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WORLD RESOURCES INSTITUTE

1709 New York Avenue, NW.,, Washington, D.C. 20006, Telephone: 202-638-6300
Facsimile: 202-638-0036 Telex: 64414 WRIWASH Direct Dial: (202) 662-

March 10, 1993

Ms. Katie McGinty

Deputy Assistant to the President

and Director, Office of Environmental Policy
Room 358

01d Executive Office Building

17th & Pennsylvania Ave., NW

Washington D.C. 20501

U. 8. Biodiversity Commission
Dear Katie:

You may find my attached letter to Secretary Babbit of
interest. Also, the attached document, "Maintaining U. S.
Leadership in Biodiversity," may be helpful as you pull together
ideas on how the United States can sign and ratify the Biodiversity
Convention, and initiate further action at home.

Natufally, I remain available to collaborate in any way you
may deem of use.

Prégram Director

Biological Resources and Institutions

Recycled Paper



WORLD RESOURCES INSTITUTE

1709 New York Avenue, NW.,, Washington, D.C. 20006, Telephone: 202-638-6300
Facsimile: 202-638-0036 Telex: 64414 WRIWASH Direct Dial: (202) 662-

March 9, 1993

The Honorable Bruce Babbitt
Secretary of the Interior
Washington D.C.

United States Commission on Biodiversity
Dear Mr. Secretary:

Given your stated interest in blodlver51ty and the
establishment of a commission to assist you in addressing this
issue, I believe you will find the attached WRI paper of interest:
"Maintaining U. S. Leadership in Biodiversity Conservation". It
addresses: How can the United States prepare itself to work with
the community of nations vis-a-vis the new Biodiversity Conventlon,
and how can we get our own back yard in order? The proposal is a
four step process for developing a comprehensive U. S. Biodiversity
Strategy formulated through broad-based open dialogue and solid
scientific, technical and economic analysis.

WRI has had a long-standing research and policy analysis
program on blodlver51ty complimented by widespread collaboration
with partner groups in the U. S. and around the world. Through
this process we spear-headed, with IUCN and UNEP, the publlcatlon
of the Global Biodiversity Strategy in 1992. We assisted UNEP in
the intergovernmental negotiations for the Biodiversity Convention,
and continue to consult UNEP and the interim Convention Secretariat
on preparations for the forthcoming intergovernmental sessions.

In 1991, our North American Dialogue on Biodiversity, held in
Keystone, Colorado, brought together the federal and state
agencies, native communltles, bioregional groups, NGOs, industry
and cattlemen, farmers and miners to debate the issues and options
for forging common perspectives and opportunities for cooperatlon.
This present proposal to you builds upon this experience and
similar work in which we are involved in other parts of the world.

I would very much like to meet with you to further explain
this = proposal and discuss its potential with you, and to
collaborate with you in any way you deem productive and useful.

ogram Director,
Biological/ Resources and Institutions

Recycled Paper



Introduction and Summary

The United States has historically been a leader in the conservation of biological
diversity (biodiversity) at local, national, and international levels. U. S. institutions — public
and private -- have spearheaded efforts to discover biological resource values, to use them
sustainably, and to save endangered species and habitats. U.S. science and technology
have advanced biodiversity conservation overseas too. U.S. institutions took the lead in
developing the recently completed Global Biodiversity Strategy. Furthermore, in signing
AGENDA 21 at the Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro in June 1992, the U. S. Government made
commitments to protect biodiversity at home while collaborating with other nations in sharing
conservation science and technology, and promoting the sustainable use of forests, oceans,
and other biological resources.

However, U.S. leadership is seriously challenged by three fundamental problems:

° First, we in the United States do not yet have a comprehensive and integrated
Government policy on biodiversity -- that is, the United States Government has not
taken the initiative, in collaboration with the States, the private sector and the citizenry,
to ensure the protection, understanding, and sustainable use of our own biotic wealth,
even though our immediate and long-term livelihoods depend on it.

° Second, actions and investments to protect the nation’s biotic wealth must "move
upstream" -- that is, Government must collaborate with public and private forestry,
agriculture, fishing, grazing, urban development and other sectors that routinely
influence the state of our biotic wealth.. Reauthorization and strengthening of the
Endangered Species Act is an urgent and central component of any U.S. biodiversity
strategy, but it should be implemented within a larger context that addresses root
causes of threat.

° Third, by declining to sign the Convention on Biological Diversity at the Earth Summit
in Rio in June 1992, the United States has cast doubt upon the commitment of the
U.S. Government and the American people to the sustainable stewardship of Earth’s
living resources, in stark contrast to our historic performance.



Maintaining U.S. Leadership in Biodiversity Conservation

To help the United States reassert leadership at home and abroad in conserving the
world’s biotic wealth, U.S. governmental and non-governmental organizations (NGOs), and
private individuals — inciuding scientists, resource managers, and policy analysts - are putting
forward an array of options that warrant serious consideration by the U.S. Government. The
option spelled out here has its origins in the North American dialogue on biodiversity held at
Keystone, Colorado in 1991 that contributed to the development of the Global Biodiversity
Strategy. A wide-ranging group of NGOs and governmental and private individuals working
on the biodiversity effort have contributed to this document. It seeks to provide a framework
for preparing a comprehensive U.S. biodiversity program that will address urgent needs,
integrate conservation efforts, and promote longer-term investment and change.

The Administration should take four major actions during its first year:

o First, sign the Convention on Biological Diversity right away to send a clear signal that
the United States will be fully involved in the process. Immediate signature will greatly
enhance the impact of U.S. participation in the Norway/UNEP expert conference on
biodiversity to take place in Trondheim, Norway, in May 1993.

° Second, seek early ratification of the Convention so that U.S. delegations will
participate from positions of strength in future meetings -- for example, at the
Intergovernmental Committee on the Convention on Biodiversity to be held in
September 1993 in Geneva.

° Third, to implement the Convention as soon as possible, convene a fixed-term national
commission to develop within one year a U.S. Biodiversity Strategy that will offer a
comprehensive and integrated plan of action to secure our nation’s biotic wealth,
inventory and cover the gaps in current information and protection, help our scientists
and researchers discover the roles that our biota play in the livelihoods of Americans,
along with their potential current and future benefits, and make proposals for
sustainably using our plant and animal resources.

. Fourth, at the end of that first year, sponsor a National White House Conference on
Biodiversity to publicize the U.S. Biodiversity Strategy and to launch a broad,
collaborative U.S. National Biodiversity Program by all public and private interests.

(Details on each of these four actions follow.)

2 World Resources Institute



Maintaining U.S. Leadership in Biodiversity Conservation

Action 1: Sign the Convention on Biological Diversity.

Signature of the Convention should take place as a matter of urgency, so that the
United States can share leadership appropriately in the intergovernmental sessions currently
taking place and be well-positioned with a properly instructed and balanced delegation when
the Signatory/Party nations meet in late May (Norway) and September (Geneva) 1993.

To accomplish this, the White House should:

(@) Immediately establish a White House Advisory Group on Biodiversity made up of
knowledgeable individuals drawn from the related departments of federal and state
government, industry, NGOs, and Congress to clarify components of the Convention
(such as North-South revenue sharing from genetic resources, intellectual property
rights, and financial mechanisms) that warrant specific interpretation by this
Government. The advisory group should also be consulted by the U.S. delegations to
the May and September Convention meetings to be prepared and briefed. The
delegations should include broad representation of biodiversity-related interests,
including NGOs, industry, and representatives of bioregional community programs; -

(b) On signing the Convention, annotate the interpretations of the Convention text that
this Government wishes to record and declare that the U.S. Government stands ready
to collaborate with other nations to clarify these components of the Convention.

Action 2: Ratify and Implement the Convention.

As of March 1993, 160 nations have signed the Convention, of which six of the
required 30 nations, including Canada and China, have already ratified. Ratification and
implementation of the Convention by the United States should follow without delay. U.S.
leadership in the ratifying and implementing the process will stimulate other nations to follow
and set the stage for good faith in continuing a productive negotiation of protocols and other
allied agreements. _ :

To accomplish this, the White House should:
(a) Guided by the Advisory Group, carry out necessary consultations with members of

Congress, federal and state agencies, NGOs, and private interests to build support for
early ratification;

3 World Resources Institute



Maintaining U.S. Leadership in Biodiversity Conservation

(b) Work with Congress to recommend legislation, policy changes, and actions to secure
the biological heritage of the United States and to make its benefits available now and
for generations to come.

Action 3: Develop a U.S. Biodiversity Strategy.

A U.S. Biodiversity Strategy will provide a plan of action to secure, inventory and study
our biodiversity and to move toward the sustainable management of our forests, grasslands,
wetlands, fisheries, wildlife, coastal zones, and agriculture. Most of the components of such a
plan are already being implemented by federal and state agencies, botanic and zoological
gardens, germplasm facilities, professional societies, universities, museums, NGO programs,
and bioregional projects in Yellowstone, the Adirondacks, and elsewhere. For example, the
Endangered Species Act is a key component of the Strategy; it needs to be strengthened and
reauthorized, and clearly linked to "upstream" policies to ensure that land and water
management practices reduce risks to our plant and animal life, etc.

Currently, these and allied activities and investments are not integrated, and a
comprehensive, efficient, and effective nation-wide program of public and private interests is
needed. Also lacking are policies and incentives necessary to promote collaboration among
federal and state agencies, the private sector, and communities.

The U.S. Strategy should show how the country’s obligations can be met under the
Convention on Biological Diversity, while highlighting how advances in resource management
know-how and technologies can be used to significantly amplify the success and benefits of
biodiversity conservation and development at home and abroad.

To accomplish this, the White House should:

(a) Immediately request the Advisory Group to consult with public and private
organizations and recommend the terms of reference for a U. S. Commission on
Biodiversity and propose its membership. The Commission should present the White
House with proposals, within 12 months, that address the U.S. needs and conform to
the reporting requirements of the Convention;

(b) Establish the U. S. Commission on Biodiversity; the Advisory Group (3.a) will propose
details; Commission members will be appointed by the President for one-year terms
and should be the most informed and creative individuals representative of those with
substantial interests in the conservation of biodiversity (See Box 1.)

4 " World Resources Institute



Maintaining U.S. Leadership in Biodiversity Conservation

The Mission of the Commission is to provide the Executive and Congress with a
comprehensive strategy for securing our nation’s biotic wealth -- making sure it is
protected, that it is adequately inventoried, that our scientists and researchers will be
able to discover its roles in our lives and its potential benefits now and in the future,
and that we are using our plant and animal resources sustainably.

The Commission should develop the U.S. Biodiversity Strategy by following a Process
that draws on material from the task forces and regional dialogues. It should be
supported by a coordinating Secretariat (for example, the White House Office of
Environmental Policy appropriately linked to the Federal Departments associated with
the Convention, biodiversity, and biological resources).

5 ' World Resources Institute



Maintaining U.S. Leadership in Biodiversity Conservation

A set of Task Forces should be convened by the Commission to develop reports on a
comprehensive range of biodiversity-related issues (See Box 2.) These task forces
should solicit input from and spur dialogue among farmers, ranchers, foresters,
industry, citizen groups, NGOs, scientific and professional societies, native American
communities, and other stakeholders. The Commission should review initial findings
through regional consultations with related constituencies and interests. The final
report of the Commission should be forwarded to the White House for approval and
publication (See Figure 1.)

One task force should compile a concise and clear overview on biodiversity in the
United States. (Most of this material already exists in an array of sources.) The report
would describe:

® How species and habitats are faring -- current status, trends and threats;

® What role parks, forests, refuges, farms, botanic gardens, zoos, aquaria, data
bases, collections, research centers, formal and popular education, restoration
and rescue projects, local and central germplasm banks, fisheries, and resource-
using industry will play in a comprehensive program;

® How species, genetic resources, and habitats could be managed in ways that
don't endanger them;

6 World Resources Institute



Figure 1. The Process of Developing a U.S. Biodiversity Strategy:
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Maintaining U.S. Leadership in Biodiversity Conservation

e Why rescue (Endangered Species Act) and restoration legislation and projects are
vital to any comprehensive program to cover those species, genetic resources,
and habitats that positive management methods fail to secure;

o How these efforts can be linked to provide an integrated strategic package;
o What key initiatives need support;

® How the nation (and future generations) can be assured that the mission
statement will be met.

Other task forces should examine each element of a comprehensive national
biodiversity strategy. For their respective areas, each task force should determine:

e What needs to be done to support and enhance ongoing programs and installed
capacity (to meet the mission statement)?

® What new activities, cooperative arrangements, networking, integration,
institutions, revised policies, incentives, etc., are required?

® What policy impediments need to be removed or modified?

Each task force should prepare a background paper, hold dialogue sessions with
related constituencies, and present a revised paper to the Commission within six
months.

The Commission -- supported by the Office of Environmental Policy and
associated Departments -- should integrate the proposals found in the task
force reports, and produce a draft Strategy summarizing the status and trends
of the nation’s biodiversity along with proposals for action and investment
through private and public cooperation (to meet the mission statement).

Hold a series of regional consultations around the country at which the draft
Strategy would be debated and amended; the Commission should submit its
revised findings, in the form of the U.S. National Biodiversity Strategy, to the
White House;

Publish the report in a an accessible format -- short and readable, and highly
illustrated. It should summarize the findings and recommendations of the various task
forces. In addition, a series of annexes could be published to make the more
technical analyses prepared by the task forces available to the public;

8 World Resources Institute



Maintaining U.S. Leadership in Biodiversity Conservation

(e)

Finally, instruct the Commission to convert the Strategy into operational terms. The
U.S. National Biodiversity Program should promote collaborative implementation efforts
by state and federal agencies, non-governmental organizations, scientific and
professional societies, and business and industry. Interagency coordination --
especially the allocation of responsibilities for implementation by governmental
bureaus as outlined in the Program — will be vital to all phases of the work.

Action 4: Sponsor a National White House Conference on Biodiversity

A two-day conference and an additional one-day media event would provide the White

House, members of Congress, NGOs, industry and community leaders with a forum for
presenting and discussing the U.S. National Biodiversity Program with the nation, and
encourage potential partners to "buy-into" its implementation.

(@)

(b)

(d)

The first two days of the Conference should feature:

what we can do. lllustrated presentations and discussions by the key
constituencies, sharing how each depends upon the biotic wealth of this country and -
what can be done through public/private cooperative efforts, careful investment, and
good policies and incentives to secure their livelihoods. The work of botanic gardens,
zoos and the new "bio-parks;" the bioregional management efforts (i.e., Yellowstone;
Adirondacks; Nature Conservancy's "Last Great Places;" Weyerhauser, community and
NGO work at Willapa Bay, Washington; etc.), "new forestry" in the Pacific Northwest;
the "gap analysis" and data base work of U.S. agencies, universities, and NGOs;
community seed banks in the Southwest, and our national seed bank facilities should
be considered along with proposals by the forest industry and agribusiness;

why we need international cooperation. lllustrations of how supplies of U.S.
foods, medicines, migratory birds and fish, etc., depend upon international
cooperation and why we need the Biodiversity Convention;

what industry, academia and others can do. Statements by industry, academia,
professional societies, native American communities, NGOs, and other constituencies
on what they can contribute to the Program;

what government initiatives are required to make it happen. A clear, joint
presentation, by members of Congress and the Executive, of the package of
proposals and related legislative initiatives and their costs and benefits.

9 World Resources Institute



Maintaining U.S. Leadership in Biodiversity Conservation

The second day of the Conference should end with the White House presenting a U.S.
National Policy on Biodiversity.

On the third day, a media event would afford continuing press and TV coverage on
biodiversity at work around the country: on the farm, in forests and wetlands, on
fishing boats, in our parks, in industry, and in communities. Diversity would be linked
to livelihoods. It should be clear to Americans that our abilities to adapt to changing
economies, technologies and climates will depend greatly upon how we nurture the
our country’'s natural wealth.

References:

World Resources Institute, World Conservation Union, United Nations Environment
Programme. 1992. Global Biodiversity Strategy: Guidelines for Action to Save, Study, and Use
Earth’s Biotic Wealth Sustainably and Equitably. WRI, [IUCN, UNEP. Washington D. C.

Reid, Walter V. 1992. The United States Needs a National Biodiversity Policy. World
Resources Institute, Washington D. C.

For further information contact:

Kenton Miller, Program Director, Biological Resources and Institutions, or Walt Reid,
Vice President for Program, at the World Resources Institute, 1709 New York Ave.,
NW, Washington, D.C., 20006; telephone (202) 638-6300, fax (202) 638-0036.
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Facsimile Cover Sheet

OFFICE OF THE UNITED STATES TRADE REPRESENTATIVE

Executive Office of the President
Washington, DC 20506

To: Trey Lindseth

From: 24DONA

Date: Moﬁday, Mar 1, 1993 5:54 p.m

MESSAGE

Trey - Attached is final text of Ambassador Xantcr'’s letter
on biodiversity. This draws heavily cn language provided hy
Eileen Claussen. We do not know whether Ambassador Kantor

has signed this yet. Gil Donahue, ext. 6864

CONTACT: Ifthere are any problems receiving this fax, please
call (202) 395-3419.



18:91 MHR @1, 1993 ID: EOP-USTR WRASH DC TeL NO: (ZBg) 395-3F11 #8534 PHLE: <

The Administration has not decided what steps to take with
regard to the Convention. We are currently reviewing the
prcvisions of the Convention, including these on intellectual
property, discussing problem areas with interested private sector
grecups, and considering our options.

Global cooperation aimed at the conservation of biological
diversity is a high priority of the United States. Some of the
language in the Biodiversity Convention, particularly the
language on intellectual property rights, is vague and often
contradictory. While this 1s of ccncern to us, we are
investigating all avenues to seek resolution of our issues in the
interests of signing the Convention.
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ambassador Kantor is being asked to provi¥e his views on the
Bicdiversity Convention. 1In an effort to respond to this need,
we have prepared the following.

I would appreciate your comments on this text by noon, Thursday,
February 25. Thank you.

Cil Donahue, USTR, tel. 395-6864, fax 395-3911

The main problems with regard to intellectual property are
as follows:

- The obligations cn the part of developing countries to
protect intellectual property rights are vaqgue;

Le

- There appear to be overly broad cbligations on the part
of owners of techndfogy in develcped ccuntries to make
the technology available on a concessional basis to
developing countries;

- Based on the language in the Convention (Article 16,
paragraph 5), some countries may argue that technology
related to biodiversity should be subject to lower
levels of intellectual property protecticn than cther
forms of intellectual prcperty.

el WM[W

- The relationship between the Coanvention and other
international agreements affecting intellectual
property is unclear.

ol realire &gy

ﬁwon
Lfe.

There are many problems with the Convention in additicn to
the intellectual property concerans that ycu raised. The
financing mechanism and the dispute settlement procedure are
cases in point.

med
Jlb‘(
onA,

(

The Administration has not decided what steps to take with
regard to the Convention. We are currently reviewing the
provisions of the Conventicn, discussing problem areas with
interested private sector groups, and considering cur opticns.

(I/\%lé{ 7&7‘ Sincerely,

y Mﬂ Michael Kantor
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Facsimile Cover Sheet

OFFICE OF THE UNITED STATES TRADE REPRESENTATIVE

Executive Office of the President
Washington, DC 20506

To: Kathleen McGinty

From: Z4DONA

Date: Wednesday, Feb 24, 1983 1:28 p.m

MESSAGE

Katie, Carmen asked me to make vou aware of the request to p
- rovide Administration views on the Convention. We would app
1 reciate your comments on the attached. Thank you. Gil Donah
ue

CONTACT: If thare are any problems receiving this fax, please
call (202) 395-3419.

quﬁu[w aAZuLfNW7
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\__/ § UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

$ WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460
1’"‘( pno‘(’—d\
OFFICE OF
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
NOTE

February 10, 1993

FROM: Peter R. Jutro %X‘\N -

Senior Scientist and Di or
Terrestrial Effects Research (RD-682)

TO: Katy McGinty
Deputy Assistant to the President
The White House

Katy,

Darrell Posey asked me to pass on to you the enclosed note.
He and I both attended one of the recent series of meetings that
were held in Nairobi as part of the UNEP biodiversity convention
process.

Printed on Recyded Paper
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122 @ Street, N.W., Suite 700
Washington, 8.¢. 20001-2109
(202) B28-1400

Integrating the Environment into Global Security Policy

by Gareth Porter

One of the challenges facing the Clinton administration, as the first post-
Cold War administration, is to integrate into global security policy the U.S.
interest in environmental security. Environmental security means minimizing
threats to health and welfare caused by the degradation of the earth's life support
systems and natural resources.

President-elect Clinton's decision to create a National Economic Council
as a counterpart to the National Security Council symbolizes his recognition tuat
economic security is at least as important to the United States today as military
security. The new administration should recognize further that environmental
security is a third major component of post-Cold War U.S. national security rather
than a marginal element.

Environmental security is just as important to our well-being as a society
as economic and military security and, in the longer run, is the basis for other
kinds of security. Global warming, ozone depletion, biodiversity loss, population
growth and soil degradation could have major impacts on the health and
livelihoods of Americans for generations to come. These global environmental
threats could result in increased skin cancer and blindness, greater severity of
illnesses, more respiratory problems, lower agricultural and fisheries productivity,
forest decline, and the inundation of coastal cities. They also could reduce world
food security, lead to much greater starvation worldwide and massively increase
political turmoil and migrations. ‘

The American people already realize that they have a vital interest in
slowing global environmental degradation. The U.S. public has for several years
accepted the view that environmental threats are at least as serious as traditional
military threats. By 1990, almost three-quarters of those surveyed viewed
environmental problems as serious security threats -- exactly the same as the
proportion who viewed possession of nuclear weapons by developing countries
as a serious threat. In contrast, Middle Eastern conflicts and Soviet nuclear
weapons were viewed as serious security threats by only 51 and 43 percent of
respondents, respectively.'



The following five initiatives are suggested as ways that the new administration could
make environmental security a central element of U.S. national security and bring the
organization of government into line with the higher priority being placed on that U.S. interest:

1. Sign the biodiversity convention without delay.

Conserving the earth's biological diversity is a major U.S. security interest, because it is
essential to man's ability to combat threats to health and food security. The biodiversity
convention opened for signature at the Earth Summit is one of three major global environmental
conventions that are now the basis for future international cooperation to reverse global
environmental degradation. The agreement gives developing countries an economic incentive
for conserving biodiversity by putting genetic resources under the sovereign control of the states.
It also calls for taking initial steps toward a worldwide conservation regime.

The United States was the only country of significance to refuse to sign the biodiversity
convention at the Earth Summit. The Clinton administration could quickly reverse that "veto"
posture, which was costly to U.S. credibility in international environmental negotiations, by
announcing that it intends to sign the biodiversity agreement at an early date. That decision
would be a clear signal that the administration intends to play a more active and constructive
role in future global environmental cooperation. A U.S. refusal to sign the agreement would do
nothing to prevent the signatories from going ahead with a protocol on biotechnology regulation,
but U.S. participation in those discussions as a full party could influence their outcome.

The main argument against signing the biodiversity convention was that the provision
of the text on technology transfer would infringe on U.S. companies' patent rights and threaten
progress on intellectual property rights (IPR) in the Uruguay Round multilateral trade
negotiations. But as a recently published study by the Environmental and Energy Study
Institute (EESI) documents, that provision of the text contains the same strong language on
guarantees of IPR protection that the United States has insisted on putting into every bilateral
and multilateral trade agreement for years. And nothing else in the provision contradicts that
guarantee.

Other arguments against signing the agreement -- that it would force the United States
to make financial transfers to developing countries without its consent and that it would lead
to oppressive international regulation of the biotechnology industry -- are equally specious.
Since the procedures for decisionmaking by the "Conference of the Parties” to the convention
must be adopted by consensus, the United States and other donor countries will have a veto
over any question relating to financing. As for a protocol on biotechnology safety regulation,
the convention merely provides that international regulation of biotechnology should be the
subject of further consideration by the parties to the convention.



2. Create a high-level coordinating mechanism for programs and policies related to

environmental security.

As the first post-Cold War administration takes office, it is widely recognized that the
executive branch can be better organized to respond to new global realities. This is particularly
true of the way the government is organized to deal with global environmental issues. As the
blue-ribbon commission assembled by the Carmegie Endowment for International Peace and the
Institute for International Economics (IIE) has pointed out, "At present there is no single locus
within the Executive Branch for environmental issues in general, or for international
environmental issues in particular."

This critical deficiency requires significant institutional innovation in the Executive Office
of the President. It is not sufficient to assign responsibility for global environmental policy to
the Clinton administration's new National Economic Council or to the Domestic Policy Council,
as suggested by the Carnegie-llE Commission.” The National Economic Council will be
preoccupied with U.S. productivity and global competitiveness concerns. Any consideration of
the global environment will be constrained by these other priorities.

Assigning responsibility for the global environment to the Domestic Policy Council, on
the other hand, would tend to magnify the role of domestic economic interests, which often act
as veto groups on such issues. The Bush administration's placement of responsibility for
coordinating global warming and other international environmental negotiations under the
Domestic Policy Council gave control over the process to officials whose primary interest was
not the global environment. Adding staff and responsibility for the global environment to the
National Security Council (NSC) is desirable. As in the case of economic and domestic policy
councils, however, the NSC naturally gravitates toward other issues.

Without a policy coordination body paralleling the political-military and economic
components of national security, the global environment is certain to be slighted. The election
of Al Gore, one of the most knowledgeable and committed Members of Congress on the global
environment, as vice president provides the opportunity for the Clinton administration to
institutionalize high-level concern for environmental security in the Executive Office of the
President for the first time. The president should create, in effect, an Environmental Security
Council, to be chaired by the vice president, to coordinate and initiate policies bearing on the
state of the global environment as well as monitor their implementation. Council members
should include the heads of all departments and agencies whose policies and programs have a
significant impact on problems of the global environment and sustainable development,
including State, Agency for International Development (AID), Treasury, Commerce, Energy,
Environmental Protection Agency, Agriculture, Council on Environmental Quality and National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. It also should include the president's advisers on
national security, domestic policy and science, as well as the special trade representative. The
council should have a small staff appointed by the chairman, to be supplemented by personnel
seconded from other agencies upon the chairman's request.



3. Reorganize U.S. overseas development assistance around the objective of environmental
security.

U.S. bilateral assistance to help developing countries achieve sustainable development is
one of the most important instruments the United States has for pursuing its own environmental
security. Sustainable development has been defined by the Brundtland Commission as meeting
the needs of the present generation without diminishing the ability of future generations to meet
their needs. Many projects funded by AID contribute to sustainable development by helping
communities meet their basic human needs in ways that do not damage the environment and
helping countries contribute to global environmental protection. Reversing environmental
degradation at both local and global levels will depend on increasing the capacity of developing
countries to provide basic human needs for health, nutrition, livelihood and equitable access to
resources and to make their economies more energy efficient and ozone-safe.

But development assistance has suffered increasing erosion of political support and the
threat of further raids on its budget for other purposes. At present, Congress and the public
have a muddled image of "foreign aid," in part because of confusion in existing legislation and
in part because it has been saddled with political objectives having nothing to do with
sustainable development.

The new administration needs to advance a new, more compelling rationale for
development assistance and bring the organization of AID, as well as the legislation governing
the program, into line with that rationale. The new rationale must make it clear that
development assistance serves the larger U.S. interest in environmental security.

One way to dramatize the new mandate would be to base the U.S. development
assistance program for each recipient country on common environmental/sustainable
development objectives that are negotiated in a new bilateral "environmental security” agreement
with that country. Right now, the United States has bilateral environmental agreements with
only three aid recipient countries (India, Mexico and Nigeria). Such agreements could be based,
as much as possible, on the national sustainable development strategies of developing countries,
which identify their priority environmental problems and the measures needed to address them
over the next decade or longer.

These agreements should spell out the mutual commitment of the two countries not only
to reducing threats to the climate system, the ozone layer, the world's biological diversity, forests
and agricultural land, but also to meeting basic human needs. In short, new bilateral agreements
should clearly explain the linkage between human development goals and environmental
security goals.

Such agreements would help overcome the perception that development assistance is a
one-way giveaway program for political purposes that no longer serves a vital U.S. interest.
They would build on the popularity of global environmental protection as a foreign policy goal.
Opinion surveys by the Americans Talk Issues Foundation have shown that promoting
international cooperation to protect the environment has more support than any other definition
of a U.S. world role in the "new world order.™



AID should be reorganized and renamed to reflect the new mandate. Programs that are
not clearly related to environmental protection and sustainable development should be shifted
to other departments. Economic Support Fund (ESF) grants, for example, which help meet
special economic, political and/or security needs, as well as migration and refugee relief
assistance, should be shifted to the State Department.

Many in Congress are wary of separating the sustainable development core of the foreign
assistance bill from elements such as ESF that they believe garner votes from many Memtzers
who would not otherwise support the bill. But while some votes may be lost by focusing the
rationale for foreign assistance on sustainable development, more will be gained, because the
new rationale will create a new groundswell of popular support for the program, where there
is now virtually none.

4. Elevate environmental security issues in the State Department.

The State Department’s present structure does not reflect the new importance to the
United States of the global environment. It continues to relegate environmental security to the
margins of the department. The most urgently needed organizational change is to create a new
Under Secretary of State whose mandate would make the global environment a priority for the
incumbent. It would be logical for issues such as human rights and refugee affairs to be
included in the mandate of the same under secretary. The title could then be "Under Secretary
for Environmental and Humanitarian Affairs." This under secretary should not be charged,
however, with issues such as promotion of democracy and countering terrorism, which would
be more appropriate to the mandate of the Under Secretary for Political Affairs and the Under
Secretary for International Security Affairs, respectively.

The Under Secretary for Environmental and Humanitarian Affairs should be the
representative of the State Department in the proposed high-level White House policy council
coordinating programs and policies dealing with the global environment. The under secretary
should be responsible primarily for multilateral environmental and sustainable development
negotiations, but the official also should assess the importance of U.S. environmental security
interests relative to other U.S. interests in bilateral relations with each country. The under
secretary should identify opportunities for the United States to use its influence with any of
these governments to advance environmental security interests. Also, the under secretary should
ensure that global environmental and sustainable development issues are included, where
appropriate, on the agenda for bilateral policy dialogues with key countries.

Finally, as recommended by the Carnegie-lIE commission, the Bureau of Oceans,
Environment and Scientific Affairs should be renamed the Bureau of Environmental Affairs, and
the Office of Commercial Fisheries should be placed either under the Office of the U.S. Trade
Representative or in the State Department's own Bureau of Economic and Business Affairs.” The
Bureau of Environmental Affairs should report to the new Under Secretary for Environmental
and Humanitarian Affairs.



5. Link policies toward developing country debt and North-South trade with an
environmental security strategy.

U.S. policies toward North-South economic relations, including debt, finance and trade,
are major foreign policy decisions that bear on environmental security. The new administration
should consider policy initiatives on those issues that encourage developing countries to praétice
sustainable development and actively participate in global environmental protection efforts,
while stimulating the global economy and increasing U.S. manufacturing employment through
increased exports.

Negative financial flows from developing countries to industrialized countries, mainly
because of heavy indebtedness, continue to prevent many developing countries from managing
their natural resources more sustainably. Heavily indebted and moderately indebted countries
tend to overexploit their natural resources in order to increase exports and reduce imports and

thus service their debts. Brazil, for example, carried out a large-scale shift in land use toward
' production of soybeans and beef cattle for export, with the result that more forests were cleared
both directly by ranchers and indirectly by displaced farmers who had lost their land to big
soybean producers. Other countries, including Indonesia and the Ivory Coast, have increased
timber production to help pay their debts. Moreover, debtor countries have been forced to cut
their budgets severely as part of the adjustment lending conditionality and feel they cannot
afford to spend money on environmental protection.

Developing countries transferred an estimated $39 billion in capital to the industrialized
countries in 1989, all but $9 billion of which was accounted for by the 15 most heavily indebted
developing countries. And that net drain of financial resources will continue through the 1990s,
unless additional efforts are made to alter the trends. Under existing policies, current projections
are that negative financial transfers will drain $263 billion from developing countries during this
decade.

The debt problem is caused by forces beyond the control of developing countries. Real
interest rates on the variable rate loans they took out in the 1970s rose during the 1980s to twice
the historical average and nearly six times higher than in 1974-79, when developing countries
took on most of their debt obligations. Moreover, developing country debtor nations paid
interest rates that were 10 percent to 15 percent higher than those for industrialized countries,
because they were considered high-risk borrowers. '

Meanwhile, the terms of trade -- the ratio of prices paid for manufactured imports to
those received for commodity exports -- turned sharply against the developing countries. In
two decades, commodity prices in relation to manufactured goods prices have declined by 45
percent for food crops, 25 percent for agricultural raw materials and 40 percent for minerals, ores
and metals. Agricultural export prices have been further depressed artificially by the subsidies
that industrialized countries provide to their agricultural exporters. Countries that are heavily
dependent on commodity exports must adjust to falling prices by increasing the volume of their
exports, thus depleting land, forests and other natural resources.

This disequilibrium in North-South trade represents a failure of the global economic
system. Industrialized countries agreed in 1980 to create a "common fund" to keep the prices



of commodities within a predetermined range by financing buffer stocks of international
commodity agreements. But only $400 million was committed to the fund by industrialized
countries, compared with the $6 billion developing countries estimated would be needed.

Finally, industrialized country protectionism toward manufactured and processed goods
imported from developing countries, which is substantially greater than the average for all
industrialized country imports, cost the developing countries an estimated 3 percent of their
collective gross national product (GNP) -- nearly twice as much as the total overseas
development assistance to those countries. Again, the imbalance in North-South trade limits
the ability of developing country economies to provide jobs and forces them to exploit their
natural resources more heavily.

The United States should propose that the Organization for Economic Cooperation and
Development (OECD) create a special working group of officials to re-examine the existing
policies of member countries toward debt and North-South finance and trade relations in light
of their negative impact on global sustainable development. Among the innovations that should
be explored by the working group are: (1) negotiating debt reduction agreements on a selective
basis with environmentally important countries, conditional on commitments to reform
management of natural resources to make it more sustainable; (2) establishing a compensatory
financing facility for commodity exporters that would be comprehensive and adequately funded;
(3) resuming access by developing countries to special drawing rights (SDRs), or IMF credits, to
be allocated to countries that carry out economic as well as sustainable development reforms;’
and (4) substantially reducing industrialized countries' barriers to developing country
manufactured and processed exports in return for raising environmental standards in the
déveloping countries.

All these proposals for reducing and ultimately eliminating the negative financial flows
and slow or negative rates of growth of the recent past have the double advantage of removing
existing financial disincentives for sustainable resource management while requiring
commitments to sustainable development policy reforms. It is in light of their potential for
supporting environmental security objectives that U.S. foreign policymakers should revisit such
proposals. Previous administrations explicitly opposed any linkage between debt and trade
policies and environmental goals. They argued that debt negotiations should focus solely on
financial and trade objectives. But we can no longer afford to divorce these international
economic policy issues from the global environment. The Clinton administration should explicitly
reverse that orientation and link in its policy these issues which are already linked in reality.

These initiatives also would help the United States expand its export markets.
Developing countries burdened by debt have adjusted in part by reducing their imports, thus
reducing export markets for the United States. The U.S. trade balance has suffered more from
the debt crisis than any other industrialized country competitor, because Latin America, where
most U.S. exports to the developing world have gone in the past, has been the region most
seriously affected. As a consequence of the debt crisis and recession in the developing countries,
the United States is estimated to have lost 1.6 million jobs from 1981 to 1986 alone.’
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Issue: Biodiversity: Future Actions

Background/Bush Administration:

1. US did not sign Biodiversity Convention at UNCED
2. Instead, the US made several commitments for national action on biodiversity

a. US to establish its own national center for biodiversity information in the
near future (Status: Planned, Executive Order prepared, but not signed)
b. US offered to host a meeting of international experts to advise nations on

such issues as data comparability and inventories
(Status: Workshop held January 11-15, 1993)

3. Immediately following the UNCED, OMB convened an interagency committee and
appointed Tom Lovejoy as chair to put these two proposals into effect.

A number of actions resulted from the many meetings of this interagency group:

Tab A 1. "US Proposal: International Cooperation on Biodiversity
Surveys, Inventories and Data Organization" (describes a
plan to begin addressing biodiversity surveys, inventories and
data collection)

Tab B 2. Decision Paper on the establishment of a National
Biodiversity Center through an Executive Order.

The options involve the institutional home for the center: (1)
MOA with Smithsonian and (2) Interagency Consortium

Tab C 3. Draft of an Executive Order To Establish a National
Biodiversity Center - 2 versions: (1) Smithsonian option and
(2) Interagency Option

Tab D 3. The planning and execution of an "International Workshop:
Biodiversity Survey, Inventory, and Data Management" in
Washington, D.C. January 11-15, 1993

The Executive Order was ready to be signed by President Bush in the last few days of
the Administration but was evidently stopped by OMB just prior to reaching the
President’s desk. The Executive Order was never signed.

Possible Actions:

Tom Lovejoy is an intellectual and administrative leader in this initiative and could be
given the authority to lead an agressive planning effort for US future actions.

Clinton/Gore Administration could task Tom Lovejoy to lead the effort to prepare an
acceptable version of the Executive Order establishing the National Center on
Biodiversity which President Clinton could then sign.
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U.S. PROPOSAL:
INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION ON BIODIVERSITY SURVEYS,
INVENTORIES AND DATA ORGANIZATION

Recognizing the importance of biodiversity conservation and wishing to promote
implementation of biolagical diversity options contalned in Agenda 21, the U.S.
Government proposas the following plan designed to begin addressing biodiversity
surveys, Inventorles and data organization.

In particular, Agenda 21 suggests the development of "methods and technologies
for the systematic sampling and evaluation of biological resources” and of
"methaods and technologies for the conservation of biologica! civersity and the
sustainable use of blological resources.”

The USG proposes the development of information resources znd organization that
will provide information to enhance tha abilities of governmenis to assess the
status of their biclogical resaurces in areas under their jurisdiciion, in accordance
with international law, and consistent with the 1982 Convention on the Law of the
Sea. The Process will include:

1. Development of intarnational sclentlfic cooperation to support effective
distribution of biodlversity information. This cooperaticn should foster
access to, and, where necessary, development of tools and mathods to aid
in enumeration and evaluation of biological divergity (e.¢j., mathods that
assure compatibility and comparability of information generated; instruction
manuals). It should also include development of an intemational directory of
existing data bases pertaining to biodiversity and the croation of interactiva
networks of existing databases.

2. Analysis of various local, national. and ragional approaches to undertaking
surveys and inventorles (including rapid assessments), and Identification of
the types of institutions and methods to aid in such endeavors. The goalls
to bring together the collections, literature, trained people, data basaes and
information available for sciantific study, aducation, rmanagaemant of spacing
and habitats, and conservation of natural resources. These efforts will
provide the scientific information necessary to undertaka the biodiversity
country studles suggested in Agenda 21.

To undertake these activities, we propose one or more multidisciplinary scientlfic
meetings, which would include UNEP, GEF, IUCN, and IUBS a: thay are already
active in this field. A first priority should be to analyze and develop appropriate
methods, and to disseminate them to interested parties. The !United States will
offer to host the first meeting.



02/04/93 15:39 202 756 2557 003,013

For the purposes of this document, we define survays to be studies of species ot
ecosystems that include geographic factors (such as location, range, distribution,
and condition}, in addition to other relevant factors such as human settlement and
practices. We define inventories to be site intensive collection and idantification of
species (i.e. study of blological communities in a particular place vs. a broad
geographical consideration). A special class of inventorias are rapid assessment
programs, which gather a "snapshot” of & portion of tha orgarisms present at a
site over a short time period, a technique strongly dependent cn the experience
and compaetence of the members of the teams that perform such assessments.

INTERNATIONAL SCIENTIFIC COOPERATION

Data derived from survey and inventories, should be comparable and compatible
worldwide. Thus, the scientific meeting(s) should develop options that would:

1. Improve the quality and utility of research data, including options that
would:

. harmonize coliection methods and techniques for data gatharing and
reporting-

. evaluate and, where necessary, develop statistical techniques to

determine such factors as the camplateness of spacies collactions at
Inventory sites. '

a lead 1o increased standardization of collection techniques, speciman
data, and biogeographic and taxonomic classification schemes.

2. Ensure that data collection and research continue to adciress an appropriate
range of conservation concerns, including options that would:

. facilitate incorporation of amerging concepts in biodiversity analysis.

. provide an information base adequate for evaluation of the
effactiveness of conservation strategies.

. improve the considaration of issues of diversity in the terrestrial,
marine, and aquatic environments.

I8}
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. facilitate the incorporation of ethnobiclogical data with biological
information.
. examine the potential for assessing the societal value of genetic
diversity.
3. Evaluate Institutiona! issues related to data collection and management,

including optionsg that would:

. provide ways to link current blodiversity data bas:s, including the
development of interactive biodivarsity computer networks.

. designate existing organizations and/or programs as an international
clearinghouse for biodiversity information.

. development of an international directory of existing databases
pertaining to blodiversity and an analysis of their sontents.

. develop consistent international and national guidelines for data
communication and public access to biodiversity Jata.

NATIONAL/REGIONAL SURVEYS & INVENTORIES

Surveys and inventories conducted at local, regional or nationa! levels allow a
nation to determinae the extent and degree of endangerment of its biological
resources, evaluate the potential value of those biologlcal resources for soclal and
commercial uses, and provide a basis for development and management plang for
those resources. Existing local, national and regional approaches to biodiversity
assessment and conservation should be examined.

Especially needed are scientifically based criteria for astablishing a priority order for
sites in need of such analysaes.

Thus, the meeting(s} of experts should examina existing approaches, with the aim
of

1. Strengthening of institutions which will angage in impleimentation of local,
national and cooperative regional biodiversity surveys and inventorles,
including options that would:
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. identify mechanisms that might ba used to achieve specific national,
regional, and local goals.

" identify specialists throughout the world to be included in a network
of biodiversity experts.

. identify training needs and assess the ability of Institutions or
organizations to provide such training.

. facilitate dissamination of the results of national surveys and
inventories.
2. Addressing areas of substantive scientific concern, including optiong that
would:
. include ways te devote greater effort to priority areas for inventory.
. identify areas which are appropriate candidates for rapid assessment.
» evaluate the content and viability of existing ex situ collectlons. Zoos,

aquaria, arboreta, seed banks, and ather germplasm repositories can
help provide the raw materials for restoring previously disturbed
habitats, repopulating areas with new diversity, and ensuring the

viability of agricultural crops. Ex situ and ip gitu ¢onservation needs
some coordination.

. record the knowledge of indigenous and local pecples regarding the
uses and management of biodiversity.

Novamber 30, 1592
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MEMORANDUM rQOIt: FAUL GILMAN TAET
TROM: Seott Cameron
SUBJECT: e¢ision on National Biodiversity Centerx

The interegency group established this summer bas arrived at
options for the establishment by Executive Order of a Nation:
Brodiversity Center. The idea of a Center was tha2 subiject ol
severel bills in the last Congress, and the Fresident committ
Lo the administrative astablishment of a Center during the I
conference 1n Rio. -

Genergl Characteristics of the Center linder Either QOption
Establishment of a Ca2ater will not require building & new
facility, nor will the Center maintain a large natural science
staff. 'To the maxirum extent possible, the Center will adopt or
adapt existing technolcgies and tachniques and use ex.isting
databases and hardware. 1Its information should be widely
accessible by computer to zcadem:ra, =tate and locel governments
Fadersl agencies, and ths publiz. Its services should be
provided at a reascnakbkle cost wonsistent with OMB Circulars a-25
and A-130. It 1s possible that contractors might be used to
perform som2 of ths Centar’'s functions,

The Center will rely on sciartists already involved in fie’d
research to provide, meintain, and update as nzcessary the basic
biliolngical information on hiodiversity. 5ince it will rely on
decentralized system of technical experts for its sceintific
support, it will need the ability to inform users of the
sclentific quality of ths information contalned in the system.
It will perlodically report to Federal, State, and local sclence
agencies and the public on ‘nformation geps that it wouid be
useful to 113,

Q

The Zenter would be C Jpezaerc effort between goverrment
agencies and intere garties forming poriascrzhips (e.qg.,
government agencies, etate and Local qo”@an@np‘, acedemic
instltutlons, environmentzal groups, Lndv try oassociatlions. and
concerned «itizens). Marsaver, the nvol“ ement of U.3.
governmant agencies wouid facl.itate adeguate Ewxecutive Branch
and Congressional support and funding.

n a
(1

The Center would periodically serve az a catalyst for domestic
techinlcal meetlings on biodivers:ity itssues., providing loglsticzal

and perhaps flnanclal support. It would z2lzo be z resourcs vo
che Unlted Srates government in pussuing internat: onai
dizzusgions and information zharing reletive 2o blodiversity.

The lnteragsney Jroup uarking on cho Cspter concept decided that
1towaeuld be LOhﬂtﬂf'"UiL\u;" LEonot tachalcally lwpractical. to
LEfv at Lhis pounn b o tachinoLeg: the
Laoihy Lta 2mbaddead
v the pilan for

So00 othay

shoul d usz o

hooptiong 1w oo



.11/38/92 11:83:21: EOP-0ASIS FAX-> 2823953719; MHsq:BS55685 11 Pages Page

its own evolution, which would be submitted to OMB. The plan
would 1nclude benefits and costs of ziternative courses of
development.

The Options

The options identified by the interagency group involve the
institutional home for the Center. A draft Executive Order has
been prepared (attachedj for each option. The main pros and cons
of each option are presented below.

Qption 1, MOA with Smithsonian

The Executive Order tells the heads of a number of Federal
agencies to negotiate an MOA with the Smithsonian that results in
the creation of a Center with a Board of Director composed of
Federal and non-Federal members. The Smithsonian would appoint
the non-Federal members, who wculd bes in the minority.
Smithsonian would be the primary funding agency.

PRO:
— Greater ability to directly involve non-_Fedsral participants
in the work of the Center.

- Greater freedom of action since the Smithsonian has more
administrative flexibility than typical Federal agencies.

- Takes advantage of widespread consensus zmong potential non-
federal parties that the Smithsonian will not over-emphasize
any single mission or agenda.

- Less overt Executive Branch control over the Center’'s Board,
decisions, activities, and recommendations.

Cption 2. Interagency Consortium

The Center 1is established as an interagency consortium, with a
non-Federia FACA advisory committee. It is funded through
Interior (although CEZ would prefer to see itself in this role,
were this option zelected).

ERO:
- Less interference from non-Federal entities.

- Simpler funding and organizational arrangements.,

- breater Executive Branch control over the Canter.

CON:

- - FACa structure meav bz viewed as exclusionary by outsiders,
precluding full vartnerships in governing “he Center.
Policy-neutral character of the Centor noo as obvious no

outsiderns,
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- Cumbersome FACA structure to involve non-Federal entities.
- Interagency rivalries more likely to surface.
Clearance Process

The agencies have been told that you will make a chaoice between
these optlonb, perhaps in consultation with selzcted policy
officials in the agenCLeb. So far, only CEQ has expressed a
strong preferencD (they like the Smithscnian MOA option). Once
an option is chosen, OMB’'s General Counsel has the respon51blllty
to run a clearance process on the Erecutive Order. Since this
may take as much as six weeks, it 1is imperative that you choose
an option promptly. The fact that we have already given 0GC (Mac
Reed) a "heads up" about this EO, and that it has already
received considerable interagency staffing, should expedite
clearance.

Dt

Smithsonian MOA / / Interagency Consortium /__ /
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OPTION 1 -~ MOA WITH 'THE SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION
DRAFT EAECUTIVE ORDER

Executive Order

. .y o ~

By virtue of the authority vested in me by the Constitution and
statutes of the United States of America, and as President of the
United States of America, in order for our nation to better
understand and wisaly manage the biological resources of the
United States, and in order to develop the information necessary
to cooperate more effectively with other nations in joint and
collective efforts to preserve and wisely manage our planet’s
biological heritage, it is hereby ordered as follows:

Section 1. Purpose of this Executive Order. The Secretaries c
Agriculture, Comrerce, Defense, Energy, Interior, and State, t
Administrator of the Environmental Frotection &Agency, and the
Director of the National Science Foundation are directed to
negotiate an agreement with the Smithsonian Institution, in
consuitation with the Director of the Office of Management anc
Budget, the Chairman of the Council on Environmental Quality,
the Director of the Office of Science and Technology Policy, f
the prompt establishment of a National Eiodiversity Center (tt
Center), under the terms and conditions described in this
Executive Order.

Section 2, Purposes of the Nestiopnzal Biodiversity Center.

Tha purposes of the Center shall be to:

la) provide a mechanism for interssted partles to access
scientific informetion on biodiversity within the United
States and its territories;

tb) promote the generzl adoption of standardized methods for the
coliection ‘and management of bilodiversity information in
order ro maximlize the utility of scientific information:

(¢ promote development of methods and systems that will snable
all Interested parties to have access to reliable trend
information on blodiversity within the United 5tates and its
territories;

{dy assess the extent of knowledge of bilediversity, such as the
presence or absence of natural history data. in the United
States and lts territories;

ie) provide opportunities for experts to interact on technical
zspects of biodiversity questions; and

{¥) provide the United States government with the capability to
excheange biodiversity Information with oth2r nations, and
simllar centers which they estebl.sh, as well as other

Lnterested international organizatlons.

Sewtion . ficard of Lirectors of the Natlouzl dlodiversity
Cunktar.
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ta) The Agreement described in Section 1 of this Order is to
include the establishment of a Board of Birectors for the
Center, comprised of fifteen voting members. One such Board
member i1s to be selected by the head of each of the eight
Federal agencies directed in Section 1 to negotiate an
aggreement on the establishment of the Center. Each Board
member is expected to represent his or her agency, and
contribute its expertise to the work of the Center.

{b) The Board of Regents of the Smithsonian Institution is to
select a member of the Board. That individual shall serve
as the first Chairman of the Board of Directors. The
Chairman is to serve in that capacity for z one-year terrm,
and subsequently the Chairmanship is to annually rotate
among members of the Board as they mav determine.

(c) The Secretary of the Smithsonian is to appoint the remaining
six members of the Board, assuring representation from state
government.s, academia, non- proflt research organizations,
private organizations that maintain large data bases
orientad toward biological resource inventories,
institutions maintaining bioloyical collections, and
companies that develop products from biological resources.

(d) Board members may serve for a two-year term, may be re-
appointed, but may not serve more than two consecutive
terms. An individual who fills a vacancy is to be selected
by the same entity which appointed his or her predecessor.

(e) In addition to the fifteen voting members, the Chairman of

the Council on Environmental Quality and the Director of the
Office of Science and Technology Policy shall be 2x officio
members of the Board of Directors.

4. Charge of the National B'od'verhity_ﬁﬂntﬁl

Within one year of the censummation of the agreement described in
Section 1, the Center shall prepare and submit to the Office of
Management and Budget, & plan for its own organization and
operations which is designed to accomwplish the purpases specified
in Section 2. Tha plan sha.l include a proposal, inzluding cost
estimates, to develop & comnputerized inventory of biological
diversity information, including both computer—zccessible and
manual databases and other sources of information, in 3 timely
manner. The plan shall aiso assess the technical issues,
benefits, and costs assocrated with the establishment of two
additional services which might be provided by the Center,
separately or in combhinatlion:

{a) an electronic gateway to a biodiversity computer network
that would =zllow communication with cooperating databases;
and

{by primary direct accessz to a centralized database that might

ot might not be actilvely manegsd by the Centar itself, and

that. might re adopted or borroved from ovganlizations

maintalning existing databasasg.
The plan mav addre any othzr mattar the Board of Diractors
considers approprlate,

Lo Mesources foc che Matcnal Biodiversity  Conter.
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The Smithsonian Institution will be the primary agency funding
the Center. Subject to routine budget formulation and
appropriations processes, other Federal agencies may contribute
funds or assign staff to the Center in order to accomplish the
purposes of this Executive Order.

6. Bdvisory role of the Federal Geographic Data Committee.
Federal agency representatives on the Board of Directors shall
take advantage of the expertise which can be provided by the
Federal Geographic Data Committee with respect to the databases
and Geographic Information Systems, as these may relate to th=
purposes of the Center. o
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Option 2 -- Interagency Consortium

EEELTMINARY DPEAFT EXECUT-VE QEDER

Executlve Order

L onal Biodiy ;

By virtue of the authority vested in me by the Constitution and
statutes of the United States cf America, and as President of the
United States of Amer:ica, in order for our nation to better
understand and wisely manage the biological resources of the
United States, and in order to develop the information necessary
to mecre effectively cooperate with other nations in joint and
collective efforts ta preserve and wisely manage our planet’s
biological heritage, it is hereby ordered as follows:

Section 1. Purpose of this Executive Order.

There is hereby established ar interagency Naticnal Biodiversity
Center (the Center), under the terms and conditions described in
this Executive Order.

Section 2. Purposes of the National Bicdiversity Cepnter.
The purposes of the Center shall be to:

(a) provide a mechanism for interested parties to access
scientific informztion on plodiversity within the United
S3tates and its territories;

(b) promote the generzl adoption of standardiz=d methods for the
collection and management of biodiversity information in
order to maximize the utility of sclenti:ic information;

{c) promote development of me-hcds and systems that will enable
all interested parties to have access to reliable trend
information en biodiversity within the United States and its
territories;

(d) assess the extent of know_.edge of bicdiversity. such as the
presencte or absence of natural history data, in the United
States and its territories;:

(e} provide opportunities for experts to Lnteract on technical
aspects of bilodiversity questions; and

(f) provide the United States government with the capability to
exchange blodiversity information with othsr nations, and
similar centers which they establish, as well as other
lnterested internctional orgenizations.

Section 3. Board of Directors_of the National Biodiversity
Center.

The Board of Diractors for the Center shall be comprised of one
representative of the Secretaries of Agriculture, Commerce,
Defense, Enerqy., Interior, and State, the Adwinistrator of the
Environmental Proiactian Agenay . the Board of Regents of the
Smithsonian Institution. and the Directoer of the National Science
Foundation. Board membars may serve ftor o two.year term, may be
re-appointed, but may not serva sare than two Consecutive tarms,
Indlviduals who il vecar

arz to be selectad by the sama
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entity individual which appointed his or her predecessor. The
Chairman of the Council on Environmental Quaiity, and the
Director of the Office of Science and Technology Folicy are to be
ex officio members of the Board. The representative of the
Secretary of Agriculture shall serve as the first Chairman of the
Board of Directors. The Chairman is to serve in that capacity
for a one-year term, and subsequently the Chairmanship is to
annually rotate among members of the Board as they may determine.

Section 4, Non-Federal Advisory Commlttee

The Board of Directors is to arrange the appointment, by June 1,
1995, of a nine member advisory committee inciuding
representatives of academia, non-profit biological research
organizations, private organizations that maintain large data
bases oriented toward biological resource inventories,
institutions maintaining biological collections, the
environmental community, and companies that develop products from

biological resources. The advisory committee shall be selected
and operate in accordance with the Federal Advisory Committee
Act.,

2. Charge of the National Biodiversity Center.

Within one year of the consummation of the agreement described in
Section 1, the Center shall prepare and submit to the Office of
Management and Budget, a plan for its own organization and
operations which is designed to accomplish the purposes specified
in Section 2. The plan shall include a proposal, including cost
estimates, to develop a computerized inventory of biological
diversity information, including both computer-accessible and
manua: databases and other sources of informetion, in a timely
manner. The plan shall also assess the technical issues,
benefits, and costs azsoclated with the establishment of two
additional services which might be provided by the Center,
separately or in combination:

(a) e&n electronic gateway to & biodiversity computer network
that would allow communication with cooperating databasss;
and

{b) primary direct access to a centralized databtase that might

or might not be actively manaysd by the Center itself, and
that might be adopted or borrowed from organizations
maintaining existing databases.
The plan may address any other matter the Board of Directors
considers appropriate.

2._Funding and Staffing.

Subject to routine budget formulation and appropriations
processes, the Department of the Interior will he the primary
funding agency for the Center. Other agencies may contribute
funds or asgsign staff to the Center in order to accomplish the
purposes of this Executive Order.

Lo Advisory role of the Federal Geaographlic Dara Comclittae.

Federzi agenoy vepresentatives on the Board of Directors shali



, 411/38/92 11:02:01; EOP OASIS FAX-> 2823953719; Msq:855685 11 Pages Page 11

take advantage of the expertise which can be provided by the
Federal Geographic Datea Committee with respect to databases and
Geographic Information Systems, as these may relate to the
purposes of the Center.
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INTERNATIONAL, WORKSHCP

BIODIVERSITY SURVEY, INVENTORY
AND DATA MANAGEMENT

Washington, DC

11-15 January 1993

Sponsored by:

The United States of America

Department of Agriculture
Department of the Interior
Department of State
Environmental Protection Agency
National Science Foundation

and

The Smithsonian Tnstitution
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AGENDA

All sessions willl be held In the Internatione! Conference Suite, S. Dillen
Ripley Center, Smithsonlan Institution, 1100 Jefferson Dr. SW, 3rd level,
Washington, DC

Monday: January 11, 1993
8:3Cam  Registration
9:00am  Welcoming remarks Dr. Thomas E. Lovejoy

Assistant Secretary for
External Affairs
Smithsonian Institution

9:20am  Conference Introduction Dr. Peter R. Jutro
Senicr Scientist
U.S. Environmentul
Protection Agency

9:40am  Coffee Break

10:00am Plenary Discussion for Topic 1: Consideration cf uses and users i1
data collection for inventories and surveys. '

Quescinns 1o be addressed: What questions are to be
answered by national biodiversity surveys and inven-
tories? Who is asking the questions? Who are the users of
nacional inventories and surveys? What questions do they
need answered, and at what level of detail! How will the
national data bz used within the nation, ard by other na-
tions? Whac are the differences vetween the questions to
be answered at loral, razional, vegional and global scales?

B.odiversizy Suveey, Invenze rvand Dat: Managemen'
= = T e e

Maonday: January 11, 19y}
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3:00pm  Clusters for Topic 2

Cluster 2-1:Setting priorities among taxoromic groups
(e.g., priority on mammals; indicator species; exhaustive
surveys). Room 3111

Cluster 2-2:Setting priorities among geographic areas

(e.g., nationwide; threatened areas; selected ecosystems).
Room 3035

Clusier 2-3:Sampling and other technique: as an alterna-
tive to intensive, site-specific inventories (e.g., intensive
at selected sites, extensive collection over broad dreas).
Room 3113

Cluster 2.4:Setting pricrities among users of national sur-
veys and inventories (e.g., land managers, researchers,
policy makers). Room 3109

5:00pm  Adjourn meetings for the day.

6:30pm  Bus departs from L’Enfant Plaza Hotel to the reception.

7:00pm  Reception in the Amazonia Exhibition at the National Zoo for officizl
participants and observers. Refreshments and hoss d’oeuvres will be
served.

9:00pm  Bus departs from Amazonia for LEnfant Plaza Hotel.

Mondcy: Janwary 11, 1993 Biodiversity Survcy, Inventare and Deoca Mandgement
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4:45pm  Plenary Discussion for Topic 4: Consideration of scientific standarcls
ir: data collection and management for inventoriss and surveys.

QRuestions to be addressed: How to collect data? How to
ensure consistency of data? How to manag? data? Whar is
needed to increase the scope and hasten development of
standard collection methods? What are appropriate roles
for inventovy and survey efforis that are discipline-
specific, interdisciplinary and pava-disciplinary
(parataxonomists, paraecologists)! What steps are neces-
sary to develop a consensur regarding data formatting,
communicazion, or reporting (including standardization
of biogeographic and taxonomic classification schemes),
and associated hardware and software issues? How can
these steps buiid upon current efforts, including taxon-
specific and center-based effores?

5:45pm  Adjourn meering for the day.

Tuesduy: Taouary (2, 1993 . Biodivrrsity Suveey, Inventort and Da.su Manngemen
——— -—-—k-' 1
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Thursday: Januwary 14, 1993

9:00am  Plenary Discussion for Topic 5: Developing an international
framework for data collection and management for biodiversity
inventories and surveys.

Questions to be addressed: What types of inventories of
current collection and data bases are appropriate to
reduce unnecessary repetition of effort? How can current
data bases and centers be linked? How can new effores be
structurea so as to minimize linkage problems? What are
the requirements for physical specimen storage? What can
be done to improve dissemination of results? How do all
of these data and specimen management requirements af-
fect the data collection effore?

9:45am  Coffee Break

10:00am Clusters for Topic 5

Cluster 5-1:Specimen storage vequirements (physical re-
quirements, collection institutions). Room 3111

Cluster 5-2:Requirements of data bases, C[S systems, and
other information management and dissemination systems.
Room 303!

Cluster 5-3:Guidance on considering the user and wuses of
the data. Room 3035

Cluster 5-4:Special quality contrel requirzmencs.
Room 3113

12:00 Lunch (on your own)

1:30pm  Plenary Summary for Topic 5
Cluster rapporteur reports to full group.

2:30pm  Break

Thuvaday: January 14, (993 Biodiversity Survey, Inventory and Daca Managemen:
——
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I

Friday: January 15, 1993

—

9:00am  General Summary Dr. Thomas E. Lovejoy
Assistant Secretary for
External Affairs
Smithsonian Institution

10:00am Coffee Break

10:30am REPORT PREPARATION

12:00 Lunch (on your own)

1:30pm  REPORT PREPARATION

5:00pm  Adjournment

Friday: January 5, 1993 Biodiversicy Survey, {nverntory and Data Managermer
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