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About PEER

Public Employees for Environmental Re-
sponsibility (PEER} is an association of
resource managers, scientists, biologists,
law enforcement officials and other gov-
ernment professionals committed to up-
hoiding the public trust through respon-
sible management of the nation’s envi-
ronment and natural resources.

PEER advocates sustainable manage-
ment of public resources, promotes en-
forcement of environmental protection
laws, and seeks to be a catalyst for
supporting professional integrity and pro-
moting environmentai ethics in govern-
ment agencies.

PEER provides public employees com-
mitted to ecologically responsible man-
agement with a credible voice for ex-
pressing their concerns.

PEER's objectives are to:

1. Organizea strong base of support among
employees with local, state and federal
resource management agencies;

2. Inform the administration, Congress,
state officials, the media and the public
about substantive issues of concern to
PEER members;

3. Defend and strengthen the legal rights
of public employees who speak out
about issues of environmental manage-
ment; and

4. Monitor land management and environ-
mental protection agencies.

PEER recognizes the invaluable role
that government employees play as de-
fenders of the environment and stewards
of our natural resources. PEER supports
resource professionals who advocate en-
vironmental protection in a responsible,
professional manner.

For more information about PEER
and other White Papers that cover a variety of issues, contact:

Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility
East Coast: 2001 S Street, N.W., Suite 570
Washington, D.C. 20009-1125
Phone: {202} 2865-PEER
Fax: (202) 265-4192

West Coast: PO Box 30

Hood River, OR 97031

Phone: (541) 387-4781
Fax: (541) 387-4783

E-Mail: 76554.133@compuserve.com
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Tarnished Trophies

About This Report

This PEER white paper documents the institu-
tional corruption of the Assistant Directorate for
International Affairs (AlA) of the L.5. Fish &
wildlife Service in facilitating trophy hunting of
threatened and endangered species. The paper
is not a critique of the practice of sports hunting
or of the sport-trophy industry. Rather, this
paper reports the actions of a tax-supported,
public agency whose mission is service to the
people through enforcement of the law.

This white paper is the first of a series of reports
detailing failures of the Fish & Wildlife Service
in meeting the letter as well as the spirit of the
Endangered Species Act.

This white paper was prepared by employees of

the Fish & Wildlife Service who have made
professional sacrifices to bring these issues to
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public attention. These scientific, law enforce-
ment and regulatory specialists have chosen to
remain anonymous not only to avoid the inevi-
table retaliation but also to let the facts con-
tained herein speak for themselves,

A number of independent scientists based both
in this country and abroad have assisted in the
developmentofthis report. Still other scientists
and specialists graciously allowed PEER to cite
their work in this white paper.

PEER is proud to serve conscientious public
employees who have dedicated their careers to
faithful execution of the laws that protect this
country’s and this planet’s natural resources.

Jeif DeBonis
PEER Executive Director
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Tarnished Trophies

I. Executive Summary

ccording to its own specialists, the U.S.
AFish & Wildlife Service is driving pro-

ected foreigh game species to extinction
through the illegal issuance of permits to import
game trophies. Despite mandates to enforce
both the Endangered Species Act and interna-
tional conservation treaties, the Assistant Direc-
torate for International Affairs (AlA} within the
Fish & Wildlife Service is promoting importa-
tion of sports-hunted trophies of threatened
and, in some cases, endangered species.

The sports hunting industry and its politically
connected sponsors have captured the AlA to
such an extent that-

*hundreds of permits are issued annually forthe
importation of threatened or endangered sports
trophies, and, according to available statistics,
the number issued is growing at a substantial
rate;

*criminal enforcement against illegal trophy
smuggling has been paralyzed by the noncoop-
eration of Fish & Wildlife officials;

*a Fish & Wildlife Service official convicted of
felony wildlife smuggling in connection with an
illegal trophy importation scheme was rein-
stated to a position reviewing and recommend-
ing approval of documents on the status of
foreign endangered species, including the very
game animals involved in his conviction,

Top Administration officials from both parties,
powerful members of Congress and wealthy big
game safari hunters have combined to smother
attempts to bring AlA’s permit practices in line
with the law.

Big game safaris to Asia or Africa can cost more
than $50,000 per person while the U.S. import
permit fee for the trophy is only $25.

The prevaiiing phitlosophy governing AlA poli-
cies is “conservation through utilization.” The
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ideaisthat hunting actually benefits the species
because the substantial hunting proceeds that
go to the host government are supposed to fund
conservation programs for the threatened game
species. Inreality, these safari revenues provide
precious hard currency to poor Third World
countries for general operations and, in some
cases, fund development or livestock projects
which further jeopardize the game species.

This report examines in detail the plight of two
of the most sought after trophy animals in the
world: the argali and the urial sheep, both
cousins of America’ s bighorn and both from
Central Asia.

in the case of the argali, the largest wild sheep
in the world whose males have huge sweeping
racks of horns that are much prized as trophies,
AlA issues scores of trophy importation permits
a year-

*in violation of a special rule adopted in 1993
laying out extremely rigorous conditions for
import;

*in the face a formal proposal by the Fish &
Wildlife Service to have the argali listed as
endangered, thus precluding further permits.
That measure for the argali has been left pend-
ing without action for over 3 % years even
though such listing proposals are supposed to
be acted on within a year;

*despite the findings by its own scientists and
international consultants that the status of the
argali was, at best, unknown and that there was
no evidence that hunting proceeds were being
channeled into conservation, as required by
law before permits could be issued;

*contrary to the position of the European Union
and others who totally ban all argali trophy
importation,

In early 1995, Interior Secretary Bruce Babbitt
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presided over an auction of two argali importa-
tion permits at a Safari Club International con-
ference and proclaimed that the auction pro-
ceeds would benefit the species. At the same
time, AlA within the Department of Interior is
resisting Freedom of Information Act requests
for documents submitted to justify argali per-
mits issued or extended and will not confirm
even the number of permits granted.

In the case of the urial, AlIA has taken the
position that most subspecies are not listed as
endangered under international treaty and, thus,
may be imported without any permit from the
Fish & Wildlife Service. In 1994, with the
support of hunting organizations, AlA formally
proposed reducing international protections for
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all urials. This proposal, which shocked and
drew public ridicule from international experts
on the species, was quickly withdrawn.

In August of 1996, the Fish & Wildlife Service
announced that it “is now considering the pos-
sibility of cosponsoring” a proposal by Ger-
many to upgrade protection for the animal, the
exact opposite of the position taken by the
agency as little as 18 months prior.

Notwithstanding this possible about face on the
status of the urial, the grip of the sports hunting
industry upon AIA and the decision making
process at the Department of interior appears to
be growing tighter at the same time that the
viability of these species deteriorates.
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II. The Legal Ecosystem of
International Species Protection

ith the late 20th century came increas-
ing recognition of the extent and diver-
sity of that part of the natural world that

may be disappearing under human pressures. The
United States took a leadership role in ad-
dressing the absence of an international legal
structure for species protection.

Thirty years ago, in October of 1966,
Congress passed the original Endangered Spe-
cies Preservation Act. That measure charged
the Department of the Interior 1o develop a
list of endangered wildlife within the United
States and required federal agencies to take
appropriate conservation measures. There
followed the Endangered Species Conserva-
tion Act of 1969, which extended coverage to
foreign species and provided for substantive
controls on their importation.

Utilizing this legislation, Interior not only
developed an extensive list of globally en-
dangered wildlife, based on compilations of
international conservation organizations, but
soon was expanding this list on its own initia-
tive in response to special areas of need. The
1972 U.S. listing of eight species of great
whales and eight kinds of spotted and striped
cats helped to cut off major markets for the
products of those animals and to inspire a
worldwide movement that, up to now, has
prevented their extinction.

in the next year came the comprehen-
sive Endangered Species Act of 1973, de-
signed to replace, strengthen, and greatly
expand the earlier legislation. Besides insti-
tuting strict prohibitions on the taking and
harming of all kinds of endangered animals
and plants, the new Act set forth a series of
remarkable innovations. Along with listing
species “in danger of extinction,” the Interior
Department (and the Commerce Department
for certain marine species) was now required
to classify “threatened” species, those “likely
to become . . . endangered . . . within the
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foreseeable future.” In this way it was hoped
that problems could be recognized and rem-
edies initiated well before the endangered
stage was reached.

The 1973 Act also carried a new dimen-
sion of protections, providing that the endan-
gered or threatened designation did not have
to apply to an entire biological species or
subspecies, but could in some circumstances
be restricted to qualifying populations. It
would thus be possible to designate a species
partly as endangered and partly as threat-
ened. Special rules could be issued that are
deemed “necessary and advisable to provide
for the conservation” of threatened species
and populations.

The term “conservation” was defined to
mean methods and procedures, including
regulated sport hunting in some limited cir-
cumstances, that actually improve the status
of the involved species. All of these mea-
sures, as evidenced by the stated findings and
purposes on the very first page of the Act,
were to be carried out in an international
context, the ultimate goal being the conser-
vation of entire global ecosystems.

In 1973 also came the Convention on
International Trade in Endangered Species of
Wild Fauna and Flora or “CITES.” This treaty,
now ratified by the United States and 131
other countries, seeks to control the exploita-
tion of wildlife and plants through import and
export restrictions. By vote of the member
nations, species of concern are placed on
either of two major lists: Appendix I, for
species threatened with extinction and that
are or may be affected by trade; and Appen-
dix I, for those that are not necessarily threat-
ened with extinction now but that may be-
come threatened uniess trade is subject to
strict regulation. Although there is some ad-
ministrative overlap with the U.S. Endan-
gered Species Act, CITES is basically inde-
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pendent and its appendices do not correspond
precisely to the lists prescribed by the Act.

Both CITES and the Endangered Species
Act provide for permits for activities that are
otherwise prohibited. In the case of CITES, it
is understood that issuance of such permits is
a routine procedure, practically the rule,
rather than the exception. Trade in Appendix
| species requires both an export permit, from
the country of origin, and an import permit,
from the country of destination. Appendix Il
species need only the export permit. In either
situation, the action being authorized must
not be detrimental to the survival of the in-
volved species. CITES further requires all
member nations to have a “management au-
thority” to process permits and a “scientific
authority” to compile relevant data and pro-
vide advice as to whether various actions
may be detrimental.

in the United States, these provisions of
CITES are implemented through the Interior
Department’s Fish & Wildlife Service,(FWS},
particularly the Assistant Directorate for In-
ternational Affairs (AlA}, which includes the
Office of Management Authority and the Of-
fice of Scientific Authority. Although their
names correspond to CITES specifications,
these two offices have additional functions
not related to the treaty.

Permits issued underthe Endangered Spe-
cies Act are not intended to be routine or
regular, but rather invelve circumstances that
would be expected to develop just a few
times. Permits, for example, to take orimport
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threatened species may be issued for scien-
tificand educational purposes or for zoologi-
cal exhibition. Permits may also be issued for
an activity that enhances propagation or sur-
vival of the species.

In the Fish & Wildlife Service, the Office
of Management Authority within the Assis-
tant Directorate for International Affairs
handles permit processing. The OMA as-
sembles information to determine whether
issuance of such permits would, as required
by law, enhance propagation or survival of
the involved species. The Office of Scientific
Authority, assigned to work on the listing and
regulation of foreign and endangered spe-
cies, provides additional advice to the Office
of Management Authority as to the appropri-
ateness of permits.

Endangered Species Act permit authori-
zation for the importation of a sport-hunted
trophy of a threatened species is drawn from
the “enhancement of propagation or survival”
exception from the Act. Obviously sport hunt-
ing is not relevant to propagation—but it
sometimes has been determined to enhance
survival by the logic of utilization. In other
words, a carefully managed sport hunting
program can provide a host government with
the economic incentive to enhance the gen-
eral conservation of a species. Based on this
argument that sport hunting can “enhance
the survival” of a particular species through
sponsoring conservation activities, the FWS
has permitted, by special rule, the importa-
tion of sport hunted trophies of some foreign
threatened species. :
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III. Fish & Wildlife “Safari” Service

n its face, there is nothing inherently

wrong with using the large amounts of

money spent on sport hunting to spon-
sor conservation when an animal’s status is
relatively stable. However, the same logic
does not hold when an animal is rare and its
status threatened. Under the ESA, AlA s
required to have positive proof that trophy
hunting enhances the survival or propagation
of a sport hunted species to justify issuing an
import permit.

In recent years, AlA has issued permits and
increasingly issued policy decisions that serve
the interests of the infiuential sports hunting
lobby, AIA has been consistently initiating
measures removing species from protection lists,
reducing restrictions, and promating utiliza-
tion. With regard to its endangered species
activities, AlIA now seems to perceive its role
not as a chronicler and defender of the natural
world on behalf of the entire United States, but
as the facilitator of commercial and trophy im-
portation for limited interest groups and, in
some cases, the rubber stamp office of the safari
industry itself.

Conservation through Utilization

The listing of both U.5. and foreign endan-
gered species was once handled by the large,
Washington-based Office of Endangered Spe-
cies. In late 1987 that office was abolished, with
native species responsibilities splitbetween Fish
& Wildlife Service regions and a rump Washing-
ton unit, and foreign listing transferred to the
Office of Scientific Authority, now part of the
FWS’s Assistant Directorate for International
Affairs {AIA) which also contains the Office of
Management Authority, the primary office over-
seeing the issuing of permits.

This development caused a subtie but sig-
nificant change in AlA’s mission concerning
foreign endangered species activities. Rather
than continuing to develop a comprehensive
inventory of species reflecting globally jeopar-
dized ecosystems, as provided for at the outset
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of the Endangered Species Act, AlA has increas-
ingly become a conduitto issue permits and has
focused its resources on just a handful of species
of great popular or economic concern.

Contrary to the original purpose of the law, AlA
has recast its relationship to sport hunters and
others who “utilize” wildlife, now viewing this
well-heeled lobby as the agency’s primary cli-
entele, or, in the current jargon of federal “rein-
vention” efforts, as “customers.” With federal
dollars held so tightly, the appeal of getting
endangered and threatened animals to “pay
their own way” in terms of protections they
reguire under the law sounds very attractive.
In addition, this line of thinking has been
made even more compelling with safari op-
erators and sport hunting organizations ex-
pending money and influence to demonstrate
how sport hunting enhances the survival of a
species through generating profits that spon-
sor conservation activities.

Tapping the economic value of a species for
wildlife conservation remains theoretical, how-
ever. Only one part of the equation has been
thoroughty proven: huge profits are being gen-
erated by the safari industry. On a typical safari,
a hunter can expect a trophy fee in the neigh-
borhood of $25,000 and to pay many thousands
more for transportation, guides, supplies, and
other necessities.

While this “pay your own way” thinking
may not be illegal, its adoption into policy has
worked to undermine true conservation. As
illustrated by the fate of the wild Asian sheep
discussed below, utilization approaches have
been used to rationalize frequent issuance of
permits, helping to push a now threatened spe-
cies toward extinction. Utilization-based poli-
cies have been whole-heartedly adopted by
AlA, probably for pragmatic reasons rather than
out of a callous disregard for the law.

This “pay your own way” thinking, how-

ever, does not extend to the importation per-
mits themselves. Given the significant expen-
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ditures made by the Fish & Wildlife Service to
accommodate trophy hunting it is startling to
realize that an import permit costs only $25.
Permits for importing trophies of exotic and
threatened foreign animals are seemingly is-
sued with the same ease and at roughly the
same fee as a common hunting license re-
quired to hunt deer or ducks in this country.

Through frequent contact and lobbying
by foreign government agencies and promi-
nent U.S.-based supporters, sport hunting or-
ganizations have a compliant audience among
mid-level managers at AlA. At higher levels,
Fish & Wildlife Service officials may have
lacked interest or simply have been over-
whelmed by the constant and intense Con-
gressional fiscal and policy pressures directed
against the agency on domestic issues through-
out the 104th Session. Whatever the reason,
the principle of conservation through utiliza-
tion seems to be firmly established within
AlA.

The highest levels of the Department of
Interior have not been immune to the influ-
ence of trophy hunting lobbyists. Secretary of
Interior Bruce Babbitt has embraced the utili-
zation argument on gccasion, citing the po-

tential of tapping safari-generated profits for
conservation. tnearly 1995, Babbitt spoke at
a Safari Club International conference sup-
porting the Club’s plan to auction an argali
sheep hunt in Kyrgyzstan, a country that has
a threatened argali population. Babbitt en-
dorsed the auction, which was facilitated by
FWS providing the trophy import permits in
advance, saving “These auctions promise
much needed hard currency benefits to argali
habitat and enlist area residents in on-the-
ground efforts to conserve the species.”

The conservation through utilization phi-
losophy has served nicely to boost the in-
come and prestige of sport hunting organiza-
tions. The AlA has adopted a broad interpre-
tation of what activities enhance the survival
of a species accepting industry-backed scien-
tific information as the primary evidence on
which permitting decisions are based. AlA
regularly relies on communications from the
Safari Club, for example, to determine the
fate of species listings and other policy pro-
posals put out for public comment.

The Sport Hunting industry

The growing power of the sport hunting
and safari industry, in its politicai influence
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THE BUCK STOPS HERE. Interior Secretary Babbitt presided over the
auctioning of U.S. Fish & Wildlife permits to import argali trophies.
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