [Sent through; Alliance for America]

Attention, you dwellers in the rural areas better known to biocentrics as
“wildlands.” You thought you'd had your fill of radical environmentalists
reintroducing the wolf and the grizzly in your back yards. But they may not stop
there as long as there are other "charismatic megafauna” around.

if you think I'm kidding, look at the Spring 1999 issue of Dave Foreman's
journal "Wild Earth,” pp. 57-64. (This journal is home to the Wildlands Project,
which sponsors the radical environmentalist goal of tuming America back to
wildemness.) You will find there an article by two professors (who else?) whose
title says it all: "Bring Back the Elephants!"

Their reasoning is quite logical. Mastodons and mammoths of the
elephant family lived in North America until the end of the Pleistocene era, a
mere 13,000 years ago. At that point the ancestors of today's Native Americans
{more accurately designated, perhaps, as "Siberian Americans") arrived on the
continent, and not being exactly ecological saints as later porirayed, they used
their hunting expertise to kill off many innocent beasts unfamiliar with humans.
Not only did they render extinct members of the elephant family, but also at the
same time many other large species of game mammals (North American camels,
horses, giant beavers, giant bison, etc. efc.). This theory of the late Pleistocene
extinctions is now commonly held by paleontologists.

So why be content just to reintroduce the species extirpated by the
rapacious white man? To "rewild” America, as the Wildlands Project intends, we
should set a back-to-the-Pleistocene standard. As the authors state, "We have
the opportunity to restart the evolution of proboscideans [elephants], along with
horses, camels, and other extinct groups native in the Americas for millions or
tens of millions of years." (The authors forget for a moment that the horse indeed
is already back, courtesy of the conquistadors.)

"For starters,” the authors say "it is time to mourn our dead. . .. In North
America we need a 'Mammoth Extinction Day' , , , , This might take place
sometime around the summer solstice. . . . An especially appropriate place for a
wake would be at the Mammoth Site in Hot Springs, South Dakota, a
paleoecological cathedral. . . "

| swear | am not making this up.

Where to first put these mega-herbivores? Southwesterners, heads up!
"For a New World elephant park suitable for wide-ranging family units, we
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suggest a part of the lower Colorado River or the Rio Grande. Like most of North
America, both regions were once ranged by mammoths. Both river systems are
heavily invaded by alien Tamarix, riparian trees widely regarded as undesirable
and a potential target for removal by elephants. The river banks support alien
Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon), an African species eaten by elephants.”
Yes, elephants would be good for the environment! Elephant introductions could
then spread, the article says, to "savannas in Central or South America. . . now
pasturing livestock.”

The authors even have their eye on Ted Turner's ranch near Truth or
Consequences, New Mexico, where "over 1000 biscn, as well as prairie dogs
and mountain sheep, were recently established in place of cattle. . ." They point
to Africa, where elephants and cattle seem to have transformed "the habitat in
ways . . . beneficial to each other.” Of course, keeping cattle on the range, no
matter how nice they are for elephants, is unacceptable in America to the
Wildlands Project, which is committed above all to removing cattle and their
owners from the land. However, the authors think that “in the New World we can
substitute bison for cattle to see if bison; too, will dance the languid ecological
minuet with Africa elephants, surrogates for the extinct American Proboscidea, to
the benefit of the American range!”

If | were a cattleman, however, I'd lobby my congressman for a piece of
the action.

And remember, elephants don't prey on livestock. Judging by their
behavior in Africa, they just trampie crops and houses and uproot trees. You
can't really leave your baby in the yard with them around. Anyway, the authors
conclude, what really counts is this: "What is at stake is compiexity, joy, and the
whole way of life of elephants.”

Not your way of life, certainly. Check it out.

Mary's Note: What they need is a good dose of Y2K.



