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HEARING ON H.R. 2376, THE NATIONAL FISH
AND WILDLIFE FOUNDATION ESTABLISH-
MENT ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1997

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 25, 1997

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, SUBCOMMITTEE ON FISH-
ERIES CONSERVATION, WILDLIFE AND OCEANS, COM-
MITTEE ON RESOURCES, Washington, DC.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:42 a.m., in
room 1334, Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Jim Saxton
(chairman of the Subcommittee) presiding.

Mr. SAXTON. [presiding] We are going to change the order, the
sequence here. So if Ms. Clark and Sally Yozell, if you would take
your places at the table, we would appreciate it.

Welcome aboard, ladies. We are glad you are here. Unfortu-
nately, we will likely be interrupted again. So we usually give a
great deal of latitude with time, but I am afraid that for purposes
of today, particularly as it relates to this issue, we are going to
have to stick to the 5 minute rule.

So, Ms. Clark, if you would like to go ahead as you see fit.

STATEMENT OF JAMIE RAPPAPORT CLARK, DIRECTOR, U.S.
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Ms. CLARK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and good morning. I
greatly appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today on
H.R. 2376, the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation Improve-
ment Act. The Foundation is a great friend and an asset to the
service. It is an engine that powers many of our most important
and successful partnerships.

We strongly support enactment of H.R. 2376, but do have some
suggestions for improvements. The Foundation has pioneered the
concept of public-private conservation partnerships. This approach
is now generally recognized as the most productive and cost effec-
tive approach to sustaining and enhancing our fish and wildlife re-
sources. The Foundation has assembled an impressive expertise in
this area. This expertise, coupled with the flexibility available to
the Foundation as an entity outside of normal bureaucratic require-
ments gives it the tools to foster these partnerships in a wide vari-
ety of circumstances. The Foundation is especially effective in
sparking cooperation in situations where a government agency
might meet with skepticism or suspicion.

The Foundation’s contributions to the service have been many.
We have provided extensive testimony on the Foundation’s accom-
plishments during the last year’s oversight hearing by this Sub-
committee. So I won’t attempt to repeat or duplicate what you will
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hear from following witnesses. Rather, I would like to focus on two
areas where they have been trailblazers in assisting us on major
priorities, assistance for our national wildlife refuges and conserva-
tion efforts on endangered species. The Subcommittee has been ac-
tively seeking to address the backlog in refuge operational and
maintenance needs and I would like to state for the record how
much we appreciate your efforts.

One approach you have been taking is to encourage volunteer as-
sistance for refuges. I want you to know that the Foundation has
also been active in this approach, as they have provided a grant to
the National Wildlife Refuge Association for development of the
program to create and expand the Friends groups. The Refuge
Friends have proven to be an invaluable source of additional refuge
support in local financial and in-kind support for refuge facilities
and projects.

In addition, the Subcommittee has worked for increased appro-
priations for refuge operations and maintenance. Beginning this
year, the Foundation has joined the effort by initiating a grant pro-
gram to help meet operational and maintenance needs at indi-
vidual refuges. The Foundation has also been very successful in
helping to unsnarl complex endangered species issues, and in the
process, building bridges between the government and the private
sector. For example, in Wisconsin, the Foundation has helped us
bring the forest products industry together with the service and
other Federal and State agencies to begin development of a state-
wide habitat conservation plan for the endangered Karner Blue
butterfly, whose habitat coincides with areas managed for timber
production. The Foundation was able to raise $75,000 and com-
bined with $30,000 of their own funds, pay for several projects es-
sential to the development of the HCP.

This HCP in the process by which it was developed serve as a
model for future cooperation in addressing complex endangered
species issues. These projects and many others are testament to
the unique and irreplaceable role that the Foundation plays in to-
day’s conservation efforts. They are the best kind of partner. They
bring expertise, they bring experience, and they bring dollars.

The Foundation has had an impressive record in leveraging Fed-
eral funds with private money. Since their inception, they have
raised over $172 million in private sources. While the statute re-
quires a one-to-one match, they have always sought a two-to-one
ratio, and for several initiatives, have exceeded two-to one, not a
bad return on our investment, Mr. Chairman.

In order to continue these returns, the Foundation must have a
continued access to sources of private funds. Principally, this access
is provided through the members of the Foundation’s board of di-
rectors. Therefore, we strongly support strengthening the Founda-
tion’s board of directors. A strengthened board should provide an
additional fundraising capacity for the foundation and enhance its
ability to support conservation initiatives. H.R. 2376 addresses this
need by expanding the board from 15 to 22 members. While the ad-
ministration can certainly support this proposal, discussions are
ongoing among a variety of parties as to the best way to constitute
such an expanded board.
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Finally, Mr. Chairman, one of the greatest strengths of the Foun-
dation has been its ability to pull diverse partners together in sup-
port of fish and wildlife conservation projects. This includes many
Federal agencies, as well as corporate and non-profit entities. It’s
vital to the continued success of this organization that it has a stat-
utory authority and direction to work with a variety of Federal
agencies. To that end, we suggest an amendment to recognize spe-
cifically that the Foundation may work with the Bureau of Land
Management and the Bureau of Reclamation on fish and wildlife
conservation issues.

Again, we strongly support reauthorization of the National Fish
and Wildlife Foundation, and urge your consideration of our sug-
gested changes to H.R. 2376. This concludes my formal statement,
Mr. Chairman. I would be pleased to respond to any questions.

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

Mr. SaxTON. Thank you very much, Ms. Clark. We want to wel-
come you here, which I neglected to do at the beginning in our
haste to get started. We are very pleased to have you. Obviously
this is your first appearance as director. Congratulations, and wel-
come.

Ms. CLARK. Thanks so much. I appreciate it.

Mr. SAXTON. Ms. Yozell?

STATEMENT OF SALLY YOZELL, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY FOR OCEANS AND ATMOSPHERE, U.S. DEPARTMENT
OF COMMERCE

Ms. YozELL. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, and Members of the
Subcommittee. My name is Sally Yozell, Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary for Oceans and Atmosphere at U.S. Department of Com-
merce. I am pleased to be here today on behalf of NOAA to high-
light the agency’s evolving relationship with the National Fish and
Wildlife Foundation, and offer the agency’s views on H.R. 2376, a
bill to reauthorize the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation.

The Foundation has been very successful and has produced de-
monstrable conservation results through private-public partner-
ships. What is attractive to NOAA is that many of the Foundation’s
projects take place at regional and local levels, where communities,
businesses, civic and trade associations, government and non-gov-
ernment organizations and others have come together to complete
a common goal, such as restoring damaged stream corridors to im-
prove habitat for Pacific salmon, or assisting local economies in
areas hard hit by the continuing New England fisheries prices.

NOAA believes the Foundation is a unique and powerful tool and
strongly supports its reauthorization. I would like to submit my full
written statement for the record, and in my time remaining, sum-
marize NOAA’s growing relationship with the Foundation, and
offer some minor recommendations to H.R. 2376, as drafted.

NOAA has worked with the Foundation on a limited basis since
1992. The agency was added to the Foundation’s statement of pur-
pose during the 1995 reauthorization. In fiscal year 1996, NOAA
allocated $2.1 million in base appropriations to begin working
closely with the Foundation to develop public-private partnerships
in 22 different project areas. I am very pleased to report that in
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the past year, the Foundation has found partners and over $1.5
million in private matching funds for approximately half of these
projects.

Projects with matching funds include restoring habitat for Pacific
and Atlantic salmon, assessing options for managing harmful algal
blooms, and improving local level monitoring and management of
coral reefs. Rather than review all of NOAA’s existing projects with
the Foundation, I would like to submit for the record a list of the
many projects that NOAA has undertaken in conjunction with the
Foundation.

NOAA is very interested in the future work with the Foundation.
The Foundation continues to offer us unique mechanisms through
which NOAA can participate with the private sector to accomplish
goals beyond what is possible with NOAA’s resources and capabili-
ties if the agency acted alone. Because of this Subcommittee’s
strong interest in coral reef conservation and protection, I do want
to emphasize that the Foundation has been particularly successful
in supporting coral reef conservation projects. This is another area
where significant future opportunities exist.

In the past year, the Foundation matched $300,000 funds from
NOAA with $200,000 in funds from private for its projects address-
ing coral reef conservation issues. Currently 15 projects are under-
way to strengthen local level monitoring, education, management,
and other elements of the U.S. Coral Reef Initiative in America
Samoa, Hawaii, Guam, Northern Marianas, Puerto Rico, and the
Virgin Islands. The success of these projects has helped us begin
to identify the areas of interest and the types of projects best suited
for the NOAA and Foundation to pursue in the future.

Specifically, NOAA suggests that the Subcommittee consider
using the Foundation and as an alternative to the Coral Reef Con-
servation Fund proposed in your bill, H.R. 2233. The Foundation
has already established and can receive appropriations and/or pri-
vate donations for coral reef conservation projects. As indicated in
the September 16, Department of Commerce newsletter regarding
H.R. 2233, NOAA strongly supports its general intent, but believes
that Congress has already created a vehicle through the Founda-
tion to accept private donations and Federal appropriations and to
create public/private partnerships of the type described in the
Coral Reef Conservation Act.

Given NOAA’s growing and successful relationship with the
Foundation, we encourage the Subcommittee to seriously consider
using it in this role instead of proceeding with a new fund as estab-
lished in H.R. 2233.

Also of interest to the Subcommittee, NOAA has already begun
discussions with the Foundation on possible private-public partner-
ships to support a national public awareness campaign for the
world’s ocean as part of the 1998 international Year of the Ocean.

Before closing, allow me to offer a couple of recommendations to
clarify and improve upon H.R. 2376. One of the limitations we
found in working on the Foundation, is that unlike the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, who receives the bulk of its funds for work
with the Foundation through direct appropriations, NOAA funds
Foundation projects on an ad hoc basis, thus making it difficult for
the Foundation to plan for and provide the staff and resources nec-
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essary to fully pursue projects. While NOAA has been able to allo-
cate funds on a limited basis, it remains questionable from year to
year what funding NOAA will make available to joint Foundation
activities.

Secondly, NOAA generally supports the amendments in H.R.
2376 that would increase the size of the Foundation’s board and ex-
pand the board’s composition to include four members knowledge-
able and experienced in ocean and coastal resource conservation.
However, NOAA suggests that the Under Secretary for Oceans and
Atmosphere be listed as the ex officio member on the Foundation’s
board and not the assistant administrator for fisheries, as is cur-
rently listed in the bill.

In conclusion, the Foundation is a unique mechanism and an im-
portant tool for NOAA to help build the public-private partnerships
and leverage limited Federal dollars. We believe we are well on our
way to identifying with Foundation areas of significant opportuni-
ties where real results will be achieved through creative partner-
ships for the private sector.

That ends my testimony. I will be happy to answer any questions
the Subcommittee may have.

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

Mr. SAXTON. Thank you very much. With your permission, or
without it, either one, we're going to move to Mrs. Chenoweth.

Mrs. Chenoweth, would you like to go ahead?

STATEMENT OF HON. HELEN CHENOWETH, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF IDAHO

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman and
Members of the Subcommittee, I appreciate this opportunity to tes-
tify today on Chairman Saxton’s bill H.R. 2376 which reauthorizes
the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation. I also thank you for in-
viting Lois Van Hoover of the Idaho Multiple Land Use Coalition
in Idaho to testify. I apologize for not giving the Subcommittee a
copy of my statement ahead of time, but I chaired an 8-hour hear-
ing yesterday on the American Heritage Rivers Initiative that
ended after 8 last night.

Last year, Mr. Chairman, I testified at your oversight hearing on
the Foundation and cited some of its controversial grants affecting
Idaho. Since that statement is already part of your official printed
record, I will try to cover new ground and make recommendations
regarding Chairman Saxton’s bill.

In 1984, Congress originally provided the Foundation with
$100,000 annually in Federal funds, which according to a former
Interior Secretary Manuel Lujan and others, it was intended as a
one-time seed money grant from the U.S. Congress. Currently, the
Foundation receives $20 million in Federal funds to increase from
a one-time authorization and appropriation of $100,000 to currently
$20 million in Federal funds. H.R. 2376 would authorize $25 mil-
lion annually for the next 3 years, for a total of $75 million.

Let me say at the outset that the Foundation does fund some
very excellent conservation projects. You will hear about some of
them today. But unfortunately, several of the most divisive re-
source issues promoted by preservationists in Idaho have been par-
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tially funded by this foundation. Idaho’s entire delegation, Gov-
ernor Phil Batt, Attorney General Al Lance are strongly opposed to
the introduction of grizzly bears in our State, but unfortunately,
the Foundation for years has provided grants to researchers and
others to bring back this creature which threatens human life in
my State and wherever it exists.

Likewise, Idaho’s Congressional delegation, including a Member
of this Committee, its Governor and legislature have repeatedly
fought efforts to introduce the gray wolf into our State. Unfortu-
nately, the Foundation has provided at least $140,000 in grants to
reintroduce this creature to the Northern Rockies. Clearly, Con-
gress did not conduct proper oversight in these grants or they may
not have occurred.

Regarding Congressional oversight, I tried to get the salaries last
year as a Member of Congress of the Foundation’s employees. I was
told that information on individual salaries was confidential. I am
astounded that a Member of Congress cannot receive this informa-
tion from a group that receives $20 million annually in Federal
funds. Mr. Chairman, perhaps you and your staff may be able to
obtain this information before you proceed with the markup on
H.R. 2376.

However, let us focus on the future of the Foundation today. Jon-
athan Adler of the Competitive Enterprise Institute, who will tes-
tify later at this hearing, aptly compares the Foundation with the
National Endowment for the Arts. This is an excellent analogy. He
states that both entities have funded very worthwhile projects and
also some not so worthwhile projects. Both have funded things that
are unobjectionable and both have funded things that are ex-
tremely controversial. Finally, there are reasons to question the
continued Federal funding of both endeavors, a step that the House
has taken in the case of the NEA.

Despite the Foundation’s funding of many worthy projects, they
spend millions of dollars funding some of the most strident environ-
mental groups such as the Defenders of Wildlife, National Audubon
Society, and the Environmental Defense Fund. These groups and
others regularly engage in lobbying and litigation that is harmful
to Idaho and other States. Although the Foundation may have re-
strictions against its grants being used for lobbying and litigation,
money given to non-profit groups is fungible. By giving grant
money to one group for a specific effort, that group is able to free
up other money for other efforts that may include lobbying and liti-
gation. Mr. Adler lists several examples of this, including a land-
mark case in Idaho that I discussed last year, a case that shut
down almost all of our national forests. It involved $143,500 in
Foundation grants to the Pacific Rivers Council which later was in-
volved in litigation over salmon that affected most of the forests in
my State.

My recommendations for H.R. 2376 are as follows. No. 1, phase-
out Federal funding over three years, as the House did with the
NEA. The Foundation has a tremendous ability to raise private
funds, as illustrated by grants of over $1 million from Exxon,
Ducks Unlimited, and Unocal Corporation. Moreover, the Sub-
committee should examine the status of other federally chartered
foundations like the National Park Foundation and the National
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Fallen Firefighters Foundation, which I understand now receive lit-
tle or no Federal funds. These are foundations which honor our
firefighters who lost their lives in the line of duty on public lands.

How can I ask a millworker in Orofino or St. Maries, Idaho, mak-
ing $9.50 an hour to help provide $25 million for a foundation
which has the ability to finance itself. Explicitly prohibit the Foun-
dation from making grants for introducing grizzly bears and gray
wolves. That’s my second recommendation.

Chairman Saxton chaired a hearing in Gillette, Wyoming, last
year on managing predators, and I believe heard first hand the
USDA’s animal damage control is already over burdened with ex-
isting predators, and it can ill afford to control new large ones like
grizzly bears and gray wolves.

No. 3, work with Representatives Istook and MecIntosh to
strengthen section 5 of H.R. 2376. I commend you for addressing
the issue of lobbying and litigation by grantees. However, this is
a complex issue as money to non-profits is fungible, Mr. Chairman.
I believe this section should be closely scrutinized by those who
have worked on this issue extensively.

Mr. Chairman, I thank you again for the opportunity to testify.
I look forward to working with you on H.R. 2376 as it advances
through the Committee process.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Chenoweth follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. HELEN CHENOWETH, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM
THE STATE OF IDAHO

Mr. Chairman, and Members of the Subcommittee, I appreciate the opportunity
to testify today on Chairman Saxton’s bill, H.R. 2376, which reauthorizes the Na-
tional Fish and Wildlife Foundation. I also thank you for inviting Lois Van Hoover
of the Idaho Multiple Land Use Coalition to testify. I apologize for not giving the
Subcommittee a copy of my statement in advance but I chaired an 8-hour yesterday
on the American Heritage Rivers Initiative that ended at 8 p.m.

Last year I testified at your oversight hearing on the Foundation and cited some
of its controversial grants affecting Idaho. Since that statement is already part of
your official printed record, I will try to cover new ground and make recommenda-
tions regarding Chairman Saxton’s bill.

In 1984 Congress originally provided the Foundation with $100,000 annually in
Federal funds, which according to former Interior Secretary Manuel Lujan and oth-
ers, was intended as one time seed money. Currently, the Foundation receives over
$20 million in Federal funds. H.R. 2376 would authorize $25 million annually for
the next three years.

Let me say at the outset that the Foundation does fund some excellent conserva-
tion projects and you will hear about some of them today. Unfortunately, several
of the most divisive resource issues promoted by preservationists in Idaho have been
partially funded by the Foundation.

Idaho’s entire congressional delegation, Governor Phil Batt, and Attorney General
Alan Lance are strongly opposed to introducing grizzly bears in our state. Unfortu-
nately, the Foundation for years has provided grants to researchers and others to
bring back this creature which threatens human life and private property.

Likewise, Idaho’s Congressional delegation, Governor and legislature have repeat-
edly fought efforts to introduce gray wolves into our state. Unfortunately, the Foun-
dation has provided at least $140,000 in grants to reintroduce this creature in the
Northern Rockies. Clearly, Congress did not conduct proper oversight or these
grants would not have occurred.

Regarding congressional oversight, I tried to get the salaries of Foundation’s em-
ployees and was told that information on individual salaries was confidential. I am
astounded that a Member of Congress cannot receive this information from a group
that receives $20 million annually in Federal funds. Mr. Chairman, perhaps you and
your staff may be able to obtain this information before you proceed with a mark-
up on H.R. 2376.
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However, let us focus on the future of the Foundation today. Jonathan Adler of
the Competitive Enterprise Institute, who will testify later at this hearing, aptly
compares the Foundation with the National Endowments for the Arts (NEA). This
is an excellent analogy. He states that, “Both entities have funded worthwhile
projects and not-so worthwhile projects; both have funded things that are
unobjectionable, and both have funded things that are extremely controversial. Fi-
nally, there are reasons to question the continued Federal funding of both endeav-
ors—a step the House has taken in the case of the NEA.”

Despite the Foundation’s funding of many worthy projects, they spend millions of
dollars funding some of the most strident environmental groups such as Defenders
of Wildlife, National Audubon Society and the Environmental Defense Fund. These
g‘goillps and others regularly engage in lobbying and litigation that is harmful to
Idaho.

Although the Foundation may have restrictions against its grants being used for
lobbying and litigation, money given to non-profit groups is tangible. By giving
grant moneys to one group for a specific effort, that group is able to free up money
for other efforts that may include lobbying and litigation. Mr. Adler lists several ex-
amples of this including a landmark case in Idaho, that I discussed last year. It in-
volved $143,500 in Foundation grants to the Pacific Rivers Council which later was
involved in litigation over salmon that threatened to halt logging, grazing, and other
activities on several Idaho national forests in 1995 several weeks after I first came
to Congress.

My recommendations for H.R. 2376 are as follows:

1. Phase out Federal funding over three years as the House did with the NEA. The
Foundation has a tremendous ability to raise private funds as illustrated by grants
of over $1 million from Exxon, Duck Unlimited and Unocal Corp. Moreover, the Sub-
committee should examine the status of other federally-chartered foundations like
the National Park Foundation and the National Fallen Firefighters Foundation
which I understand now receive little or no Federal funds. How can I ask a mill-
worker in Orofino or St. Maries, Idaho making $9.50 an hour to help provide $20
million for a Foundation which has the ability to finance itself.

2. Explicitly prohibit the Foundation from making grants for introducing grizzly
bears and gray wolves. Chairman Saxton chaired a hearing in Gillette, Wyoming
last year on managing predators and I believe heard first-hand that USDA’s Animal
Damage Control is already overburdened with existing predators and can ill-afford
to control new large ones like grizzly bears and gray wolves.

3. Work with Representatives Istook and Mclntosh to strengthen Section 5 of H.R.
2376. I commend you for addressing the issue of lobbying and litigation by grantees.
However, this is a complex issue as money to non-profits is fungible. I believe this
section should be closely scrutinized by those who have worked on this issue exten-
sively.

Mr. Chairman, I thank you again for the opportunity to testify and look forward
to working with you on H.R. 2376 as it advances through the Committee process.

Mr. SAXTON. Thank you, Mrs. Chenoweth, for a very articulate
testimony.

Mr. Peterson, do you have some questions?

Mr. PETERSON. Just one quick one. What level of Federal sup-
port, this is to Ms. Clark, what level of Federal support did the
Foundation receive in 1997? Which agencies provided the money,
and how much private money did you raise?

Ms. CLARK. I can only speak to the Fish and Wildlife Service
funding. We have provided $5 million in direct appropriations to
the Foundation.

Mr. PETERSON. You do not know what the Foundation received
in Federal money collectively?

Ms. CLARK. I would say it’s somewhere in the neighborhood of
$16 to $18 million, but we have other witnesses here that can prob-
ably ballpark it closer for you.

Mr. PETERSON. Do you have any idea what they raised in private
funds?

Ms. CLARK. Very significant above that. I know on our projects,
their partnership leveraging. Well, first of all let me separate it
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out. The Foundation itself and the operating part of the Foundation
is entirely on private funds. They take our dollars and our dollars
aren’t necessarily tied to Fish and Wildlife Service projects. Our
dollars are used to promote fish and wildlife conservation initia-
tives for a whole host of partners. They have leveraged those dol-
lars with additional partnership dollars with other Federal dollars,
multifold. But I don’t have the direct statistics here.

Mr. PETERSON. Just one quick question. It’s obvious from the tes-
timony that you have helped fund the reintroduction of the gray
wolves and the grizzly bears. Do you really think that should go
forward without more input from local areas where people live? I
mean if you lived in an area where they are introducing grizzly, I
mean don’t you think the local folk should have more—it appears
there’s broad opposition, but it appears that the Fish and Wildlife
Service is unconcerned about that. Is that fair?

Ms. CrLARK. No, Congressman. I don’t think it’s fair to suggest
that the Fish and Wildlife Service is unconcerned or not paying at-
tention to this issue. In fact, indeed we are. We have released a
draft DEIS or draft environmental impact statement and a draft
rulemaking to reintroduce grizzly bears into the Bitterroot area. In
fact, have engaged in what we consider to be an unprecedented
level of public involvement. We have not made a final decision yet.
We are engaged in a very open public process with a great kind of
broad-based collection of citizens to evaluate the opportunity for re-
introduction in support of recovery.

Mr. PETERSON. I live in the east, but in a very wooded area, for-
ested area. I would personally be concerned if grizzly bears were
reintroduced there, for the safety of my family and my friends and
visitors. I just think we’re really on a slippery slope with those
creatures. That’s my own personal view. I wanted to share that
with you.

Mr. SAXTON. Thank you, Mr. Peterson.

Ms. Clark, the Foundation has suggested that a self-perpetuating
board, one appointed by the board members themselves would cre-
ate freedom from political pressure. It is my understanding that
the Justice Department may have some questions about the con-
stitutionality of a federally funded entity with a self-appointed
board. Has the Fish and Wildlife Service requested legal interpre-
tation from the Justice Department on this question?

Ms. CLARK. Yes, Mr. Chairman, we have. In fact, we have been
involved in extensive discussions with the Justice Department on
this very issue. Certainly while we support and expanded board,
the Justice Department’s opinion, and I'm certainly not a lawyer,
indicate that it would be a violation of the appointments clause. We
are continuing to look for ways to support this effort.

Mr. SAXTON. Thank you very much. I appreciate the articulate
testimony of all three witnesses. We will move onto panel No. 3 ac-
tually at this time, made up of Mr. Amos Eno, executive director
of the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation, Mr. Gary Taylor, leg-
islative director of the International Association of Fish and Wild-
life Agencies, Mr. Edward Ahnert, president of Exxon Education
Foundation, Mr. Don Glaser, executive director of the Western
Water Policy Review Advisory Commission.
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Those of you who have been observing the activities on Capitol
Hill for the last few days undoubtedly know that we are in a situa-
tion where we are having a series of votes which interrupt us fre-
quently. Hopefully we will not be interrupted, but because of the
necessity of leaving here for 15 or 20 minutes of a half hour at a
time, if you could keep your testimony to the 5 minute allotted pe-
riod of time, it would be most appreciated.

Mr. Eno, if you would like to begin.

STATEMENT OF AMOS ENO, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, NATIONAL
FISH AND WILDLIFE FOUNDATION

Mr. ENo. Mr. Chairman, thank you for convening this hearing to
consider changes to the authorization of the National Fish and
Wildlife Foundation to provide for a reauthorization. I ask that my
full statement be made part of the hearing record. I'll summarize
my comments to review how the Foundation operates and address
our accomplishments.

Mr. Chairman, this year this Nation celebrated the 50th anniver-
sary of the Marshall Plan. In 1997, the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation celebrated its greatest accomplishments by any meas-
ure imaginable, awarding 460 grants totaling over $60 million in
on-the-ground investments. But perhaps most significantly, we
have become a living, breathing analog for the Marshall Plan for
conservation in the United States. But what made the Marshall
Plan such an unexpected success? According to Lance Morrow, it
was no giveaway program. Countries that wanted financial support
had to come up with feasible plans for economic recovery. The aid
had a fixed time limit and a fixed cost ceiling. It would be adminis-
tered by an American businessman, not a bureaucrat. There was
plenty of accountability.

The Foundation uses this very same formula. Our grants are not
a giveaway. Our grants require a match of at least one dollar for
every Federal dollar allocated. We're achieving a match of better
than two-to-one consistently. Our grants have a fixed time limit,
usually a year for performance, cost ceilings and restrictions on
overhead. We manage them like businessmen, not bureaucrats.
Our projects originate at the local level just as in the Marshall
Plan. Additionally, we provide full accountability and cover all, and
this is very important, we cover all our operating costs with pri-
vately raised funds, unlike the NEA.

Let’s look at what the Foundation has accomplished. We work
with a wide range of partners, including 84 partners with the for-
est products industry. This chart graphically illustrates that part-
nership. The primary focus of these partnerships is to protect fish
and wildlife resources, while allowing timber harvests to continue.
With planning, cooperation and understanding of our resources,
wildlife can be protected and timber development can continue
without litigation and without regulation. You will hear from one
of our forest products company partners in a moment.

The Foundation has been a leading proponent and participant in
multi-faceted efforts to recover Atlantic and Pacific salmon. The At-
lantic Salmon Federation and the State Department, as partners
we are able to buy out the Greenland Salmon Fishery for 2 years.
We directed money to identify long-term economic alternatives for
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fishermen in Greenland. We provided a grant to start SHARE, a
salmon habitat and river enhancement project involving Champion
and Georgia Pacific in implementing habitat improvements for At-
lantic salmon in Maine. In collaboration with the Fish and Wildlife
Service, our recent grant of $100,000 lead to funding of a $600,000
pot of money for habitat improvements on the seven Maine rivers
proposed for listing for Atlantic salmon. We believe that the
projects we have put in place are tangible evidence, sufficient tan-
gible evidence to prevent listing of the Atlantic salmon.

Meanwhile, on the west coast, our grants to the Oregon Wildlife
Heritage Foundation are one of the reasons the coho salmon was
not listed in the State of Oregon. For years, we have maintained
that to effectively preserve difficult endangered species, we must go
beyond the confines of government regulations and entice the ac-
tive participation, and more importantly, the open wallets of cor-
porate America. No program better exemplifies this approach than
our partnership with Exxon and Save the Tiger Fund.

Exxon has committed a minimum of a million dollars for 5 years,
and in fact, in the first 2 years of the program, Exxon, its foreign
affiliates, stockholders, credit card holders, have contributed more
than $3.4 million for tiger conservation, dwarfing the $200,000 a
year appropriated for Interiors program.

Turning to the legislation before the Subcommittee, I again com-
mend the Chairman and Ranking Member for taking the lead in
your sponsorship of H.R. 2376. My prepared statement addresses
several suggestions we have regarding board appointments and ex-
panding our relationship with Federal agencies. Mr. Chairman, we
want to build on our successes. We are currently working with
NOAA to implement its Year of the Ocean program. This is con-
sistent with a resolution you and Congressman Abercrombie have
introduced to assist NOAA in bringing about a better public under-
standing for the conservation of our ocean resources.

We are helping the Fish and Wildlife Service to leverage the fees
they charge for the importation of sport-hunted polar bear trophies
from Canada, to expand their conservation efforts in Alaska and
Russia. We are also exploring ways the Foundation can work with
the Alaska Sealife Center to conserve the resources of Prince Wil-
liam Sound. Other investments under consideration, coral reef con-
servation, apoxi zones in the Gulf of Mexico, seafood processing, the
pfisteria outbreak in Chesapeake Bay.

Mr. Chairman, in summary, whether its conservation education,
professional training, fisheries, wildlife, migratory birds or habitat
restoration, the Foundation is ready to broaden our formal partner-
ships to embrace the Bureau of Land Management and the Bureau
of Reclamation in order to expand our ability to leverage Federal
funds and create new partnerships at the local and community
level. Inclusion of BLM in the Bureau of Reclamation will improve
Federal agency cooperation with States and the private sector for
the advancement of fish, wildlife, plant and other resources.

Thank you for the opportunity to present this testimony. I'll glad-
ly answer questions.

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

Mr. SAXTON. Thank you very much.
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Mr. Taylor?

STATEMENT OF GARY J. TAYLOR, LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR,
INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF FISH AND WILDLIFE
AGENCIES

Mr. TAYLOR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to
appear before you today to share with you the association’s per-
spectives on the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation. I am Gary
Taylor, legislative director of the association. I bring to you today
the firm and solid support of our association for the National Fish
and Wildlife Foundation and in general for H.R. 2376, providing for
its reauthorization.

As you are aware, Mr. Chairman, all 50 State fish and wildlife
agencies are members of our association. The association has a
longstanding interest and involvement in the Foundation and simi-
lar endeavors to combine private and industry money to help
stretch Federal and State dollars to accomplish much needed fish
and wildlife conservation work on the ground. We would also en-
courage you to continue to work with the Foundation to consider
the merits of some of the recommendations that they have offered
for further improvements to H.R. 2376.

As you have heard already, the Foundation is known for forging
effective partnerships between the public and private sectors to
provide on the ground solutions to some fundamental natural re-
sources problems. These cooperative endeavors not only help get
much needed work done, but provide continuing cooperation be-
tween groups that may traditionally have even been competitive or
even on opposing sides of various issues.

The Foundation invests in solutions to natural resource problems
by awarding challenge grants to combine resources from Founda-
tion partnerships, thus undergird effective conservation projects. In
the burdened and cash strapped world of State fish and wildlife
agencies, this represents a crucially important avenue for getting
important conservation work done that unlikely would be done
without the assistance of the Foundation.

By our estimate, about a third of the Foundation grants involve
our State fish and wildlife agencies as either a funding partner or
recipient to provide on-the-ground solutions to fish and wildlife con-
servation issues in the States. The association enthusiastically sup-
ports leveraging funds to increase the buying power of decreasing
conservation dollars. Quite simply, it makes good business sense
and it’s good for conservation as well.

As you are well aware, among the many fine examples of the
Foundation’s effectiveness, has been its work with State fish and
wildlife agencies in the North American Waterfowl Management
plan, and then in the Partners in Flight endeavor, both of which
are significant international conservation efforts which the Founda-
tion was instrumental in leveraging funds to power these conserva-
tion efforts. I detail other efforts that the Foundation has been in-
volved in in my written statement.

All of this, I believe, clearly points out that the Foundation is not
only effective, but innovative, aggressive in its fundraising efforts,
and simply well worth the money. It is a shining example of Fed-
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eral, State, private cooperative programs that works and should be
emulated.

There are a couple of ways that we would suggest that the Foun-
dation could improve its effectiveness. First, by continuing to ap-
point experienced leaders, including a State fish and wildlife agen-
cy head to the board. Second, through additional appropriations for
the Foundation. H.R. 2376 can facilitate addressing both of these
solutions.

The association believes that the inclusion of a State director on
the Foundation’s board is imperative. State agencies are at the
forefront of fish and wildlife conservation through solving problems
on the ground, and are usually aware of needs long before the pri-
vate sector becomes aware of a specific problem. Having an agency
director on the board will thus allow the Foundation to continue to
be at the cutting edge of fish and wildlife resource management
issues. Certainly with the expanded membership of the board of di-
rectors from 15 to 22, as contemplated in your bill, the appoint-
ment of a State fish and wildlife director should be given strong
consideration by the secretary. We would encourage your support
for that, Mr. Chairman.

Also, to improve effectiveness, we believe the Foundation, if
given more appropriations will continue to multiply Federal dollars
with the private sector dollars to improve the Nation’s fish and
wildlife resource conservation. Increasing the capacity for partner-
ships is a sound fiscal investment. We enthusiastically support
such increases and have consistently testified favorably before the
Appropriations committees.

We would support the Foundation’s request that H.R. 2376 ex-
pand over four years the authorization for appropriations to $40
million to enable them to achieve further conservation successes.
With that, Mr. Chairman, I would again like to thank you for the
opportunity to be here, and would be happy to address any ques-
tions.

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

Mr. SAXTON. Thank you very much.

Mr. Ahnert?

STATEMENT OF EDWARD F. AHNERT, PRESIDENT, EXXON
EDUCATION FOUNDATION

Mr. AHNERT. Mr. Chairman, thank you for inviting me here
today to offer testimony on behalf of Exxon Corporation about our
numerous partnerships with the National Fish and Wildlife Foun-
dation, and why we think this is a particularly effective organiza-
tion.

Exxon has been making grants for environmental conservation
for over a quarter of a century. We have enjoyed a close working
relationship with the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation since
1991. Since 1995, the majority of our work with the Foundation
has been through the Save the Tiger Fund, which we jointly estab-
lished to channel both Exxon and public dollars into an inter-
national effort to save tigers in the wild.

As you know, the tiger has symbolized Exxon and its products for
most of this century. The idea for the Save the Tiger Fund arose
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as our awareness grew of the threats to the survival of tigers in
the wild. At the turn of the century, there were about 100,000 ti-
gers roaming across the Asian continent. Today experts estimate
that there are fewer than 7,500 tigers surviving in the wild. They
have been victims of poaching and habitat loss. Some experts be-
lieve that the wild tiger could be extinct within a few decades.

However, in 1995, we consulted with tiger conservation experts
around the world, who indicated that an infusion of funds into
thoughtful, well-designed projects could save the tiger from extinc-
tion in the wild. In cooperation with the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation, we set up a framework to bring Exxon’s and the
public’s resources to initiatives selected by a council of wildlife con-
servation and tiger experts. Almost exactly two years ago today,
our company pledged $5 million over 5 years to tiger conservation.
Together with the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation we
launched the Save the Tiger Fund.

To date, the Fund has raised over $3.5 million, of which more
than $500,000 has been contributed by the public, mostly cus-
tomers and shareholders of Exxon. None of this money has come
from the government. Forty one projects have been funded, most of
which are based in tiger range countries. You see the map on your
left shows those projects that we funded. These have been reviewed
and approved by the Save the Tiger Fund Council, which rep-
resents international conservation organizations, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, zoos, and research facilities. The National Fish
and Wildlife Foundation solicits the project proposals, stewards the
grants, and handles accounting for the Fund.

We are starting to see some signs of success. The population of
Siberian tigers in far eastern Russia appears to have stabilized,
and may be increasing slightly. In Royal Chitwan National Park in
Nepal, habitat is being added and the critical elements for the sur-
vival of endangered animal populations have been put in place, in-
cluding such things as buffer zones between populated and wildlife
areas, and engaged community, and a mechanism for the local pop-
ulation to benefit from ecotourism. Projects in India and far east-
ern Russia have helped to reduce poaching by providing accom-
modations, vehicles, and uniforms for field rangers.

Apart from the Save the Tiger Fund, since 1991, we have con-
tributed over $680,000 to 15 national fish and wildlife projects.
Those are shown on the map on your right, the western hemi-
sphere map. These projects include, but I'm not going to give you
a comprehensive list, a study of the effects of habitat depletion in
Central America on North American migratory birds, with Cornell
University’s laboratory of ornithology, a project to monitor forest
use by migratory songbirds, a multi-national study of the hump-
back whale, a study of shorebirds in Alaska conducted by the Cop-
per River Delta Institute, matching funds for summer jobs for mi-
nority college students in Federal and State environmental pro-
grams, and a wetlands restoration project in Texas. This is just a
sample of the projects that we have worked with the National Fish
and Wildlife Foundation.

We selected the Foundation as a partner for the Save the Tiger
Fund because of this long term relationship in certain specific
qualities which I would like to enumerate in closing. First, the
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Foundation has built an impressive network of conservation ex-
perts and organizations. By so doing, it brings a broad inter-
national spectrum of knowledge and resources to environmental
projects that most other groups can’t offer. This has been an impor-
tant asset for the Save the Tiger Fund program.

Secondly, the Foundation provides a forum where business, gov-
ernment, and non-profit organizations can work together harmo-
niously on conservation projects. By acknowledging that human ac-
tivity and preservation of the environment have to coexist, it oper-
ates in an area of shared values and on strong middle ground. It
is an approach that we are comfortable with and one that allows
the application of funds from a wide variety of sources.

Mr. Chairman, thank you for inviting me. I'll be happy to answer
questions.

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

Mr. SAXTON. Thank you very much.

Mr. Glaser?

STATEMENT OF DON GLASER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
WESTERN WATER POLICY REVIEW ADVISORY COMMISSION

Mr. GLASER. Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, thank
you for the opportunity to testify on the reauthorization of the Na-
tional Fish and Wildlife Foundation. I have submitted my full com-
ments for the record and would like to make just a few brief com-
ments, oral comments today. I will be speaking from my back-
ground of having worked over 20 years within the Department of
Interior, serving as the deputy commissioner for the Bureau of Rec-
lamation, and also as a State director for the Bureau of Land Man-
agement in Colorado.

Last year I left the Federal Government as a career employee
and began a one-year effort as the executive director to a Presi-
dential commission looking at western water issues and the role of
Federal agencies in western water. Throughout my 25 year career
in western natural resources, I have observed what many have ob-
served. Resource issues are best resolved at the local level led by
local consensus groups. There are literally thousands of examples
of locally driven collaborative efforts that are working to heal local
relationships in the natural resources they care about. These
groups need access to small amounts of money to participate in
these efforts. The Foundation is one source of money to local efforts
to help them address their issues in their local communities. Part-
ners in these efforts who benefit from the Foundation funding are
diverse and often involve Federal and State and local governments,
commodity interests, and local environmental groups. These efforts
result in direct improvements on the ground. But more than that,
they lead to improved relationships between these groups at the
local level.

As important as the grant money is to these local efforts, the
Foundation brings credibility to their process. The confidence that
money will be spent well, on the ground, resulting in improvements
to natural resources. It is also important that the Foundation will
support, not control their efforts. For this reason, the Foundation
has been asked to participate in many activities across the West.
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Tﬁle California Bay Delta Accords, CALFED process, is one of
these.

The Foundation has been asked to help administer a portion of
the contracts and grants activities, particularly smaller contracts
and grants for three different contributing parties to the CALFED
process. They are the California Urban Water agencies, the State
of California, and the Federal Government through the Bureau of
Reclamation. I have been retained by the Foundation to assist in
negotiation and administration of these contracts.

In my meetings with the respective parties across California,
they sought the Foundation’s involvement because it adds value
rather than money to their process. Their biggest concern in Cali-
fornia is that the money that they bring to the table will be spent
on the ground and not be eaten up through administrative costs
and inefficiencies. The Foundation has a proven record for getting
on-the-ground results with minimal administrative costs. In the
case of CALFED, this will be between 3 and 5 percent.

In meeting with a broad range of California interests, they are
genuinely pleased with the Foundation’s willingness to lend a hand
to their effort. Anything that the Congress can do to make the
Foundation more effective during reauthorization will be greatly
appreciated by many diverse interests across the West.

To that end, action to make the Fish and Wildlife Foundation a
foundation for the Bureau of Land Management and for the Bu-
reau of Reclamation and to authorize a larger partially self-perpet-
uating board will significantly add to their effectiveness.

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my oral comments today. I would
answer any questions of the Committee. I thank you very much for
this opportunity to speak to you today.

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

Mr. SaAXTON. Thank you very much, Mr. Glaser.

I have just one question. Mr. Eno, in the bill we have proposed
to repeal the authority of the Foundation to condemn land and au-
thority that only government entities currently hold. In your testi-
mony, you state that the Foundation has never used its authority,
but you still wish to retain it. Can you explain why?

Mr. ENo. Mr. Chairman, largely because we had indications from
a number of prospective donors that this is a vitally important pro-
vision, particularly for the deeding of conservation easements on
critical riparian lands in the West and other important wildlife
areas.

A lot of conservation donors want to be sure that if they give an
easement, those lands are protected from subsequent actions at the
State or local level.

I was in Jackson, Wyoming, at the National Elk Refuge in July,
and met with three different landowners who were contemplating
deeding easements on their ranches for conservation purposes, but
only would do so if there was the possibility of preventing State
and local government condemnation later.

Mr. SAXTON. I don’t understand. Could you try that again?

Mr. ENO. One area, well one example where—our statement ac-
tually is inaccurate. We have used that in one instance on the Bea-
ver Kill River in New York. The Beaver Kill is the premier trout
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stream in eastern North America. Lawrence Rockefeller was work-
ing on a development, limited housing development and wanted to
protect the entire riparian area of the river, much of which he had
purchased. He gave us an easement specifically so that no subse-
quent actions by the State of New York could be taken that would
adversely impact those lands.

Mr. SAXTON. So you are saying, I think you are saying that peo-
ple who become involved in the program are more likely to come
involved in the program even though if you hold the right to con-
demn land, even though you seldom, almost never use it.

Mr. ENoO. Mr. Chairman, there are a number of conservation buy-
ers. We are dealing with a very recent phenomena in terms of the
sophistication, broad application of conservation easements. I mean
they didn’t really exist as implements just as recently as 10 years
ago. A lot of people are now interested in acquiring lands privately,
deeding their interests, as they do their estates, to make sure that
those interests are held in conservation purposes. One of their
greatest fears is that local governments at the State and local level
might subsequently come in, want to put in a road or want to push
development of those lands. So if the easement is protected through
us, it would prevent subsequent development.

Mr. MiLLER. If I might, Mr. Chairman. You in fact shield that
land against condemnation?

Mr. ENoO. That’s correct. We do not have any kind of-

Mr. MILLER. Until such time as it is put in permanent conserva-
tion programs?

Mr. ENo. That is correct.

Mr. MILLER. So an owner can grant to you an interest. That in-
terest is shielded against State action and what have you until
such time as a permanent conservation arrangement is worked out.

Mr. ENo. Exactly. Basically the provision gives us the premature
protection of a national wildlife refuge for an easement. It has that
level of Federal protection.

Mr. MILLER. It’s not you. You are not exercising condemnation
rights, you are shielding people against.

Mr. ENo. This is total voluntary action by private landowners
who want the protection of the Federal Government from subse-
quent actions at a local or State level that would undermine their
investment.

The second point, Mr. Chairman, is we don’t hold those ease-
ments. We have almost in every instance rolled it over to a State
or a conservation group.

Mr. SAXTON. Thank you. Mr. Miller, do you have any questions?

Mr. MILLER. Just two quick questions. First on the question of
the Tiger Fund. I didn’t quite understand. The Foundation partici-
pates in this, but according to your testimony, Mr. Ahnert, they are
not using the taxpayer portions of their funding to participate?

Mr. AHNERT. That is correct, Congressman. The Save the Tiger
Fund money is all donated either by Exxon Corporation, other cor-
porations, or the public.

Mr. MILLER. But the Foundation is a repository for that. I mean
people can make the contribution through the Foundation to that,
but you are not using the contributions of the Federal Government
for that purpose?
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Mr. AHNERT. I think that Mr. Eno can speak for the Foundation.

Mr. ENO. Let me respond. We made several initial investments
in the Siberian tiger program with Federal dollars. It was those in-
vestments I think that were part of the attraction of Exxon becom-
ing a partner with us. Subsequently, we’re managing the portfolio
of projects and the bulk of the money is contributed money by
Exxon and private individuals. In the last year, the Fish and Wild-
life Service, for reasons of efficiency, has indicated they want to
run their $200,000 through us as a combined pot.

Mr. MiLLER. OK. That’s helpful. One last, let me just—Mr.
Glaser, unfortunately we have a vote on, but one, let me thank you
for your work on the commission. Second, if you could just explain
again why the stakeholders want the Foundation and you involved
here, because I think it’s kind of an important communications de-
vice that we lose sometimes in the discussion of the Foundation.

Mr. GLASER. Thank you, Congressman Miller. Yes, I'll try to do
that. This year there is going to be approximately $180 million
spent on restoration efforts in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta
area. The biggest concern that people have in that area is that this
money be spent effectively. Their biggest fear is that it will not,
and at the end of the year, they will not have real restoration ef-
forts on the ground.

There is a limit in proposition 204 on the amount of administra-
tive fee that can go toward administering these moneys. Federal,
State governments are always not the most efficient. They are par-
ticularly not efficient at managing small grants.

Mr. MILLER. You don’t have to rub it in here.

[Laughter.]

Mr. GLASER. I stand in stead for the government. I served for 25
years in that capacity. But they are not effective administering
small grants and small contracts. They are just not. Folks have
looked to the Foundation to come in and take these small grants,
small contract responsibilities on because the Foundation 1s very
efficient at doing that. They have a very high track record of re-
sults on the ground. So they are willing to pay the Foundation a
management fee, a nominal management fee, to administer not the
Foundation’s money, but voluntary money that’s being brought to
the table by the California Urban Water agencies, $30 million, a
portion of that, the proposition 204 money, which is the people’s
money of California, and Federal money coming through the Bu-
reau of Reclamation’s budget for the CALFED initiative. They are
willing to pay the Foundation to administer those activities be-
cause they have confidence they will get results on the ground, and
they will do it as efficiently as anybody out there.

Mr. MiLLER. Thank you. Thank you again for your involvement.

Mr. Chairman, let me just—I wasn’t here for opening statements,
but I just want to say that I really strongly support the work that
the Foundation has done. I think this is really one of our success
stories in the Congress in creating the Foundation. Those who have
been involved in it know its track record of attracting people who
otherwise might not come to the table to discuss various conserva-
tion programs, who aren’t necessarily interested in doing business
with the government or have been burned by doing that or what-
ever those circumstances are, but the Foundation has allowed a
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whole series of conversations and actions to take place around con-
servation that I'm not sure otherwise would have happened or
would have happened on a timely basis. I hope that we will be able
to pass the legislation and do no harm to the Foundation. Thank
yoclll. Thank you very much for your time and your being here
today.

Mr. SAXTON. Thank you very much. As you can see, we have a
vote in progress. Let me ask unanimous consent that we submit
questions in writing and if you would be so kind as to respond to
those in as prompt order as you can. Thank you very much for
being here.

When we return, we’ll proceed to our fourth panel, which is made
up of Mr. Donald Taylor, vice president of sustainability and stew-
ardship of Champion International Corporation, Mr. William Mil-
ler, president of Malpai Borderlands Group, Mr. Jonathan Adler,
director of environmental studies, Competitive Enterprise Institute,
and Ms. Lois Van Hoover, Idaho Multiple Land Use Coalition. If
you folks would take your places during the break.

Let me also ask unanimous consent at this point that all Mem-
bers be permitted to include their statements for the record.

[Recess.]

Mr. SAXTON. Well, the good news is that we have completed the
vote on another motion to adjourn. We defeated the motion. We
make this decision a number of times each day these days, so we
apologize. We are expecting another vote in about 20 minutes, so
if we can proceed.

Mr. Taylor, you may begin at your leisure.

STATEMENT OF DON R. TAYLOR, VICE PRESIDENT, SUSTAIN-
ABILITY AND STEWARDSHIP, CHAMPION INTERNATIONAL
CORPORATION

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee,
we appreciate this opportunity to offer testimony concerning reau-
thorization of the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation, H.R.
2376. My name is Don Taylor. I am vice president of sustainability
and stewardship for Champion International. Champion is one of
the Nation’s largest manufacturers of pulp and paper and forest
IS)roducts, owning more than 5.3 million acres of forest land in 17

tates.

My current responsibilities include management of forest related
environmental issues. Most recently, well I say over the last 30
years, I have spent my career in forest management operations
throughout the company. Champion has had a long and productive
relationship with the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation that
has allowed our company to participate in many beneficial environ-
mgntal projects. I would just like to share a few of those with you
today.

Champion joined the Foundation and Tennessee Technical Uni-
versity to conduct a study in the mountains of eastern Tennessee
to evaluate the feasibility, relative cost, and effectiveness of dif-
ferent aquatic survey methods. We feel it is important to know the
status of all biological resources that occur on our property. This
study not only added to the available science and information base,
but it also helped to develop cost effective methods that landowners
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can apply in their own management efforts. It’s just one example
of the Foundation working with private landowners, providing
practical conservation practices.

Another such tool can be found in a program created in Alabama.
Champion and the Foundation sought to provide a common sense
user-friendly information directly to those who need it most, those
being private logging contractors and foresters working with pri-
vate landowners. To achieve this goal, a resource guide was created
along with the Fish and Wildlife Foundation, small enough to fit
in your shirt pocket. The guide identifies listed species in the State
and provides necessary forest management considerations. It is
successful because it is free, No. 1. Then the technical and legal
jargon that often served to frighten and confuse private landowners
is not there. It’s simple. It has pictures, and people can easily iden-
tify endangered species.

Just last week, we released a similar guide for Tennessee. Again,
with the Foundation’s help, like this field guide the goal is simple,
to put usable information in the hands of those people who are
most likely to encounter listed species on a daily basis. We plan to
produce a similar guide for each of the 17 States in which we oper-
ate. Taking this approach, we are seeking to involve all concerned
citizens in the protection of species.

Our success with the Foundation has encouraged a number of
other agencies and conservation organizations to join us in that ef-
fort to produce those guides. We have a low-tech approach to en-
dangered species identification and protection that is building
bridges rather than regulatory barriers.

This cooperation is best illustrated by Champion’s coordination of
an industry-wide effort to foster private landowner cooperation for
the migratory songbirds, first advocated by the Foundation through
the Partners in Flight program. The effort has led to 13 forest
products companies, representing approximately 35 million acres of
private forest lands to join the Foundation in bird conservation.

Lastly, I want to share with the Committee what Champion be-
lieves is one of the most promising models for conservation any-
where in the Nation, already mentioned by Amos. The project
SHARE in Maine. Project SHARE, which stands for Salmon Habi-
tat and River Enhancement was started 3 years ago as an alter-
native to the normal gridlock that often results from the proposed
listing a new species under the Endangered Species Act.

In this case, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the National
Marine Fisheries Service were considering a petition to list Atlantic
Salmon as threatened or endangered throughout all or a portion of
its range. While some of the advocates for the listing saw a new
tool to stop otherwise legitimate land management, private land-
owners and sportsmen saw the threats of increased management
cost, declines in property values, and regulatory burdens.

Project SHARE was formed by Champion and two other forest
products companies with extensive holdings in the prime salmon
habitat down in Downeast Maine. Let me be clear on this. Our goal
was not to form a coalition to oppose the listing, but rather to cre-
ate a coalition to address voluntary habitat restoration and man-
agement. Our belief was simple enough. By supporting the State
and Federal agencies whose jurisdiction is the protection of species,
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we could share ideas and alternatives to the normal regulatory pro-
cedures and approaches that follow species listing. This synergy
would give the responsible agencies more options in developing
flexible constructive beneficial plans. So that is the project SHARE.

There’s many other examples that are in the testimony. What I
would like to close with is just one theme. Please continue the sup-
port of the Fish and Wildlife Foundation. We would ask one other
thing, is that in your bill it addresses various administrative im-
provements. We would like to comment on one aspect of the meas-
urer in closing. It seems if you would eliminate as much as possible
the political tie that the Foundation board has with each adminis-
tration, then continuity, neutrality and assurance of tenure for the
board members would be provided that may assist with overall ad-
ministration of the Foundation.

We just think that we think the Foundation does a lot of good.
We are very pleased to support that reauthorization.

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

Mr. SAXTON. Thank you, Mr. Taylor. I apologize. We're going to
go vote again. Thank you.

[Recess.]

Mr. SaxTON. Mr. Miller, you may proceed. Sorry about that
again.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM C. MILLER, JR., PRESIDENT, MALPAI
BORDERLANDS GROUP

Mr. MiLLER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It gives me great honor
and privilege to be sitting here before you as a Committee to speak
on behalf of the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation. The facts
that I know about the Fish and Wildlife Foundation, whose address
is 1120 Connecticut Avenue, N.W., Suite 900, Washington, DC.

The Malpai Borderlands Group, a private non-profit organization
of ranchers and conservationists received a challenge grant from
the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation of $76,000 which our
group was required to match with additional private funding to
raise in the amount of $304,000. It became quickly apparent to our
board that we had a tremendous amount of work ahead of us to
meet the challenge. However, we knew our program for conserva-
tion and economic stability in more than 800,000 acres in Arizona
and New Mexico would require substantial new funding. The early
support of the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation gave our
small new organization the confidence and the financial push that
were critical to our new environment.

Our mission statement tells our story so well. Our goal is to re-
store and maintain the natural processes that create and protect
a healthy unfragmented landscape to support a diverse flourishing
community of human, plant, and animal life in our Borderland re-
gion. Together, we will accomplish this by working to encourage
profitable ranching and other traditional livelihoods which will sus-
tain the open space nature of our lands for generations to come.

The amazing part of this process was the fact that the National
Fish and Wildlife would look at a bunch of cowboys, listen to what
they had to say, and believe that we could proceed into the next
century with our ambitious goals. The judgment of the National
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Fish and Wildlife Foundation paid off as we found working with a
wonderful group of people was an easy process and we actually
were able to raise the matching funds. They have guided us
through our continued problems and challenges, and have been a
main catalyst in starting our work on the land.

The Malpai Group has successfully completed two prescribed
burns across multiple ownership. The first was a major under-
taking, as it was partially in a wilderness study area on Bureau
of Land Management land. It also affected four private landowners,
the U.S. Forest Service, two State land departments. The prescrip-
tion for this burn was completed in less than a year. The second
burn was done on 12,500 acres, which affected three private land-
owners, Arizona State Land Department, and the U.S. Forest Serv-
ice. It took us three years to overcome the necessary regulations to
do this burn. It was very successful and with the process behind
us, we are working toward a programmatic plan to do both pre-
scribed burning and work with natural ignited fires. The Malpai
Group paid for the State and private land costs of burning this fire.

With the sighting of the Mexican Jaguar in our Borderlands re-
gion, the work to protect this now listed species has opened a new
level of involvement with ranchers in the region. The Malpai Group
has established a depredation fund to pay for livestock which may
be lost to the Jaguar. A working relationship with scientists in
Mexico is evolving. The project is now involving us in conservation
work in two countries. This is a new venture and we are hoping
to influence additional conservation work in Mexico.

What we have found is that it is amazing what can happen when
a group of land managers sits down with agency people and a few
environmentalists join in and talk about allowing natural fire to
burn in a large unfragmented landscape. With funding, hard work,
and open minds, we are working to have a proud place for the fu-
ture generations in the Borderland region in southeast Arizona,
southwest New Mexico, and Mexico. With many projects completed,
it is apparent that an alternative to litigation and the ability to
spend money on the ground is the best process in conserving our
natural resources for the future.

The National Fish and Wildlife Foundation is to be congratulated
for joining in as partners with private landowners like us. There
are many other conservation opportunities across the West and be-
yond which can become realities once private landowners have con-
fidence to take up the work with their own hand. We have found
the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation to be good people to
work with in our region, and feel that others will find them to be
the same in their area of the country.

I thank you again. My hat is off to you folks on the Committee
and the people with the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation. I
didn’t introduce myself. I am William C., Bill Miller, Jr., president
of the Malpai Borderlands Group, a fourth generation rancher in
Rodeo, New Mexico. Thank you.

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

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Miller, thank you very much. We appreciate
your being here.

Mr. Adler?
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STATEMENT OF JONATHAN ADLER, DIRECTOR OF ENVIRON-
MENTAL STUDIES, COMPETITIVE ENTERPRISE INSTITUTE

Mr. ApLER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is Jonathan
Adler. I am director of environmental studies at the Competitive
Enterprise Institute here in Washington, DC. I appreciate the op-
portunity to come before this Committee today and deliver testi-
mony on this issue.

I would like to summarize my written statement, which I guess
is somewhat lengthy, and I would hope that the written statement
be included in the record. Certainly I'll be open to questions on any
part of my testimony after my

Mr. SAXTON. All statements will be included in the record. Thank
you very much.

Mr. ApDLER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. As you know, when the
Foundation was created in 1984, it received only $100,000 per year,
a mere pittance of what it now receives at taxpayer expense. Today
the Foundation is a substantial recipient of taxpayer funds, from
both State and Federal Governments. In the previous fiscal year,
the Foundation received over $21 million from Federal Government
agencies, and at least $1 more from States. As you know, H.R.
2376 would authorize $25 million per year for the next three fiscal
years. The Foundation has asked for an even larger authorization.

The issue for this Committee is not whether the Foundation sup-
ports worthwhile projects. It’s not whether it was wise for the Fed-
eral Government to create the Foundation. It’s not even whether or
not the Foundation should exist or not. The issue is whether the
Foundation should continue to receive an annual appropriation of
taxpayer dollars, whether this Congress should continue to appro-
priate millions of dollars every year to a specific private charity
that among other things engages in politically oriented and con-
troversial grantmaking. If so, what conditions should be placed
upon the Foundation’s acceptance of Federal funds.

There is no doubt the Foundation has supported and will con-
tinue to support many worthwhile conservation projects. We have
heard about some of them today. My organization through a project
called the Center for Private Conservation has even documented
the work of private organizations like the American Chestnut
Foundation and Chesapeake Wildlife Heritage that are engaged in
admirable conservation activities and have received support from
the Foundation. That the Foundation often does good things does
not however mean that it is entitled to receive annual appropria-
tions of millions in taxpayer dollars, nor does it mean that the
Foundation should not be the subject of strict Congressional over-
sight so long as it does receive such funds.

In some respects, the Foundation could be seen as the environ-
mental equivalent of the National Endowment for the Arts. I think
this is an appropriate analogy. Both were created to address the
private sector’s perceived failure to adequately fund something of
national concern, art in the case of NEA, conservation in the case
of the Foundation. The motivating theory in both cases is that the
Federal Government are providing seed money to facilitate the pro-
liferation of desired activities. Both entities have funded worth-
while projects and not so worthwhile projects. Both have funded




24

things that are unobjectionable and both have funded things that
are extremely controversial.

I believe that there are reasons to question the continued Federal
funding of both endeavors, a step that the House is taking in the
case of the NEA and should with the Foundation as well. I would
like to point out that the Marshall Plan did not get Federal funding
forever.

While the Foundation does support valuable efforts, there are
several reasons why this Committee should consider phasing out
the Foundation’s funding authorization. Among the most signifi-
cant is evidence of the Foundation’s political activity and its sup-
port of ideological activist groups, an issue that this Committee has
heard plenty about before.

Just earlier this week, I spoke with a landowner in Riverside
County, California, who has a very different view of the NCCP that
the Foundation in one of its recent reports takes credit for helping
develop. This landowner and many of his neighbors feel that the
NCCP is not a landowner friendly approach to conservation. Yet
that is an issue that is very politically controversial in southern
California. A taxpayer-funded entity should not be in the position
of promoting that or any other controversial approach to an impor-
tant public policy issue.

I also think it’s important for this Committee to recognize that
private conservation efforts and corporate philanthropic grants are
not in need of direct financial support or indirect financial support
from the Federal Government. Cutting off Federal appropriations
for the Foundation would not force the Foundation to close its
doors. It may force it to reorient some priorities and to focus its
money on the most valuable grants, but the Foundation would con-
tinue to play a valuable role in promoting conservation, even if it
did not receive taxpayer funds.

My recommendation would be for Congress to follow the lead
that was taken with the NEA by the House and begin to phaseout
Federal funding for the Foundation over the next several years.
This would provide the Foundation with the opportunity to prepare
itself for life without Federal appropriations and relieve taxpayers
of another small but significant claim on their hard-earned re-
sources. In this day and age, there is simply no reason why the
Foundation and similar organizations must be funded at taxpayer
expense.

While we move to phaseout Federal appropriations for the Foun-
dation, this Committee should take additional steps beyond those
contained in H.R. 2376 to ensure that the Foundation does not sup-
port controversial programs or organizations engaged in political
advocacy. The provisions in H.R. 2376 are welcomed, particularly
the explicit limits on the Foundation’s activities contained in sec-
tion five, but I believe they do not go far enough. I would suggest
the Foundation not be allowed to give money to any organization
that does not agree to similar restrictions on its own advocacy ef-
forts, restrictions similar to those that will be applied to the Foun-
dation under section 5. Such restrictions should not be hindrance
to valuable conservation efforts, but they will prevent the use of
Federal money, directly or indirectly to promote political advocacy.



25

The Foundation has a role to play in America to continue in con-
servation efforts. I applaud those projects that they have supported
that are providing valuable support to conservation efforts. I sim-
ply believe that it should pursue this role without the support of
Federal taxpayers. The sooner the Foundation joins the ranks of
truly private conservation organizations, the more valuable its con-
tribution to finding real and lasting solutions to conservation prob-
lems will be. Thank you for your time. I will answer any questions
you may have.

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

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Adler, thank you very much. We'll move quickly
to Ms. Van Hoover.

STATEMENT OF LOIS VAN HOOVER, IDAHO MULTIPLE LAND
USE COALITION

Ms. VAN HOOVER. Thank you. Good morning. My name is Lois
Van Hoover. I represent the Idaho Multiple Land Use Coalition.
Additionally, I serve on the board of directors of the Idaho Council
on Industry and the Environment, the Independent Miners, the Al-
liance of Independent Miners, and am a co-founder of a new organi-
zation called the Idaho Natural Resource Advocacy Center.

I am honored to be here today to testify on such an important
subject as the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation. We all un-
derstand the benefit of consensus in protecting the environment.
While I understand the logic for establishing the Foundation origi-
nally, at the amount of appropriations today, I question if Congress
is practicing fiduciary responsibility to the taxpayer when they
fund a private non-profit foundation with tax dollars, a foundation
run by a board of directors appointed by the Secretary of Interior.

Even though the Foundation has done some good projects, it has
used tax dollars and it is not responsive to the American taxpayer.
It is not bound by either the Freedom of Information Act or NEPA.
According to the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation, the basic
criteria for receiving a grant are one, the proposed project must
promote fish and wildlife conservation. Two, the proposed project
must build consensus and act as a model for dealing with difficult
conservation issues. The project must leverage available Federal
funds. Finally, the project must meet the technical standards of
peer review.

However, the historic performance of the Foundation leads to
some criticism, especially in the State of Idaho. Funding a Federal
agency to do special projects rather makes a mockery of the author-
ization and appropriation process. As an individual, I would be
hard pressed to justify over $200,000 in bonuses to 10 Federal em-
ployees, including Jack Ward Thomas, who was chief of the Forest
Service at the time. Two State employees, five U.S. Fish and Wild-
life Service employees, four Forest Service employees and one other
person received $15,000 to $20,000 each as a bonus simply for
doing their jobs. This is as much money as some people in my
hometown make in one year. These do not fit into the criteria men-
tioned above or the critical on-the-ground projects.

Groups like the Pacific River Council, which received many
grants from the Foundation have certainly caused my home State
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of Idaho undue grief with third party lawsuits. The Foundation has
given grants for projects related to grizzly bear recovery, even
though the Idaho Governor, the State legislature, and the entire
Idaho Congressional delegation are opposed to the reintroduction of
grizzly bears in Idaho.

I know the Foundation says that they have curtailed grants to
groups that lobby and litigate. But Mr. Chairman, please remem-
ber that the grants only free up other moneys of these organiza-
tions so that they can lobby and litigate.

We are a little confused as to how the groups are chosen that get
the grants, especially when an organization with the credentials of
the Idaho Council on Industry and the Environment has tried re-
peatedly to contact the Foundation. They haven’t even bothered to
respond.

Not so long ago, I was in the office of the director of the Idaho
Department of Fish and Game with a group for a meeting. Mr.
Connelly, the director, was complaining about the Foundation. It
seems the Idaho Fish and Game Department was building a nature
center. The U.S. Forest Service, Payette National Forest wanted to
give the Department $39,000, but there was no legal way to do
that. The Forest Service found a way to give the moneys to U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, who in turn channeled the money to the
Foundation. The Foundation then cut the check to the Idaho Fish
and Game Department. The reason Mr. Connelly was angry was
the $6,000 handling fee the Foundation had charged. My only re-
sponse to Mr. Connelly, because I was shocked at what he said, is
that legal or are you washing money.

Even with the Foundation’s achievements, there is still an air of
impropriety around the Foundation, especially in Idaho. In a time
of short budget, a large national deficit, perhaps Congress could
practice its fiduciary responsibility to the American taxpayer by
dissolving the Foundation. They could even return some funds to
the taxpayer, or at least use the money for legitimate functions of
the Forest Service which in my State complains that it does not
have enough personnel to operate the campgrounds or fix the forest
roads in my county. The Foundation could then continue its work
at the private level. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Van Hoover may be found at end
of hearing.]

Mr. SAXTON. Ms. Van Hoover, thank you very much. This has
been an opportunity this morning for us to exchange views. I know
there are many different opinions and viewpoints on the reauthor-
ization of this commission, foundation I should say. In any event,
I wish there were more time to explore these issues with you today.
However, you should know that we will be talking extensively over
the next month or so relative to this issue. Before the bill which
I introduce is marked up, there will undoubtedly be a number of
changes to it.

So thank you all for being here today. We appreciate your for-
bearance with our schedule. We look forward to talking with you
in the future. Thank you very much.

[Whereupon, at 12:28 p.m., the Subcommittee was adjourned,
subject to the call of the Chair.]

[Additional material submitted for the record follows.]
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STATEMENT OF JAMIE RAPPAPORT CLARK, DIRECTOR, UNITED STATES FISH AND
WILDLIFE SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Mr. Chairman, I greatly appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today on
H.R. 2376, the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation Improvement Act. The Foun-
dation is a great friend and asset to the Service and is an engine that powers many
of our most important and successful partnerships. I am very pleased that my first
appearance before the Subcommittee as Director of the Fish and Wildlife Service is
in support of the Foundation.

We strongly support enactment of H.R. 2376, but do have some suggestions for
improvements.

The National Fish and Wildlife Foundation has pioneered the concept of public-
private conservation partnerships. This approach is now generally recognized as the
most productive and cost-effective approach to sustaining and enhancing our fish
and wildlife resources. The Foundation has assembled impressive expertise in this
area. This expertise, coupled with the flexibility available to the Foundation as an
entity outside of normal bureaucratic requirements, gives it the tools to foster these
partnerships in a wide variety of circumstances.

The Foundation’s contributions to the Fish and Wildlife Service have been many,
and I will not attempt to detail all of them, as you will hear these directly from
following witnesses. Rather, I will focus on two areas where they have been trail-
blazers in assisting the Fish and Wildlife Service on major priorities: assistance for
national wildlife refuges, and conservation efforts for endangered species.

The Subcommittee has been actively seeking to address the backlog in refuge
operational and maintenance needs, and I want to state for the record how much
we appreciate your efforts. One approach you have taken is to encourage volunteer
assistance for refuges. The Subcommittee has held a hearing on refuge volunteers,
and has reported Chairman Saxton’s bill, H.R. 1856, which will streamline the proc-
ess for refuge managers to accept donations, and formally recognize the role of ref-
uge “Friends” or partners groups. I want you to know that the foundation has also
been active in this approach, as they provided a grant to the national Wildlife Ref-
uge Association for development of the program for creating and expanding these
groups. The refuge “Friends” are providing invaluable sources of additional refuge
support and local financial and in-kind support for refuge facilities and projects.

In addition, Chairman Saxton and other members of the Subcommittee have ac-
tively and successfully worked for increased appropriations for refuge operations
and maintenance. The Foundation has joined in as well by initiating a grant pro-
gram to help alleviate unmet operational and maintenance needs at individual ref-
uges, beginning this year.

The Foundation has also been very successful in helping to unsnarl complex en-
dangered species issues, in the process building bridges between the government
and the private sector. For example, in Wisconsin the Foundation has helped bring
the forest products industry together with the Service and other Federal and State
agencies to begin development of a state-wide Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) for
the endangered Karner Blue butterfly, whose habitat coincides with areas used by
the timber industry. The Foundation was able to raise $75,000 of industry money,
and, combined with $30,000 of their own funds, pay for several projects essential
to the development of the HCP. This HCP and the process by which it was devel-
oped should serve as a model for future Federal-State-private sector cooperation in
addressing endangered species issues.

The limiting factor in these and all of the other valuable projects the Foundation
has underway is one familiar to us all—lack of money. We believe there are two
approaches necessary to increase the resources available to the Foundation.

First, while we recognize that this issue cannot be fully addressed by appropriated
funds, we recommend that the authorization ceiling be retained at $25 million an-
nually, as provided in H.R. 2376.

The Foundation has an impressive record in leveraging Federal funds with pri-
vate money. Since their inception, they have raised over $172 million in private
money. While the statute requires a one-to-one match, they have always sought a
2 to 1 ratio, and for several initiatives, they have exceeded 2-1. Based on this record,
we believe that continuation of the current authorization levels is fully justified.

Secondly, we support the concept contained in H.R. 2376 of expanding the Foun-
dation’s Board of Directors. One of the expectations for the Board members for such
a group is that they would contribute to fundraising efforts for the organization.
This is especially significant for the Foundation since all of its annual operating ex-
penses must come from donated funds. An expanded Board should provide an addi-
tional fundraising capacity for the Foundation, and we strongly support this. H.R.
2376 addresses this need by expanding the Board from 15 to 22 members. While
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the Administration can certainly support that proposal, discussions are ongoing
among a variety of parties as to the best way to constitute such an expanded Board.

Finally, one of the greatest strengths of the Foundation has been its ability pull
diverse partners together in support of fish and wildlife conservation projects. This
includes many Federal agencies, as well as corporate and non-profit entities. It is
vital to the continued success of this organization that it has the statutory authority
and direction to work with a variety of Federal agencies. To this end, we suggest
an amendment to the purposes section of the Fish and Wildlife Foundation Estab-
lishment Act. A copy of the amendment is attached to my statement.

Again, we strongly support reauthorization of the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation, and urge your consideration of our suggested changes to H.R. 2376.

This concludes my formal statement. I would be pleased to respond to any ques-
tions you may have.

ADMINISTRATION AMENDMENT TO H.R. 2376

Redesignate the existing sections 2 through 6 of the bill as sections 3 through 7,
respectively, and insert the following:
Sec. 2. PURPOSES OF THE FOUNDATION
Section 2(b)(1) (16 U.S.C. 3701(b)(1) is amended to read as follows:

“(1) to encourage, accept and administer private gifts of property for the ben-
efit of, or in connection with, the activities of the United States Fish and Wild-
life Service, the Bureau of Land Management and the Bureau of Reclamation,
and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration in the Department
of Commerce, to further the conservation and management of fish, wildlife and
plant resources.”

STATEMENT OF SALLY YOZELL, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR OCEANS AND
ATMOSPHERE, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, I am Sally Yozell, Deputy As-
sistant Secretary for Oceans and Atmosphere with the National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration, U.S. Department of Commerce. I am pleased to be here today
to highlight NOAA’s evolving relationship with the National Fish and Wildlife Foun-
dation, and offer NOAA’s views on bill H.R. 2376 to reauthorize the National Fish
and Wildlife Foundation Establishment Act.

The National Fish and Wildlife Foundation (hereafter referred to as “the Founda-
tion”) is a nonprofit organization established by Congress in 1984 to support sus-
tainable solutions for the conservation and management of fish, wildlife, plants and
their respective habitats. The Foundation pursues its mission by forging financial
and operational partnerships between Federal agencies and the private sector, and
awarding challenge grants using federally appropriated funds to match private-sec-
tor donations.

The Foundation has been very successful and produced demonstrable conservation
results through these private-public partnerships. Since its founding, the Founda-
tion has used approximately $94 million in Federal funds to leverage a total of $268
million and over 2200 grants for conservation projects. Many of these projects take
place at regional and local scales where communities, businesses, civic and trade as-
sociations, non-governmental organizations, government agencies and others have
come together to complete a common goal—such as restoring damaged stream cor-
ridors to improve habitat for Pacific salmon rebuilding local economies in areas hit
hard by the continuing New England fisheries crisis, or producing educational mate-
rials informing visitors to Hawaiian coral reefs how to be proper stewards of these
“Rainforests Of The Sea.”

NOAA believes the Foundation is a unique and powerful tool. NOAA strongly sup-
ports the Foundation’s reauthorization. I would like to summarize NOAA’s growing
relationship with the Foundation and recommend some minor changes to the bill
as drafted.

NOAA has worked with the Foundation on a limited basis since 1992. NOAA was
added to the Foundation’s statement of purpose during the Foundation’s 1995 reau-
thorization. Much has been learned through this experience. We have learned that
some projects do not attract donor interest; others have been very successful. These
areas will provide many opportunities for future collaborations between NOAA and
the Foundation.

NOAA is very interested in future work with the Foundation for several reasons.
First, the Foundation has been working on issues of importance to NOAA for many
years through several of the Foundation’s major initiative areas including the Fish-
eries Conservation and Management Initiative, and the Wildlife and Habitat Man-
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agement Initiative. Second, the demand for the Foundation continues to increase,
especially for topics that relate to NOAA’s interests such as marine fisheries, coral
reefs, coastal habitat restoration and other parts of NOAA’s environmental steward-
ship mission. These factors indicate that the Foundation has the demonstrated
knowledge and ability to form successful private-public partnerships in these areas,
and that the private sector and other organizations recognize and support the Foun-
dation’s ability to leverage Federal dollars with private matching funds for conserva-
tion achievements. The Foundation is the unique mechanism through which NOAA
as a Federal agency can participate with the private sector to accomplish goals be-
yond what is possible with NOAA’s resources and capabilities if acting alone.

In fiscal year 1996 NOAA allocated $2.1 million in base appropriations to begin
working closely with the Foundation to develop public-private partnerships in 22
different project areas. I am very pleased to report that in the past year the Founda-
tion has found partners and over 51.5 million in private matching funds for approxi-
mately half of these projects. The projects with matching funds are restoring habitat
for Pacific and Atlantic salmon, training graduate students to help control non-
indigenous species introductions, assessing options for managing harmful algal
blooms, improving local-level monitoring and management of coral reefs, and testing
the use of sophisticated U.S. Navy underwater acoustic listening systems to conduct
civilian research and monitor marine mammal movements. Based on our experience
with the Foundation so far, we believe these are some of the general areas that we
should focus on with the Foundation in the future. Rather than review all of
NOAA’s existing projects with the Foundation, I will present a few examples to il-
lustrate some of the strengths, opportunities, and limitations that we’ve found in
working with the Foundation on conservation and management issues.

Coastal habitat restoration is one of the areas where significant opportunities for
increased private-public partnerships through the Foundation are expected. There
are many successful, ongoing projects in this area. For example, the Mid-Coast
Salmon Restoration Project will support 90 stream enhancement projects along the
mid-coast of Oregon to improve habitat for coho salmon, steelhead, and cutthroat
trout—all of which are listed under the Endangered Species Act. The projects will
take place on state, private agricultural, and timber lands using materials and
equipment volunteered by landowners together with personnel and other resources
from the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. Timber companies, foundations,
community groups and the state have provided $200,000 in nonFederal funds to le-
verage $100,000 in Federal resources.

Similarly, an initiative is underway to restore salmon habitat in California using
$1 million in Federal funds from NOAA and the Bureau of Reclamation. So far this
program has attracted almost $2 million in nonFederal matching dollars for 17
projects involving many different partners including private land owners, lumber
companies, the Pacific Coast Federation of Fisherman Associations and other busi-
ness groups, environmental organizations, and agencies at county and state levels.

On the east coast, $50,000 in Federal funds have helped attract and leverage
$116,000 in nonFederal matching funds for the Maine Atlantic Salmon Recovery Ini-
tiative. The first phase of this long-term project will help restore native Atlantic
salmon populations in several Maine rivers. Partners in this project include the At-
lantic Salmon Federation, the State of Maine, and a consortium of timber companies
and conservation organizations. The Atlantic salmon is currently being considered
for listing under the Endangered Species Act.

The Foundation has also been successful in supporting coral reef conservation
projects. This is another area where significant future opportunities exist for addi-
tional private-public partnerships. In the past year, the Foundation matched
$300,000 in funds from NOAA with $200,000 in private funds for 19 projects ad-
dressing coral conservation issues. Currently, 15 projects are underway to strength-
en local-level monitoring, education, management and other elements of the U.S.
Coral Reef Initiative in the American Samoa, Hawaii, Guam, Northern Marianas,
Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands.

Other coral-related projects indude the first comprehensive assessment of coral
reef resources in the U.S. western Pacific region, restoration of deep-water coral
reefs off the coast of Florida that are nursery grounds for important commercial fish
species, and support for the successful 1997 national public awareness campaign for
the 1997 International Year of the Coral Reef. These efforts were made possible
through many partners, including members of the dive industry, the American Zoo
and Aquarium Association, several major foundations, communities, businesses, and
other organizations.

The success of these projects has helped us begin to identify the areas of interest
and types of projects best suited for the NOAA and the Foundation to pursue in the
future. Coral reefs, fisheries, habitat restoration, and education programs to in-
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crease understanding of the value of our coasts and ocean resources are areas im-
portant to NOAA and fertile topics for these kinds of private-public partnerships.
We hope to pursue these general themes with the Foundation in fiscal year 1998.

We have already begun discussions on possible private-public partnerships to sup-
port a national public awareness campaign on oceans as part of the 1998 Inter-
national Year of the Ocean. This might begin to address some of the Chairman’s
interests and concerns for the Year of the Ocean effort, and help to implement some
of the policies in H.C.R. 131 recognizing the importance of the world’s oceans.

Regarding specific provisions in H.R. 2233, the Coral Reef Conservation Act of
1997, NOAA suggests using the Foundation as an alternative to the “Coral Reef
Conservation Fund” proposed in H.R. 2233 as a more easily administered mecha-
nism to receive appropriations and/or private donations for use by the Secretary of
Commerce for coral conservation projects. NOAA strongly supports the general in-
tent of H.R. 2233 to assist in the conservation of coral reefs but believes that Con-
gress has already created a vehicle—the Foundation—to accept private donations
and Federal appropriations, and create public-private partnerships of the type de-
scribed in the Coral Reef Conservation Act of 1997. Given NOAA’s growing and suc-
cessful relationship with the Foundation, we encourage the Committee to seriously
consider using the Foundation in this role instead of proceeding with H.R. 2233, as
ordered reported.

One of the limitations we’ve found in working with the Foundation is that unlike
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service that receives the bulk of its funds for work with
the Foundation through direct appropriations, NOAA identifies funds from program
base funds for specific projects with the Foundation. Consequently, funding is on an
ad hoc basis. It is difficult for the Foundation to plan for and provide the staff and
resources necessary to fully pursue projects with NOAA. While we have made funds
available on a limited basis through cooperative agreements, it is unclear from year
to year what NOAA will be able to make available for the Foundation for these im-
portant public-private partnerships.

Finally, NOAA supports the amendments in H.R. 2376 including increasing the
size of the Foundation’s board and expanding the board’s composition to include four
members that are knowledgeable and experienced in ocean and coastal resources
conservation. We do have an additional suggestion, however. Because NOAA’s in-
volvement with the Foundation involves several of the Commerce Department’s Line
and Program Offices such as the National Ocean Service, the Coastal Ocean Pro-
gram, the Office of Oceanic and Atmospheric Research—and not just the National
Marine Fisheries Service—we recommend that the Under Secretary for Oceans and
Atmosphere be the ex officio member on the Foundation’s board, and not the Assist-
ant Administrator for Fisheries as listed in the current bill.

In conclusion, the Foundation is a unique mechanism and important tool for
NOAA to help build public-private partnerships and leverage limited Federal dol-
lars. We believe we are well on our way to identifying with the Foundation areas
of significant opportunity where real results may be achieved through creative part-
nerships with the private. These are opportunities we can not afford to miss. Thank
you for the opportunity to provide input on H.R 2376. I would be happy to take any
questions.

Examples of Current Projects with the National Fish and Wildlife Founda-
tion, National Oceanic And Atmospheric Administration, U.S. Department
of Commerce

DESCRIPTION OF PROJECTS:

1. Mid-coast salmon habitat restoration project

Support habitat restoration in 90 salmon streams in Oregon through partnership
between Oregon Wildlife Heritage Foundation, Oregon Dept Fish and Wildlife, Or-
egon Dept Forestry, and various timber companies. Will benefit coho salmon,
steelhead and cutthroat trout. Projects on private and public lands. Landowners pro-
viding personnel, materials, and equipment. Matching funds from numerous timber
companies and foundations.

2. Grassroots California salmon initiative (17 projects to date)

17 projects approved to date to restore salmon habitat in California. Another re-
quest for proposals will be conducted. Currently matching 1:1 Federal to nonFederal
dollars. Some projects will conduct actual stream habitat restoration; others infor-
mation collection or education and outreach. Many different partners providing
matching funds including private land owners, lumber companies, fisherman asso-
ciations, other business groups, environmental organizations and agencies at state
and local level.
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Match: Many nonFederal partners (listed below); additional Federal funds from
DOInterior/Bureau of Reclamation.

NONFEDERAL MATCH/PARTNERS INCLUDE:

Five private landowners on Cummings Creek
Pacific Lumber Company

Louisiana Pacific Lumber

Georgia Pacific

Eel River Sawmills

Sempervirens Fund

California Trout

Trout Unlimited

Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen Associations
Dean Witter Foundation

Inverness Foundation

Patagonia Incorporated

DW Alley and Associates

Balance Hydrologic

Golden Gate National Park Association

California Department Fish and Game

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
California Commission Salmon Stamp

Santa Cruz County Resource Conservation District
Mateo County Resource Conservation District
Sonoma County Water Agency

Public Works Department

Cantara Trust Council

3. Recovery of Atlantic salmon in downeast Maine

First phase of long-term project to restore native Atlantic salmon populations in
7 Maine Rivers. Project will support construction of fish weir to collect biological
data and protect native stocks, public awareness campaign, literature search for in-
formation, and habitat restoration.

Match/Partners: Variety of timber companies, communities and foundations.

4. Strengthening local level coral reef initiative activities

Support 15 projects to increase local-level education, monitoring and management
efforts concerning coral reefs. Projects in U.S. areas with coral reefs including Amer-
ican Samoa, Hawaii, Guam, Northern Marianas, Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands.

Match/Partners: Different partners/match for each project from local organizations
and foundations. DOInterior also provided portion of match.

Project locations and subjects:

lf American Samoa: Educational video on conserving American Samoa’s coral
reefs
1. N. Mariana: Education and outreach in support of local coral reef stewardship
initiatives
Guam: Coral recruitment/reproduction study
Guam: Coral reseeding experiments
Guam: Distribution of coral reef education/conservation video
Puerto Rico: Technical workshop on coral reef monitoring
Virgin Islands: Coral Reef Education video
Hawaii: Establish coral reef network on Internet for education and research
. Hawaii: Education and outreach on Maui’s coral reefs
. Hawaii: Coral awareness video
10. Hawaii: Poster and signs for reef protection
11. Hawaii: Teacher training in low-impact coastal field trips and CD-ROM mate-
rials
12. Hawaii: Inventory catalog of Hawaii’s coral reefs
13. Hawaii: Establish a model for community involvement in coral monitoring
14. Hawaii: A guide to Hawaii’s coral reefs to promote responsible stewardship

5. Regional workshop on CITES implementation on corals

The U.S. is the world’s largest importer of coral products. 80 to 90 percent of coral
products come from Indonesia and other parts of the western Pacific. Most corals
are listed under the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species
(CITES) and require specific export permits certifying sustainable harvests for im-
port to the U.S. This project will provide information and training in coral identi-
fication, CITES regulations, and sustainable management of coral reef ecosystems
to officials from trade and natural resource agencies in Indonesia. Information will
be provided through a workshop to develop abilities of local managers, export agents

S il e
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and other officials to identify coral species and determine if legal collection and ex-
port criteria are met prior to issuing collection and export permits.
Matching Funds/Partners: The Nature Conservancy

6. Assessment of coral reef resources in the U. S. western pacific

Support coral experts in first major assessment of coral resources in U.S. western
Pacific (Hawaii, American Samoa, Northern Marianas etc.). Study will assess state
of coral reef resources, use of coral resources, threats to coral resources, and success
of current management efforts. Report will be very useful to government and non-
governmental resource managers.

Match: Fast timeline required action before match could be found.

7. Conservation and sustainable use of coral reef ecosystems

Three projects have been identified. First project will allow partners to provide
education and information on coral reef stewardship to visitors to Caribbean coral-
reef reserve in Dominican Republic. Second project will support education and train-
ing in sustainable coral reef management to reef-dependent communities Palau.
Third project will support restoration and monitoring of deep-water coral reef off
northern coast of Florida. Reef is nursery ground for important commercial and rec-
reational fisheries species and has been devastated by fishing gear. NOAA/Florida
State University scientists conducting work.

Match: The Nature Conservancy provided match for first two projects; Packard
Foundation providing match for third project.

8. Cooperative efforts to implement Nat. Habitat Plan

Support workshops and literature searches to provide additional information (e.g.,
gear impacts on fisheries habitat) for use in National Habitat Plan.
Match: World Wildlife Fund.

9. Reducing impacts of nonindigenous species on marine ecosystems

Prevention and early detection of introductions are the most effective measures
to control the spread of nonindigenous species. If introduced species are allowed to
become established, they can have significant negative impacts on natural resources
and coastal economies. An essential part of preventing and detecting introduced spe-
cies is identifying them. Scientists and others need training in species identification
to be effective in control programs. This project will provide fellowships for graduate
students working on the identification, prevention and control of nonindigenous spe-
cies in coastal and marine ecosystems.

Match: Academic institutions provide match.

10. Valuation of highly migratory species recreational fisheries: Bluefin Tuna
Provide information on recreational value of highly migratory species especially
Bluefin tuna in mid-Atlantic region.
Match/partners: American Sportfishing Association.

11. White seabass enhancement hatchery: San Diego, CA

Support construction of additional facilities at existing hatchery in San Diego,
California. Will benefit populations of native white seabass, an important rec-
reational fishery off California.

Match/Partners: Hubbs-Sea World and others

12. National Ocean Observatory

Test the utility of using sophisticated U. S. Navy acoustic equipment in the Atlan-
tic for marine mammal and other research.

Match/partners: U.S. Navy contributing resources in addition to other partners.

13. Regional Shark Conservation Plans

Will conduct 2 workshops to develop shark conservation information and plans for
U.S. Atlantic and Pacific regions. Information and plans useful to Fishery Manage-
ment Councils, states and other managers. Participants mostly scientists and man-
agers from academia, resource management agencies.

Match/partners: WWF.

STATEMENT OF GARY J. TAYLOR, LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR, INTERNATIONAL
ASSOCIATION OF FIsH AND WILDLIFE AGENCIES

Thank you Mr. Chairman for the opportunity to appear before the Subcommittee
to share with you the Association’s perspectives on the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation. I am Gary J. Taylor, Legislative Director of the Association, and I bring
to you today the support of the Association for the National Fish and Wildlife Foun-
dation, and, in general, for H.R. 2376 providing for its reauthorization. The Associa-
tion has a long-standing interest and involvement in the Foundation and similar en-
deavors to combine private and industry money to help stretch Federal and state
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dollars to accomplish much needed fish and wildlife conservation work. We encour-
age you to continue to work with NFWF to strongly consider the merits of some of
the recommendations they have offered for further improvements to H.R. 2376.

The International Association was founded in 1902 and is a quasi-governmental
organization of public agencies charged with the protection and management of
North America’s fish and wildlife resources. The Association’s governmental mem-
bers include the fish and wildlife agencies of the states, provinces, and Federal Gov-
ernments of the U.S., Canada and Mexico. All fifty states are members. The Associa-
tion has been a key organization in promoting sound resource management and
strengthening Federal, state and private cooperation in protecting and managing
fish and wildlife and their habitats in the public interest.

It is for these reasons that the International Association is appearing before you
today to discuss the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation. The Foundation is
known for forging effective partnerships between the public and private sectors to
provide some on the ground solutions to fundamental natural resource problems.
These cooperative endeavors not only help get much needed work done but provide
continuing cooperation between groups that may be traditional competitors or even
opponents. The Association has followed the work of the Foundation over the years
and is aware of the benefits for the nation’s fish and wildlife resources that the
Foundation has provided. One of our Directors, Willie Molini, Director of Wildlife
in Nevada, served for several years on the Foundation’s board.

The Foundation invests in solutions to natural resource problems by awarding
challenge grants. The combined resources from Foundation partnerships undergird
effective conservation protects. Simply put, the Foundation probably exemplifies the
partnership concept than the many other “partnerships” which have become so fash-
ionable today. Let me just give you a few numbers which should speak to this effec-
tiveness; since 1986 the Foundation has leveraged Federal dollars with private and
state dollars to result in grants that have totaled $268 million for fish and wildlife
conservation projects. In the burdened and cash-strapped world of state fish and
wildlife agendas, this represents a crucially important avenue for getting important
conservation work done that would unlikely be done without the assistance of the
Foundation. The Association enthusiastically supports leveraging funds to increase
the buying power of decreasing conservation dollars. Quite simply, it makes good
business sense, and is good for conservation as well.

Among the fine examples of the Foundation’s effectiveness has been its work with
state fish and wildlife agencies in the North American Waterfowl Management Plan.
From the outset of this landmark plan between the United States and Canada, the
Foundation and its Board has made the Plan and wetlands conservation a priority.
It was the Foundation which initiated efforts to raise and transfer funds for wetland
preservation in Canada known as the “step” program. Between 1988 and 1992 more
than $40 million was generated with Foundation assistance, to acquire, improve and
enhance 500,000 acres of wetlands wildlife habitat in Canada. Because of these ef-
forts the Foundation was instrumental in launching the NAWMP, arguably one of
the continent’s most successful conservation initiatives. The Foundation was far-
sighted in using some of the first Congressional appropriations to “jump start” the
North American at a time when skeptics were sure that state and Federal wildlife
managers were not committed to providing funds for the continent-wide manage-
ment of waterfowl. Through its continued leadership, the Foundation, along with
state fish and wildlife agencies and several other conservation partners such as
Ducks Unlimited and The Nature Conservancy, has supported prompts in 34 states,
ranging from acquisitions and habitat restoration to public education and outreach
projects.

The Foundation has also provided important cooperative leadership for the “Part-
ners in Flight” conservation program for neotropical migratory songbirds by helping
bring together Federal and state government agencies, and nongovernmental orga-
nizations to coordinate and expand efforts for protection and management of song-
birds and raptors. Through “Partners in Flight” an unparalleled nationwide con-
servation program has been successfully launched; all 50 state fish and wildlife
agencies are involved. Their matching grants program has allowed some of these
states the opportunity to augment or develop conservation actions to halt the decline
of over 250 species.

The Foundation has also played a significant role in the Partnerships for Wildlife
Act assisting state agencies with obtaining matching grants for conservation
projects related to fish and wildlife not hunted or fished or on the endangered spe-
cies list. There are over 1,800 species these grants will aid, many of which have
been neglected for years due to limited state and Federal funds.

These are only a few examples of the Foundation’s conservation efforts. The Foun-
dation is also active in fisheries, leadership training, and wildlife and habitat con-
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servation throughout the U.S. All of this, I believe, clearly points out that the Na-
tional Fish and Wildlife Foundation is not only effective, but innovative, aggressive
and well worth the money. Simply put, it is a shining example of a Federal-state-
private cooperative program that works.

I'd like to now suggest a couple of ways to improve effectiveness of the National
Fish and Wildlife Foundation. We believe there are basically two ways to improve
the Foundation’s efficacy: first by continuing to appoint experienced leaders
induding a state fish and wildlife agency head to the Board, and second through
additional appropriations for the Foundation. H.R. 2376 can facilitate addressing
both of these solutions.

At the Foundation’s outset, as I mentioned earlier, Mr. William Molini, the state
fish and wildlife agency director from the State of Nevada, was a member of the
Board. The International Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies believes that the
inclusion of a state director on the Foundation’s Board is imperative. State agencies
are at the forefront of fish and wildlife conservation and are usually aware of needs
long before the private sector becomes aware of a specific problem. Having an agen-
cy director on the Board will allow the Foundation to continue to be at the cutting
edge of fish and wildlife resources management issues. Due to the Foundation’s
many projects with state fish and wildlife agencies, and the states management au-
thority for many of these resources, we believe that the Subcommittee should con-
sider advising the Secretary of Interior that the appointment of a state director to
the Board is important and justified. Certainly with the expanded membership of
the Board of Directors from 15 to 22 as contemplated in H.R. 2376, the appointment
of a State Fish and Wildlife Director should be given strong consideration by the
Secretary.

To improve effectiveness we also believe that the Foundation, if given more Con-
gressional appropriations, will continue to multiply Federal dollars with the private
sector dollars to improve the nation’s fish and wildlife resources. Increasing the ca-
pacity for partnerships is a sound fiscal investment. The International Association
enthusiastically supports such an increase and has consistently testified for such
funding before the appropriations committee. We support NFWFs request that H.R.
2376 expand over four years the authorization for appropriations to $40 million to
enable them to achieve further conservation successes.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, the Foundation represents an example of a partner-
ship that works. For a relatively modest investment, the nation’s fish and wildlife
resources are being conserved and their management enhanced. From the stand-
point of the state fish and wildlife agencies this is a shining example of good govern-
ment. Thank you and I would be happy to answer any questions the Subcommittee
may have.

STATEMENT OF E.F. AHNERT, PRESIDENT, EXXON EDUCATION FOUNDATION,
MANAGER, CORPORATE CONTRIBUTIONS, EXXON CORPORATION

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

It is an honor to be here today to speak to you on behalf of Exxon Corporation
regarding our activities with the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation (NFWF).
My name is Ed Ahnert. I am president of the Exxon Education Foundation and
manager of the company’s corporate contributions program. I'd like to tell you about
our relationship with the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation and the reasons
why we think it is a particularly effective organization.

Exxon has been making environmental conservation grants for over a quarter of
a century. We have enjoyed a close working relationship with the National Fish and
Wildlife Foundation since 1991. Since 1995, the majority of our work with the Foun-
dation has been through the Save The Tiger Fund, which we jointly established to
serve as a vehicle to channel both Exxon and public dollars into an international
effort to help save tigers in the wild.

The tiger has symbolized Exxon and its products for most of this century. The
idea for the Save The Tiger Fund arose as our awareness grew of the threats to
the survival of tigers in the wild. At the turn of the century, about 100,000 tigers
roamed the Asian continent, especially in Russia, India and Southeast Asia. Today,
it is estimated that fewer than 7,500 tigers survive in the wild, victims of poaching
and habitat loss. Three of eight species in existence in 1900 are now extinct. All five
remaining subspecies are endangered or critically endangered. Some observers be-
lieve the tiger will be extinct within a few decades.

In 1995, we consulted with tiger conservation experts, who indicated that an infu-
sion of funds into thoughtful, well-designed projects could help save the tiger from
extinction in the wild. In cooperation with the National Fish and Wildlife Founda-
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tion, we set up a framework to bring Exxon’s and the public’s resources to initiatives
selected by a council of wildlife conservation and tiger experts. Almost exactly two
years ago, Exxon pledged $5 million over five years to tiger conservation and, to-
gether with the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation, launched the Save The
Tiger Fund.

The Fund has raised over $3.5 million since its inception, of which more than
$500,000 has been contributed by the public. Forty-one projects have been funded,
most of which are based in tiger range countries. These projects have been reviewed
and approved by the Save The Tiger Fund Council, which represents international
conservation organizations, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, zoos and research fa-
cilities. The National Fish and Wildlife Foundation solicits project proposals, stew-
ards the grants, and handles accounting for the Fund.

We are starting to see some signs of success. The population of Siberian tigers
in Far Eastern Russia appears to have stabilized and may be increasing slightly.
In Royal Chitwan National Park in Nepal, habitat is being added and the critical
factors for the survival of endangered animal populations have been identified, such
as buffer zones between populated and wildlife areas, an engaged community and
a mechanism for the local population to benefit from ecotourism. Projects in India
and Far Eastern Russia have helped to thwart poachers by providing accommoda-
tions, vehicles and/or uniforms for field rangers.

Apart from the Save The Tiger Fund, since 1991 we have contributed over
$680,000 to fifteen National Fish and Wildlife Foundation projects.

From 1991 to 1993, Exxon contributed a total of $125,000 to a study of the effects
of habitat depletion in Central America on North American migratory birds. From
1992 to 1994, we gave $30,000 in grants to the Cornell University Laboratory of Or-
nithology to match Foundation funds for a project to monitor forest fragment use
by tanagers, a migratory songbird. In 1993, we contributed $25,000 to the Founda-
tion for a multinational study of the humpback whale. Also in 1993, we gave
$15,000 to the Copper River Delta Institute in Alaska for a study of shorebirds. We
also provided matching funds for a project to provide summer jobs for minority col-
lege students in Federal and state environmental programs and contributed to a
wetlands restoration project in Texas.

In the years 1992 through 1994, we contributed a total of $225,000 in matching
funds for a field study of Siberian tigers conducted by the Hornocker Wildlife Insti-
tute.

This is just a sample of the projects on which we have worked with the National
Fish and Wildlife Foundation. Most of our contributions have been handled as
matching grants for Federal funds and often were also matched by other organiza-
tions, so that government dollars typically were leveraged 100 percent and some-
times two to one.

We selected the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation as a partner in the Save
The Tiger Fund because of this long-term relationship and certain specific qualities,
which I’d like to enumerate for you:

¢ The Foundation has built an impressive network of conservation experts and
organizations. By so doing, it brings a broad international spectrum of knowl-
edge and resources to environmental projects that most other groups can’t offer.
This has been an important asset for the Save The Tiger Fund program.

¢ The Foundation provides a forum where business, government and non-profit
organizations can work together harmoniously on conservation projects. By ac-
knowledging that human activity and preservation of the environment have to
co-exist, it operates in an area of shared values and on strong middle ground.
It is an approach we are comfortable with, and one that allows the application
of funds from a wide variety of sources.

« NFWF has a talented and experienced staff whose judgment and project man-
agement skills we have come to respect.

 Relative to other non-profit organizations of comparable size, the Foundation’s
overhead costs for activities such as administration and fundraising are low.

In sum, we believe the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation fills a unique and
important role in environmental conservation. We have worked with the Foundation
on many projects, and believe the collaboration has helped channel our resources
to projects where they will do the most good. We appreciate the opportunity to de-
scribe our experience and to express our support for this worthwhile organization.

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, we appreciate this opportunity
to offer testimony concerning the reauthorization of the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation and H.R. 2376, the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation Establish-
ment Act Amendments of 1997.
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STATEMENT OF DON TAYLOR, VICE PRESIDENT, SUSTAINABILITY AND STEWARDSHIP,
CHAMPION INTERNATIONAL CORPORATION

My name is Don Taylor and I am Vice President of Sustainability and Steward-
ship for Champion International Corporation. Champion is one of the nation’s larg-
est manufacturers of pulp, paper, and forest products—owning more than 5.3 mil-
lion acres of forest land in 17 states.

My current responsibilities include management of forestry-related environmental
issues and most recently I managed all of Champion’s U.S. timberlands. The busi-
ness of forest management is complex at best. To be successful, we and others must
invest in new research to determine the best ways to manage our forests to ensure
protection for all outputs and life forms of the forest.

Champion has had a long and productive relationship with the National Fish and
Wildlife Foundation that has allowed our company to participate in many beneficial
en(\llironmental projects. I would like to share a few of these success stories with you
today.

Champion joined with the Foundation and Tennessee Tech University, to conduct
a study in the mountains of eastern Tennessee to evaluate the feasibility, relative
costs, and effectiveness of different aquatic survey methods. We feel it is important
to know the status of all biological resources that occur on our property. This study
not only added to the available science and information base, but it also helped de-
v;}flop cost-effective methods that landowners can apply in their own management
efforts.

The Foundation is one of the few organizations that works to involve landowners.
With its support, we have been able to elevate the status of private landowners in
the conservation arena. With simple tools based upon sound science, we can em-
power private landowners to do their part in the overall effort to protect the nation’s
aquatic resources.

One such tool can be found in a program created in Alabama. Champion and the
Foundation sought to provide common-sense, user-friendly information directly to
those who need it most—private logging contractors, and foresters working with pri-
vate landowners. To achieve this goal, a resource guide was created. Small enough
to fit in your shirt-pocket, the guide identifies listed species in the state and pro-
vides necessary forest management considerations. It is successful because it is free
of the technical and legal jargon that all to often serves to frighten and confuse.

Just last week we released a similar guide for Tennessee, again with the Founda-
tion’s help. Like this field guide, the goal is simple—to put usable information in
the hands of those people who are most likely to encounter listed species on a daily
basis. We plan to produce similar guides for each of the 17 states in which we oper-
ate. By taking this approach, we are seeking to involve all concerned citizens in the
protection of species.

Our success with the Foundation has encouraged a number of other agencies and
conservation organizations to join us in these efforts. The Foundation has helped us
with this low-tech approach to endangered species identification and protection that
is building bridges rather than barriers.

This cooperation is best illustrated in Champion’s coordination of an industry-
wide effort to foster private landowner cooperation for migratory song birds. First
advocated by the Foundation through its Partners In Flight program, the effort has
led 13 forest products companies, representing approximately 35 million acres of pri-
vate forests, to join with the Foundation for bird conservation. This agreement is
just one more example of the conservation commitments that the private sector can
and will make. Such agreements are possible because of the vision and reputation
of the Foundation.

Lastly, I want to share with the Committee what Champion believes is one of the
most promising models for conservation anywhere in the Nation—Project SHARE in
Maine. Project SHARE, which stands for Salmon Habitat and River Enhancement,
was started 3 years ago as an alternative means to the normal gridlock that often
rAesults with the proposed listing for a new species under the Endangered Species

ct.

In this case, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Marine Fisheries
Service were considering a petition to list the Atlantic salmon as threatened or en-
dangered throughout all or a portion of its range. While some of the advocates for
listing saw a new tool to stop otherwise legitimate land management, private land-
owners and sportsmen saw the threats of increased management costs, declines in
property values, and regulatory burdens.

Project SHARE was formed by Champion and two other forest products companies
with extensive holdings in the prime salmon habitat of Downeast Maine. Our goal
was not to form a coalition to oppose listing, but rather to create a coalition to ad-
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dress voluntary habitat restoration and management. Our belief was simple enough:
by supporting the state and Federal agencies whose jurisdiction is the protection of
the species, we could share ideas and alternatives to the normal regulatory ap-
proaches that follow species listing. This synergy would give the responsible agen-
cies more options in developing flexible, constructive and beneficial plans.

Today, Project SHARE boasts a long list of cooperators, including state and Fed-
eral agencies, universities, sportsmen’s groups, local businesses, blueberry growers,
and the aquaculture industry. To date, the bulk of the funds necessary to meet the
organization’s goals in research, management, and education have come from pri-
vate landowners. However, active involvement and encouragement by the National
Fish and Wildlife Foundation (i.e. keeping key interests at the table and significant
challenge grants) have made SHARE a success beyond our wildest dreams.

From these examples, I hope that Members of the Committee will see that Cham-
pion has found its partnership with the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation to
be very positive. The Foundation is an organization that has a proven track record
of fostering interagency cooperation and coordination. It involves the private sector
and local communities to solve conservation problems from the ground up. It works
toward finding solutions, not filing lawsuits.

Mr. Chairman, in your letter of invitation, you have asked that testimony address
H.R. 2376, the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation Establishment Act Amend-
ments of 1997. This bill that you and Congressman Abercrombie have introduced,
proposes to amend the underlying statute that created the Foundation in 1984 in
a number of ways. While I will try to address several of those changes, I feel that
I should leave the details of the language to those of you who are trained in that
profession. Of overall importance to us though is that: (1) the authority of the Foun-
dation is continued, as is proposed in the legislation through fiscal year 2001; (2)
the purpose of the Foundation to administer activities that will further the con-
servation and management of fish, wildlife, and plant resources of the Unites States
is unchanged; and (3) the Foundation continues to be able to accept contributions
that are matched with Federal dollars for real, on-the-ground conservation projects.

While your bill, Mr. Chairman, addresses various administrative improvements
for the Foundation, I would like to comment on one aspect of that measure. It seems
if you could eliminate, as much as possible, the political tie that the Foundation’s
board has with each administration, then continuity, neutrality, and the assurance
of tenure for a board member would be provided that may assist with the overall
administration of the Foundation.

In closing, I would like to highlight one final benefit concerning the Foundation.
That is its ability to leverage Federal funds with contributions from non-Federal
partners to maximize the greatest return for the money invested. This is an exam-
ple that no other conservation organization can claim. The Foundation has earned
the respect of many of us in the forest products industry as a can-do organization.

We are pleased to support its reauthorization.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM C. MILLER JR., PRESIDENT, MALPAT BORDERLANDS GROUP

It gives me great pleasure to submit to you the facts I know about the National
Fish and Wildlife Foundation whose address is 1120 Connecticut Ave., NW, Suite
900, Washington, DC 20036

The Malpai Borderlands Group, a private nonprofit organization of ranchers and
conservationists, received a challenge grant from National Fish and Wildlife Foun-
dation of $76,000, which our Group was required to match with additional private
fundraising in the amount of $304,000.

It became quickly apparent to our board that we had a tremendous amount of
work ahead of us to meet the challenge. However, we knew our program for con-
servation and economic stability in more than 800,000 acres in Arizona and New
Mexico would require substantial new funding. The early support of National Fish
and Wildlife Foundation gave our small new organization the confidence and finan-
cial push that were crucial to our new organization.

Our Mission statement tells our story so well.

“Our goal is to restore and maintain the processes that create and protect a
healthy, unfargmented landscape to support a diverse, flourishing community of
human, plant and animal life in our Borderlands Region.

Together, we will accomplish this by working to encourage profitable ranching and
other traditional livelihoods which will sustain the open space nature of our land for
generations to come.”

The amazing part of this process was the fact people at the National Fish and
Wildlife Foundation, would look at a bunch of cowboys, listen to what they had to
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say, and believe we could proceed into the next century with our ambitious goal.
The judgment of National Fish and Wildlife Foundation paid off, as we found work-
ing with a wonderful group of people was an easy process and we actually were able
to raise the matching funds. They have guided us through our continuing problems
and challenges, and have been the main catalyst to starting our work on the land.

The Malpai Group has completed the first challenge grant with National Fish and
Wildlife Foundation and now is in the second round, having just been approved for
a new challenge grant. In the rest of the testimony, I would like to describe several
of the projects made possible through the Fish and Wildlife Foundation support.
These include: reseeding eroded lands with native grasses; protecting endangered
species; and reintroducing fire back into our Borderlands Region after 80 years of
suppression by the Federal agencies. All of these projects come with a price of
money, time, manpower, and space.

A Dbasic program of ours is sponsoring scientific studies to help us understand the
reason for invasion of woody species in our grassland and for the general changes
in our grazing lands. National Fish and Wildlife funding is helping sponsor teams
of scientists from the University of Arizona, University of New Mexico and many
others to set up long term research and monitoring projects to help guide our land
management work.

The creation of grassbanking is a project of ours which has received widespread
national attention. Several ranches in the area have been under severe drought. The
Malpai Borderlands Group was able to purchase grazing rights on a large ranch in
our area, and trade this forage to four ranchers in our area for conservation ease-
ments over their private land which Malpai holds to prevent subdivision. These
ranchers then moved their herds onto the grassbank which allowed them to rest
their own land and do other conservation work on their ranches for a period of up
to five years. This process has protected nearly sixty thousand acres of open space
ranch land of which twenty thousand acres are private fee lands. Three ranchers
are now completing the grazing contracts and will be moving their cattle home.

An example of an endangered species project helped by the National Fish and
Wildlife Foundation grants involved the endangered Chiricahua Leopard frog. To
save its habitat on his private land, a neighboring rancher hauled water for several
years to drying ponds crucial for the frog’s survival. The Malpai Borderlands Group
helped this rancher to find funding to drill two wells and install pipelines which
jointly help the frog, other wildlife and the livestock on this desert ranch.

In a third project, the Malpai Group worked with the Arizona State Land Depart-
ment and the Arizona Department of Game and Fish to root plow and eradicate
woody invasive plants, and replace them with native grass seeded on three hundred
acres.

The Malpai Group has successfully completed two prescribed burns across mul-
tiple ownership lands, The first was a major undertaking as it was partially in a
Wilderness Study Area, on Bureau of Land Management land, it also affected four
private land owners, the U.S. Forest Service, two state land departments. The pre-
scription for this burn was completed in less than a year. The second fire was done
on twelve thousand five hundred acres, which affected three private landowners, Ar-
izona State Land and the U.S. Forest Service. It took us three years to overcome
the necessary regulations to do this burn. It was very successful and with the proc-
ess behind us we are working toward a programmatic plan to do both prescribed
burning and work with natural ignited fires. The Malpai Group paid for the state
and private land cost for buying this fire.

With the sighting of a Mexican Jaguar in our Borderlands, the work to protect
is now listed species has opened a new level of involvement with the ranchers in
the region. The Malpai Group has established a depredation fund to pay for live-
stock which may be lost to the Jaguar. A working relationship with scientists in
Mexico is evolving. The project is now involving us in conservation work in two
countries. This is a new venture and we are hoping to influence additional conserva-
tion work in Mexico.

What we have found it that it is amazing what can happen when a group of land
mangers sits down with the agency people, ask a few environmentalists to join in,
and talk about allowing natural fire to burn in a large unfragmented landscape.
With funding, hard work and an open mind we are working to have a proud place
for future generations in the Borderlands region in Southeast Arizona, Southwest
New Mexico and Mexico. With many projects completed, it is apparent that an alter-
native to litigation with the ability to spend the money on the ground, is the best
process to conserve our natural resources for the future.

The National Fish and Wildlife Foundation is to be congratulated for joining in
as partners with private landowners like us. There are many other conservation op-
portunities across the West and beyond which can become realities once private
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landowners have the confidence to take up this work with their own hands. We have
found The National Fish and Wildlife Foundation to be good people to work with
in our region, and feel that others will find them to be the same in their area of
the country.

STATEMENT OF TURNSTONE ECOLOGICAL RESEARCH ASSOCIATES, LTD., MOSCOW,
IDAHO

Dear Congressman Saxton:

On behalf of all the partners and staff members associated with Turnstone Eco-
logical Research Associates, Ltd., I am writing in support of the reauthorization of
the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation. We credit the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation for helping us forge strong partnerships with the forest products indus-
try and Federal agencies such as the U.S. Forest Service and U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service throughout the Pacific and Inland Northwest. Through this association, we
have erased the ownership boundaries that have long served as barriers to con-
servation efforts. We feel confident that we are moving toward the day when we can
avoid declines in bird populations long before they become a serious threat to avian
survival.

As a new company in north Idaho (established in 1994), challenge grants from the
National Fish and Wildlife Foundation have allowed our organization to gain a foot-
hold in the region and expand the scope of our efforts. We now employ three full
time staff and 15 seasonal biologists in north Idaho and cover over 5 million acres
of the north Idaho region. We are also able to support the training and field efforts
of 3 graduate students at the University of Idaho.

The National Fish and Wildlife Foundation has assisted us in establishing and
maintaining peer support, and they have encouraged us to pursue joint research ac-
tivities. As a result, Turnstone has recently joined forces with the Sustainable Sys-
tems Institute, Potlatch Corporation, Boise Cascade, and Plum Creek Timber in an
unparalleled study of the nesting success of songbirds in early successional forests.
We strongly support the efforts of the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation. We
urge you to stand with us in support of reauthorization for this valuable foundation.
They have helped us to grow, to become a part of the north Idaho rural economy,
and to stand as leaders in the conservation field.

Thank you!

Sincerely,

Patricia J. Heglund, Ph.D.
President and Senior Ecologist

STATEMENT OF REX SALLABANKS, PH.D., DIRECTOR, SUSTAINABLE ECOSYSTEMS
INSTITUTE, MERIDIAN, IDAHO

Dear Congressman:

I am writing on behalf of the Sustainable Ecosystems Institute (SEI), a non-profit
research organization in the Pacific Northwest, to express our sincere and enthusi-
astic support for the reauthorization of the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation
(NFWF). SEI has received research grants from NFWF for the past three consecu-
tive years that have allowed us to conduct important research on the effects of forest
management on bird populations in Idaho.

Given that sustainable wood fiber production and timber harvest are essential to
the prosperity of the people, rural communities, and regional economy here in Idaho,
our research has many important implications and potential benefits for the people
of this state. In addition, as a result of our work, we are better equipped to offer
management recommendations that might revert declines in bird species and popu-
lations before they become threatened or endangered. Such proactive management
has the potential to save millions of dollars, entire economies, and the wildlife itself.
None of this would be possible without the support of NFWF.

Partnerships such as those between SEI and NFWF are invaluable if we wish to
continue to research, manage, and conserve the integrity and function of forest eco-
systems (and the bird populations that they contain) in the western U.S. Once
again, therefore, we wish to reiterate our support of the reauthorization of NFWF
on September 25. Your consideration of this letter and acknowledgment of our sup-
port is most appreciated.
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TESTIMONY OF AMOS S. ENO, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF THE NATIONAL FISH
AND WILDLIFE FOUNDATION BEFORE THE HOUSE RESOURCES SUBCOMMITTEE
ON FISHERIES CONSERVATION, WILDLIFE AND OCEANS
CONCERNING H.R. 2376
SEPTEMBER 25, 1997

Mr. Chairman, members of the Subcommittee, my name is Amos S. Eno and I am the
executive director of the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation. I thank you for the opportunity to
present testimony today concerning the reauthorization of the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation. I appreciate the leadership that you, Mr. Chairman, and the ranking member, Mr.
Abercrombie, have taken on this issue with your sponsorship and introduction of H.R. 2376, a bill
to reauthorize and amend the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation Establishment Act. We want
to continue our cooperative working relationship with the Subcommittee and hope you will report
out a Committee bill for Floor consideration prior to adjournment this fall.

The National Fish and Wildlife Foundation was established by an Act of Congress in 1984
as a private, 501(c)(3) organization created primarily to assist the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(FWS) in undertaking activities and programs that further the conservation and management of fish,
wildlife, and plant resources. In 1994, the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation Establishment Act
was amended to inciude the activities and programs of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) as well. The Foundation creates public and private partnerships using
federal funds that are matched by private donations for on-the-ground conservation.

For more than a decade, the Foundation has used its relationship with government, private,
and corporate stakeholders to foster interagency cooperation and coordination, and to bring private
sector tnitiative, imagination, and technology to bear in solving conservation problems. The
Foundation’s goal has always been to secure real, on-the-ground conservation, while minimizing
operating costs. The Foundation neither engages in nor supports political advocacy or litigation, nor
does it allow any federal funds or the matching private dollars to be used for these purposes.

A ten-year summation report of the Foundation has been attached to the testimony, and that
history attests that the Foundation has been a catalyst behind a disproportionate number of fish and
wildlife conservation success stories of the past decade: the North American Waterfowl Management
Plan, which conserves habitat for migratory waterfowl; the Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee,
which has led to the continuing recovery of that species; the buy-out of the West Greenland high seas
Atlantic salmon fishery, which has resulted in more salmon returning to the northeastern rivers of
the U.S. and Canada; Partners in Flight, which has pulled together federal agencies, other countries,
and the forest products industry to restore habitat for Neotropical migratory birds before they reach
the endangered species list; the establishment of education and training programs for U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service professionals; and the implementation of the Santa Fe Agenda, a blueprint for
providing conservation education in the United States.

The Foundation prides itself on its goal to be the most effective conservation organization
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in the United States. It seeks the maximum leverage of non-federal dollars for every federal dollar
received. Since its inception, the Foundation has invested more than $94 million in federal funds,
which has been matched with non-federal dollars to bring our total investment to over $268 million.
The Foundation seeks to give the maximum conservation return on funds invested, in terms of
dollars leveraged and in terms of successful, demonstrable conservation activities. The Foundation
seeks to maximize resources to solve conservation problems large and small in their locale of origin.
In other words, its investments are placed on the ground where the problems and resources lie.

Addressing the nation’s fish and wildlife concerns cannot be done by working with the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service alone. There is no single natural resource agency. The Foundation works
with a wide range of federal agencies to coordinate and assist in their efforts, to build partnerships
and leverage taxpayers’ dollars. While the Foundation was first established to serve as the foundation
for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and later, in 1994, NOAA, the Foundation is now a regular
feature in assisting the delivery of programs for the USDA-Forest Service, Bureau of Land
Management, and the Bureau of Reclamation. In addition, it has memoranda of agreement and
understanding with the Department of Navy, Department of State, Biological Resources Division
of the U.S. Geological Survey, the National Park Service, and the U.S. Anmy Corps of Engineers.

One underlying principle for success at the Foundation is that it cooperates with and
engenders cooperation among its host federal agencies. It also fosters cooperation across federal,
state, and private sectors to attain solutions that involve consensus, rather than traditional command
and control. The Foundation seeks to maximize the involvement of the private sector, including both
corporations and individuals, as part of the equation for conservation solutions.

In today’s world, the Foundation stands out with a goal to promote cooperation in the
conservation community rather than litigation. In fact, the Foundation’s grant contract specifically
prohibits grantees from using Foundation grant money or the matching funds for litigation or
legislative advocacy. We believe that our public-private partnerships are a good example of
conservation solutions from the local level up, rather than from the federal government down.

1 would now like to highlight several programs that the Foundation has been involved with
to illustrate its ability to develop partnerships and leverage funds. The first is a partnership with the
forest products industry (Champion Intemational Corporation, Boise Cascade Corporation,
‘Westvaco Corporation, and Potlatch Corporation, to name a few), which addresses habitat needs for
Neotropical migratory birds (Figure 1). These partnerships combine technologies, such as GIS
{geographic information systems) and satellite imagery with extensive field work to reveal the
habitat preferences for birds. This provides land managers with powerful predictive tools to model
the effects of different forest management practices on birds and other wildlife.

Second, the Foundation’s Fisheries Initiative funded 84 separate projects in 1996 alone.
Projects were supported with funds from eight federal partners: the Bureau of Land Management,
Bureau of Reclamation, Department of Defense, Department of State, National Park Service,
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, UJ.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and USDA-
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Forest Service. Many of these projects were funded under the “Bring Back the Natives” program,
one of the largest, watershed-based habitat restoration programs in the country. Through this effort,
the Foundation has been able to bring the public and private sectors together in restoring aquatic
habitats.

The Fisheries Initiative has also funded projects targeted at building sustainable communities
in areas hardest hit by the continuing fisheries crisis. The Foundation has provided funding to assist
Maine in reengineering the management of its lobster fishery and worked with the Department of
Commerce and others to assist local communities struggling with the groundfish crisis in New
England. It continues to provide support for New England’s efforts to restore Atlantic salmon,
starting with the unprecedented agreement to purchase Greenland’s quota of Atlantic salmon, as well
as funding habitat restoration and critical habitat acquisition.

The Foundation has also worked to reduce conflicts between and promotes benefits to big
game-livestock interests throughout the West, thanks to “Seeking Common Ground,” a model
program for the sustainable natural resource use that accommodates healthy wildlife populations.
This program explores alternative livestock management techniques that provide for resource use,
such as cattle grazing, while maintaining and enhancing habitat for other species. Our work with the
Malpai Borderlands Group is also indicative of its efforts to reach out to the ranching community
to retain its way of life while providing benefits to wildlife and their habitats. Cooperation between
resource managers and those who oversee land management is more likely when both groups stand
to benefit.

The Foundation’s Wetlands and Private Lands Initiative has worked to enhance wildlife
habitat by working with farmers and ranchers to promote management practices that make both
economic and ecologic sense. For example, in the lower Mississippi Valley and California’s Central
Valley, the Foundation has supported programs to involve farmers in winter rice field flooding, a
practice that saves farmers money, enhances water quality, and provides important habitat and food
for migrating waterfowl.

The Wetlands Initiative has also worked with the USDA-Natural Resources Conservation
Service (NRCS) to stretch federal dollars and build partnerships to strengthen the Wetlands Reserve
Program (WRP). Working in coordination with NRCS, the Foundation’s WRP Partnership Fund has
utilized partnerships with federal and state agencies, as well as local conservation groups, to pull
together large-scale, multi-landowner projects that not only remove frequently flooded cropland
from production and save future federal disaster payments but also provide high-quality migratory
corridors for waterfowl and Neotropical migratory birds. The Partnership Fund has also enrolled
some of the first minority and limited-resource farmers in the WRP. The Foundation also has a long
history of coordinating wetland conservation efforts with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services’s
Migratory Bird Office and has supported the FWS’s Partners for Wildlife program that assists
private landowners in restoring degraded or converted wetlands to provide more habitat for wildlife.

The Foundation supports conservation education through two broad-based missions: 1)

4



43

bringing nature and conservation issues into the lives of urban youth not normally exposed to natural
resources issues, and encouraging under-represented groups to enter the conservation profession; and
2) bringing conservation education to rural audiences, whose land management practices can have
enormous influence on the future of the nation’s natural resources. Through hundreds of grants, the
Foundation has supported hands-on education for a wide array of target audiences: kindergartners,
graduate students, medical students, business schoo! students, resource professionals, and farmers.
For example, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services’s upper-level management training effort was
underwritten with grants from the Foundation,

The Foundation has recently opened an office in California to assist in implementing the
Bay-Delta Accord. CALFED, a combined state-federal entity, approached the Foundation because
they had heard of its successful record of managing partnerships, and asked for assistance in
managing restoration funds for this accord and the Central Valley Project Improvement Act. Qur
work with the Bureau of Reclamation in administering grants for salmon restoration in that region
also helped lay the foundation for assistance in the Bay-Delta restoration effort.

In 1995, the Foundation launched the “Save the Tiger Fund” with a $5 million pledge from
Exxon. This is an international effort to assist in the long-term survival of Asia’s remaining
populations of wild tigers. Exxon's pledge is one of the largest, single corporate donations for
conservation. The establishment of the “Save the Tiger Fund” represents 2 commitment to save tigers
from extinction in the wild through funding a diverse and effective group of conservation grants.
Thousands of individuals, from school children to business professionals, have joined Exxon and
the Foundation in the effort to save the tigers, and their contributions are making an impact—from
the National Zoo in Washington, D.C. to Kaziranga National Park in the forests of India to the
Sikhote Alin National Park in Russia’s far east.

The National Fish and Wildlife Foundation Establishment Aet requires that federal money
appropriated to the Foundation be matched by contributions from non-federal sources: corporations,
state and local government agencies, or individuals. In fulfilling this requirement, the Foundation
strives to raise a match of at Jeast 2:1 to obtain the greatest leverage for our federal funds (Figure 2).
The Foundation takes money appropriated to it and places it directly into conservation projects.
Funds for administrative overhead are raised from the private sector.

Al of the Foundation's projects are peer reviewed by agency staff, state resource officials,
and other professionals in the natural resources field. We also strive to have other interested parties
provide input, including the forest products industry and cattlemen’s associations, to make sure that
the Foundation's grants address real conservation needs appropriately. The Foundation has also
initiated a process by which it selicits comments from members of Congress concerning grants in
members’ districts.

Mr. Chairman, one of the things that distinguishes the Foundation from other conservation
groups 1s that its efforts yield practical principals of conservation management in day-to~day
conservation activities, and that its projects include its trademark ch istics of partnership

5



44

building, public-private coordination, community involvement, and sustainable economics. The
Foundation has worked with over 600 agencies, universities, and conservation groups, both large and
small, over the last decade. These factors have helped the Foundation become one of the most
effective conservation organizations in the nation.

Tumning to the legislation that is before the Subcommittee, 1 again commend the Chairman
and the ranking member for taking the lead with their sponsorship of H.R. 2376. While we support
many of the suggested amendments to the Foundation’s current authority, I would like to suggest
several additional changes to the bill for your consideration.

Concerning the board of directors, currently 15 members appointed by the secretary of the
Interior serve on the Foundation’s board. Your legislation would increase the membership of the
board to 22 members. We agree with this increase of board members, though we ask that you
consider changing the appointment process so that the secretary would appoint 10 members, that 10
members would be appointed by the board itself, and that the directors of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and NOAA would serve as statutory members in the remaining two positions. This change
would allow one-half of the appointed board to be removed from the political process and would
allow board members to take a more active role in fund raising. A politically insulated, neutral, self-
perpetuating board appointment process has clear precedent. In 1996, Congress adopted and the
president signed into law (P.L. 104-127), a bill establishing for the USDA, the National Natural
Resources Conservation Foundation. This foundation’s board is initially appointed by the secretary
of the Department of Agriculture and then evolves into a self-perpetuating board. A process such as
this is envisioned for the Foundation and would provide board members with more certainty of
service and cut down on significant changes in board membership from one administration to the
next.

Currently the Foundation acts as the official foundation for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and NOAA. The Foundation is becoming more involved with other agencies and is
currently receiving appropriated funds to assist these agencies with fish and wildlife conservation
efforts. While H.R. 2376 does provide authority to accept and manage funds provided by any federal
agency, it would be our desire to have authorizing language to allow the Foundation to serve as the
foundation for the Bureau of Land Management and the Bureau of Reclamation.

Under current law, the Foundation is authorized at a level of $25 million through fiscal year
1998 in the Department of the Interior’s budget. While we are pleased that H.R. 2376 has expanded
this authorization to include the Department of Commerce, we would ask that you consider
increasing the authorization level to $40 million over a four-year period so that the Foundation can
continue to provide conservation benefits on a broader scale.

The Foundation also asks that you reconsider section 3(f) of H.R. 2376, which repeals the
Foundation’s protection from state and local condemnation authorities when it takes title to private
lands. While this authority has never been actually utilized, its mere presence has proven essential
in allowing the Foundation to accept certain donations of private property for transfer into the
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National Wildlife Refuge System.

Mr. Chairman, your letter of invitation asked that we provide you with an assessment of H.R.
2376. The Foundation believes that the above mentioned changes would strengthen the bill. We also
pledge to you our assistance in moving this bill forward for both full Resources Committee
consideration and by the House as a whole.

The Foundation is looking forward to building upon the success of its conservation efforts.
‘We are currently working with NOAA fo implement its “Year of the Ocean” program. This program,
an example of what you envision in the resolution that you, Mr, Chairman, and Congressman
Abercrombie have introduced (H. Con. Res. 131), will assist NOAA in bringing about a better
uriderstanding of the importance for conservation of our ocean resources. We are helping the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service to leverage the fees associated with the importation of sport hunted polar
bear trophies from Canada to maximize funds available for polar bear conservation efforts being
planned for Alaska and Russia, We are also exploring ways that the Foundation can cooperate with
conservation efforts being planned for the resources of Prince William Sound, working with the
Alaska Sealife Center, as well as resources in the tropics, working with coral reef conservation.
Whether it is through conservation education, professional training, fisheries, wildlife, migratory
birds, or habitat restoration, the Foundation is ready to take on the challenge, using its ability to
leverage federal funds and create partnerships, to bring about agency cooperation towards the
advancement of fish, wildlife, and plant conservation.

1 thank you for the opportunity to present this testimony.
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A DECADE OF INNOVATION AND SUCCESS
The National Fish and Wildlife Foundation

In 1984, the U.S. Congress passed the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation Act providing
for creation of an organization modelled on the public trust attributes of federal land
management agencies and the flexibility and responsiveness of the private sector. The founding
legislation clearly states this cornerstone tenet:

Encourage, accept and administer private gifts and property for the benefit of, or in
connection with the activities and services of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; and

Undertake and conduct such other activities as will further the conservation and
management of the fish, wildlife, and plant resources of the United States, and its
territories and possessions, for present and future generations of Americans.

The Foundation was officially inaugurated at it first board of directors' meeting in January of
1985. At the time, the Foundation had no money, no staff, and an office consisting of one
desk housed in the Department of the Interior. In January, 1986, the board hired its first

employee.

From the outset, the Foundation recognized that the organization had to:

1. Be responsive and responsible to Congress, the Administration, and the private
sector, requiring the artful melding of political, bureaucratic, and entrepreneurial skills;

2. Effectively fund-raise while keeping administrative costs low in order to affect
efficient conservation results on-the-ground and demonstrate fiscal efficiency to the
Administration, Congress, and prospective donors in a competitive marketplace;

3. Develop conservation programs that would both direct federal matching funds to
outside conservation partners in support of national conservation priorities, encourage
donations from the private sector in direct support of U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(FWS) activities, and attract private donations to sustain the Foundation's programs;

4. Function as a nonprofit organization with an independent and autonomous decision-

making process; and

5. Build bridges between disparate interests and use grantmaking to resolve resource
conflicts and find creative solutions.

L0 Challenges and Leverage
The Foundation's grants program has grown dramatically from an initial outlay of 14 grants in
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1986 to more than 460 awarded in 1997. The values of grant cornmitments has also risen
dramatically from $490,405 in 1986 to $58 million in 1997 (Figures 1 and 2).

Fueled in large part by funds appropriated by Congress to the Foundation initially in the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service's budget and subsequently expanding to include other agencies, the
Foundation has undergone 12 years of growth in grantsmanship and partnership development.

1.1. First Steps, 1986-1988. The first few years of the Foundation's operation were marked by
efforts to establish a challenge grants program. In 1986, when the Foundation sought to initiate a
challenge grants program using a mixture of federal and non-federal monies, there were no
models to follow and no case histories to emulate. The grants process—from project prospects
and grant application development to data tracking and financial accountability-had to be
designed by the Foundation from the ground up. Working with Fish and Wildlife Service, other
federal and state partners, and private sector sources, the Foundation began to line up prospective
grants and identify interested donors. The first Congressional appropriation for the Foundation,
$250,000 via the Fish and Wildlife Service budget, was provided in fiscal year 1987 and was
doubled to $500,000 the following year. In its first three years of grantmaking, the Foundation
provided 92 grants, committing $3.2 million in matching funds leveraged with $4.8 million
raised by the Foundation and its conservation partners, for a total of $8 million to conservation

programs.
1986-1988 Project Examples:

> Facilitated the donation of 1,244-acre Cedar Island, a barrier island off Virginia's Eastern
Shore to Eastern Neck National Wildlife Refuge.

> Purchase of Equipment: Purchase of electro-shock boat for FWS's striped bass research
and funding reward program in Chesapeake Bay; satellite telemetry equipment for Kemps
ridley turtles in Gulf of Mexico; and manatees in Florida.

> Development of New Technologies: Assist in development of first statewide Gap-
Analysis Program in Idaho. Additional GAP projects undertaken in California, Montana,
and Oregon.

1.2. Wetlands and Leadership, 1989-1993. The next five years were marked by a growing
wetlands and conservation portfolio. During this period, the Foundation established itself in
conservation circles as a conservation grantmaker and partner. An increasing flood of proposals
were received and the Foundation responded proactively by identifying a series of initiatives
where the Foundation could focus the bulk of its grants. During this period, 68 percent of the
Foundation'’s portfolio doliars were directed toward the North American Waterfow] Management
Plan (NAWMP), including the Foundation's largest grant to date-$2.2 million for the Quill
Lakes First Step to restore mallard breeding habitat in Saskatchewan.
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A total of 732 grants were awarded over this five-year period, committing $24.5 million in
matching funds that, in turn, leveraged $51 million in challenge funds. Congressional
appropriations from FWS rose dramatically to $5 million annually, with the Foundation
receiving an additional $2 million in 1989 from Department of State (Foreign Operations) for
NAWMP and the "First Step” projects in Canada. NFWF also received $1.1 million from the
Agency for International Development (AID) to assist the newly developed Partners in Flight
migratory bird conservation grants program. Partners in Flight illustrates NFWF's efforts to
identify specific conservation needs and proactively formulate a program initiative to respond to
it.

1989:1993 Project Examples:

> Wetlands and Waterfowl: Responding to the continental decline of waterfowl
populations, the Foundation was a founding partner and principal instigator in
implementation of the North American Waterfowl Management Plan. Through the
"Step" projects, the Foundation provided $6 million to 52 projects in Canada and the
states which was matched by an additional $10.3 million (see Section 4.5).

3 Neotropical Migratory Birds: Working in cooperation with FWS, Forest Service, BLM,
Agency for International Development, state agencies, and over 150 other conservation
partners, including the forest product industry, NFWF played the pivotal role in
developing the Partners in Flight Initiative and institutionalized a grants stream to fund
priority projects. Since 1990, the program has provided more than 311 grants in the
United States, Canada, and 11 Latin American countries, totalling $28,780,000. Figure 3
illustrates the breadth of this program.

> Fisheries: In 1993, FWS and Foundation established the Fisheries Across America
program to improve habitat for native fish species on national wildlife refuges and
adjacent private lands. This program promotes partnerships between FWS and other
federal agencies, state agencies, and private organizations. Fisheries Across America has
awarded 48 challenge grants totaling $1.85 million. The program is modelled after the
highly successful Bring Back the Natives program in cooperation with the USDA-Forest
Service, Bureau of Land Management, and Service (see Section 4.2).

1.3. Continued Diversification, 1994-1997. Since 1994, the Foundation has continued its
proven grant-making while expanding its federal partnerships and diversifying its funding
sources. The Foundation invested $64 million in federal matching funds in 1,434 grants during
this period (including $22 million in misc. federal funds which often required less than 2:1
match). Working with more than 600 conservation partners, these grants were leveraged by $117
million from our partners providing a total of $182 million to conservation—a significant
expansion in the number and value of grants awarded in the eight previous years. Matching fund
appropriations provided in the FWS budget remained constant at the $4-5 million level and the
Foundation received add-on funds for endangered species, including funding for the southern
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California Natural Communities Conservation Program (NCCP). The Foundation, building on
its experience with FWS, initiated new grant sources with four new agencies: the Bureau of
Land Management, USDA-Forest Service, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration,
and Bureau of Reclamation. The Foundation also received $5 million from the USDA-Natural
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) for initiating partnerships in support of the Wetlands
Reserve Program in FY 1996. These projects were coordinated with FWS's migratory bird
programs providing an important nexus with the Service's Partners for Wildlife program.

A new $1.4 million program providing restoration assistance to farmers in Pennsylvania helps
illustrate the additional assistance the Foundation is providing to FWS by broadening its funding
base with other federal agencies. The Pennsylvania Partrers for Wildlife Program, now receiving
Foundation funding support for the sixth consecutive year, is a national mode! that addresses
water quality degradation and wetlands losses through multiple practices on private farms
statewide. The program has been so successful that it is currently oversubscribed by 900
landowners, and FWS staff face critical shortages in funding, staff, equipment, and technical
assistance to meet this demand. Partners staff came to NFWF concerned that this backlog would
lead interested farmers to drop out over time. NFWF has helped bring in additional partners for
the program, including the use of USDA WRP funds at the foundation, which are being used to
as a match against private landowner contributions, and will result in an additional 2,800 acres
of wetlands restoration for 120 new landowners in 1997.

1994-1997 Project Examples:

> Multi-Species Habitat Planning: Building on its support of statewide Gap Analysis
Programs in 1988, the Foundation has provided both grants and staff support to multiple,
wide-ranging, habitat conservation plans (HCPs) and other conservation planning efforts
including the Kem, Sacramento, San Joaquin, and San Bernardino county HCPs; Florida
Shrub HCP, Coastal Sage/NCCP program in southern California, Lower Colorado River
MSCP program, and "Safe Harbors" development in the North Carolina Sandhills.

> Tiger Conservation: In September of 1995, the Foundation launched the Save the Tiger
Fund (STF) in partnership with the Exxon Corporation. STF supports a wide variety of
tiger conservation efforts, placing a special emphasis on projects that directly benefit
Asia's remaining populations of wild tigers. By investing over $3.4 million over three
years, the Save the Tiger Fund directly complements the Rhinoceros and Tiger
Conservation Fund and FWS's long-standing commitment to globally endangered
wildlife.

> Special Accounts: Since 1987, the Foundation has established more than 40 special law
enforcement accounts totalling in excess of $18 million in settlement, restitution, and
mitigation dollars. Payments have come from a range of wildlife-related violations under
a range of statutes, including the Clean Water Act, Endangered Species Act, Lacey Act,
and Migratory Bird Treaty Act (see Section 4.5).
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To date, the Foundation has awarded 2,276 grants to more than 700 grantees. Grantees range
from federal agencies like the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and USDA-Forest Service, to
regional conservation programs like Bully Creek Watershed Coalition in Oregon or the Coastal
Wildlife Refuge Society in North Carolina. Of the 700+ grantees, 35 percent have been awarded
two or more grants from the Foundation while the remainder have received a single grant. The
Fish and Wildlife Service is the Foundation's number one recipient, receiving 316 grants totalling
more than $33 million in total grants. A significant number of grants to FWS are pass-through
grants in which the Foundation has facilitated the donation of non-federal funds to FWS in
support of specific programs like wetlands restoration at Squaw Creek or Bear River NWRs or
donations in support of endangered species like the black-footed ferret, grizzly bear, Attwater
prairie chicken, and others.

NFWF has provided grants in all 50 states and has provided more than 50 grants to Canada and
its provinces, 38 to the Caribbean Basin, 90 to Mexico, 68 to Latin America south of Mexico,
and an additional 37 projects to Asia, Europe, and Africa. By and large, the Foundation's
international programs are directed at the migratory aspects of United States fish and wildlife.
The bulk of the Foundation's intemnational grants have been in support of the North American
Waterfowl Management Plan (Canada and Mexico); Partners in Flight (Caribbean Basin and
Latin America), Atlantic salmon (Greenland and Russia), and selected projects aimed at trust
species such as the African elephant and Asian tiger.

For 1986-1994, appropriations provided to the Foundation via the FWS budget were the primary
funding source for matching funds. In fact, of the $78.6 million in federal matching funds
provided, 73 percent has come from FWS. The diversity of funding sources, however, has
increased dramatically since 1995 to a point where it now encompasses seven federal agencies,
each with their own regulations and policies for committing and administering funds. In
addition, the Foundation manages over four dozen special accounts funded from mitigation, legal
settlements, or other non-federal sources. Finally, as noted above, NFWF and Exxon launched
the Save the Tiger Fund in 1995—a new type of project activity where NFWF acts as the project
officer for a large block of privately-raised conservation dollars. All this activity points to the
greater complexity the Foundation faces in administering its grants portfolio and conservation
programs.

3.0 Challenges and Attributes

The grants program has undergone a significant evolution over the course of its 12-year history.
During its evolution, a host of programmatic changes have been undertaken in an effort to remain
responsive, streamline the grants process, and minimize administrative costs. These efforts
include:

3.1. Matching Funds and Leverage. NFWF's legislation requires that federal funds be matched
dollar for dollar by non-federal donations received by the Foundation. The grants program has



53

Page 6.

achieved an overall average of $2.41 for every federal matching fund dollar committed by the
Foundation. This average falls to $1.83 when the $23.5 million in "miscellaneous federal funds”
are included. These are funds provided to the Foundation via cooperative agreements and other
instruments for specific projects which often require only a dollar for dollar match or, as in the
case of the Mississippi River floodplain acquisition funds, no match at all presented to the
Foundation.

The Foundation strives to achieve the highest leverage practicable for its federal funds while
recognizing that certain grants will struggle to achieve one to one while others utilize the
Foundation's challenge to achieve results surpassing four to one.

3.2. Responsiveness. The Foundation prides itself on providing a rapid response to conservation
priorities. Like MASH units during the Korean War, the Foundation is often in the position to
provide immediate funding to conservation's most needy patients. Three examples are
illustrative.

In March 1989, FWS requested the Foundation's assistance in constructing a second captive
breeding facility for the whooping crane. Time was critical because a series of disease outbreaks
had illustrated the vulnerability of the single captive flock at Patuxent. A second facility was
operational at the International Crane Foundation in Baraboo, Wisconsin eight months later
thanks in large part to the assistance of the Foundation in providing a $178,000 leadership grant.
The Foundation also secured the assistance of the U.S. Navy in providing C-130 transportation
from Maryland to Wisconsin.

Norman McLean's literary classic A River Runs Through It featured Montana's Blackfoot River.
In 1992 when Robert Redford brought the story to the screen, the Blackfoot's fisheries were so
depleted that the film's fishing scenes were shot on neighboring rivers. In response, the
Foundation teamed up with Redford, the Orvis Company, and Trout Unlimited to raise $650,000
to fund vital restoration work on the Blackfoot.

Finally, in November 1993, the Foundation approved a grant for $500,000 towards the
emergency buy-out of approximately 3,000 agricuitural acres—an entire jevee district—along the
Iowa River that had been severely flooded during the massive upper Mississippi River floods the
previous summer. Drawing on our expertise, the Foundation helped forge a precedent sefting
partnership with FWS, NRCS, the Federal Emergency Management Agency, and Iowa Natural
Heritage Foundation to respond to this emergency request in record time. The 1993 flood
marked the 19th time that the district's levees were destroyed, lands flooded, and crops lost, The *
11 landowners in the district agreed to sell their properties rather than have the levees rebuilt.
With the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers under a statue requiring rebuilding the district within a
certain time limit, the urgency of the project was immediately obvious. The Foundation's quick
action, however, climinated the Corp's need to rebuild, saving thousands of federal dollars and
setting a precedent for buy-outs that has since become & national model.
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3.3. Fundraising. A primary role for the Foundation is to assist our conservation partners in
raising the necessary challenge funds for projects. There are three distinct types of grants
awarded by the Foundation. In ascending order of effort, they may be characterized as follows:

1) Simple Grant Award. Foundation awards challenge grant and grantee assumes all
responsibility for raising challenge funds and conducting grant.

2) Assisted Grant Award. Foundation awards challenge grant and assists grantee in some
aspect(s) of the grant such as identifying potential donors, helping to raise necessary
challenge funds, soliciting the cooperation of state and federal land management
agencies; or ensuring involvement of private landowners and interested corporations.

3) NFWF Directed Grant. Foundation provides lead for raising challenge funds and
assumes primary responsibility for conducting grant.

An estimated 70 percent of the Foundation's grant portfolio falls within the simple grant
category. These grants are awarded to established non-profit conservation, community, and local
governmental organizations with the programmatic, financial, and fundraising capacity to accept
a Foundation challenge award. For the remaining 30 percent, however, the Foundation goes
beyond the role of traditional grant-giver to provide some form of direct assistance related to
accomplishing the project. The majority of grants to the Fish and Wildlife Service fall into this
category because the agency is restricted in its ability to solicit funds.

3.4. Grant Structure and Cycles. A facet of the Foundation's flexibility and responsiveness is
seen in its grants administration. The Foundation formally reviews grants three times annually
and regularly presents interim grants for Board approval between cycles. Where timeliness
warrants, grants can be approved in a matter of days. Rather than rely on the college-admissions
"body-count” method of grant processing, where success appears determined by the number of
worthy applicants denied, the Foundation uses a pre-proposal format in order to screen proposals
before applicants have invested their limited time and effort only to be turned-down. For
Foundation applicants, the longer you don't hear, the better the news.

4. ibutions to Mission of Servi
In an effort to quantify the impact of these grants, the Foundation's grants portfolio can be
examined in relationship to the following six program areas:

4.1. Endangered Species. The Foundation has awarded in excess of 490 grants that further the
recovery of plant and animal species listed as threatened or endangered under the Endangered
Species Act as well as grants designed to keep species from becoming listed (examples: Atlantic
salmon, bull trout, and burrowing owl). Projects have ranged from evaluating the status of listed
species like the jaguar or vicuiia to acquiring keystone habitats for the California gnatcatcher and
Karner blue butterfly. Foundation grants have provided emergency captive breeding care to
black-footed ferrets, Stock Island snails, and California condors. Interns have been trained to
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keep watch over Puerto Rican parrots and stock tanks have been re-engineered to provide refugia
for the Chiricahua leopard frog, all through Foundation grants.

4.2. Fisheries. While NFWF began making fisheries grants almost from the beginning, the
Fisheries Conservation and Management Initiative did not come into existence until 1992 when
staff were hired specifically for this initiative. A central program of the initiative is the Bring
Back the Natives (BBN) Program that was initiated in 1992 and funded for three years with Fish
and Wildlife Service funds. In June of this year Secretary Babbitt praised the BBN program as a
model program for restoring native fish species. BBN will enter its seventh year this fall (FY98)
with a budget of $1.7 million in federal funds from four federal agencies (Fish and Wildlife
Service, Bureau of Reclamation, USDA-Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management).

Modelled after BBN, NFWF has partnered with eight federal agencies to create a new program
for fisheries habitat restoration in the Southeast, called Restore our Southern Rivers. Also
modelled after BBN is Fisheries Across America, a program with Fish and Wildlife Service that
helps restore native fish stocks throughout the United States. The principle requirements for
these grants is that they must be on-the-ground projects with a non-federal partner working
directly with a Fish and Wildlife Service employee on a Service priority project. The Fisheries
Across America partnership will enter its fifth year in FY 1998.

‘While habitat restoration projects are the core activities of the initiative, the fisheries program at
NFWF is as diverse as the problems threatening fish stocks in the U.S. From whirling disease to
red tides, to fresh water mussels and Atlantic salmon fisheries in Greenland, the Initiative
attempts to foster innovative partnerships that can serve as models for federal, state and private

partnerships.

4.3. National Wildlife Refuge System. Partnerships in support of the National Wildlife Refuge
System have been a central tenet of the Foundation's grantmaking. More than 140 projects have
been undertaken with Fish and Wildlife Service and a wide range of conservation partners on
refuge lands. These projects range from an "Adopt-a-Moose” homepage at Agassiz NWR to
installing artificial nesting platforms for wood storks at Wassaw NWR in Georgia. In Louisiana,
a series of grants to Delta NWR helped develop "crevasses" which in turn have proven to be
effective in restoring wetlands lost to erosion.

In 1988, the Foundation established a revolving loan fund to assist national wildlife refuges and
their local partners establish nonprofit organizations to support conservation and education
programs on refuges. To date, this fund has provided support to Bombay Hook, Desoto,
Minnesota Valley, Muscatatuck, Seney, and Tamarac national wildlife refuges. The Foundation
also continues to work with the National Wildlife Refuge Association to increase the number and
effectiveness of National Wildlife Refuge support groups across the country.

In preparation for the 100th anniversary of the National Wildlife Refuge System in 2003, the
Foundation joined the Fish and Wildlife Service to commemorate the System to provide
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individual challenge grants for on-the-ground conservation efforts that will benefit the resources
protected by individual refuges. In 1997, 16 projects totalling $630,000 were funded that restored
grassiands on Tewaukon NWR in North Dakota, developed a clean water curriculum for Cyress
Creek NWR in Illinois, and eradicated invasive plants and enhanced wetlands on refuges in
Arizona, California, and Florida.

4.4. Migratory Birds. Long-term declines in populations of Neotropical migratory birds and
other nongame species signalled a pending ecological disaster for the Western Hemisphere in the
late 1980s and 1990s. The Foundation rallied Fish and Wildlife Service and other federal, state,
private, and international partners to create Partners in Flight, an umbrella program to foster
strategic and cooperative approaches to migratory bird conservation. Working groups now exist
in almost all states and are charged with developing conservation plans for birds on a regional
basis. The Foundation has funded 311 grants specifically in support of this initiative, and
hundreds more that benefit migratory birds through habitat conservation, education, and research.
By launching Partners in Flight, the Foundation quickly and effectively created a program that
addressed nongame bird conservation needs, a growing responsibility within Fish and Wildlife
Service. Partners in Flight is now essentially a “ready made” initiative that Fish and Wildlife
Service can continue to grow within the context of its other priorities. In September, 1997, 12
forest product companies signed a memorandum of agreement pledging to cooperatively support
research, management, education, and other conservation efforts associated with Neotropical
migratory birds and Partners in Flight.

4.5. Law Enforcement. In 1987, a court in Tallahassee, Florida found a construction company
guilty of willfully knocking down a nesting tree inhabited by red-cockaded woodpeckers while
clearing land for development. The court directed the defendant to make a restitutionary
contribution of $300,000 to the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation as trustec for the
endangered species victims. The Foundation established a special account for the funds, and
provided a series of grants to the National Park Service, St. Marks National Wildlife Refuge and
Apalachicola and Osceola national forests for work directed at the conservation and recovery of
the endangered woodpecker in Florida.

Given the Foundation'’s close working relationship with Fish and Wildlife Service and other state
and federal natural resource agencies, our fiscal accountability, and extensive grant making
experience, courts have increasingly directed settlement and mitigation fuads to the Foundation.
Since 1987, the Foundation has established in excess of 40 special law enforcement accounts
totalling in excess of $18 million in settlement, restitution, and mitigation dollars. Payments
have come from a range of wildlife-related violations including Lacey Act violations for illegal
sale of striped bass in the Chesapeake and lake sturgeon in Lake Michigan; Migratory Bird
Treaty Act violations for baiting of waterfowl in Arkansas and Louisiana; Endangered Species
Act violations for illegal importation of protected reptiles in the Port of New York and Boston;
illegal dumping and spraying on national wildlife refuge lands; and Clean Water Act violations
for illegal discharges off California. These funds are from both civil and criminal cases and are
paid in addition to any fines paid by the defendants to the U.S. Government, states, and courts.
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A prime example of the added value of the Foundation's involvement is the Iroquois Settlement.

In May 1996, after four years of federal investigations, the Iroquois Pipeline Company pled
guilty to safety violations and damaging scores of wetland areas in New York and Connecticut.
As part of the settlement, the Foundation was named as a trustee of $2.25 million in federal fines
and directing the Foundation to use the funds for the creation, restoration, enhancement, and
acquisition of wetlands and adjoining uplands in the vicinity of the Iroquois Pipeline right-of-
way in 15 counties in New York and Connecticut Working jointly with Fish and Wildlife
Service, Corps of Engineers, and states, 31 grants were selected: eight grants awarded to
Connecticut and 23 to New York's including wetlands restorations, acquisitions, and
education/outreach programs. Overall, these 31 grants will protect and/or improve approximately
40,000 acres and will leverage the initial $2.25 million to more than $7 million for on-the-ground
conservation.

4.6. North American Waterfowl Management Plan. In May, 1986 the North American
Waterfowl Management Plan was adopted by the Canadian and United States governments, with
Mexico becoming a signatory in 1988. The purpose of the Plan was to reverse the alarming
decline in North American waterfow] through stabilization and restoration of the wetland habitats
on which these migratory birds depended. This would be accomplished through the cooperative
efforts of Canadian and American (and later Mexican) federal and state/provincial public
agencies, and private entities. The Plan was visionary in its goals and objectives.
Implementation, particularly funding, was problematic. Lacking a direct route for federal dollars
to be transferred to Canadian projects, the Plan risked falling short of its goals for lack of funds.
The Foundation, seeing an opportunity for establishing a funding mechanism, played a lead role
in "jump starting" the Plan.

First, the Foundation served as the clearinghouse for sending U.S. dollars to Canada through the
Canadian Step Program, working in cooperation with Ducks Unlimited. and the Intemational
Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies. In the first year of the Plan, the Canadian "First
Step," $1 million was contributed to the Foundation by 12 states, which was matched with
another $1 million by Ducks Unlimited. These monies, in turn, were matched with another $2
million in federal funds passed through the Foundation, for a total of $4 million sent to Canada
for seven projects in two joint venture areas. The result: 17,735 acres of critical wetland and
upland habitat were protected and nearly 8,400 acres were restored.

In the Second and Third Step, the Foundation expanded the Plan into the United States. A
process was developed whereby states developed proposals for habitat protection and/or
restoration which were reviewed and approved by the Foundation and Ducks Unlimited. The
states were obligated to the approved projects through Site Specific Agreements. The
Foundation oversaw and followed up with the states to confirm that the state projects were
completed as intended. In other words, the Foundation's role expanded beyond being a "banker"
to a program administrator. Under the Second Step, 22 states contributed $3 million which was
matched with another $3 million by Ducks Unlimited and sent to Canada in support of some 22
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Canadian projects in 9 provinces. Similarly, the Foundation sent $3 million in federal funds back
to the states, matched with $1 million from Ducks Unlimited, to support habitat protection and
restoration programs there. The result: in Canada over 116,000 acres were protected and nearly
62,000 acres were restored, while in the United States 16,400 acres were protected and 5,000
acres restored.

The Third Step story was much the same. The Foundation received $3,337,000 from 25 states for
transfer to the Canadian projects, which was again matched by Ducks Unlimited with $3 million.
The Foundation returned $2,950,000 to the states, which was matched with $975,000 from
Ducks Unlimited. The accomplishments: Canadian protection and restoration projects were
estimated to equal or exceed the combined total of the first two years, while in the United States
another 28,000 acres were acquired for protection and 15,500 acres were restored.

By its involvement in the Plan's initial implementation, the $8 million in federal funds
administered by the Foundation were able to leverage over $16,225,000 in public and private
funds, for a combined total of over $24,225,000 being applied to habitat protection and
restoration programs in Canada and the United States. And that only represents the funding
originating in the United States. When you add the Canadian partners' contributions, the total
investment by both countries in the first three years of the Plan comes to roughly $40,000,000. In
those first three years over 312,000 acres were protected and over 162,000 acres were restored in
both countries.

As a member of the U.S. Implementation Board, the Foundation was also an important player in
the passage of the North American Wetlands Conservation Act in 1989. This Act enabled a
federal agency to directly transfer federal funds to support wetlands conservation projects outside
of the United States. Specifically, it assured on-going federal financial support of the Plan by
enabling the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to disburse funds through the NAWCA grant
program. The process set up by the Foundation was adapted and transferred to the Service, which
is where it belongs. The Foundation continues to play a role in the Plan, however, by sitting on
the North American Wetlands Conservation Council which reviews and awards NAWCA grants.

In addition to its direct participation in the Step Program, the Foundation established its own
North American Waterfowl Management Plan initiative, awarding grants aimed at meeting the
goals of the Plan to public and private entities. From 1986 through 1993, the NAWMRP initiative
awarded 142 grants using $8,567,000 federal Foundation dollars to leverage $16,200,000 in
challenge dollars. The impact on wetland and upland habitats protected and restored is not
insignificant. Examples of some of the NAWMP grants include:

> Acquisition and restoration of lands that became the core of The Nature Conservancy's
Parrot Ranch project in the northern Central Valley of California;

. Acquisition of lands that became the core of the ACE Basin Preserve, a 350,000-acre
' wetland area along the South Carolina coast;
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» Acquisition of lands that became the core of the Cache River federal, state, and private
(TNC) conservation holdings;

> Acquisition of over 3,000 acres of wetlands in the Prairie Pothole Region of the upper
Midwest;

2 Acquisition of over 7,000 acres of Louisiana coastal wetlands for the establishment of a
national wildlife refuge; and

> Restoration projects on national wildlife refuges throughout the country, but particularly
the southeast, Gulf coast, and upper plains and midwest areas.

5.0 List of Fi

Figures 1. NFWF Grants Summary, Number of Projects by Initiative
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3. Neotropical Bird Grants, 1990-1997
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TESTIMONY OF DONALD R. GLASER
BEFORE THE HOUSE RESOURCES SUBCOMMITTEE ON
FISHERIES CONSERVATION, WILDLIFE AND OCEANS
CONCERNING H.R. 2376.
SEPTEMBER 25, 1997

Mr. Chairman, members of the Subcommittee, thank you for the invitation to
prasent testimony today concerning the reauthorization of the National Fish and
Wildlife Foundation. | believe the reauthorization of the Foundation is important to the
continued health of natural resources throughout the United States and the improved
effectiveness of the agencies that oversee them.

| am just completing a one year tenure as the Executive Director of the Westarn
Water Policy Review Advisory Commission established under the authority ot Title
XXX of P.L. 102-575.

The Commissian was chartered by the Secretary of the interior and is comprised of
ten appointed citizen members and twelve ex-officic members of the Congress. The
Commission was charged to look at the full range of water resource issues in the West
including the water related challenges we face in the next twenty years and the federal
agencies current and anticipated ability to respond to these challengss.

The Commission held scoping hearings across the West, received formal reports
from many water related experts and federal agencies, and received considerable
public testimony. Constant themes throughout this substantial and diverse input were:

1. the lack of coordination between federal agencies with regard to their
various water related responsibility and

2. the difficulty of federal agencies to participate financially in locally driven
cooperative efforts such as the many watershed initiatives springing up
across the West.

Many federal programs and local watershed efforts are focusad on the resolution of
conflicts arising between uses of natural resources , including land and water, and
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protection of native fish, wildlife, and plant species. The National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation is widely recognized for their ability to bring together the diverse, and often
competing, federal activities in cooperation with state and local interests. This is a
critical function that they perform exceptionally weil.

The Foundation is also acknowledged as one of the most effective institutions for
leveraging limited available funds for fish and wildlife resource protection and
restoration. They are viewed as being particularly effective at focusing these
leveraged dollars toward “on the ground” efforts that resuit in tangible improvements
for fish and wildlife and their associated habitat. It is this reputation that results in their
invitation to participate in a wide range of local efforts.

One such effort is the CALFED initiative resulting from the Bay-Delta Accord in
California. The CALFED Bay-Delta Program's mission is to develop a long term
comprehensive plan that will restore ecological health and improve water
management for beneficial uses of the Bay-Delta system. One of their four Program
objectives is to “Improve and increase aquatic and terrestial habitats and improve
ecological functions in the Bay-Delta to support sustainable populations of diverse and
vaiuable piant and animal species”.

The December 15, 1994, Bay-Deita Accord contained a committment to develop
and fund non-flow activities intended to improve the ecosystem heaith of the Bay-
Delta. This committment, including associated funding, is commonly referred 10 as
Category Hi. There are generally three sources of funding for Category il activities.
They include approximately $30 million in volunteer contributions from members of the
California Urban Water Agencies, $60 million from State bond funds provided by the
passage of Califomia’s Proposition 204, and a yet unappropriated amount of federal
funding.

A specific concem of many of the parties associated with the CALFED is their ability
to spend available funds on restoration efforts in an effective mannar. There is & great
deal of interest in this money being spent on resource efforts “an the ground”.
Because of their reputation for being able to effectivaly and efticiently administer
smatler grant activities resulting directly in measurable habitat improvements, the
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Foundation has been approached to administer a portion of the funds from all three
sourcss.

| have been retained by the Foundation to help them develop a strategic plan for
these efforts and execute the necessary agreements with all three entities. Each
agreement presents its own difficulties but the value added by the Foundation’s
involvement keeps each party committed to successfully completing these
agreements. Some of the values added include:

1. Efficiency of administration - The Foundation will conduct it's responsibility
for an administrative fee of 3% to 5%.

2. Confidence that funds will result in habitat improvements “on the ground” -
The Foundation has a proven track record of producing measurable results
inthe field.

3. Existing relationships - The Foundation brings established relationships with
non-governmental organizations who will carry out many of the smaller, less
costly Category !l activities.

4. Leveraging dollars - The Foundation has the potential to leverage some

tunds through challenge grants.

5. Effective coordination - The Foundation can help the CALFED staff bring the

many parties together in a more coordinated manner.

| must point out that executing agreements that comply with applicable laws while
retaining the desired effectiveness of the Foundation presents substantial challenges.
Federal and state agencies are encumbered with substantial fiscal laws, regulations,
and practices to assure the appropriate management and expenditure of public funds.
This is very important to the safe keeping of the public trust. However, it makes federal
and state oversite of small contract and grant activities such as many contemplated
under Category |ll of the Bay-Delta Accord very inefficient. This is of critical importance ]
given the limits on administration fees imposed on Proposition 204 funds and the
desire of all interest to minimize overhead costs and maximize funds directed to
tangible and measureable field activities. This drives much of the Interest In the
Foundation's participation in the CALFED activites and argues for prompt
reauthorization of the Foundation.
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The Western Water Policy Review Commission also addressed the need for
innovative funding approaches such as those presented by the Foundation. The
following are specific comments and recommendations taken from the Commission’s
Draft Report being released next week for public comment:

“Given declining federal budgets, innovative sources of funding and investment,
Including public and private partnerships, must be found for the management
and restoration of western rivers.”

“We are in the midst of a major transition in the source of funding for water
projects and water management. Many new, innovative approaches to funding
exist, utilizing public and private funds, non-profits, volunteer efforts, user fees,
and other means. The challenge will be to shape these approaches along with
declining federal dolfars, into sustainable, stable programs.”

“in adaition to legal authority, perhaps the biggest source of influence of the
basin entity is through provision of funding for basin and local initiatives and
projects. A critical component of the basin plan is a financial mechanism, such
as a basin trust, which can draw from many new sources of funds, leveraging
state and federal contributions, and carrying funds in a revolving, interest
bearing account. Congress should support these mechanisms with operating
authority and funds.”

The Foundation can provide much of the flexibility the Commission observes is
needed to address fulure resource probleims. As in the case of CALFED Category Ili,
entities across the West are looking to the Foundation to play an innovative role in
coordinating and financing fish and wildlife restoration efforts. But like CALFED, lack
of authority limits the Foundation’s flexibility.

There has been a significant increase in cooperative efforts between the
Foundation and the Bureau of Land Management and the Bureau of Reciamation.
These activities have greatly enhanced the effectiveness of both Bureaus. Howaver,
this effectiveness would be greatly increased if the Foundation were autharized to
serve as the foundation for B.L.M. and Reclamation.
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As we move into an era of diminishing federal funds available to address these
resource issues, leveraging limited dollars will become more critical. The Foundation
has a proven record of doing just that. Any additional authority which enhances the
Foundation's effetiveness will contribute to cooperative resoluti