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WILL WE SEE A
“SCIENCE-BASED"

BUDGET?

Last issue I lamented the
lack of understanding about
basic science and the role
that science plays in govern-
ment decisions. I thought I
would move on to another
topic for thisissue, but prior
to putting fingers to keys, I
read a Washington Post arti-
cle that reported a curious
story about the use of cer-
tain terms. It was reported
that the employees at the
Centers for Disease Control
(CDC) were informed by CDC
leadership that they should
not submit abudget propos-
al that included the follow-
ing terms: “vulnerable,”
“entitlement,” “diversity,”
“transgender,” “fetus,” “evi-
dence-based,” or “sci-
ence-based.” I cannot com-
prehend the rationale for
that supervisory instruc-
tion. I suppose the elimina-
tion of the first five terms
can be explained, if not de-
fended, byideological polem-
ics; however, the most trou-
bling terms that were
apparently deemed off-lim-
its were “evidence-based”
and “science-based.”

The CDCisan essential
federal agency with respect to
human health issues. Because
“science” and “evidence” are
integral to their mission, it is
hard to imagine why the use
of those terms has apparently
been stricken from their lex-
icon. There were similar alle-
gations that the Environmen-
tal Protection Agency and the
Department of Interior have
demurred on the use of the
term “climate change” in nu-
merous documents and web-
sites. It is too early to judge
how the administration will
handle climate change going
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forward. What is most trou-
bling to me is the apparent
downplaying of science’s role
in federal agencies. Three
major science programs come
to mind immediately, all of
interest to wildlife conserva-
tionists and those who enjoy
theresults of wildlife resource
management.

The Fish and Wildlife
Service, Bureau of Land Man-
agement, National Park Ser-
vice, U.S. Geological Survey,
and the Forest Service each
have a number of budget line
items that support research
and management on our pub-
lic lands. These funds are
essential for ongoing surveys,
monitoring, and research
focused on fish and wildlife
that inhabit these lands. Be-
cause many publiclands sup-
port critical summer and
winter ranges for big game
populations, the Boone and
Crockett Club has a direct
stake in the future funding
associated with each of the
federal agencies identified
above. These science-based
programs also support and
supplement the work of state
fish and wildlife agencies.

Inthe past, I have writ-
ten about the Landscape Con-
servation Cooperatives (LCC)
that exist across the country.
LCCs consist of federal and
state resource agencies and
conservation organizations.
LCCs were developed to pri-
oritize research programs for
those species that cross state
lines and to address regional
conservation challenges such
asclimate change and human
development’s encroachment
on wildlife habitat. Somewhat
controversial when proposed,
LCCshave proven their worth

to federal and state agencies
in many areas of the country.
All indications are that LCCs
will not be funded in the up-
coming president’s budget
request (PBR). This would lead
totermination of a promising
and innovative partnership
and approach to fish and wild-
life conservation among state
and federal resource agencies.

Although the LCC mod-
elisrelatively new, the Coop-
erative Fish and Wildlife Re-
search Units (Unit) have been
a stalwart of fish and wildlife
research since 1935. A coop-
erative endeavor among state
fish and wildlife agencies, the
federal government, univer-
sities and the Wildlife Man-
agement Institute, the Unit
program isfocused on applied
science to assist resource
management agencies, train-
ing the next generation of fish
and wildlife professionals,
and providing technical assis-
tance to apply the latest sci-
ence tools and technologies.
The Boone and Crockett Club
and its members were instru-
mentalin the initiation of the
Unit program (see Fair Chase
Winter 2014). Currently, 40
units exist in 38 states. A num-
ber of states have expressed
an interest in starting new
units within their own uni-
versities (a powerful testa-
ment to the accomplishments
of the Unit program). Thou-
sands of fish and wildlife pro-
fessionals owe their early ca-
reers to the Unit program,
including myself.

Because the Unit pro-
gram is a science-based pro-
gram that does not directly
align with the research and
development priorities ex-
pressed in an August 17, 2017
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Office of Management and
Budget memo to all executive
departments and agencies, we
must be focused on how Con-
gress reacts to the PBR. I am
optimistic that the value of
this esteemed program will
be recognized and it will be
adequately funded; however,
we all should be scrutinizing
the PBR numbers when they
come out this spring.

Atthetime of this writ-
ing, we cannot know the fund-
ing levels that have been pro-
posed in the president’s
budget request but we should
be vigilant and prepared to
defend the very programs that
are integral to fish and wild-
life management on our na-
tion’s public and private lands.
Ultimately, Congress has the
final say on funding levels and
appropriations. In the mean-
time, we must let them know
that evidence-based and sci-
ence-based decisions are nec-
essary for proper fish and
wildlife management. As a
Club, there is plenty of evi-
dence that we have made his-
toric investments in science
programs at the federal, state,
and university levels. Will we
preserve that proud heritage
or let it fail? =



