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NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
P.O. Box 37127 

Washington, D.C. 20013-7127 

Dr. Joann Roskowski 
Division of Biotic Systems and Resources 
National Science Foundation jin 2 . 1Q0O 
1800 G Street, NW I ]^1 

Washington, DC 20546 

Dear Dr. Roskowski: 

I have enclosed copies of the questionnaire responses from U.S. 
biosphere reserves (USBR). Most respondents have preferred to 
respond in writing, rather than by phone. The demands of the 
summer field season appear to be delaying responses—only about a 
third of the biosphere reserves have responded so far. For the 
most part, those responding are the designated points of contact 
for the EuroMAB biosphere reserve directory. They are probably the 
best informed individuals in their units on biosphere reserve 
matters. 

Several points seem evident from the first set of responses: 

o BRs are often considered a recognition of site significance, 
rather than a framework for cooperation. 

o Only a few sites have a separate BR program, but most feel that 
their programs are contributing to BR objectives. 

o Many areas consider BR status in their planning. Several BRs 
cited the value of BR status in communicating the significance of 
the site and in strengthening the justification for research. The 
Big Thicket National Preserve has developed a Statement for 
Management that establishes specific objectives for its BR program. 

o More recent BR (e.g., Mammoth Cave Area, Big Thicket) and BR with 
a history of BR-related cooperation (e.g., Coram/Glacier) tend to 
emphasize balancing of the conservation, development, and logistic 
roles identified in UNESCO's 1984 Action Plan more than other 
sites. 

o Most respondents reported benefits from BR status, including 
public recognition, more support and use of the BR for research, 
improved assessment of development and management practices, better 
regional coordination, and project funding thru MAB and other 
sources. A few respondents did not provide information; however, 
none reported no benefits from BR status. 
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o In assessing needs, respondents almost universally gave the 
highest rating to mgxe funding and .staff to implement a biosphere 
reserve program. — ^ — - ^ ^ ^ ^ = a 

o Development of the scientific and educational functions of 
individual sites, including fostering an enthusiastic local 
constituency, received considerably higher priority than building 
international linkages. 

o The national plan for USBR received the highest rating of the 
options relating to development of a national BR program. Policy 
and operational guidance from USMAB and the administering entities 
of BRs, and improved communication among USBR managers were given 
moderate to low ratings by most respondents. 

o Three-fourths of the respondents rated feasibility studies at 3 
or higher, indicating a general receptivity to considering 
cooperative regional BR programs. 

The responses underscore the importance the respondents attached 
to meeting the, established objectives of individual sites. There 
seem to be many visions of what a biosphere reserve should be. 
These differences suggest that developing a cooperative network 
that can help address such interrelated issues as biodiversity, 
sustainable development, and global change will be a complex long-
term process. To be effective, our Plan will need to offer 
unifying principles that can help bring the many visions closer 
together and build consensus on national program goals, while 
providing practical incentives for sites to satisfy their perceived 
self-interests. The great variability in stated priorities 
suggests the need for a flexible approach that enables each site 
to contribute to the national program in its own way. 

As you launch what hopefully will be the final stage in the 
development of U.S. MAB's Action Plan, I would like to offer 
a personal perspective. Biosphere reserves provide a framework for 
addressing problems at scales ranging from local to global. 

^Jlowever^ their uirigue--^contributions are likely to be in 
biogeographic areas, like the Olympic Peninsula or the Greater 

l̂ d̂crowstene-̂ Area, wh"ere~BRs--ean facilitate cooperative information-
sharing between the research community and the many BR stakeholders 
in the biogeographic area; and through interregional and 
international networking of sites for comparative studies, 
particularly on a biome-wide basis. We need to focus on building 
models of ways of accomplishing BR objectives at these scales. 

The EuroMAB BR network, the Directorates1 use of BR for 
interdisciplinary and interregional research on ecosystem 
sustainability, the Smithsonian/MAB Biodiversity Program, organized 
cooperative regional programs such as SAMAB, and the informal 
efforts of many individual BRs, are helping to develop useful BR 
models. We should take pride in what USMAB has accomplished. We 
need to document these complementary efforts, strengthen their 
coordination, encourage planning and coordination of innovative BR 


