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The purpose of the forum was to improve cooperation between the NPS and researchers 
and museum administrators in collecting, managing and providing access to 
biological specimens from national park system lands. 

The outcomes of the forum were: 
V An expanded understanding among the NPS and researchers and museum 

administrators of the goals and concerns of the scientific and museum communities 
and of the National Park Service relative to park biological specimens, 

V Identification of mutually beneficial options to improve collaboration and address 
current issues related to collection and management of and access to biological 
specimens from national park system lands, and 

s Improved partnership understanding and future relations. 

The list of participants in the forum is included as Attachment A. 

Opening session 

Director Bomar welcomed the group and made opening remarks, including the following. The 
full text of her remarks is included below as Attachment B. 

• Our purpose today is to share information with each other, have good honest 
discussion and get to know one another. 

• National Park Service has an awesome responsibility of caring for the nation's natural 
and cultural legacy. 

• In order to carry out this responsibility, we rely on a host of others-concessioners, 
cooperating associations, friends groups, and many other partners. 

• Among these partners are a host of social and natural scientists on whom we rely to 
give us data for informed resource management. 

• Each year, many universities and museums partner to care for the biological 
collections. We want to be sure that they are cared for based on professional 
standards. We have recently developed a Park Museum Collection Storage Plan. 
Cooperative engagement of partner museums and universities is part of that plan. 

• We in the Park Service want to encourage science in the parks through granting 
scientific research collection permits. If we are discouraging appropriate research 
projects, we want to fix that. 

• Policies of the National Park Service often differ from those of other agencies that 
have less stringent legal protections. However, laws and policies can be changed if 
circumstances warrant. Change is never accomplished without first engaging in 
dialogue. I hope we all will speak freely. Shared leadership means speaking in plain 
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English about what we can do together and not being afraid to voice opinions and 
concerns. 

• I've spent 17 years in the NPS in the field. I am not the traditional bureaucrat, lean 
be innovative and creative. 

• I'm sure that we will find commonalities and opportunities to collaborate. I am serious 
about this group coming together again. 

Deputy Secretary Scarlett made opening remarks and provided an overview of cooperative 
conservation, including the following points. The full text of her remarks is included below as 
Attachment C. 

• For many Americans, national parks help define our identity as a nation and help keep 
a record of our history. Parks are also great natural expanses. There are 391 park 
units, of very different types, and 85 million acres. The story of nature is written on our 
park landscapes and is partly told through scientific research. 
The National Park Service has 124 million items in park collections, including 2.5 
million biological specimens. 
The National Park Service mission is inspirational and succinct-to preserve these 
great places unimpaired for current and future generations. The mission is complex at 
the same time. 
One complexity is the management of scientific research and interface with scientists. 
There is a long list of questions to be answered. 
Parks are a foundation for exploring broader scientific questions to help us accumulate 
knowledge about the world. There are over 180 institutions with biological specimens 
from national park lands, over 300 with natural history specimens of all types, and over 
2,000 permits issued [to collect specimens] in one year alone. 
Parks need science partnerships and many are flourishing. 
But we have to ask, are we inspiring science partnerships to the best of our ability, 
exploring synergies, inspiring research and welcoming researchers consistent with our 
role as stewards? 
The opportunity that this conversation presents is to explore how we work together to 
protect our parks and educate the nation. We affirm that these parks are the public's 
lands and resources. 
Cooperative conservation is the hallmark of 21st century conservation-a reflection of 
the management imperatives of a complex world to integrate and share knowledge 
across disciplines. 
Parks have to work with museums and universities to preserve scientific collections. 
Park facilities don't totally serve our needs. We need the help of partners. 
Parks offer the cradle of biological resources that inform us. At the same time, 
curating collections requires resources. 
Do we have processes that encourage science in parks and offer reasonable 
protections to park mission and lands while enhancing scientific knowledge? 
I have read e-mail exchanges between parks and researchers and museums. All 
assembled around this table and our colleagues share one common value-to assure 
that specimens are maintained in proper storage environments and are accessible 
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over decades. There are questions about continuity of collections and long-term 
access for research, as well as use of data. 

• Does the uncertainty associated with impermanent loans limit research because the 
specimens can be recalled? 

• Everyone wants proper labeling and stewardship of specimens. The questions we 
must ask are about the frequency of audits and the nature of reporting requirements. 
Are the current ones the best they can be? 

• There is a key phrase raised in the Organic Act-the NPS may also grant privileges, 
leases and permits for the use of land...and no natural curiosities...shall be leased, 
granted or rented...so as to interfere with free access to the public. The question 
related to this is, can ownership be transferred with the equivalent of deed restrictions 
that allow free public access, or is ownership the only option? I have no answers and 
no pre-judgments. 

Participants briefly described the experience and perspective they brought to the forum and 
their desired outcomes for the day. 

• Hans-Dieter Sues: I am concerned about facilities and access to the specimens. I'm 
interested in working out a solution that benefits all parties. 

• Robert Gropp: I would say the same things as Hans-Dieter Sues. 
• Nancy Russell: In my park, there are hundreds of active research permits per year. I 

am interested in the issues of ownership and access. Can ownership be transferred? 
Should it be? In what circumstances? What is best for park resources? Collections? 
Science in general? 

• Ann Hitchcock: I hope to lay to rest some of the urban myths that permeate both 
inside and outside the NPS relative to this dialogue, so we base our points and 
assertions on documented facts. 

• Matt Patterson: We experience many challenges in curation. I hope we can find ways 
to care better for the specimens. 

• Ellen Paul: Over the 10 years I have been involved in discussing this, I have come to 
firmly believe that there is a range of solutions that could serve the NPS, DOI, and the 
museum community. This meeting is a chance to get a good solid start on that. 

• John Dennis: A lot of the discussion may focus on specimens as research tools. My 
interest is to encourage the understanding that they are also powerful resource 
management tools. 

• Bob Reynolds: I am interested in seeing productive discussions on facilitating 
research on NPS lands, eliminating impediments to research and ensuring the proper 
care for museum specimens. 

• Ron Wilson: I am here to listen and learn. 
• Stephanie Stephens: The NPS is definitely culturally based and it would be nice to 

connect within the park the natural and the cultural worlds and continue to bridge gaps 
with the universities. 

• Greg McDonald: Good science means replicability, meaning that those specimens are 
available to the next generation to examine. Our highest goal is to ensure that 
material is available to researchers and resource managers. We need to provide the 
highest level of quality control. 
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Lori Breslauer: I'm here mainly to listen and try to understand the issues and 
ambiguities regarding ownership and the legal basis. Accessions at the museum are 
linked to title. If title can't be acquired, it's a problem. The Field Museum discourages 
long-term loans. 
Bill Stanley: I represent a number of people committed to best care for specimens and 
making sure they are available to everybody. 
Carol Butler: I am passionate about collections and making them available and 
accessible. I'm deeply interested in being part of the dialogue and learning more 
about the definition, practices, and policies and understanding what looks like variable 
practice within the NPS. I would like to be able to offer answers now or later regarding 
what the Smithsonian Institution does, how we provide access and respond to issues 
regarding proper stewardship in perpetuity for this national heritage. 
Keith Langdon: There's a good reason for the NPS policies as they were written, but 
is there a way to streamline them? We're concerned about our relationships with the 
scientists so we can get inventories done. How it gets resolved isn't as important as 
getting it resolved. 
Jim Solomon: Fundamentally, we have to look at what is best for the specimens. The 
variety of uses to which they can be put is innumerable. They are a resource waiting 
for people to ask questions. Our interest is in facilitating access that is as free and 
available as possible. We want to manage for the long-term and maximize information 
that can be derived from specimens. We want to provide the right kind of storage and 
access. 
Rich Rabeler: SPNHC's chief goal is preservation of the specimens. We're also very 
concerned about the long-term access to those specimens. Ownership has come up 
quite a few times-how does taking on someone else's collections fit into my bottom 
line? I'm also interested in learning about NPS positions. How do your needs fit into 
this puzzle? 
Scott Miller: I'm interested in finding the best resolution that meets the needs of both 
the NPS and the scientific community. I'm part of the Interagency Working Group on 
Scientific Collections. All representatives in this group have the responsibility to make 
sure we're meeting the needs of the public. Let's also remember the specimens that 
don't exist because they are not being collected because a growing sector of the 
science community is avoiding working in the national parks and going to state parks 
next door. 
Tom Olliff: I have different views based on the different roles I have in the park. As 
chief science advisor, I want to make the parks accessible to scientists. As the person 
who's in charge of the curation program, I'm very concerned about stewardship and 
access. As the person in charge of the compliance program, I know that there is a 
small, dedicated group of the public that will care deeply about this. As coordinator for 
benefits sharing, I'm concerned about the implications of ownership for that function. 
As park manager, I'm concerned about instances where scientists have not stored 
collections well. I want to solve this problem. 
Bert Frost: I want to better understand the legal complexities and ambiguities. I hope 
we will be able to craft good policy to get the guidance to the field and work with 
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partners so that they understand NPS policy. Ultimately, I hope to have the best 
protection and long-term preservation for the specimens. 

• Mary Foley: We have to facilitate research in parks. NPS can't undertake all 
research. I'm interested in hearing what the impediments are. 

• Larry Stevens: I represent a private museum very concerned with ownership and the 
fact that the NPS can request that their specimens be pulled and placed somewhere 
else. As a scientist, I know that parks are managed as fiefdoms with a lot of variation. 
More communication between the science community and the NPS would be very 
beneficial. Also, I would like to see an integrated database of all specimens and one 
single location for voucher specimens. 

• Dan Odess: I oversee the park museum program. Regardless of what sort of 
decisions are made today about ownership, I want this group to recognize that, 
whether we do it ourselves or contract it out or give away stuff, there are tremendous 
costs with each course of action. We're in the early stages of a major biological 
collection effort in the NPS. 

• Molly Ross: I'm here to help provide answers to legal questions. I hope we 
distinguish what is policy and what is law and be as creative on all sides as possible 
and look at how to address legal limits. 

• Jon Jarvis: My region has been working on understanding the effects of global climate 
change to the NPS. A recurring theme is that some of our management assumptions 
will be challenged and that the NPS needs to accommodate science and research. 
The perception in the field is that we don't do a good job of that and are anti-research 
because of the administrative burden placed on scientists. I want to resolve some of 
those issues. 

• Sue Masica: I plan to be doing a lot of listening and gaining a better understanding on 
a lot of the perspectives, to hear where there might be common understandings and 
agreement on mutual objectives and how law and policy might be changed to achieve 
them. 

Director Bomar and Deputy Secretary Scarlett expressed their regrets at needing to leave the 
meeting after the opening session. Mary Bomar said she was sorry that we haven't done this 
sooner and that she wants the group to come together again. Lynn Scarlett added that to 
listen is to develop an inner silence. There's a shared goal here to serve the public well. We 
all affirm the profound importance of science and want excellence in process and care of 
collections. 

The group agreed to the following ground rules for discussion: 
• We seek first to understand the perspectives of all participants. 
• Our primary focus is on dialogue that might lead us to identify mutually beneficial 

options to improve collaboration. In accordance with the direction of the Federal 
Advisory Committee Act (FACA), we are not making any decisions at this forum. 

• In general, we understand that each person is giving his/her professional view. When 
representing a view formally stated by an organization, we make that clear. 
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Ownership of biological specimens collected on national park system lands: Need and 
interests 

History of the issue-Ellen Paul, Ornithological Council 

Ellen Paul made the following points: 
• This issue predates the involvement of the Ornithological Council from 10 years ago. 
• Sometime in the 1980s, the NPS realized that when museum scientists were taking 

specimens from the parks, it was difficult for the NPS to know where they were and 
how they were being maintained. We were in the dark ages when it comes to 
computer capacity. 

• In 1984, the NPS promulgated a regulation to require that the specimens bear specific 
NPS labels and be cataloged in the NPS system. They talked about cataloging and 
not accessioning. 

• Between the 1980s and a decade later, the issue of ownership did arise. The museum 
community began discussing the problems with the NPS. In 1993, the NPS Museum 
Management Program proposed that the NPS transfer ownership. There was a 
regulation drafted but I don't know what happened with it. 

• I came on the scene in 1998, and started carrying the banner. We had a number of 
discussions regarding the legal issues and the policy and pragmatic issues. It was a 
long, slow process interrupted by the court decision that resulted in the NPS writing an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on benefits sharing. As a result, the 
discussions about specimen ownership were put on hold. Once the Draft EIS (DEIS) 
had been issued in 2006, I met with NPS staff. We were unable to resolve anything. 

• About a year ago, I and Scott Miller went to Lynn Scarlett and asked that she elevate 
this discussion to the level of the DOI. We submitted a proposal that did not succeed. 
Then some magical force decided it was time to hold this meeting. 

• This meeting gets all of us on the same wavelength. 

Needs and interests of the NPS in ownership and related mission and policv-Jon Jarvis, 
Regional Director, Pacific West Region 

Following is a summary of the points Jon Jarvis made. The full text of his remarks is included 
below as Attachment D. 

• I've seen major improvement across the country in professionalism of curation and 
facilities as well as with universities and other repositories. 

• We need to start on the common ground of the value of these collections. 
• Where we diverge is that from the NPS standpoint, from a policy standpoint, we look at 

these specimens as a permanent record of the state of that park at a particular 
moment in time. That information becomes extraordinarily valuable in decision 
making, in fights in the court system or related to boundary development. You see 
many challenges to the NPS every day in the media-coral reef declines, for example. 
We turn to these specimens to look at what they say about this resource, as this unit of 
the NPS. Parks are the best of what we have in public lands. 
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• A perfect example most recently is the Grinnell resurvey in Yosemite replicating the 
work Grinnell did in 1915 to survey the Sierras from top to bottom. We're finding 
extraordinary changes that affect our thinking about how we view global climate 
change-some small mammals are now being found thousands of feet higher than they 
were in 1915. 

• The NPS is unique in terms of its body of law. We're charged by Congress, the courts 
and the President to maintain these parks in perpetuity. We need this kind of 
information to do that. The specimens represent this essential knowledge about the 
biogeographic diversity and genetics of individuals and systems. 

• Biological specimens also have monetary value. Prospecting and the trading of 
specimens add a layer of complexity to this issue and to the ownership issue. 

• All of this has translated into an assertion of ownership. In a national park unit, 
everything is protected. Scientists have a unique authority to collect something that 
the general public cannot collect. It is a rare privilege to come into a unit of the NPS 
and collect and kill something that might otherwise be preserved. The NPS is 
conservative on this point. 

• This conservatism has translated into an extraordinary administrative burden that is 
part of the problem and has put a pall on scientific work in the parks. 

• I've canvassed the field and can confirm that the NPS hardly ever speaks with a 
common voice. There is dissent among the ranks. One employee has said that some 
NPS staff suggest to researchers that they say they are going to destroy the 
specimens through analysis to avoid the ownership issue. 

• I need to know that our position is based on excellent science and that whoever is 
sitting in my seat a hundred years from now still has access to that information. Our 
focus should be on those future generations. 

Discussion was: 
• Ellen Paul: Most of the bird specimens Grinnell collected were stored at Berkeley. 

They have spent a lot of money to acquire software to make all the information related 
to the specimens available online. They have housed and curated the specimens all 
these years. Does their holding the specimens cause an impediment to NPS? 

• Jon Jarvis: No, but you're talking about the University of California system which is 
top of the line in terms of facilities. And the Grinnell study is fairly unique-there have 
been few such surveys where a collection like that has been used independent of the 
NPS. 

• Lori Breslauer: Private museums are also in the perpetuity business, charged with 
holding the collections in trust for future generations. We undergo a pretty stringent 
accreditation process that extends to all facets of operations, including how we house 
and preserve our collections. We have fungi collected in the late 1800s and are being 
used to assess environmental air quality. 

• Greg McDonald: Based on our current count, the NPS deals with at least 280 outside 
repositories. In this room, we're dealing with the creme de la creme of our partner 
repositories. Not represented are cases where an individual professor has his own 
repository and is facing retirement and there is no commitment from the university to 
ensure long-term care of that collection. There's a phenomenal gradation here from 
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big universities and museums to "mom and pop" operations. The policy has to be 
flexible enough to work at multiple levels. One of the things we're facing now is 
orphan collections because of changes in hiring practices and new people are not as 
collection-oriented as their predecessors. 
Bill Stanley: Many of the people in the American Society of Mammalogists are looking 
at the Grinnell survey and resurvey as a model. There are many repositories in the 
Society who are part of mom and pop operations. We have an accreditation program 
through the society and the NPS might think about contacting these societies if a 
collection looks like it's going to be orphaned and you need to seek a new home. 
There are people thinking about these things. 
Tom Olliff: Berkeley has a good collections facility but to get into the collection you 
have to go through a process. One person has 20,000 specimens that have not been 
properly cataloged. 
Ellen Paul: When you have a problem like that, that would be the time to contact 
SPNHC or another national association to get into the act to bring pressure to bear. If 
you're going to have to curate, store, identify, label and accession thousands of 
specimens each year, you're not going to give priority to specimens you won't have in 
perpetuity. 
Rich Rabeler: Institutions of the ilk that have accreditations with an association meet 
the gold standard in their businesses and have internal administrative processes if you 
have a problem. That may not be the case in the mom and pop shops. I understand 
the NPS issues there, but there might be a way to address that. 
Bob Reynolds: One issue for scientists is that specimens be available to all scientists 
and we need the ability to loan. 
Hans-Dieter Sues: AAM [American Association of Museums] accreditation requires 
safeguarding specimens as well as access. We must insist that the administration of 
each accredited institution makes sure that there is a field collection number system so 
you can retrieve the information. 
Scott Miller: There are also accounting rules under agencies for museums to show the 
processes they have in place for dealing with curatorial standards. 
Carol Butler: It's valuable to hear that your interest is in the aggregate, not just the 
individual specimens. What is your level of satisfaction with the level of information 
you can retrieve when the information goes to various repositories? Are you able to 
gather up that aggregate view again? 
Jon Jarvis: A lot of it depends on personal relationships. The NPS has invested in the 
last 10 years to build a more robust data set about the resources we have, but we are 
still faced with making tough decisions on an almost daily basis. It's a hit and miss 
game. It's galling at times when you take a position on a resource and then find out 
that there was information about the resource you didn't know existed. 
Larry Stevens: The discussion here makes good sense until you get to the topic of 
insects-the number of specimens and the complexity of identification. Are all types of 
specimens viewed the same way by the NPS? That's part of our challenge. The 
challenge is having a national database of all species-that's a long-term goal. The 
NPS is setting the gold standard for specimen protection. Those views are not shared 
by other agencies. 



Biological Collections Forum, April 2, 2008 
Notes, Page 9 

• Jon Jarvis: The NPS can't necessarily be lumped in with other federal agencies. The 
body of law is distinct. It is also the NPS culture and history to assert our ownership of 
certain things, like wildlife. The states think they own wildlife and we'll probably have 
to try that case 50 times. Every time we do, we win, but the message doesn't get out. 
This is in contrast to the US Forest Service or BLM, that don't assert ownership over 
wildlife. This is not only about insects, but also the emphasis on All Taxa Biological 
Inventories-we're going to need partners to help us maintain that. We have a capacity 
issue. We have extraordinary cultural collections and some of our policies are built 
around that responsibility. We are just facing this issue in terms of biological 
collections. 

• Dan Odess: Part of the legacy of how the NPS Museum Management Program has 
evolved is that it has been focused on cultural collections. As a result of that, our staff 
expertise is much greater in curating cultural material than in natural history 
collections. Unless you get far into the weeds, those distinctions aren't that important. 
But when you get down to what you do with the insects, those distinctions are critical— 
in terms of how you design facilities, environmental controls, dealing with integrated 
pest management. It will be critical to draw on expertise outside the NPS. 

• John Dennis: There's an irony in that a specimen becomes a cultural object once it is 
prepared and labeled by humans-it is no longer natural. The future is how we move 
forward in maintaining all these cultural objects, whether they came out of the human 
natural world or the rest of the natural world. 

• Nancy Russell: From the field perspective, we're talking about the NPS but the reality 
in the field is that many parks are doing things very differently. So a researcher works 
with one park and one set of expectations and then works with another park with 
another set of expectations. I would imagine this is frustrating, because NPS policy is 
not being implemented the same across all units. We need to come up with 
something that is more standard so it is more even for researchers. 

• Ellen Paul: There are scientists in museums who are fully aware of the restrictions 
and think that somehow magically those conditions don't apply or will go away. They 
know the score and there are side discussions and side agreements reached with 
NPS staff. 

Needs and interests of researchers and museum administrators in ownership-Rich Rabeler, 
President-Elect, Society for the Preservation of Natural History Collections (SPNHC) 

Following is a summary of the points Rich Rabeler made. The full text of his remarks is 
included below as Attachment E. 

• The mission of SPNHC is to improve preservation, conservation and management of 
natural history collections to ensure their continuing value to society. Most members 
are people who deal with specimens day to day. 

• As professionals, our concerns are what is best for the long-term preservation of the 
specimens and access for research. 

• Specimen ownership is often considered a basic tenet. Museums assume that the 
items in a collection are owned by the institution and should be maintained to 
professional standards for maintaining them and making them available. This means 


