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* * * * * * * * * * * * * 

This report is being given wide distribution to 
encourage a careful and thoughtful review by the 
public. We encourage you to submit written comments 
no later than May (5, 1978, at the following address: 

U.S. Department of the Interior 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
18th S C Streets, NW., Room 3255 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * 



DIRECTOR LYNN A. GREENWALT'S COMMENTS ON NATIONAL WILDLIFE 
REFUGE STUDY TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS 

PREFACE: This report and its recommendations were prepared at 
the request of Assistant Secretary of the Interior for Fish and 
Wildlife and Parks Robert L. Herbst; it represents the results of 
many hours of deliberation and discussion, supported by visits to 
field stations and offices and personal observations by Team 
members. 

The report and its recommendations are designed to help 
make decisions about the future of the National Wildlife Refuge 
System, a unique and valuable component of this Nation's natural 
heritage. In brief, these recommendations were to be prepared 
with a view to helping determine what the nature of the National 
Wildlife Refuge System should be at the end of the next ten to 
fifteen years. 

Determinations about the future of this valuable national 
asset are important; they are precisely the kinds of decisions 
about which the public should be concerned and in which the 
public should participate. With that in mind, the Task Force 
report and its recommendations are reproduced in full, along 
with my comments, each arranged in such a way that the task 
force recommendations can be clearly distinguished from my 
comments and recommendations. 

It is particularly critical that both the Task Force product 
and my commentary be considered; in many cases both are in agree
ment; in most cases I offer clarifying commentary; in some 
instances I do not agree with the recommendations of the Task 
Force. The public should be aware of the differences and most 
especially, aware of my proposed recommendations and my reasons 
for making those recommendations. These recommendations, 
developed by me after full consideration of comments and advice 
from the staff of the Fish and Wildlife Service, are what should 
be commented upon by the public. These basic recommendatons, 
reflecting my fundamental responsibility for providing professional 
advice to the Assistant Secretary and the Secretary, are what I 
propose to advance to the Assistant Secretary for his consideration 
and approval. It is these proposals that should be carefully 
reviewed by the public and about which commentary and recommenda
tion is invited. 
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Following the receipt of public comment, I will review 
that comment, modify or change my recommendations as appropriate, 
and formally submit my final recommendations to the Assistant 
Secretary for his consideration and approval. 

When final recommendations have been approved, they will 
be published, together with a summary of the public comments 
received on this document. The Service will subsequently 
implement the approved recommendations through policy statements. 

THE U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE: In order to provide a 
proper perspective for the consideration of the Task Force 
recommendations and my comments, it is important to know 
something about the Fish and Wildlife Service, the organization 
by which the National Wildlife Refuge System is operated and 
managed. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service is an organization of about 
5,200 permanent and up to 1,800 seasonal employees. In Fiscal 
Year 1979, beginning October 1, 1978, the Service has requested 
a budget, which, along with other funding available to it, will 
provide $517 million for the management, enhancement, and 
protection of the Nation's fish and wildlife habitat resources. 
This is accomplished by means of a variety of programs, 
authorized and directed by well over 150 Acts of Congress, 
international treaties, and Executive and Secretarial Orders. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service produces fish from a system 
of National Fish Hatcheries, conducts federal-level conservation 
law enforcement programs, administers the Endangered Species Act, 
carries out a program of animal damage control, conducts basic 
and applied research in fisheries and wildlife management and 
general ecology, manages migratory birds in association with 
treaties involving Mexico, Canada, Japan and the Soviet Union, 
evaluates the probable impacts of various kinds of public 
projects on fish and wildlife resources and recommends project 
modification to protect fish and wildlife, administers major 
money grant programs to enable States and Territories to manage 
resident fish and wildlife, and provides technical assistance 
and information to a wide variety of public and private 
entities also involved in fish and wildlife conservation. 
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In addition, the Service operates the National Wildlife 
Refuge System, which presently contains about 400 separate 
refuge units, totaling about 34 million acres of land. 

As can be seen, the Service is a complex organization, 
responsible for an array of activities designed to accomplish 
a single mission: to provide the federal leadership to 
conserve, protect and enhance fish and wildlife and their 
habitats for the continuing benefit of the people. 

The Service attempts to accomplish this mission in a 
variety of ways, but always in recognition of some fundamentals 
that cannot be ignored as basic program decisions are made: 

Wildlife habitat in the United States is disappearing 
or being degraded at an alarming rate; 

Wildlife species (including fish) dependent upon that 
habitat are vulnerable in the same way as is the 
habitat ,-

Host of the wildlife habitat in the United States is 
in private ownership and is subject to a variety of 
alternative uses; 

Active management of fish and wildlife and their 
habitats, whether public or private, is necessary to 
assure the continued well-being of the habitat and 
the wildlife dependent upon it — man and his works 
have so interposed themselves into the natural systems 
that continued stewardship — often in the form of 
manipulating habitats and populations — is a critical 
necessity; 

Fish and wildlife resources are the prized possessions 
of all the people. 

Given these fundamentals, the Service acts to influence the 
impacts of human use of the environment in such a way that fish 
and wildlife values are recognized and maintained to the 
greatest degree possible. This involves a number of methods, 
including the use of the National Wildlife Refuge System to 
protect and preserve habitat of vital importance to all kinds 
of fish and wildlife, and to provide for the continuing needs 
of a part of the wildlife heritage of this country. No one 
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technique can do the whole job, just as the Fish and Wildlife 
Service alone cannot do the job. If fish and wildlife resources 
are to be preserved into the future, it will require continued 
emphasis and commitment at all levels of government, and from 
throughout the citizenry as a whole. Success will depend in 
part—but not entirely—upon the National Wildlife Refuge System, 
the National Park System, the lands administered by the Forest 
Service, the public lands managed by the Bureau of Land Management, 
and the habitat resources maintained by the military establishment, 
TVA, NASA and other public bodies. Private lands must be recognized 
for their wildlife values and those values sustained by a commitment 
on the part of the private owner. The job will require a skillful 
melding of opportunities, interests, and a singular National 
commitment to the idea that it is all worthwhile. 

The alternative is to conclude that National Wildlife Refuges 
and National Parks and other National lands are to be undisturbed 
museum pieces, the only places in the country where things approach 
the "natural" and in which remnants of fish and wildlife populations 
find sustenance and protection; the last redoubts of a beseiged 
resource, driven into enclaves of habitat by a growing and often 
heedless human society. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service cannot accept the latter alternative 
and will continue to strive to achieve its mission by using all of 
the options at its disposal, including the resources of the National 
Wildlife Refuge System. 

It is important to view the National Wildlife Refuge System as 
what it is: a major and important component of the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service and an important contributor to the National effort 
to maintain healthy, varied, and sustained populations of fish and 
wildlife. The Refuge System cannot be looked at in a vacuum or in 
isolation; to do so does the System and its resources an injustice 
and does not recognize the full scope of the national fish and 
wildlife effort, of which the Refuge System is a part. 

It is against this general background, then, that one must 
consider the Task Force report and recommendations, and my comments 
and proposals as Director of the Fish and Wildlife Service. 

My comments and recommendations will be treated in the order 
in which the recommendations appear in the Task Force report. 
Each Task Force recommendation will be followed by my comments 
and proposed recommendation. 
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January 6, 1978 

Mr. Lynn A. Greenwalt 
Director 
Fish and Wildlife Service 
Department of the Interior 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

Dear Mr. Greenwalt: 

The National Wildlife Refuge Study Task Force hereby submits its 
report containing recommendations regarding the future of the 
National Wildlife Refuge System. Many hours of hard work, debate, 
discussion and travel led to this report which has our approval. 

The central theme of the report is that refuges must be operated 
as an integrated system if they are to reach their full potential 
to help provide, preserve, restore and manage the entire spectrum 
of wildlife they are capable of sustaining. They must be operated 
as ecological systems through an organizational pattern within the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service that gives priority attention to the 
National Wildlife Refuge System, both within the Service and with 
the public. 

Tire thrust of the report is to focus attention and stimulate 
required actions. We believe the recommendations can lead to 
needed improvements in the National Wildlife Refuge System. We 
look forward to their prompt implementation. Continuing and 
additional actions are needed to upgrade the deteriorated Refuge 
System. 

We suggest that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Seivice consider 
devising a plan to solicit public comment on the Refuge System 
and its management, including these recommendations. Members of 
this Task Force would be pleased to participate in any such public 
comment sessions and serve as resource persons. 
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We hope that you will find these recommendations useful in 
strengthening the management program for the Refuge System. 

Betty N. MacDonald 
(League of Women Voters of the U.S.) 

Charles' M.'"Liusen 
(Sierra Club) 

Robert S. Cook, Chairman 
(U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Interior Dept.) 

C. Eugene Kn^der 
(National Audubon Society) 

ix 

-Torrest A. Carpenter 
(National Wildlife Refuge Assn.) 

Chester F. Phelps y ^ * /''v-
(Virginia Comm. of Game § Inland 
Fisheries) 

Ronald Way f—\ 
(Office of Assistant Secretary for 
Fish § Wildlife e) Parks, Interior Dept.) 

•rJchn W. Grandy, IV 
(Defenders of Wildlife) 

Laurence R. Jahn \ \ 
(Wildlife Management Institute) 

Willard D. KlMstra 
(Cooperative Wildlife Research 
Lab., Southern Illinois Univ.) 
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NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE STUDY TASK FORCE REPORT 

Background 

The National Wildlife Refuge System (NWRS) is an extensive network 
of federal lands providing habitat valuable to wildlife populations. 
The "Objectives Handbook for the National Wildlife Refuge System" 
states that "the special mission of the National Wildlife Refuge 
System is to provide, manage and safeguard a national network of 
lands and waters sufficient in size, diversity and location as to 
meet people's needs for areas where the entire spectrum of human 
benefits associated with migratory birds, other wild creatures, 
and wildlands are enhanced and made available," (6). 

The refuge system encompasses 34 million acres scattered across the 
United States, Puerto Rico, American Samoa and the Pacific Trust 
Territories. It includes 384 national wildlife refuges and more 
than 100 waterfowl production areas. In the immediate future, the 
refuge system likely will more than double in size when Congress 
adds Alaskan lands. 

The NWRS is diverse, containing at least one refuge in each of the 
17 major life zones of North America. This ecological diversity 
requires a complex of management techniques to achieve the system's 
mission. 

Previous Reviews 

Early in 1969, the Advisory Committee on Wildlife Management submitted 
its report (the Leopold Report) on the NWRS to then Interior Secretary 
Stewart Udall (1). That Advisory Committee began with the proposition 
that every refuge had a primary objective--migratory waterfowl produc
tion in most cases. However, competing secondary objectives were 
noted, e.g., hunting, fishing and general recreation. The Leopold 
Committee added an objective--maintenance of the natural ecosystem 
wherever fragments of undisturbed biota occurred. The central 
philosophy of the report was "that in managing refuge units for 
their primary objectives...we purposefully guard and restore the 
broadest possible spectrum of wildlife values." 

The Task Force gratefully acknowledges the assistance of Jeff Rivkin, 
Student Assistant, Office of Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife 
and Parks, in the writing of this report. Also, Jack Haley, Consultant, 
FWS, helped with research and logistics. 
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In March 1969, Giles and Scott outlined their theoretical suggestions 
for better organization of the complex refuge system (2). Prompted 
by those concepts, and under the guidance of then Chief of Refuges 
Robert F. Scott, a planning-programming-budgeting-evaluation (PPBE) 
approach was developed and implemented for the NIVRS. 

In February 1972, the National Advisory Board for Sport Fisheries 
and Wildlife, created by then Interior Secretary Walter J. Hickel, 
undertook a study of the refuge system (3). This study was narrower 
in scope than the Leopold Report and concentrated on public use. 
The Board came to many of the same conclusions as the Leopold 
Committee, finding a lack of coordination in the refuge system, 
widely ranging views on the primary purposes of refuges, "rich and 
poor" refuges and increased visitation which was competing with 
the primary purposes of the refuges. 

In July 1975, Pulliam (5) outlined the goals, components and organiza
tion of the National Wildlife Refuge management system. This report 
indicated that the recommendations of the Leopold Report had not yet 
been fully implemented but progress had been made. 

Pulliam summarized the objectives of the refuge system as follows: 

" • To manage the 33.8 million acres now included in the 
system plus any future expansion for their value to all 
wildlife. Special emphasis is on preservation of 
endangered species and the sustained yield of migratory 
birds. 

• To identify, maintain and protect those areas, sites and 
objects on refuges that possess nationally recognized 
natural, historic, geologic, archeologic or scientific 
values. 

• To make appropriate refuge lands available to people for 
qualified scientific studies, environmental education 
needs, biological monitoring and to stimulate environmental 
awareness. 

• To provide wildlife-oriented interpretation and recreational 
opportunities including hunting, fishing, bird-watching 
and photography on units of the system compatible with the 
primary purpose for which they were established and compat
ible nonwildlife-oriented recreation only when adequately 
funded. 
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• To manage refuge resources such as timber, minerals, water 
and forage for social, economic and geographic distribution 
of benefits to the extent that use may be compatible with 
the above objectives. 

• To provide professional wildlife resource management 
consultation utilizing examples of wildlife management 
techniques to other agencies, land managers and the 
general public. 

• To identify and acquire additional acreage of threatened-
endangered species habitat, estuaries, wildlife-oriented 
recreational areas, waterfowl habitat and important 
migratory bird habitats." 

Finally, in November 1976, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) 
published an environmental impact statement on the operation of the 
NWRS (7). This document is primarily descriptive, touching every 
element of the refuge system; it is an excellent reference. Other 
publications about the refuge system are listed at the end of this 
report. 

Objectives of the Task Force 

In June 1977, Assistant Secretary Robert L. Herbst ordered the 
establishment of the National Wildlife Refuge Study Task Force to 
address growing concerns from within and outside the FWS about the 
policies, operation, maintenance, funding, administration and identity 
of the refuge system. Assistant Secretary Herbst asked the Task 
Force to formulate recommendations regarding the future of the refuge 
system for the next 10 to 15 years. The Task Force's review is 
particularly timely, because it coincides with pending federal 
legislation on wildlife and the NWRS. 

This report addresses the objectives of the refuge system. That is, 
all refuge activities must preserve, maintain or enhance wildlife and 
other natural resources. All recommendations are made in the context 
of proposed revision of the refuge mission statement. 
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In the course of the study, the Task Force evaluated previous reports 
on the refuge system, visited refuges and talked with refuge managers, 
as well as many others within and outside the FWS. The Leopold Report 
was used as the foundation for inquiry into the status of the refuge 
system. This is not to imply that the Task Force universally concurred 
with all elements of the Leopold Report. However, many of that report's 
criticisms are still valid and many of its recommendations have not 
been acted on fully. 

Efforts to maintain and manage habitats on federal lands are insufficient 
to adequately provide for all wildlife. Therefore, the Task Force 
applauds international agreements which contribute to the well-being 
of wildlife, particularly migratory species and populations. This 
report reflects the need for increased cooperation with foreign, 
federal, state and local governments, as well as private interests. 

The following recommendations developed by the National Wildlife 
Refuge Study Task Force are future-oriented. They cover every 
major aspect of the refuge system: its mission, size, wildlife 
objectives and policies, management, public use, research, adminis
tration and organization. Taken together, the recommendations should 
be a basis for developing a strong, cohesive refuge system. It is 
appreciated that some FWS policies already conform to these 
recommendations, but the Task Force feels compelled to reemphasize 
important points. 
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RECOvMENDATIONS 

I. MISSION 

Task Force Recommendation 1. The recornmended revised 
mission statement is: 

The special mission of the National Wildlife 
Refuge System is to provide, preserve, restore 
and manage a national network of lands and waters 
sufficient in size, diversity and location to 
meet society's needs for areas where the widest 
possible spectrum of benefits associated with 
wildlife and wildlands is enhanced and made 
available. 

The NWRS should be a part of a total system, including 
state, private and international refuges and management 
areas. One objective of the refuge system is to address 
specific problems, such as acquiring and maintaining 
habitat for particular wildlife species and populations. 
An equally important objective should be to serve as a 
model for environmental education, habitat preservation, 
ecologically-sound project development and new and 
innovative technologies, such as use of solar energy. 

Director's Comments: The mission statement recommended is not 
significantly different from one long used in the management of 
the Refuge System. As with most mission statements, which are 
necessarily broad in their implications, there is room for 
interpretation and potential misunderstanding in this one. For 
instance, it should be clearly understood that it is not practical 
to consider the National Wildlife Refuge System as the vehicle by 
means of which "society's needs" for wildlife and wildlands benefits 
can be fully satisfied. Further, "society's needs" is a broad 
statement that must be clearly conditioned—at least in terms of 
understanding—by the idea that the units of the National Wildlife 
Refuge System are intended to meet wildlife needs and through them 
the needs of society. 

The explanatory paragraph following the mission statement seems to 
indicate that the National Wildlife Refuge System should be a part 
of a total, integrated system of similar lands throughout the Nation 
and internationally. In a literal sense this is not possible, but 
conceptually I endorse the idea that the System should be a part of 
a family or comity of lands, devoted to the underlying idea that 
they will provide for the needs of fish and wildlife resources, 
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resident and migratory. It is not practical, in my view, to 
develop an administrative linkage among all "refuges," but there 
can be and should be a philosophical relationship at the funda
mental level. To the extent that agreements, understandings, 
and the sharing of ideas and information can be accomplished, 
this should and can be encouraged. Perhaps an International 
Association of Wildlands Systems should be explored, conceivably 
operating under the aegis of an international body like UNEP or 
the World Wildlife Fund. This would establish the comity of 
purpose and idea, enhance communications and create the kind 
of unity and understanding that can be beneficial, particularly 
to emerging Nations which are now beginning to deal with their 
own wildlife problems. 

I agree that refuges should be models for environmental education, 
should be exemplars of proper habitat preservation (including 
wise management), and ecologically sound project development. 
This concept is consistent with present Service policy and has 
been practiced for some years. I do not agree, however, that 
refuges should be the bases for innovative technology to the 
degree that this assumes the level of an "equally important 
objective." Appropriate use of emerging technologies is important, 
useful, and should be wisely applied to the Refuge System. Nothing 
should take precedence over or assume an "equally important" role 
with the fundamental purpose of providing for the basic requirements 
necessary to the well-being of fish and wildlife resources, however. 

Director's Proposed Recommendation: Adopt the mission statement 
provided by the Task Force in Recommendation 1, but with the clear 
understanding that "society's needs" cannot be all-encompassing 
and that the perceived needs of society can, in fact, be detrimental 
to the well-being of fish and wildlife. Further, there should be no 
intent to attempt administratively to link or involve all refuges or 
refuge-like lands into one "total system." Taken literally, this 
is virtually impossible and the effort would be counter-productive. 
I also recommend that Fish and Wildlife Service staff explore the 
opportunities for and receptivity of an international, but informal, 
body of communication and mutual assistance, using existing or new 
mechanisms of an appropriate kind, to enhance wildlife refuge 
management worldwide. 

The Service will, as it has in the past, continue to stress the 
use of refuge lands for environmental education, and as demonstra
tion areas—demonstrating a host of appropriate concepts, including 
the proper use of emerging technologies and the ways these can be 
involved in the management of ecosystems and natural areas of all 
kinds. 
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II. SIZE OF THE REFUGE SYSTEM 

Task Force Recommendation 2. The size of the MRS must be 
open-ended, and continuous appraisal of needed additions is 
necessary. Increments to the system should satisfy goals 
defined in the long-range plans for land acquisition and 
development. A yearly report on priorities and costs of 
refuge additions, as well as available funding, should be 
prepared and distributed to Congress and the public. 

Director's Comments: This recommendation reflects the current 
practice of the Service and the general philosophy of its land 
acquisition program. It is recognized that the Refuge System will 
continue to expand, as it surely must, in order to keep pace with 
the needs of endangered species, the recognized and established 
goals for the management of migratory birds, and the increasing 
need to preserve lands that are vital to fish and wildlife, but 
which cannot be protected by means other than direct acquisition. 

The Service currently develops acquisition plans for the future; 
an example is the long-range plan for the acquisition of lands 
needed to maintain the continental population of waterfowl. This 
plan is followed in setting priorities for the acquisition of land 
for waterfowl It must be stressed, however, that in all cases the 
Service follows the policy that outright acquisition is the method 
of last resort. We must adhere firmly to the idea that wildlife 
habitat should be preserved and protected in ways other than through 
federal ownership wherever this is possible. 

Reports of the kind referred to in the recommendation are presently 
maintained and available: planning documents, budget documents, 
reports to the Congress, and the transactions of the Migratory 
Bird Conservation Commission all are available and contain, in 
one form or another, the kind of information suggested. 

It is important to note that the authority to acquire land carries 
with it an obligation to use that land wisely and purposefully; it 
also clearly implies that there should be in force a system that 
identifies those lands that are no longer serving their fundamental 
purpose. This may not occur often, but there are and have been 
circumstances that render lands virtually useless for wildlife 
purposes, or severely diminish their capabilities. In order to 
keep faith with the authorities the Service has to purchase land, 
the Service must also make sure that it does not retain lands 
that are no longer useful. Present law provides for Congressional 
oversight of divestiture of National Wildlife Refuge lands, so 
that it is not done capriciously or thoughtlessly, but the public 
should recognize the potential need to remove lands from the 
Refuge System. 

7 



Effective and continued land acquisition depends upon public—and 
often local public--acceptance of the National Wildlife Refuge 
concept. This demands that the Service assess its needs and 
priorities skillfully and logically and in keeping with the 
national interest. It also requires that the Service maintain 
a sensitivity to local concerns and interests so that unwarranted 
opposition and resentment is not allowed to develop and flourish. 
As a practical matter, this means that the Refuge System must 
be a good neighbor, that units of the System be cared for and 
maintained as a part of the local area and that management not 
be aloof from nor insensitive to local concerns, even though 
many times those local needs and concerns may not be accommodated, 
fully or at all, through the use of the Refuge System. In short, 
future acquisition may well depend upon current management of the 
System and the way it is seen by local interests. The precepts 
of the Refuge System are to be honored; that is, local interests 
are not necessarily to be accommodated simply because local needs 
are expressed, but wherever possible the individual units of the 
System are to be managed to reflect an understanding of and 
sensitivity to local needs and interests. By this means the 
necessary support of the System as a whole can be engendered 
and maintained, without which the acquisition program cannot 
be sustained. 

Director's Proposed Recommendation: General concurrence with 
recommendation 2; recognizing that the System will be enlarged 
or reduced in keeping with demonstrated fish and wildlife needs. 
The System cannot be enlarged simply to add to the total of land 
holdings of the Service. 

Existing reports, plans and budget information should be adequate 
to satisfy the need for conveying land acquisition information 
to the Congress and the public. Public involvement in the land 
acquisition process is a principle of long standing with the 
Service and will not be modified, except to expand the effort 
as it is appropriate. 

Task Force Recommendation 5. The system of migratory bird 
refuges is inadequate to protect, maintain and enhance the 
resource. Breeding grounds in particular need further 
safeguards, and units should be preserved by purchase or 
lease wherever possible. There is also need for additional 
migratory bird refuges along the flyways and on wintering 
grounds. Many existing units should be expanded so that 
breeding, wintering and feeding habitats are protected in 
areas large enough to accommodate migratory bird populations. 
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Director's Comments: This recommendation indicates that the 
present system of migratory bird refuges is not adequate to 
protect, maintain and enhance the resource. This is true. 
Further, the system will never be large enough to meet this 
need. It is not intended to accomplish this aim. The Service 
has carefully considered this problem during the past several 
years and has developed a long-range plan for migratory bird 
land acquisition. The plan provides for the acquisition of 
1.9 million acres of land between 1976 and 1986 in 33 high 
priority areas. This plan presupposes that much of the 
habitat necessary for the maintenance of an adequate migratory 
bird resource will remain in private or other public ownership. 
It is not intmded that the full needs of the resource be met 
by the National Wildlife Refuge System. While the Refuge 
System represents an exemplary effort in this regard, it 
must be recognized that lands in state and private ownership 
will always be more important in maintaining migratory bird 
populations. 

The consideration of the long-term well-being of fish and 
wildlife resources, particularly migratory birds of all 
kinds (not just waterfowl) cannot be complete without recog
nizing the contribution of Alaska. The Task Force did not 
address this important factor, one which is doubly important 
in light of current deliberations in the Congress concerning 
the designation of lands under the provisions of Section 17 d(2) 
of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA). Administration 
recommendations, if implemented in legislation, will set aside about 
45 million acres in Alaska as National Wildlife Refuge lands, much 
of which is of value to migratory birds. Even though the dedica
tion of this acreage will be of fundamental importance to the 
future of the continental migratory bird resource, the situation 
in Alaska will be similar to that of the "lower 48": lands that 
remain in state ownership or in private ownership—owned by 
private citizens, Native villages and Native corporations—will 
be vital to the continued well-being of the full array of 
wildlife found in Alaska. 

The Task Force recommends that migratory bird refuges be established 
along migratory routes and in wintering areas. The Service presently 
places high priority on wintering habitat that is particularly 
vulnerable to habitat degradation. However, it should be noted 
that it has been a long-standing policy of the Service that the 
states will be primarily responsible for the acquisition and 
maintenance of habitat basically important as migration areas: 
those "along the flyways." This is in accord with agreements with 
the states, established through the various Flyway Councils. This 
is in keeping with the premise that migratory bird management and 
protection is done in concert with the States, and incorporates 
the idea that most migration areas also lend themselves properly 
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and soundly to the concept of their use as public hunting units, 
managed by the individual states. 

Plans and programs developed by the Service and the states identify 
the needs of migratory birds (principally waterfowl) and provide 
long-term guidance in terms of priorities and needs. Again, 
the National Wildlife Refuge System cannot be the total answer, 
though tlie contribution of the System is a significant one now 
and must remain so. 

Director's Proposed Recommendation: Support the recommendation, 
with the understanding that the Refuge System cannot be considered 
to be the sole solution to the problem of maintaining habitat of 
a sufficient quantity and quality to support an adequate population 
or distribution of migratory birds. Further, the acquisition 
of "migration areas" will continue to be of relatively low priority 
for the Service, but will continue to be a high priority for the 
states. 

Task Force Recommendation 4. The refuge system should be 
aggressively expanded to accommodate wildlife species other 
than migratory birds, with emphasis on threatened and 
endangered species and habitats. 

Director's Comments: This is an excellent recommendation, fully in 
keeping with the philosophy and intent of the Service. Plans are 
now being prepared to identify habitats in each state that should 
be acquired or otherwise preserved for wildlife species other than 
waterfowl. When this effort is completed and is coupled with the 
presently completed Migratory Bird Habitat Acquisition Plan, and 
supported by the continuing process of preparing Endangered Species 
Recovery Plans, the Service should be able to identify with some 
specificity a National Wildlife Refuge System that is 90 percent 
complete. It will never be fully completed, since its development 
must be based upon plans that are flexible enough to accommodate 
changing needs, and to respond to changes imposed by a growing 
human population and its demands upon natural resources, including 
land and water. 

The long-range future of the Refuge System must also include 
appropriate emphasis on the establisliment of areas devoted 
primarily to wildlife-related environmental education and 
wildlife-related recreation. It is also appropriate to 
consider the acquisition (easement or fee) of lands that 
represent unique or significant habitats or ecosystems, based 
upon the recognition of a need to protect plant communities 
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that may be rare or threatened. Wildlife and its habitat cannot 
be separated and there are circumstances in which the values of 
the plant communities may eclipse the related wildlife values. 
These kinds of areas deserve protection, many of which can and 
should be incorporated into the National Wildlife Refuge System. 

Director's Proposed Recommendation: Fully support the Task 
Force Recommendation, but expand its concept to include the 
acquisition of areas for environmental education, wildlife-
related recreation, and the protection and preservation of 
unique ecosystems and communities. 

Task Force Recommendation 5. Special funds (e.g., 
Migratory Bird Hunting and Conservation Stamps, and the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund) allocated to finance 
refuge land acquisition are insufficient. In view of 
growing public appreciation and concern for wildlife 
values, increased general funds should be regularly 
budgeted and appropriated to enlarge the refuge system. 
Use of the proposed Heritage Trust Program to help expand 
the NWRS should be explored. 

Director's Comments: This recommendation is appropriate and in 
keeping with the realistic future needs of the Refuge System. 
It must be understood, however, that there is a keen competition 
among Federal programs for appropriated funds and the success of 
a budgetary effort is dependent upon a nun±>er of factors, including 
the state of the national economy at any given time. 

At present the Service has available to it the Migratory Bird 
Conservation Account, derived from the sale of Migratory Bird 
Hunting and Conservation Stamps ("duck stamps") required to be 
in the possession of every waterfowl hunter 16 years of age or 
older. This is supplemented by appropriations against future 
sales of the stamp (the "loan fund"). At this time the income 
from the sales of stamps is about $12 million annually, to which 
is added a "loan fund" appropriation of $10 million each year. 
This total, $22 million annually, is not adequate to meet the 
needs identified in the Migratory Bird Habitat Acquisition Plan. 
The Service is presently proposing to increase the price of the 
"duck stamp" beyond the present level of $5. Such an increase, 
if appropriate legislation is passed, will increase the annual 
total available to about $33 million. 

A second source of acquisition funding is through the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund (derives from income from Outer Continental 
Shelf leases, tax on motorboat fuels, and sale of certain surplus 
federal lands) of which about $54 million is proposed for 
appropriation in Fiscal Year 1979. This represents a pronounced 
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increase over past levels and, together with Migratory Bird 
Conservation Account funds will provide funding at a level of 
about $75 million annually. It is anticipated that Land and 
Water Conservation Fund funding available to the Service will 
continue to increase, as an increasing need is demonstrated and 
justified. While this represents a quadrupling of acquisition 
funding available to the Service in a span of less than five 
years, the amount available to the Service still will not be 
sufficient to meet probable future needs. In addition, the 
Service is in danger of having the funding available outstrip 
its capability to use the funds, owing to a shortage of 
personnel to carry out the land acquisition process. 

Future funding from any source will depend upon the Service's 
ability to continue to defend and justify increased apportion
ments and appropriations. The magnitude of the funds required 
in the future is impossible to predict at this time, pending 
completion of current work on the Identification of true 
acquisition needs, particularly with respect to endangered and 
threatened species, unique habitat areas and significant 
ecosystems. 

As suggested by the Task Force, the new National Heritage Trust 
Program, proposed by the Administration, will offer a major 
opportunity to assure the preservation and protection of natural 
areas generally, including those of value to fish and wildlife 
resources. The Fish and Wildlife Service will cooperate fully 
with the administrators of this program and will take full 
advantage of the opportunities this new and far-reaching program 
will offer. 

Director's Proposed Recommendation: Full support of the recom
mendation, subject to the understanding that the availability 
of future funding will depend upon the outcome of current studies 
and evaluations and that an accurate prediction of future funding 
needs is impossible to make at this time. 

III. WILDLIFE OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 

Task Force Recommendation 6. Plans for management, including 
development, of individual refuges should be designed to 
yield a variety of aquatic and terrestrial habitats for 
native plants and animals. Water and land management 
practices should be applied to provide attractive habitats 
for designated wildlife species, subspecies and populations 
in delineated areas. Both naturalism and purposeful manipu
lation of the landscape should be considered virtues in the 
total effort; but insensitive manipulation and development 
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of land and water resources, not based on wildlife and other 
ecological needs, must be avoided. 

Wilderness areas are a signficant part of our Nation's 
heritage that must be protected from non-conforming and 
inappropriate commercial activities. Areas on refuges 
should be planned and managed, where appropriate, for 
wilderness and wilderness-like conditions and diversity 
of vegetative stands. 

Personnel of the BVS with responsibilities for refuge 
programs must understand the results of refuge management, 
ranging from no manipulation through intensive manipulation, 
on the full spectrum of wildlife. For example, what species 
or populations other than upland nesting ducks benefit from, 
or are adversely affected by, providing dense nesting cover 
for ducks? Answers to this and similar questions will add 
to the scientific, educational and recreational values of 
the refuge system now and in the future. 

Director's Comments: The first paragraph of this recommendation 
is an excellent guidance statement, in keeping with current policy 
of the Service. It indicates a clear understanding of the fact 
that while most refuges can be—and are—managed to yield a 
variety of habitats, it is necessary in some cases to manage 
refuge lands for the benefit of one species or one group of 
animals. This is true, for example, where endangered species 
recovery is a prime objective. In general, this part of the 
recommendation is a very sound one. 

Wilderness is a valuable part of the Nation's heritage, and 
should be properly protected. Wilderness, in the legal sense, 
i.e., lands formally classified under the provisions of the 
Wilderness Act of 1964, is a major part of the National Wildlife 
Refuge System. At present there are 730,000 acres of designated 
Wilderness in the System. Congress is presently considering 
proposals that would classify another 3.5 million acres of land 
as Wilderness outside of Alaska. As much as 12.5 million acres 
of existing Alaskan Refuges have been considered for recommendation 
as Wilderness areas, bringing to the Refuge System a potential of 
having 49 percent of the total System legally classified as 
Wilderness. It is clear, then, that Wilderness designation has 
been in the forefront of the Refuge System. 

The second part of this recommendation indicates that additional 
areas should be managed as wilderness and as "wilderness-like" 
areas. I assume this to mean that Refuge lands should be 
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managed to achieve a degree of naturalness. This is a worthy 
suggestion, but must recognize that certain refuge lands must 
be manipulated in order to produce the wildlife benefits desired. 
Management by "letting nature take its course" will not accomplish 
the same thing and will not serve the interests of fish and 
wildlife properly. While management to produce wildlife benefits 
should be done in a way that is as natural as possible, this may 
very often involve doing things in an active rather than a passive 
way to assure the attainment of the established objectives. Marsh 
water level management is something that must often be highly 
artificial—often using pumped water and dikes—because relying 
on natural water level management is a slender reed upon which 
to lean a management program. In short, refuge areas often must 
be managed, and in so doing the classic consideration of wilderness 
characteristics cannot be accommodated. 

National Wildlife Refuges represent ecosystems—or parts of 
ecosystems—of great value and importance. These ecosystems are 
managed as such, with recognition of the part each of the components 
of the ecosystem plays in the functioning and well-being of the 
whole. This is done in full recognition of the fact that there 
are few truly "natural" ecosystems remaining: people, their 
physical and chemical alteration of the environment, and their 
impacts upon the functioning of ecosystems, have virtually 
precluded the practical adoption of the concept that natural 
ecosystems can be allowed to function naturally. 

The Refuge System is managed with the principle in mind that no 
management action is undertaken without that action having a 
profound impact on one or more components of the ecosystem. 
Refuge managers must be sensitive to this fact: they must be 
fully aware of the consequences of their actions. It is being 
aware of the ecological consequences of management actions that is 
of vital importance, and which must always be taken into consider
ation as refuge lands or wildlife populations are managed in order 
to achieve stated objectives. 

The last paragraph of the recommendation is most appropriate and 
is excellent guidance. The Service and its land management 
personnel are sensitive to these fundamental points; even so, 
the reemphasis of this concern is welcomed. 

Director's Proposed Recommendation: Support of the recommendation 
generally, with the understanding that much refuge land must be 
actively managed to produce the desired fish and wildlife benefits. 
This does not imply that "naturalness" in management should not 
or will not be employed, but urges the full recognition that 
management must include a variety of techniques, some of which 
may not be seen as "natural" because they are not. 

14 



Task Force Recommendation 7. Management plans for individual 
refuges must be designed to assist in accomplishing the goals, 
objectives and long-range plans of the refuge systems and 
the flyways. 

Director's Comments: This recommendation does not go as far as it 
should. It implies that the Refuge System is an end in Itself. It 
is vitally important that it be understood that the National Wildlife 
Refuge System is not and should not be an end in itself. The System 
is valuable as a national resource only if it supports the objectives 
of a nationwide effort to conserve, protect and enhance fish and wild
life and their habitats. Refuges must be managed to carry out the 
objectives of Service programs. For example, refuges are vitally 
important in restoring endangered species to a level at which they 
are no longer endangered, but a given refuge can do that only if it 
is managed with this objective clearly in mind. As another example, 
long-range plans for the flyways, as specified in the recommendation, 
are concerned principally with migratory waterfowl, and primarily 
with those species that are hunted. To imply that plans for the 
System should be limited to this consideration denies the need to 
manage refuge lands to benefit the preponderance of migratory birds 
that are not hunted, as well as those that are subject to hunting. 

The recommendation is unacceptably narrow in its literal meaning, 
and must be modified. 

Director's Proposed Recommendation: I recommend that the Service 
follow a recommendation phrased as follows: "Management plans for 
individual refuges must be designed to assist in accomplishing the 
goals, objectives and long-range plans of the Fish and Wildlife Service 
This is the premise now adopted by the Service for all its Programs and 
activities and it must be adopted and understood for the Refuge System 
if the national goals and objectives are to be met in a manner 
consistent with the needs of the fish and wildlife resources. 

Task Force Recommendation 8. Wildlife habitat needs extend 
beyond the borders of the NWRS. Maintaining wildlife habitats 
should be a responsibility of all land and water-use agencies. 
International, national, state and local agencies and organiza
tions and private interests should be encouraged to strengthen 
programs of habitat preservation and restoration, thereby helping 
to meet objectives of migratory bird and other treaties, conven
tions and agreements. The FWS should take initiative to develop 
plans to implement these charges. 

Director' s Comments: This is an excellent recommendation, encapsuiatir. 
the general thrust of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, the 
National Environmental Policy Act, and others that have relevance 
to fish and wildlife resources. As I have stated earlier, the well-
being of fish and wildlife and their habitats is everybody's concern. 
This recommendation reflects that well and deserves strong support. 

Director's Proposed Recommendation: Full support of the recommenda
tion, to be pursued diligently by the Service through all of its 
Program areas. 
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IV. ORGANIZATION 

Task Force Recommendation 9: The NIVRS is the most visible 
activity of the RVS. In the minds of much of the public, the 
refuge system is_ the RVS. The Service's presently structured 
program management system and its parallel organizational 
structure must be strenghtened to give the refuge system greater 
stature in the organization. Its current lack of recognition 
is intolerable. The world's foremost collection of wildlife 
habitats and wildlands deserves higher public visibility. 

A. The RVS must take early, positive steps to restructure its 
organizational pattern and to operate the refuge system as 
a nationally coordinated resource management system with 
strong national visibility. 

B. It is obvious from the Report of the Task Force on Making 
Refuges a Program (4) that the possibility of placing refuges 
in a program category is not a satisfactory solution. 
Instead, the Service must reconstruct its organization to 
give the refuge system clear, identifiable status within the 
RVS and under the line direction of a person at the level 
of associate director or higher whose sole responsibility 
is the NIVRS. Through this approach there will be established 
the strong centralized direction recommended by the Leopold 
Committee and the type of administration essential to carrying 
out the recommendations in this report. 

C. The Program Management System (PMS) is now a severe problem 
at the field level due in part to a lack of understanding of 
the system itself, and to inadequate communications,personnel 
direction, resource allocation and in-service training. The 
RVS must carefully monitor and evaluate the PMS on a contin
uing basis looking toward an in-depth evaluation on or before 
January 1, 1981. 
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Director's Comments: This part of the Task Force report 
deviates somewhat from the thrust of the rest of the 
document in that it deals not with what the National 
Wildlife Refuge System should do and be, but with how 
it should be structured and administered in order to 
achieve the other reconmiended objectives. This remains 
a germane consideration, however. 

Basically, the question appears to be one of whether to 
decentralize Service management, or to centralize manage
ment. This deserves some discussion. 

The management of an organization can be accomplished 
through a strong, centrally located headquarters unit, 
whose responsibilities include attention to all matters 
related to field operations. This is often done, and 
successfully, with various kinds of organizations, but 
it is particularly successful when the organization has 
a narrow range of objectives and a relatively simple 
process by means of which the job gets done. 

Alernatively, an organization can delegate much decision
making authority to managers who are located closer to 
the field, or in the field itself. In this kind of de
centralization, management assures that the decisions made 
"out there" are consistent with policy and designed to 
move toward the attainment of goals and objectives by 
providing clear, explicit guidance as to what policy is, 
and what the goals and objectives of the organization are. 
Field managers then make decisions with this guidance as 
background, and are able to make decisions that reflect 
both the guidance of the organization, and the local or 
regional conditions that prevail and have an impact on 
the nature of the decision to be made. This is a management 
approach especially useful when programs have a strong im
pact or local or regional areas and conditions, when the 
organization is charged with a complex array of objectives 
to be attained. This is the case with the Fish and Wildlife 
Service. 

The Service operates with strong central direction in the 
form of policy guidance, a clear definition of goals and 
objectives, a well-integrated formulation of budget (using 
field and central office contributions all along the way), 
and specific guidance through a management system that 
assigns responsibilities, identifies tasks and provides 
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dollars and people to do the job. This is strong central 
direction without having strong central supervision or 
day-to-day direction. The wide variety of activities the 
Service undertakes requires skilled management, applied 
as close to the ground (where the benefits are derived) 
as possible. This is a process that was instituted about 
three years ago in the Service and is showing signs of 
increasing success. Like many systems, it it far from 
perfect but it reflects a commitment to make decisions as 
close to the ground as possible, and to make decisions based 
upon carefully considered centrally-developed and administered 
policies and guidelines to be used with uniformity by all. 
Said in the simplest terms possible, the headquarters office of 
the Service in Washington indicates to the Regional and Area 
Offices what is to be done; the Regional and Area echelons of 
authority determine how it is to be done and the Area Offices 
and project offices (including refuge managers) see to its 
execution. This process is working well at present and has 
promise for even greater effectiveness as the system matures 
and the Service's managers gain greater experience. 

I must conclude, then, that descentralized management of the 
Fish and Wildlife Service is the best system to use. This, 
in concert with the premise that National Wildlife Refuges are 
not properly ends in themselves, forms the background for my 
further comments on the Task Force Recommendation. 

The National Wildlife Refuge System is accurately characterized 
as being the most visible activity of the Service, particularly 
when the whole of the public is concerned. At the very least, 
this is the part of the Service that has the greatest potential 
for visibility: 400 separate units in 49 States and in several 
Territories, all encompassing about 34 million acres assures this. 

The Task Force suggests, properly, that the National Wildlife 
Refuge System should become better known to the public. This is 
a valid comment, and one with which I agree. It should be noted 
also that many other activities of the Service are of importance 
to the public and I must conclude that all of the Service deserves 
to be better known and understood by the general public. It is 
an organization serving the public's interest in the area of fish 
and wildlife conservation and the people for whom we serve as 
natural resource stewards deserve to know as much as possible 
about what is being done in their behalf. 

It is clear that the Task Force has become concerned about the 
problem of an apparent lack of recognition and support of the 
Refuge System within the Fish and Wildlife Service. This is born, 
I believe, of a long-standing problem of funding and manpower 
adequate to provide for proper management and protection of the 
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Refuge System and its attendant facilities. I do not believe 
the two are related: the administrative or organizational 
alignment of the Refuge Division (the administrative entity 
related to the Refuge System within the Fish and Wildlife 
Service) has had nothing to do with the fiscal and manpower 
situation of the System as a whole. 

In point of fact, some years ago the Fish and Wildlife Service, 
as a whole, undertook a concerted effort to improve the funding 
situation of the Refuge System. This was a conscious decision 
reached by all of the key officials of the Service. It required 
hard work in providing justifications to the Department, to the 
Office of Management and Budget, and to the Congress. Devotees 
and supporters of the System and of the Service helped by providing 
strong encouragement from outside of government. The result of 
this effort (which was, incidentally, a reassuring demonstration 
of the fact that cooperative efforts can pay dividends for fish 
and wildlife resources) was a substantial increase in funding for 
refuge operations and for maintenance, reconstruction, and new 
development within the Refuge System. (This has become known as 
the Bicentennial Land Heritage Program.) 

Increases in the Refuge System budget have been significant and 
continue to show improvement. This was accomplished within the 
present organizational structure of the Fish and Wildlife Service. 
I am convinced that the recent successes could not have been 
improved upon by any other arrangement of the Service's component 
parts. In short, organizational alignment alone has little or 
no bearing upon the budgetary success — o r failure— of an 
organization. 

I cannot agree that the National Wildlife Refuge System has a 
lack of recognition, either within or outside the Fish and Wildlife 
Service. Therefore I cannot accept the idea that the present 
circumstance is intolerable. Having been a part of the National 
Wildlife Refuge organization myself for most of my professional 
career, I can fully appreciate the perceptions of employees who 
work in the Refuge System: some feel that there is no clearly 
demonstrable organizational entity that sets the Refuge System 
apart from the rest of the Service. Others are concerned that 
there is no one individual who "fights for" Refuge System interests 
and so the System is denied "victories" it might otherwise have. 
These concerns are not valid, in my judgement. The Refuge System 
is a part of the Service and should not be set apart from it. 
Its continued visibility to the public is assured: one can hardly 
deny the presence of 34 million acres of land, a number that is 
growing constantly and dramatically. 
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The Service is not managed internally so that there are 
winners or losers on issues: all these matters are subject 
to careful debate among key Service officials and decisions 
which are not resolved among these officials are brought to 
me for final resolution'—as they must be and should be. 
As Director, I must make final decisions (even though those 
decisions may in turn become recommendations to higher 
authority and subject therefore to change or outright re
jection) . Since the Service is not managed on the basis of 
organizational function (refuges, law enforcement, realty, fish 
hatcheries, as examples), but on the basis of fundamental 
Programs (migratory birds, endangered species, animal damage 
control, and the like). Choices about budget priorities, or 
where to allocate limited numbers of personnel, are made on 
the basis of program priorities and needs and may therefore 
affect organizational components of the Service, but no 
decisions are made on the basis of which organizational unit 
should gain or lose. 

It is evident that field managers of the Refuge System are 
concerned that they are funded by several Programs and this 
seems to foster the belief that there is no continuity of 
consideration about the role or potential of any given unit 
of the Refuge System. In most cases, Refuges arc funded by 
more than one Program. This is because refuges are not ends 
in themselves, but part of a complex mechanism by which the 
Service contributes to the continued well-being of fish and 
wildlife and their habitats throughout the country. This 
does not imply that a refuge is any the less attractive to 
people or any the less important to the Nation, but it does 
clearly indicate that each refuge and its manager is res
ponsible for making a defined, demonstrable and important 
contribution to the overall goals of the Fish and Wildlife 
Service, as well as making each refuge an ecologically inter-
grated entity. 

As a matter of organizational structure, the Division of 
National Wildlife Refuges is assigned to the general super
vision of an Associate Director for Fish and Wildlife Resources, 
whose responsibiliites include a number of Program areas. 
He is assisted by two Deputy Associate Directors, one for 
Wildlife and one for Fisheries. It is clear that this organi
zational scheme, while effective, poses too great a burden on 
three individuals and their staffs. 
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The Service is presently recommending to the Assistant 
Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks an organizational 
realignment, which will set aside all fishery Programs for 
management by a separate Associate Director - Fishery 
Resources, leaving the present Associate Director with res-
ponsibilities for Wildlife Resources. As a further change, 
the Service proposes to establish two Deputy Associate 
Director positions under the Associate Director - Wildlife 
Resources. One of these Deputies will be responsible for 
those Programs principally affecting the National Wildlife 
Refuge System (except for the Endangered Species Program, 
which is managed elsewhere in the Service). 

The result, then will be the aggregation of refugee-related 
Programs under one Deputy .Associate Director. It is important 
to note that this individual will NOT have direct line 
authority over all Refuge Systems operations, as recommended 
in the Task Force Report. The Refuge System cannot function 
with direct line supervision emanating from the Central Office 
and leading directly to each field station. 

The Refuge System cannot properly function in the context of 
the way the Service does business by becoming a Program in and 
of itself. To do so would essentially deny the principle that 
the Service manages Programs, not functions. Functions cannot 
be ends in themselves.- for example, realty services are a 
function, but the purchase of land is not an end in itself. 
Or, fish hatcheries produce fish, and do it well, but fish 
production is not an end in itself; it must have a purpose. 
Programs incorporate those purposes. 

Therefore, the management of the Refuge System must be con-
sidered in keeping with the idea that the Service is and will 
remain a decentralized organization, with strong central 
direction (not supervision), and that its programs are the 
reflection of what the Service is attempting to accomplish, not 
simply what it does. This in no way diminishes the real im
portance of such essential functional elements as refuges or 
law enforcement, or fish hatcheries. 

A final part of the Task Force recommendation has to do with 
the Program Management System. I cannot agree that at present 
the Program Management System presents a "severe problem" to 
refuge managers. There has been, and there is, a lack of 
understanding of the System and how it works. The Service has 
long since undertaken an effort to overcome this problem 
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'—which is one of communications, basically. An evaluation of 
the Program Management System, conducted more than a year ago by 
the Service, revealed several needs and produced recommendations 
for improvement. Included therein was a recommendation to 
continue to monitor the Program Management System. This will 
be done, with the same purposes in mind as indicated in the 
Task Force Recommendation, Part C. 

Director's Proposed Recommendation: Recommendation 9-A can be 
readily accepted and endorsed, for the reason that is the way 
the Service manages the National Wildlife Refuge System at this 
time. I believe "national visibility" to be an appropriate 
characteristic if it is meant to indicate that national wildlife 
refuges should be recognized by and become important to the Nation's 
citizens. That is a laudable goal and one the Service has endorsed 
and will continue to advocate. 

I must recommend outright rejection of Recommendation 9-B; it is 
unnecessary and inconsistent with appropriate management of the 
Service and the National Wildlife Refuge System. Organizational 
changes now being recommended by the Service, if approved, will 
improve the efficiency of the Service and will assemble most 
refuge-related Programs under one Deputy Associate Director. I 
cannot, however, recommend anything but outright rejection of the 
idea that the National Wildlife Refuge System must be centrally 
directed by a single line officer headquartered in Washington, 
reporting to the Director. 

J support the intent of Recommendation 9-C. This is, in fact, 
in keeping with Service intent and is good business. It is a 
worthwhile recommendation. 

V. ADMINISTRATION 

Task Force Recommendation 10. Administrators of the FWS 
must aggressively seek more adequate funds and personnel 
for developing, operating and maintaining the refuge 
system. Support of other appropriate units of the 
executive branch, including the Office of Management 
and Budget, and the Congress should be strongly encouraged. 
In addition, the possibility of charging user fees should 
be explored. 
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Director's Comments: This general encouragement to seek additional 
funding for the Refuge System is merited* The Service has done 
this and continues to do so, with some success. The need for 
additional funding and manpower is clear and demonstrable and 
is being presented by the Service as annual budgets are prepared. 

One element of the recommendation should be further explored, 
however. This had to do with charging user fees to increase 
revenues for application to the National Wildlife Refuge System. 
The Service now has limited authority to charge user fees (Land 
and Water Conservation Fund Act), and does so. The practical 
expansion of the use of the present authority should be given 
constant attention by the Service, and we will do so. 

It must be recognized, however, that to broaden the base for 
charging of user fees would require additional legislative 
authority. In considering this option, one must keep in mind 
that an overly aggressive use (real or implied) of user or 
entrance fee authority could drive away potential visitors, for 
whom visits to units of the Refuge System could be valuable and 
memorable. 

Generally speaking, user fees are appropriate and should be employed 
when there is a clear connection between the use and the fee 
charged for that use. Under no circumstances should user fees 
(in whatever form they might take) be considered a solution for 
the fiscal problems of the National Wildlife Refuge System. 

Director's Proposed Recommendation: Support the recommendation, 
except that it be understood that the approach to employing user 
fees to add to the revenues available for Refuge System operation 
be a cautious and careful one, particularly if new legislation 
is contemplated. At present, the Service effort should be 
limited to making the most of the current authority under the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund Act. 

Task Force Recommendation 11. Acting within the confines 
of stated goals and objectives, personnel with responsibil
ities for refuges should cooperate to the fullest extent 
possible with international, national, state and local 
agencies and organizations, and private interests. There 
should be provision for public participation in planning 
and implementing programs. Citizens should be invited to 
appear at public hearings, to participate on advisory 
groups, and to offer suggestions on refuge operations. 
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Pi rector's Comments: This is an excellent recommendation. While 
the Service has pursued this general direction for some years, 
only relatively recently has it been able to make real progress, 
either in terms of relationships with other organizations or in 
connection with public participation in Service decision processes. 
(There have been notable exceptions, of course, but in the general 
sense the progress made by the Service has not been on a par with 
the real potential of such an effort.) 

One note of caution must be sounded: While participation with 
local interests is vitally important, it must be recognized that 
local interests are not always in consonance with the national 
interests for which the Refuge System was established. As I have 
suggested earlier, there must be a high degree of sensitivity 
to local concerns and interests, but always considered against 
the backdrop of national responsibility. 

Directorfs Proposed Recommendation: Strong endorsement of the 
recommendation. (The recommendation must not be interpreted too 
literally, however. It is not possible nor desirable to bring the 
public into all the details of refuge management or administration. 
It cannot be concluded that the Refuge System can be managed by 
committee. The Service has, and must retain, responsibility and 
accountability for the management of the Refuge System. Public 
involvement, consistent with these principles, can and will be 
vigorously encouraged.) 

Task Force Recommendation 12. Communication within and 
outside the refuge system must be improved. Reestablish-
ment of the in-Service training academy in January 1978 
and periodic meetings of refuge personnel on a regional 
basis are necessary means to better disseminate FWS policies 
and objectives and to broaden the perspective of refuge 
personnel. In order to promote understanding of refuge 
management by all FWS personnel, not all meetings should 
be limited to refuge staffs. Personnel with responsibili
ties for refuges, relevant state agencies and private 
groups should meet regularly to exchange ideas. Consider
ation should be given to establishing in each state a 
working group which meets at least annually. 

Director's Comments: This is another excellent and timely recom
mendation. While the Service has long advocated periodic meetings 
of personnel engaged in various program or functional areas, 
funding and other constraints had precluded such meetings at 
frequent intervals. 

As a matter of practice, no such meeting should necessarily be 
limited to refuge staffs, as might be indicated by a part of the 
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Recommendation's wording, but the general thrust is well taken. 
The Service does not now conduct meetings of Service personnel in 
various aggregations and at various levels of the Service. These 
meetings will be increased, with the aim of improving understanding 
and a sharing of ideas, and through that, a continuing growth of 
Service-wide enthusiasm for the work being done by the organization. 

Communication is one of those things that can always be improved, 
regardless of how well it may be done at any given time. Any 
organization should use all means at its disposal to improve the 
communications process, within and beyond the organization. The 
Service will do no less. 

Director's Proposed Recommendation: Full support of the 
recommendation. 

Task Force Recommendation 15. Social work programs (e.g., 
Young Adult Conservation Corps and the Youth Conservation 
Corps) provide positive working and educational experiences. 
However, people employed in these programs require support 
services and supervision which could adversely affect other, 
high priority refuge programs. The FWS should organize and 
administer social work programs to minimize loss of staff 
time from important refuge activities without negating 
educational and other benefits. 

Director's Comments: This is a persuasive recommendation, reflecting 
an understanding of circumstances faced by the Service and the 
Refuge System in the recent past. Youth Programs do make a 
contribution to the refuge effort (or for hatcheries, or labora
tories, or wherever within the Service youths may be employed), 
and that must be taken into consideration in terms of weighing 
the "cost" of any youth program to the Service. In addition, there 
is a beneficial exposure of the enrollee to the Service's program 
and more important, the opportunity to develop in these young people 
an understanding of the value and appreciation of the national 
fish and wildlife resources. As a contribution to the future well-
being of fish and wildlife, this is something to be considered, even 
though the effectiveness of the effort really cannot be measured. 

More recent youth program elements (YACC) have provided more funding 
for supervisory and support personnel and services, so that the direct 
impact on Service programs is lessened to a great degree. The Service 
is aware of the potential adverse impacts of inadequate funding and 
manpower resources and strives to overcome them wherever possible 
through efficient organization and, most importantly, seeking 
appropriate additional funding. 

Director's Proposed Recommendation: Support of the Task Force 
Recommendation. 
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VI. MANAGEMENT 

Task Force Recommendation 14. Grazing, timber harvesting and 
agricultural practices may be abusive and should be used only 
when necessary7 for proper management of wildlife resources, 
keeping in mind the desirability of maintaining natural 
ecosystems. 

Director 's Comnien ts : Grazing, like several other land use practices, 
can be beneficial to fish and wildlife; misuse of these practices 
can also be detrimental, as tills recommendation indicates. Given 
that fact, then, several points should be considered regarding 
grazing, timber harvesting, agricultural production and other 
land use practices. 

First, as has been suggested earlier, National Wildlife Refuges 
will be managed as naturally as possible, given the fact that 
many such areas are far from "natural" at the outset. A sense 
of "naturalness" without being artificially so, will be sought 
at all times. Management through natural processes, wherever 
possible, will be the key: i.e., natural wet soil plants for 
waterfowl and other migratory bird foods in place of cultivated 
crops when the former will meet the needs of the resource (time 
and duration of use, concentrations of wildlife, need to offset 
local crop depredations, etc.)• 

The Service has long held the philosophy that refuge lands should 
be managed for the primary benefit of fish and wildlife, and that 
other uses must not conflict with the attainment of those benefits. 
That is, if grazing can be employed to benefit wildlife through 
habitat manipulation, cover removal or for some other reason, then 
it can and should be employed. This is an over-riding consideration 
of the Service. On the other hand, there are lands on which 
grazing, subject to terms and conditions set up by the Service, 
is clearly not harmful to fish and wildlife values. In this 
circumstance, it is felt that grazing can be permitted, subject 
to adherence to protective stipulations as to grazing pressure, 
etc. However, as a matter of practice, the Service has moved to 
phase out grazing programs that have been established through 
tradition or which may not meet the test of contribution to the 
benefit of wildlife, or which cannot be clearly defined as not 
adversely impacting fish and wildlife or their habitat. 

There must be the flexibility within Service policy to provide 
for these alternative uses of the land when it is compatible with 
the basic purpose of the area to do so. It is difficult to justify 
the non-use of renewable resources simply because they are within 
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a National Wildlife Refuge while there exists within the Service 
the legal authority to make appropriate and beneficial uses of 
these resources. It is, in my judgement, premature to conclude 
at this time that any land use not demonstrably beneficial to 
fish and wildlife resources should be banned from consideration 
when circumstances warrant such uses--if that is in fact the con
clusion reached by the Task Force. It must be recalled that 
the future of the Refuge System depends upon an understanding 
and acceptance of the supporting public, based upon the way it 
is presently managed. Failure to provide for such uses as 
grazing or hay-cutting under appropriate circumstances can 
contribute to the rejection of the expansion of the National 
Wildlife Refuge System, to the detriment of that System and 
to fish and wildlife resources generally. 

Director's Proposed Recommendation: Accept the general principle 
of the recommendation: i.e., that grazing, timber harvesting and 
agricultural practises be recognized as tools useful in the 
management of fish and wildlife habitat. Do not at this time 
endorse the implication that these practises must be demonstrably 
beneficial to wildlife in order to be employed. Rather, reinforce 
the idea that on certain lands and under certain conditions, these 
activities can be permitted, as long as they do not interfere with 
the primary purpose of the refuge, or impinge upon other wildlife-
related programs on the refuge. 

Further the Service will continue and expand basic research into 
the relationship between certain "economic use" activities and 
wildlife management; i.e., learn more about how habitat manipula
ted by various means, including grazing, timbering, etc., affects 
fish and wildlife resources. Only with this kind of information 
can the fine line between "abuse" and "benefit" be identified. 

Task Force Recommendation 15. Refuges should be managed to 
avoid excessive concentrations of migratory birds and thereby 
reduce the threat of epizootic diseases, excessive morta l i ty , 
and serious crop depredations. 

Director's Comments and Proposed Recommendation: This recom
mendation reflects current Service policy; it can and should 
be fully endorsed and supported. 

Task Force Recommendation 16. Consistent with the objective 
of naturalism and as a major method of providing "natural" 
ecosystems for wildl i fe hab i ta t , ecological study, interpre
ta t ion and other appropriate uses, sui table areas of the 
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refuge system should be designated as wilderness. 
The Wilderness Act of 1964 allows necessary adminis
trative actions, including unobtrusive wildlife 
enhancement measures, if the "minimum tool" is used. 

Pirector's Comments: This is related to Recommendation No. 6. 
The Service has complied with the Wilderness Act of 1964 and 
continues to examine the wilderness potential of new areas that 
are subject to Wilderness Act provisions. In Alaska, for example, 
the Administration has proposed wilderness designation and/or 
future study to that end in connection with National Wildlife 
Refuge lands to be considered for inclusion in the System under 
the provisions of the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act. 

In short, suitable areas of the Refuge System will be designated 
as Wilderness and managed accordingly. 

Director's Proposed Recommendation: Support of the recommendation; 
it is consistent in every way with present Service policy. 

Task Force Recommendation No. 17: Use of pesticides 
and animal control should be last resorts, employed when 
no feasible alternatives exist, used only when necessary 
for proper management of wildlife, and keeping in mind 
the desirability of maintaining balanced ecosystems. 
These practices are generally inimical to wildlife conser
vation, and their use should require special justification. 

Director's Comments: It is appropriate to suggest that pesticides 
and animal control should be used only when necessary to the 
proper management of wildlife, but it is not correct to indicate 
that the uses of these tools are generally inimical to wildlife 
conservation. There are many situations when the use of pesti
cides may be necessary, as when the Service, by law, must 
participate in noxious weed control and the only alternative is 
the use of pesticides. 

It is correct to suggest that the use of pesticides should be 
justified and that is should be a practice employed only when 
it is absolutely necessary. This is in keeping with current 
Service practice and should be continued. 

To categorize animal control in the same way is to deny the 
often clear need to manage animal population levels for the best 
interest of the wildlife population itself and for the habitat. 
An example is the management of muskrat populations to avoid 
the consequences to the habitat that can accrue when populations 
of muskrats reach high levels. It is also valid to consider the 
control of predatory animal populations when it is evident that 
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predators are a factor in the recovery of an endangered species. 
While these may be extreme examples, it demonstrates that it is 
not correct to apply generalizations to applications of manage
ment techniques that are obvious exceptions. 

It is appropriate to consider once again one of the fundamental 
ideas exprssed in the discussion of the Fish and Wildlife Service 
as a background to my comments on the Task Force report: that 
active management of habitat and animal populations often is a 
vital part of successful wildlife conservation, for the reason 
that there are often no real alternatives and that one cannot 
afford to "let nature take its course" when it is clear that to 
do so may impede the attainment of wildlife objectives. To be 
succinct, this recommendation tends to condemn animal control — 
at least by implication—when it is clear that real-world 
situations cannot lend themselves to the idea that animal control 
should be foregone except as a "last resort." Further, it is 
difficult to identify just what a "last resort" really is, 
particularly in the context of actual wildlife management situations. 

In this same connection, it is difficult to comprehend what is 
meant by requiring "special justification" before the use of 
pesticides or animal control techniques are permitted. It would 
seem most practical to conclude, as the Service presently does, 
that there must be a showing that the practice (or tool) is needed 
in order to accomplish the fish or wildlife management objectives 
outlined for the refuge. Ordinarily these are outlined in manage
ment plans, subject to scrutiny and approval at higher organizational 
levels, thus assuring a degree of professional review that will 
preclude the capricious or haphazard use of any of these practices. 
To demand justification or approval beyond that seems to be unduly 
restrictive and, in light of the facts, unwarranted. 

Director's Proposed Recommendation: To agree in principle with 
the recommendation, but with the understanding that reasonable 
flexibility is implied in the proposed restrictions on uses of 
these techniques or tools. I cannot recommend that the Service 
agree with the idea that the use of pesticide or animal control 
is "generally inimical to wildlife conservation." Intelligent 
use of these tools or practices, with an appropriate recognition 
of their limitations and effectiveness, should be the philosophy, 
as is the case within the Service at present. 

Task Force Recommendation 18: Permission for exploration 
of extraction of oil and gas on refuges, when the Federal 
Government owns the subsurface rights, should be a prerog
ative of Congress, and legislation to establish this approach 
should be sought. Exploration and extraction of hard rock 
and all other minerals and steam should be banned. 
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Director's Comments: This recommendation seems designed to assure 
that the National Wildlife Refuge System be protected from the 
vagaries of Secretarial decisions: that there is a fear that a 
given Secretary might, for whatever reason, unwarrantedly exploit 
oil or gas resources found on national wildlife refuges and owned 
by the Federal Government. 

One way to prevent this, of course, is to require the express 
permission of the Congress before oil or gas exploration or extrac
tion might be permitted. However, this seems inconsistent with the 
subsequent recommendation that all hardrock mineral exploration or 
exploitation be banned outright. Presumably, if Congress has 
sufficient reason to permit oil or gas work, it should be in a 
position to apply the same process to hardrock mineral resources 
found on national wildlife refuges. 

In point of fact, the process which must be followed by the 
Secretary to permit the use of federally owned oil and gas 
resources on national wildlife refuges at the present time is 
sufficiently rigorous and subject to public scrutiny to assure 
that no real hazard to fish or wildlife or habitat resources is 
likely to result. It must be remembered that in most cases the 
minerals found on national wildlife refuges are owned by third 
parties, who have a right to exploit their minerals. This is 
done in close concert with the Service, which is the surface 
owner, and the results have been acceptable in most cases. Even 
the problems of aesthetics can be overcome with skillful and 
cooperative planning, and the harm to wildlife resources is 
difficult to demonstrate. It would seem, then, that to require 
the Congress to make these kinds of decisions about the use of 
federally owned resources in each instance is to seek a degree of 
protection and a rigor of process that is not necessary. 

It is also worth noting that the Congress has already made these 
decisions, in one sense, by giving to the Secretary the authority 
to administer the uses of these resources on lands under his 
jurisdiction, subject to such obvious exceptions as lands within 
the Wilderness System. The Secretary himself must also adhere to 
the principle that national wildlife refuges are intended primarily 
for the benefit of fish and wildlife and he is unlikely to be 
able to justify oil or gas exploration permits that would jeopardize 
these living resources. 

As for hardrock minerals and steam, it would seem that logical 
consistency would argue for the application of the same kinds of 
rules as presently apply, that is, the Secretary can authorize 
these uses of federal resources only when it can be shown that 
to do so would be in conformance with the basic purposes of the 
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refuge. While the "test of conformance" is a difficult one, it 
is most unlikely to be abused, particularly if applied with proper 
public participation in the process. 

Director's Proposed Recommendation: This Task Force recommendation 
should not be accepted, for the reason that present safeguards are 
adequate. Further, if there is a clear and present need to assure 
that a truly pristine or unique natural area not be violated, then 
that area would seem also to qualify for Wilderness designation 
and should be nominated accordingly. This would enable the 
Congress to make the fundamental decisions about the future uses 
of these lands, thus precluding the need to ask the Congress to 
make case-by-case determinations for exceptions. 

Task Force Recommendation 19. Wildlife refuges must be 
planned and operated so that they are in compliance with 
federal, state and local laws and regulations pertaining 
to the establishment and maintenance of air and water 
quality, and the management of lands. 

Director's Comments: in practice, this recommendation is already 
followed, for the most part, in the management of national wildlife 
refuge lands. It is not proper to consider the literal application 
of this recommendation, however, because to do so would be to 
subordinate the prerogatives of the Federal Government to the 
jurisdictions of other governmental entities. It is conceivable, 
for example, that local zoning ordinances might preclude the 
proper management of refuge lands for fish and wildlife purposes. 
Or, to cite a perhaps more extreme possibility, local ordinances 
could insist upon management practices or land uses that would be 
in opposition to the best interests of fish and wildlife resources. 
(Enforced use of pesticides of a given kind in local mosquito 
control, for example.) 

It is likely that the authors of this recommendation had in mind 
the appropriateness of compliance with local codes and other 
regulations that are generally supportive of environmental 
quality and sound land-use planning and management. In this 
context, the recommendation is a good one, but is sufficiently 
broad to provide for a number of negative qualities, given the 
right set of circumstances. It is clear that present policies of 
the Department and the Service, plus the great legal latitude 
afforded the Federal soverign, make possible appropriate adherence 
to the positive precepts of this recommendation without the need 
to adopt the recommendation literally, with its burden of potentially 
adverse implications. 
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Director's Proposed Recommendation: Do not accept the recom
mendation. Rely instead upon the present broad authority of the 
Department and the Service to deal with individual circumstances, 
and upon the powerful environmental laws and regulations that 
apply with equal force to federal lands as well as private (air 
and water quality laws, the Coastal Zone Management Act, federal 
pesticide regulations, and the like). 

Task Force Recommendation 20. FWS must take immediate 
steps to strengthen law enforcement efforts on the NWRS 
to the level necessary to ensure proper and effective 
protection of the resource. 

Director's Comments and Proposed Recommendation: This is a 
supportive and welcome recommendation. The Service is already 
moving in this direction, subject to the limitations of funding 
and manpower presently facing i t . Wildlife refuge employees 
charged with law enforcement responsibilities are being given 
special law enforcement training at the Federal Law Enforcement 
Training Center, Glynco, Georgia, and are bringing to the Refuge 
System a skill and professionalism in law enforcement that has 
never before been possible. 

It should be noted that a more accurate purpose for increased 
law enforcement may be best stated as protecting the resource 
and protecting refuge visitors. Unfortunately, crime on refuges 
and other outdoor areas is increasing at an alarming rate, with 
the result that it has become necessary to emphasize public 
protection and safety to a degree sometimes greater even than the 
protection of the fish and wildlife resource. 

Director's Proposed Recommendation: Unqualified concurrence 
with this Task Force recommendation. 

VII. PUBLIC USE 

Task Force Recommendation 21. Refuges are for wildlife 
and utilization by people should at no time be detrimental 
to wildlife resources, and to the extent possible should 
be beneficial. 

Director's Comments: National wildlife refuges are for wildlife— 
and for people. Without benefits to people there is no logical 
reason for wildlife refuges to exist. To advocate that utilization 
of refuges by people should at no time be detrimental to wildlife 
resources is to ignore the idea that refuges have a social value 
in terms of an opportunity for people and wildlife to come 
together—on wildlife's terms—but to come together nevertheless. 
I cannot readily perceive how one could determine that there is 
no detriment to wildlife resources when public use of refuges is 
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permitted. For example, hiking a nature trail could involve 
encountering a group of deer at feeding time; the disturbance 
or interruption of the feeding process could be construed as 
being detrimental to the otherwise uninterrrupted foraging of 
deer. The logical consequence of this train of thought is to 
ensure the "lockout" of people to avoid any possible detrimental 
effect upon wildlife. The recommendation seems to be unequivocal 
and therefore not consistent with reality. 

Additionally, it is not possible for me to visualize how use or 
"utilization" by people could be considered beneficial to wildlife; 
perhaps the underlying implication is best characterized as a con
cern that public use should at least be neutral insofar as impacts 
upon wildlife are concerned. 

I believe that refuges should be places where the public can come 
to know more about fish and wildlife resources, where respect for 
their values can be engendered and stimulated, where wildlife are 
paramount, but where people are able to share these values in a 
meaningful way. 

There are, of course, circumstances in which people and wildlife 
do not mix; the Service presently carries out its public use 
program with this in mind. This must be determined on a case-
by-case basis and should not be governed by a philosophy which 
would seem to deny any rational and practical relationship 
between people and the wildlife resources which are, in fact, 
"theirs." 

Director's Proposed Recommendation: The philosophy expressed by 
a literal reading of this recommendation should be rejected. The 
law governing public use on National Wildlife Refuges is clear: 
wildlife values are of paramouiit importance, but public use is 
encouraged so long as that use is consistent with the basic 
purpose for which the refuge was established. The Service has 
full authority to control public use and will do so to the degree 
that control is warranted. It must be recognized further that 
many national wildlife refuges were established by legislative 
actions that specify public use as a part of the refuge purpose. 
Refuges originating with this philosophy in the legislative 
intent include the Tinicum National Environmental Center, San 
Francisco Bay Refuge, Crab Orchard Refuge, and the Lower Minnesota 
River Refuge. It is also proper that there be more refuges of 
this kind in the future. 
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Task Force Recommendation 22. Consistent with the 
objective of strengthening the environmental and 
natural resource education function of the wildlife 
refuge program, a goal should be to upgrade the 
content of educational efforts for all citizens 
using refuges and help assure quality outdoor 
experiences. The quality of the experiences will 
be enhanced by ensuring that all persons intending 
to use refuges have had appropriate training in 
recreational safety and ethics. 

Director's Comments; This is a laudable recommendation, generally, 
and provides appropriate endorsement of present Service practice. 
I cannot agree with the idea Implied in the last sentence of the 
recommendation, however. This would seem to suggest that a 
condition of permission to visit a national wildlife refuge should 
be some kind of training in recreational safety and ethics. This 
is neither necessary nor desirable, in my judgment. In fact, one 
of the fundamental effects of a visit to a national wildlife refuge 
should be an enhanced sense of responsibility toward natural 
resources, and an increased understanding of the role of natural 
processes as they effect or are affected by the human species. 
It is my strong view that there is no better place to instill 
desirable "environmental" or "recreational" concepts than on a 
national wildlife refuge. 

A logical derivation of this recommendation would be the obligation 
for the Federal Government to provide the training that would be 
necessary to "qualify" one to be a visitor to a refuge area. This 
is beyond the capability, if not the proper responsibility, of the 
Federal Government. 

It is obvious that there are logical exceptions to this. For 
example, the Service (along with some states) requires a demonstra
tion of proficiency with weapons prior to engaging in a hunting 
program on certain refuges. The Service may also require potential 
hunters to attend classes in wildlife identification prior to 
hunting on a national wildlife refuge. This is a far cry, however, 
from requiring all visitors to have been participants in some kind 
of "recreational safety and ethics" training effort. 

The Task Force recommendation underscores a growing and general 
need to generate in the public at large a sense of respect for, 
understanding of, and a positive responsibility for the use of 
public resources of all kinds. This is akin to Aldo Leopold's 
"land ethic" and it is for a concept based on the idea that these 
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resources and the opportunities to use and enjoy them are something 
that must be shared and passed on to others. The need for the 
development is demonstrated by growing vandalism, not only 
vandalism of public facilities, but of trees, historic and archeo-
logic objects and places, and in wanton disregard of the needs 
and desires of others who may wish to share the values of these 
things. 

The Service supports the development of this feeling, this 
"ethic," and will do everything possible to contribute to this 
objective. It must be pursued in a way that does not create an 
elitism, or that is discriminatory; the efforts of the Service 
must, and will, keep this in mind. 

Director's Proposed Recommendation: Accept and endorse the 
first part of the recommendation; the last sentence of the recom
mendation cannot be supported in the broad context indicated. 

Task Force Recommendation 25. Public awareness of wildlife 
and ecological values, as exemplified by the NWRS, must be 
strengthened. This must be accomplished through public 
affairs efforts, improved working relationships with all 
media, interpretive programs on refuges and encouragement 
of visits by the public in designated areas and times. 
Refuge personnel should be encouraged to become involved in 
community activities. 

Director's Comments: This is a thoughtful and fully appropriate 
recommendation. The Service should pursue this with respect to 
all its efforts, not just those in which the National Wildlife 
Refuge System may be involved. I particularly favor the involve
ment of Service employees in community activities, both as 
citizens and residents of the community and, when appropriate, 
as official representatives of the Service. 

Director's Proposed Recommendation: Full and unqualified endorse
ment of this Task Force recommendation. 

Task Force Recommendation 24. Increased funds, staff and 
facilities must be made available to the refuge system so 
that public use can be planned for and accommodated to 
the fullest extent consistent with the objectives of each 
refuge and the Refuge Recreation Act of 1962. Such activities 
should be appropriate to the purpose of each refuge and 
planned operations should emphasize appreciation of wildlife 
and ecological values. Public use on refuges should promote 
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appreciation and understanding of what refuges are, 
what they contribute to society, what management 
functions are being performed for wildlife and other 
resources, and why. Appropriate effort should be made 
to produce interaction with school programs that result 
in instructors productively utilizing refuges for such 
purposes as outdoor laboratories. 

Director's Comments and Proposed Recommendation; I agree completely 
with this recommendation and recommend its endorsement. 

Task Force Recommendation 25. To most people the word 
"refuge" includes the idea of providing a haven of safety 
for wildlife--a place of protection. As such, hunting, 
trapping and fishing might seem inconsistent uses of the 
refuge system. However, refuges were established primarily 
to safeguard species and populations and their habitats, 
not just individual animals. As provided for in the 
National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 
1966 and other applicable laws, and under carefully 
designed regulations, hunting, trapping and fishing are 
consistent with the concept of providing habitat in 
refuges for healthy populations of wildlife and are 
compatible with sound wildlife management principles and 
practices. On the other hand, hunting, trapping or fishing 
should be prohibited if these activities are actually or 
potentially damaging to primary refuge objectives. 

The FWS should move quickly to implement procedures in 
the field that assure quality outdoor experiences. Taking 
of fish and wildlife must in all cases be based on plans 
that are biologically sound, employ the least wasteful 
and most humane methods available, and include a system 
to test and qualify individuals authorized to hunt and 
trap. 

Throughout the NWRS there should be no deliberate 
manipulation of habitats or populations designed to 
produce excessive numbers of resident wildlife specifically 
for hunting, fishing or trapping. Management practices 
should be consistent with the System's primary purpose 
to enliance, protect and preserve wildlife resources. In 
no case should taking of any species be justified because a 
state opens an area adjacent to a refuge. The FIVS should 
be sure that hunting, fishing or trapping programs admin -
istered by states and/or other agencies under cooperative 
agreement are conducted in such manner that refuge values 
and objectives are not compromised. 
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Three actions need to be taken by the FWS immediately: 

A. Review the policy update memorandum of July 1973 on 
hunting to make the statement compatible with 
primary wildlife and refuge objectives and recom
mendations provided by this Task Force. Under 
limits of existing laws, hunting should be permitted 
primarily to manage wildlife populations. 

B. Review the commercial uses of fish and wildlife, 
including compulsory use of hunting guides, to assure 
that they are compatible with sound wildlife manage
ment principles and practices and prohibit, to the 
extent possible, any commercial activities that arc 
not necessary to the proper management of fish and 
wildlife. 

C. Complete and issue promptly, following public review, 
the draft policy update memorandum No. 14 on taking 
fur-bearing animals. Trapping should be permitted 
only to properly manage wildlife populations and 
their habitats, and in Alaska for subsistence. 

Looking to the future, refuge habitat will become increasingly 
important to more species of wildlife as habitat decreases 
on private and multiple-use government lands. As this 
situation evolves and conservation conflicts arise, policies 
regarding hunting, trapping and fishing must be continuously 
reappraised. 

Director's Comments: Dealing as it does with consumptive uses of 
fish and wildlife—hunting, fishing and trapping—this recommendation 
is clearly the most provocative and potentially controversial of 
the entire Task Force Report. Nevertheless, it is a thoughtful 
recommendation and is recognized as being a seriously considered 
melding of the varied points of view and philosophies of the several 
members of the Task Force. 

It should be made clear that the Service holds that hunting, fishing, 
and trapping are legitimate and necessary tools of effective fish 
and wildlife management and that these are recognized and legitimate 
recreational activities. This philosophy is supported by legislation 
and by many court cases, and insofar as the Service is concerned, 
applies generally, and it applies to the National Wildlife Refuge 
System itself. 
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A second precept to be made clear is that the Service endorses 
the generally held principle that hunting (or fishing, or trapping) 
need not be applied only when wildlife populations are so high 
that harvest is necessary to protect a species from the impacts 
of its own excessive numbers. To harvest a resource only when 
that resource is clearly in trouble is not good management; if 
harvestable surpluses are taken regularly, the development of 
excessive numbers will be avoided. Serious impacts of abused 
habitat, exposure to disease, and other detrimental effects 
can develop before a population has reached dangerously high 
numbers and the removal of the excessive population may come 
too late to avoid the adverse effects of those high numbers. 

Harvestable surpluses of fish and wildlife are annually available, 
given habitat conditions capable of supporting reasonable 
populations of fish or wildlife. Many individual members of 
wildlife populations will be removed from that population whether 
or not they are removed by hunting, fishing or trapping. There 
is no reason, then, to preclude the legitimate and proper con
sumptive use of this segment of the population, the "harvestable 
surplus." 

The issue most frequently boils down to the question of the 
morality or acceptability of killing a fellow creature, even 
when that killing may substitute one form of death for another. 
This concern, held by a growing number of citizens today, is 
increased when it is evident that hunting (or fishing, or 
trapping) may be done as recreation. This is a matter of personal 
conviction, and while it is an often hotly debated issue, it does 
not have a biological foundation. That is, consumptive use of 
wildlife, when managed properly, has no adverse effect on the 
long-term well-being of fish or wildlife populations or their 
habitats. 

The Task Force recommendation regarding hunting, fishing and 
trapping must be viewed against the background outlined above. 

The first paragraph of Recommendation 25 is an appropriate statement 
of philosophy and guidance for the National Wildlife Refuge System. 
It is, in fact, the basic tenet by which the national wildlife 
refuges are managed at present. 

The second paragraph of this recommendation is an acceptable 
admonition, with the exception that it must be understood that 
the implied requirement to use the most humane and least wasteful 
methods available must be tempered with practicality. The Service 
does not condone waste, nor does it encourage activities that are 
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inhumane, but at the same time must, in the general public 
interest, recognize the practicality of cost and problems of 
implementation of any given approach. 

The Service does provide for testing or qualifying potential 
hunters or trappers in some instances. Again, this recommendation 
cannot be accepted to indicate that this should be a rigid require
ment for use of national wildlife refuge resources. In many cases 
it is not possible nor practical, at present, to do the testing. 
It is clearly not appropriate when applied to fishing. Further, 
many states have their own qualification requirements before a 
hunter or trapper can go afield. The Service requires that state 
regulations and licensing requirements be complied with as a 
condition of hunting or fishing or trapping on national wildlife 
refuges. We view this as the proper approach to the problem of 
assuring that potential users of public resources (state or 
federal) be reasonably competent and are otherwise legally 
qualified to exercise the privilege of fish and wildlife resource 
consumption. 

The recommendations in the third paragraph suggest that refuge 
management not include deliberate manipulation of habitats or 
populations in order to produce excessive numbers or resident 
wildlife specifically for hunting, fishing or trapping. Basically, 
this says that there should be no effort to produce populations 
to sustain refuge hunting, fishing or trapping programs. I can 
agree with this to the extent that I believe it is not appropriate 
to manage to produce consumable populations when to do so means 
a conscious tradeoff of one wildlife (or fish) resource for 
another. For example, if one had to diminish refuge contributions 
to the well-being of shorebirds in order to produce more ducks 
or deer, then that trade-off would be unacceptable. It would not 
be inappropriate, in my judgement, to manage a refuge in such a 
way that all wildlife (or fish) resources would be enhanced, with 
the result that greater numbers of game species were produced at 
the same time. 

Furthermore, it should be understood that in some cases refuges 
will be managed to enhance resident species for the reason that 
those resident species need special attention for their own well-
being: e.g., Key Deer in Florida, or Columbian White-tailed Beer 
in Oregon, or Delmarva Fox squirrels in Maryland, all of which 
are resident and endangered species in need of careful and 
specific management. 
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Lands of the National Wildlife Refuge System are managed, in 
general, to produce a diversity of habitat and a related variety 
of fish and wildlife resources. Intelligent management of 
habitats will produce wildlife in reasonable diversity and 
profusion. In the process, it is virtually inevitable that a 
"harvestable surplus" of some species will occur (again, this 
does not need to imply an "excessive" population of most game 
species). In short, land management, on refuges and elsewhere, 
can and usually does provide an opportunity to have a diversity 
of wildlife and fish, some populations of which have annual 
surpluses available for consumption. 

Special note should be made of the discrepancy in philosophy 
implied here: resident species should not be managed to produce 
an "excess" for hunting or fishing, but there is silence in 
connection with migratory species. A great many national wildlife 
refuges were established—or are being purchased—because of their 
value to migratory species (though their true biological values 
transcend migratory birds alone, of course). I suspect that the 
Task Force agreed with the idea that successful management of 
migratory birds would produce a "harvestable surplus" of at 
least some species. That is, waterfowl, or doves, or snipe would 
be produced, many Individuals of which would die each year— 
whether hunted or not--and therefore become a harvestable surplus. 
This is true, and it is the intent of the Service to employ the 
National Wildlife Refuge System and a host of other tools to 
assure that this characteristic of the migratory bird resource 
does not change in the future. However, one must not lose sight 
of the fact that the very same principles apply to the management 
of resident species, most of which exhibit the same biological 
characteristics as migratory species, save for the fact that 
they do not migrate. 

The point made here is that there is no need to apply an artificial 
distinction between resident species and non-resident species. What 
is important is the recognition and application of the principles 
outlined in the first paragraph of Recommendation 25. 

The remainder of the general recommendations contained in the 
third paragraph are appropriate. National wildlife refuge areas 
should be opened to hunting, trapping or fishing on their own 
merits and not solely because of circumstances adjacent to the 
refuge. (Care must be taken not to be inflexible, even in this 
instance because there may well be circumstances in which federal 
and state areas are adjoining and for one reason or another cannot 
be separated in a way that makes it possible to reasonably expect 
hunters—or law enforcement officers, for that matter—to identify 
the differences.) I understand the intent of the specific 
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recommendation, and I respect i t , but I am compelled to point out 
that legitimate and reasonable exceptions may occur from time to 
time. 

With respect to Recommendation 25-A, I can endorse the idea that 
Refuge policy memoranda should be reviewed for currency and 
appropriateness at frequent intervals. The Service will do so 
with the July 1973 hunting policy memorandum, and will make it 
consistent with the Task Force recommendations finally adopted 
by the Service. If the last sentence of 25-A is meant to imply 
that hunting for recreation is to be avoided, I must indicate 
rejection of this premise. If, as I believe the case to be, 
the Task Force suggests that hunting should be managed consistent 
with the biological characteristics of habitats and populations 
whether or not the hunting experience is recreation to the hunter, 
then I can agree. Recreational opportunities clearly follow upon 
or are attendant to hunting or trapping or fishing conducted to 
manage populations; it is most difficult to separate the two. 

A special distinction can and should be made, however. It is 
the policy of the Service to approach consumptive uses of fish 
and wildlife resources on national wildlife refuges in a positive 
way, i.e., none of these uses will be approved simply because 
there is no demonstrable reason NOT to hunt or fish or trap. 
The positive approach is reinforced by the fundamental efforts 
the Service makes to assure that hunting becomes an outdoor 
experience of high quality (the same premise is applied to 
fishing and trapping). A high quality experience does not 
accrue to a hunter who goes afield in an area in which he is 
not likely to encounter game. (Adherence to this idea can 
eliminate the temptation to open a refuge to, say, quail hunting, 
even though there are not many quail present because the refuge 
does not contain much quail habitat). 

Trapping on national wildlife refuges is employed basically as 
a tool of population management. To the trapper himself the 
activity may be recreation, even though the underlying reason 
to the Service for trapping is fundamentally biological. Trapping 
simply for recreation is seldom a feature of consumptive use of 
wildlife resources of the National Wildlife Refuge System, because 
the attendant wildlife management need is not demonstrated. 

Recommendation 25-B is completely acceptable. It should be 
recognized that some states require the use of guides in some 
situations and when the state law requires guides, the Service 
is obliged to honor that law. The Recommendation is a good one 
and is fully acceptable. 

Recommendation 25-C is a reasonable one, as are the remainder of 
the comments in this Recommendation. 
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Director's Proposed Recommendation: Accept the general thrust of 
this overall recommendation, except that the Service cannot agree 
with the implication that hunting or fishing or trapping is not 
a legitimate recreational activity. Further, I must recommend 
rejection of any implication that hunting or fishing or trapping 
should be engaged in only when fish or wildlife populations 
reach "excessive" numbers. There should be no absolute require
ment that potential hunters or fishers or trappers be in some 
way tested or qualified before using refuge resources. This can 
and should be a requirement under certain circumstances (as states 
recognize, too), but cannot be an unequivocal requirement. 

Finally, while I agree that refuges should not be managed primarily 
to provide game species for hunting, the result of good management 
often is a harvestable surplus of game species. This cannot be 
altered and no attempt will be made to do so. 

VIII. RESEARCH 

Task Force Recommendation 26. Research oriented to the 
identified needs of individual refuges should be encouraged. 
A list of such studies should be completed in consultation 
with refuge managers. Research personnel in the FWS, including 
those in the Cooperative Fishery and Wildlife Research Units 
and various wildlife research centers, should be more sensitive 
to those identified needs and should initiate appropriate 
studies. Invitations should be extended to colleges and 
universities to conduct management-oriented research. 

In many localities, refuges are the only areas devoted 
solely to wildlife preservation, and thus offer unique 
possibilities for continuous research and ecological 
education. In these instances, research may extend 
beyond management-oriented studies. 

Facilities should be provided on or near refuges to 
accommodate researchers. Seasonal field stations are 
needed in many locations, particularly Alaska. 

Funds to accomplish identified research needed on refuges 
should be provided in respective refuge budgets. In 
addition, research units in the FWS should provide 
increased funds to upgrade the total research effort. 

Director's Comments:The overall direction provided in this Recommendation 
is excellent. The Service has long endorsed and advocated the use 
of national wildlife refuge areas for research, and much basic 
and productive research has been done on wildlife refuge areas. 
Care must be taken, however, that research does not conflict with 
or Impinge upon the basic purpose for which the refuge was 
established. 
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One kind of research has to do with the management of the refuge 
itself. Much of such research is of extremely local value or 
addresses less than broad-scale needs. This research can often 
be done through local universities or other organizations having 
an interest and capability. In many cases the refuge staff may 
carry out studies of this kind. 

The Service recognizes research needs related to the management 
of wildlife refuges and the research arm of the Service is deeply 
involved in much of this work. It must be understood, however, 
that Service research entities cannot always be involved in work 
of purely local value or which can be applicable only to narrow 
problems—the Service lacks the manpower and funding to support 
all the research for which there is a need. 

The Service does invite colleges and universities to conduct 
research on refuges and much very useful research—empirical and 
applied—has been accomplished in this way. It is also proper 
to offer opportunities for research that extend beyond management-
oriented studies. 

I cannot disagree that facilities appropriate to the needs involved 
should be provided on or near refuges. This has practical limita
tions, of course, and in a great many cases no facilities at all 
are needed to carry out proper and effective research efforts. 
Again, this must be considered and accommodated on a case-by-case 
basis and in consonance with overall funding availability. 

Refuge managers do receive funding for local, or minor research 
work or for continuing studies relevant primarily to their own 
stations. Major research in the Service is funded through each 
of the Programs, and research needs and priorities carefully 
assessed by the Program officials involved, at the Washington, 
Regional and field levels, and by the Service's research managers. 

In general, I agree completely with the idea that research efforts— 
and capability—within the Service should be enhanced and strengthened, 
and that the Service should move more aggressively to seek funding 
for research. This is the present intention of the Service; an 
Intention that is conditioned by the realities of fiscal and 
manpower constraints, however. 

Director's Proposed Recommendation: Strong general endorsement of 
the recommendation, subject to the understanding that such details 
as the nature and scope of research, the need for facilities, and 
the level of funding for Service research is subject to continuing 
analysis and case-by-case determination. The Task Force recommenda
tion is in keeping with current Service policy. 
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IX. TASK FORCE CONCLUSION: 

The recommendations contained in this report call for positive 
actions by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to enhance 
operations of the National Wildlife Refuge System. Implemen
tation of these recommendations will lead to a larger, more 
diverse, and more highly coordinated refuge system than 
exists today. But, these recommendations alone are insufficient 
to insure continued viability of the refuge system. 

Pressures to develop or degrade refuges for economic gain are 
growing exponentially. As costs rise or availability of natural 
resources declines, developers cast increasingly longing eyes 
on resources in refuges. Energy is probably the most notable 
case in point, but the example is no less valid for agriculture, 
water development or mineral extraction. With public fear over 
price IrLkes and shortages of gas and oil, a clamor has grown to 
hasten development of energy sources. In some cases this has 
been translated as a mandate for development regardless of 
ensuing environmental consequences. This philosophy and 
approach should not be applied to the refuge system. 

The refuge system must be a strong, viable, clearly identifiable 
unit which stands for protection of the environment and against 
encroachment on the Nation's natural heritage. This task 
requires public, administration and legislative support. 
The NWRS needs a powerful, united constituency to protect it 
from exploitation and inappropriate development. The refuge 
system will remain strong only to the degree that it remains 
intact and develops solid public support. 

44 



LITERATURE CITED 

1. ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT. 1969. A study 
of the National Wildlife Refuge System. Trans. N. Am. 
Wildl. Nat. Resour. Conf. 33 pp. 

2. GILES, R. H., AND R. F. SCOTT. 1969. A systems approach 
to refuge management. Trans. N. Am. Wildl. Nat. Resour. 
Conf. 34: 103-115. 

3. 1IATIONAL ADVISORY BOARD FOR SPORT FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE. 
1972. Public use of the National Wildlife Refuge System. 
Report to the Secretary of Interior, mimeo. 22 pp. 

4. NELSON, J. M., W. C. ASHE, M. C. NELSON, J. H. BERRYMAN 
AND G. T. NIGHTINGALE. 1977. Report of the task force 
on making refuges a program. Options paper for U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service, mimeo. 18 pp. 

5. PULLIAM, J. W. 1975. Management goals for national 
wildlife refuges. Proc. Western Assoc, of State Game 
and Fish Commissioners Annual Conf. mimeo. Speech 14 July. 
7 pp. 

6. U.S. DEPT. OF THE INTERIOR, BUREAU OF SPORT FISHERIES AND 
WILDLIFE. 1970. Wildlife refuge handbook no. 4--refuge 
system objectives, mimeo. 96 pp. 

7. U.S. DEPT. OF THE INTERIOR, FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE. 
1976. Operation of the National Wildlife Refuge System. 
Environmental Impact Statement. 707 pp. 

45 



OTHER LITEMTuTTE 

BEAN, M. M. 1977. The evolution of national wildlife law. 
U.S. Govt. Printing Office. Washington, D.C. 485 pp. 

DUMONT, P. A. AND H. W. THOMAS. 1975. Modification of 
national wildlife refuges. U.S. Dept. Interior, mimeo. 
28 pp. 

NELSON, M. 1977. The refuge system--past to present. 
Speech for Nat. Wildl. Refuge Study Task Force, mimeo. 14 pp. 

SCOTT, M. M. 1977. A report on the National Wildlife Refuge 
System. Defenders of Wildl. publ. Washington, D.C. 83 pp. 

SPENCER, D. L. 1977. The reservation of wildlife habitat 
in Alaska. Joint Federal-State Land Use Planning Commission 
for Alaska. Anchorage, AK. mimeo. 77 pp. 

U.S. DEPT. OF THE INTERIOR, FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE. 1977. 
Directory of national wildlife refuges--1977. U.S. Govt. 
Printing Office. Washington, D.C. 19 pp. 

U.S. DEPT. OF THE INTERIOR, FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE. 1977. 
National wildlife refuge system. U.S. Dept. Inter. Public 
Affairs publ. Washington, D.C. 4 pp. 

U.S. DEPT. OF THE ItTTERIOR, FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE. 1975. 
National wildlife refuge system--establishment, administration 
and management, mimeo. 26 pp. 

U.S. DEPT. OF HIE INTERIOR, FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE. Policy 
updates: (1) Fencing on Bureau administered lands and waters; 
(2) Management of buffalo and longhom cattle; (3) Research on 
lands and waters of the NlvRS; (4) Public hunting on lands and 
waters within the NhRS; (5) .Annual narrative reporting within 
the N1\RS; (6) Audio-visual operations on BSFSW facilities; 
(7) Forest management within the NWRS; (8) Policy and guidelines 
for implementing Executive order 11644 concerning control of 
off-road vehicles on Bureau lands; (9) Wildlife control within 
the NWRS; (10) Policy and administrative guidelines for grazing 
and haying activities on MVRs and waterfowl production areas; 
(11) Display of informational materials on Nl\Rs; (12) Management 
of wilderness areas; (13) Fire management in the Nl'vRS. mimeo. 

46 



DIRECTOR'S CONCLUDING REMARKS: 

The Report of the Refuge Task Force is a very useful one; it 
contains concepts, ideas, and guidance of great value to the future 
of the System and the Service. My response to the Task Force Report 
has been lengthy and detailed because I feel it important that all 
of us who deal with the National Wildlife Refuge System—including 
the public for whom it is maintained—understand the implications 
and ramifications of the Task Force Recommendations. 

The Task Force was made up of a diverse group of committed 
citizens who represent the wide spectrum of views and philosophies 
typical of the public as a whole. These differences in philosophy 
are real and they are important. The differences are all too often 
over-simplified in their characterization ("anti-hunting," "pro-
hunting," "anti-management," "pro-management," "for exploitation," 
"against exploitation," "lockup," "preservation," "single-purpose 
management"—all are terms that are heard in connection with public 
renewable resource management, specifically in reference to fish 
and wildlife resources.) None of these terms accurately conveys 
the complexities of the issues that are involved. No one management 
scheme, in and of itself, can address properly all of the considerations 
that are warranted when the future of fish and wildlife resources in 
this country is at stake. The National Wildlife Refuge System cannot 
be all things to all people, and as a result, the challenge to the 
administrator is to develop a fundamental philosophy that recognizes 
all points of view, but does not result in any policy or action that 
is, in the long run, detrimental to the continued well-being of the 
fish and wildlife and habitat resources involved. As with many 
resource considerations this is easier to discuss than it is to do. 
Doing the job is the final test, and one that requires the commitment 
of all concerned, regardless of their own philosophies about what is 
best, or right, or proper. 

In my own view, the future of the National Wildlife Refuge System 
is a rich and exciting one; one that is inextricably entwined with 
the future of fish and wildlife generally—indeed, is an integral 
part of the whole of the Nation's future: economic, social, and 
political. People are a part of everything around them; their actions 
and decisions have a pervasive and continuing impact on their sur
roundings, now and into the future. Their own well-being as a 
species is tied to the well-being of their environment, which 
includes the full array of creatures with whom they share their 
environment. 
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The admonitions of the Task Force Report underscore the fact 
that the National Wildlife Refuge System, as one of the tools with 
which this Nation addresses its commitment to the preservation, 
conservation, enhancement, and proper use of the natural resources 
that are our priceless heritage, must be a vital part of all our 
plans for the future. 

The fact that there is constant competition for the use of 
resources found on National Wildlife Refuges—a fact eloquently 
recited in the Conclusion to the Task Force Report—is a basic 
reason I must conclude that the System must reflect the current 
and future needs of the Nation. For this reason then, I envision 
a National Wildlife Refuge System that is a part of the future. 
I seek a System that contributes to the well-being of fish and 
wildlife and the places they live. I believe in a System that 
will bring wildlife and people together in ways (not one way, but 
a variety of ways) that will assure the continued well-being of 
the wildlife resource and will, at the same time, instill in 
people the idea that they and wildlife can--must--coexist and 
prosper. The human population will continue to grow and make 
demands that, carried to an extreme, can result only in the 
destruction of wildlife—and ultimately, of people themselves. 
I see in the future a National Wildlife Refuge System that reveals 
to all that it is possible to enjoy an improving life-style, a 
growing economy, an advancing technology, and the attainment of 
people's noblest aspirations for themselves, without sacrificing 
fish and wildlife and related environmental values to achieve it. 

Changes will occur; they are inevitable. The National Wildlife 
Refuge System will change, too. I envision a System that embraces 
smaller units, often including units that are intended primarily 
to protect remnant (and therefore unique), or regionally important 
(and therefore unique), or rare (and therefore unique) components 
of plant and animal communities that are, in reality, a part of 
the larger ecological units we call ecosystems. Each Refuge will 
be managed to meet a demonstrated need and to provide for the 
continuation of values we all hold in high esteem, yet will clearly 
contribute to the national and international well-being of the 
resource. This may mean that no single philosophy or policy will 
hold for all units of the System, except for the over-riding idea 
that fish, wildlife, and the places they live are valuable and 
important contributors to the well-being of people, and that fish 
and wildlife and plants are recognized as having intrinsic values 
that cannot be denied, lest we jeopardize our own future as a species. 
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I believe this to be the underlying premise of the Refuge 
Study Task Force. I agree with that premise, and intend that 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service pursue the goals and objectives 
this implies. It cannot be done simply and it will not be easy--
or inexpensive. It will be done, however--it must be done. If 
we cannot accomplish this great aim, then we will have denied 
future generations a gift, a heritage, of such value that we are 
surely to be condemned by all of our successors. 

I thank the Task Force for their splendid effort; I respect 
their collective judgment and I am pleased with their clear 
commitment to a difficult task. As I suggested in the beginning, 
this is a matter of overwhelming public interest, and it is 
appropriate that the public offer their comments on my proposed 
responses to the Task Force Report and its Recommendations. The 
stakes—the public's resources—are high and the public should 
take full advantage of this opportunity to make their own feelings 
known. As a servant of the public, I respect their opinion, and 
welcome any expression of it. 
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