
 
 
 

 

 

 

Endangered Species Act in need of protection 

Home News Tribune  10/5/05 

The Endangered Species Act has stood for 32 years as one of the brightest fulfillments of government's 
ability to protect the environment from harm. Successes have been numerous. Bald eagles once again 
course over the skies of New Jersey with regularity because of the protected status they received under the 
act. The same can be said for at least another dozen species or more across the country that at one time or 
another were on the brink of extinction or headed quickly in that direction. At the moment, however, the act 
is in danger. Some congressional lawmakers want certain protections rewritten or rolled back altogether, a 
nod to private-property interests and the money they have tied up in land or stand to earn by development of 
that asset. 
 
Proposed alterations to the act would, for example, delete the federal government's ability in many cases to 
protect "critical habitat" for plants and animals. Proponents of the changes also want the government to 
compensate landowners if government blocks development plans to protect certain species. 
 
This page has long argued that government is in no special position to receive anything for free. Private-
property owners are by law due market-rate compensation when their land is seized by government; the 
same should be true for property owners at any time government rules alter the use of their land and, by 
extention, reduce its value. 
 
The proposed rewrite of the Endangered Species Act is, therefore, not entirely without merit. It would in fact 
precipitate a far more equitable balance between the law as it exits now and the rights of landowners. 
Government at every level would not be so quick to curtail the use of private acreage if there was a large 
check to be written out; decisions to shield land for the purpose of perpetuating at-risk species would be 
made more deliberatively, with approvals to do so reserved for clear-cut cases of need. 
 
Other portions of the proposal are nonetheless troubling. 
 
The federal government must remain vested with the power to designate qualified areas as critical habitat in 
which human activity may be curtailed or altogether forbidden, if certain species are to survive. Otherwise, 
short-term colloquial interests centered on money are certain to prevail. That would be a crime considering 
all that is at stake — the very survival of the most unusual and rare members of the natural world.  

 

 


