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Roads Through
Sacred Lands
Okay by Court

By Tim McKay

Admitting that its decision could dev-
astate traditional Native American religious
practices, the U.S. Supreme Court last
month allowed the Forest Service to resume
planning the completion of the Gasquet-
Orleans (G-O) Road.

Although the 5-3 decision by no means
guaranteed that the 55-mile-long logging
road through sacred lands in northern
California’s Siskiyou Mountains would be
finished, it was a major blow to tribes
around the country which have argued that
similar projects do irreparable harm to the
spiritual values of sacred places.

The majority opinion, written by Jus-
tice Sandra Day O’Connor, actually con-
ceded that even if the road and associated
logging “will virtually destroy the Indians’
ability to practice their religion, the
Constitution simply does not provide a prin-
ciple that could justify upholding [their]
legal claim.”

O’Connor said that the First
Amendment’s freedom of religion protec-
tions may not be used to halt a federal
project, however frivolous, unless the proj-
ect directly coerced people to hold a certain
religious belief. She compared the case to
one in which a Native American man ob-
jected, unsuccessfully, to getting a Social
Security card for his daughter because it
might have robbed her of her spirit.

A sharply dissenting opinion was writ-
ten by Justice William Brennan, who
stopped just short of calling the O’Connor
interpretation doublespeak. Brennan said
comparing the G-O Road to the Social
Security case was “cruelly surreal,” and
went on to state:

“Having thus stripped
respondents and all other
Native Americans of any
constitutional protection
against perhaps the most seri-
ous threat to their age-old re-
ligious practices, and indeed

continued on page 4

Green Butte, the glacially-eroded volcano in the left foreground, is the proposed site of a chairlift that would ascend the left-hand ridge.
Part of Green Butte would be graded to “improve” ski terrain. Twin-bumped summit of Shastina rises behind Casaval Ridge in the
Photo by Phil Rhodes

Wilderness or Chairlifts for Mt. Shasta

background.

By Phil Rhodes

Chairlifts or wilderness? That is the
question. Depending on your point of view,
chairlifts either bring people to wilderness
or eliminate wilderness by their presence.

The perennial clash of these disparate
philosophies continues at Mt. Shasta, the
northern California volcano that is viewed
by many as a not-to-be spoiled symbol of
nature’s power and by others as a very
effective billboard for their ski and real
estate schemes.

The mountain sits in her silent majesty,
respecting none, mocking all. Even John
Muir, who respected her as much as anyone,
almost died on Shasta’s peak because he
lingered there a few minutes too long.
Climbers come, their mangled bodies go.
Loggers come, trees don’t grow. And ski
development proposals seem to come and
go as often as Shasta’s snows.

The latest proposal is the grandiose
plan of Mt. Shasta Ski Area, Inc. (MSSA).
Originally proposed in 1983, this project
has waxed and waned on paper as the devel-

oper has attempted to dodge controversy.
But MSSA’s long term goal no doubt re-
mains the same: to build a huge ski area and
“village” of 4,500 people, spread over sev-
eral thousand acres of the southwest slope
of Mt. Shasta.

Breaking big projects into little pieces
is a tactic used by developers to avoid envi-
ronmental scrutiny. In 1986, the Forest
Service (FS) attempted to foist on the public
an Environmental Assessment (EA) cover-
ing just phase I of the more than seven phase
area. The California Wilderness Coalition,
Mt. Shasta Resource Council, Mt. Shasta
Area Audubon Society, and Mother Lode
Chapter of the Sierra Club appealed the EA
and won a decision that called for an Envi-
ronmental Impact Statement (EIS) (a more
comprehensive document) on phases I
through IV.

Saying that an EIS on four phases
would not be in line with prior decisions, the
FS did an EIS on phases I through III only.
Released in March, 1988, this document

focuses on a FS “preferred alternative,”
calling for a 4,800-skier capacity develop-
ment encompassing about 2,000 acres of
mostly public land in the Green Butte, Gray

continued on page 6
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A distinct advantage of having an
editor for the Wilderness Record is that I
can get out more to do the kind of grass-
roots organizing that is needed to preserve
our wild places.

So far in 1988 this has meant visits to
exotic Visalia, Garberville, San Francisco
(and Oakland), and beautiful downtown
Burbank. The month of May looks even
more exciting: Weed, Cupertino, and Sac-
ramento.

I’m still looking for an excuse to travel
to Lee Vining or somewhere else on the
east side of the Sierra Nevada. For years I
have been trying to justify using Highway
395 when driving from Davis to Los Ange-
les. 1 know it’s not the shortest route, but
there is no doubt that it is the best route.

The reasons for these travels are many
and varied. As you can see from the adjoin-
ing article, Bob Barnes and I attended the
Backcountry Horsemen’s convention in

kVisalia to strengthen our ties with stock

By Jim Eaton

vsers. Garberville (along with Honeydew
and Ettersberg) was a trip to work with
locals to enforce the closure of roads within
the King Range Wilderness Study Area.
Bay Area visits usually are to meet with the
Forest Service or to plot against them.

Weed will be the highlight of May; I
don’t mind attending workshops in the
shadow of Mt. Shasta. Besides, the pro-
posed logging within the Russian Peak
Wildemess suggests a detour to Scott Val-
ley to see former WR editor Tom Jopson
and former CWC V-P Sari Sommarstrom.
Then on to Cupertino to work on further
computerizing the environmental world.
And repeatedly to Sacramcnto for meet-
ings, meetings, meetings.

Special thanks to our newest member
group, the Lost Coast League, for their
continued work on the King Range and
Sinkyone Wilderness State Park. Also, a
warm welcome attorney Brad: Welton as a

business sponsor. - . )
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What are the highest and
lowest points of elevation in
California’s designated

wilderness areas?
(See page 6 for answer.)
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Members - Say:

Stephanie,

According to informed sources, the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM),
Medford District, will be releasing their
Hobart Timber Sale Environmental
Assessment at the beginning of May.

These sources indicate that the “silvicultur-

ists alternative” will be chosen. This
means they intend to log within our
proposed boundaries. The battle begins...
the battle will be hot! We will not allow
this to happen.

Also...your article on Soda Mt. [ WR,
February, 1988] quoted BLM as saying
there were roads within our proposal.
These so-called roads do not even meet
their own definition of a road (they are a
way). After they took the press through
these “roads” the press reported that BLM
was mistaken—and endorsed our full
wilderness proposal!

Marc E. Prevost

Vice Chairman, Soda Mt.

Wilderness Council
Executive Committee,

Rogue Group Sierra Club

A number of hikes into the Soda Mt.
Wilderness are being offered throughout

May and June. For more information
on the hikes or for hiking guides for the
Soda Mt. Wilderness, which are avail-
able for only $1.00, write to: Soda Mt.
Wilderness Council, P.O. Box 512,
Ashland, OR 97520.
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Bob Barnes, CWC Vice-President, sets up information on the California Desert at the
Backcountry Horsemen Convention. Photos by Jim Eaton

Wilderness Horsepeople Convene

A bit of the Wild West came to Visalia in mid-April at the state convention of the
Backcountry Horsemen of California. Several hundred equestrians of both sexes attended the
gathering which included workshops, exhibits, a photo contest, and “cowboy photography.”

As a group member of the California Wilderness Coalition, the Backcountry Horsemen
invited the Coalition to participate in the conference. CWC Vice-President Bob Barnes and
Executive Director Jim Eaton staffed a.booth with information on the Coalition and the
California Desert Protection Act.

Workshops included such diverse topics as backcountry horse shoeing, knot tying, “our
vanishing trail network,” and how to mitigate conflicts between horse users and hikers.
Officials from Sequoia and Sierra national forests participated as did employees of Kings
Canyon-Sequoia national park.

One of the key speakers was Norman B. “Ike” Livermore, Jr., Secretary for Resources
under Governor Ronald Reagan. Livermore, who founded the High Sierra Packers Associa-
tion in 1935, kept the audience langhing with stories of horse and mule packing in the old days.
He also talked about his experiences under Governor Reagan in stopping the Minaret Summit
Highway, a trans-Sierra road that would have bisected the John Muir Trail. The highway
route is now part of the Ansel Adams Wilderness.

The convention provided quite a contrast to gatherings of groups like Friends of the
River. No vegetarian fare here—the Saturday night banquet featured “beef in a barrel.”
Attendees sported jeans, cowboy boots, and cowboy hats. But it was a friendly, fun-loving
crowd in Visalia, part of the diverse world of wilderness users and supporters.

Special thanks to volunteers Joe Bogaard, Shelley Mountjoy, and Jennifer Wachter
for preparing the California Desert exhibit used at the Coalition’s booth.

T8 R | g SRS

Norman B. “lke” Livermore (left) and Henry BTd\Tvn right

and mule packing in Mineral King Valley before Worid War Il.

Save this date: October19 —22, 1989 is the California Wilderness Conference!
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June Mtn. Ski Area Appeal

.A proposal to expand the June Mountain ski area development, north of Mammoth
Lakes, has been challenged by conservationists. An administrative appeal was filed by the
California Wilderness Coalition, Eastern Sierra Audubon Society, Friends of the Inyo,
Toiyabe Chapter of the Sierra Club, and Sally Miller.

The appeal was submitted after Inyo National Forest Supervisor Dennis W. Martin
signed a Record of Decision and Finding of No Significant Impact for the project. The
appellants argue that the development requires a site-specific, comprehensive Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS).

The June Mountain expansion would increase the capacity of the resort from 2,250 to
7,000 skiers. The existing 248 acres of ski runs would be doubled and five new lifts built. Part
of the San Joaquin roadless area would be developed.

The Forest Service is trying to avoid an-environmental review by arguing that this
expansion is covered by a 1979 EIS for the Mammoth-Mono Planning Area. The appellants
contend that the 1979 EIS does not consider the impacts of the June Mt. project and that the
proposed expansion is only the tip of the iceberg for a massive ski area complex that would
join the June Mountain and Mammoth Mountain ski resorts; such cumulative effects must be
analyzed in a comprehensive EIS, they say.

In 1986 the Forest Service attempted similar subterfuge for a proposed ski resort at
Mount Shasta [ Note: see page I for an article on the Mt. Shasta ski area EIS], refusing to
prepare an EIS for the first phase of a seven phase development. The Coalition and other
groups appealed, and the Regional Forester ordered the preparation of a full EIS for the ski
resort. June Mt. appellants are confident that a similar ruling is forthcoming in this case.

21 Appeal Salute Fired
at Sequoia Final Plan

Twenty-one appeals were filed on the Sequoia National Forest Land and Resource
Management Plan.

Four state agencies were among the appellants: the Attorney General, Department of
Fish and Game, and Resourcés Agency, and Department of Forestry. The Attorney
General’f reasons included disproportionate emphasis on economic considerations; below
cost sales; reforestation backlog; inadequate analysis of effects of even-age management
as per the National Forest Management Act.

Eight conservationist appeais were filed, by groups including the California Native
Plant Society, Friends of the River, Committee to Save the Kings River, Save-the-
Redwoods League, American Rivers, Inc.,-and a joint appeal by the Sierra Club,
Audubon Society, Natural Resources-Defense Council, California Wildemess Coalition
and others. y - .

Six appeals were filed by various off-road vehicle users groups, on the grounds of
“inadequate access” to the Forest.

The timber industry filed two appeals, arguing that an inadequate timber sale
volume was allocated in the management plan.

—

N

“Unknown-risks ...on giant sequoia”

Logging Halted By Court

By Gordon Nipp

Conservationists have been buoyed by the decision of the Ninth
Circuit Court of Appeals on April 5, 1988, to halt logging in nine timber
sales in the Sequoia National Forest. The court granted an injunction,
requested by the Sierra Club, and ruled that the Forest Service had violated
federal law by not preparing an Environmental Impact Statement for these
nine sales. :

Five of the nine sales contain giant sequoia redwood groves in which
the Forest Service was allowing modified clearcutting. Specifically, based
on expert testimony presented by the Sierra Club, the court ruled that such
logging would involve “uncertain, unique, or unknown risks...on regenera-
tion of the giant sequoia.”

The Sierra Club also testified to potential cumulative impacts of
clearcutting on wildlife, watersheds and soils, recreational and aesthetic
qualities, and fisheries. The court said that the Forest Service had not
incorporated discussions of these cumulative impacts in any way into its

. *Environmental -Assessments (EAs). Furthermore, the decision states that

“nowhere do the EAs mention the impact of logging upon California’s
water quality standard,” an important issue testified to by a fisheries
biologist and a respected Department of Fish & Game employee.

It should be noted that the injunction is a preliminary one and that there

-: dre’several scenarios under which it could be lifted. Nevertheless, the

“ Sierra Club’s position, that such clearcutting has many potential long-term
consequences and that a determination on how to progeed should be based
on thorough study, has been completely upheld by the court.

Unfortunately, it took the courts almost a year to reach this judgement,
during which time the Forest Service allowed timber harvesting to continue
at full pace. Several of the nine affected sales have been completely har-
vested, and most of them have been at least partially cut, rendering the
effect of the court ruling on the timber industry minimal.

There are, however, other timber sales, not yet cut and not specifically
involved in this action, that have failings similar to those which prompted
the current lawsuit. While recognizing that responsible logging should and
will continue, conservationists hope that, in applying the Court’s opinion
to these and future timber sales, the Forest Service can reduce dispute and
minimize the potential long-term consequences of timber harvest in the
Sequoia National Forest.

Gordon Nipp serves on the Executive Committee of the Kern-
Kaweah Chapter of the Sierra Club and lives in Bakersfield.

Utilities Turn Up the Heat on HR 3593

Forest Service and Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) authority to participate
as full partners with the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission in permitting deci-
sions for hydroelectric projects on publicly-
owrned rivers withstood a stiff test at a Na-
tional Parks Subcommittee markup ‘in late
April. .

The bill before the subcommittee was
HR 3593, sponsored by Congressmen Rick
Lehman and Tony Coelho. The goals of the
bill are modest—to ensure that the Forest
Service and BIM take the responsibility to
ensure that public land hydroelectric facili-
ties are permitted only when: 3

« they are consistent with the
purposes for which national forests

and BLM lands are reserved or
managed,

« they are consistent with exist-
ing land management plans for the
area, and

» public benefits related to hy-
dro development are balanced with
preservation of “natural or cultural
resources, scenic or recreational
values, watershed values, fish and
wildlife, and other public land re-
sources.”

In addition, the legislation strengthens
public participation responsibilities and en-
vironmental documentation authority of the
local land management agencies.

Although major utilities seldom build
new hydroelectric facilities (they already
own the best dam sites), the bill was vigor-
ously opposed by utilities from throughout
the country (even from states with no federal
land). Apparently, utilities feared the bill’s
provision requiring a dam owner to secure a
special use permit from the Forest Service or
BIM when an existing project is relicensed
on federal land. They might also fear that
federal land managers may be too aggressive
in attempting to secure adequate downstream
flows for fishery maintenance. In many
cases, existing old licenses did little to pro-
tect downstream fisheries and recreational
opportunities.

The Federal Energy Regulatory Com-

mission also vigorously opposed the bill.
The agency has little interest in sharing its
current authority over dam operations and
approvals with the Forest Service and the
BLM, agencies with closer ties to the river
and stream using public.

The full Interior Committee will mark
up HR 3593 within the next few months. In
the meantime, the lobbying effort from utili-
ties and FERC is expected to be intense—and
it won’t be on the side of river otters, water
ouzels, and trout.

Reprinted from Cross Currents, a
Friends of the River publication.
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Wilderness Potential Unrequited by Los Padres Plan

By Jim Eaton

There is good news in the Los Padres
National Forest final plan: the proposed
Sespe-Frazier wilderness has increased from
135,346 acres to 197,047 acres [the total
roadless acreage is 330,073]. The proposed
Matilija Wilderness and La Brea addition to
the San Rafael Wilderness remain un-
changed. Wild and Scenic River recommen-
dations will be extended to a total of 73.9
miles of rivers and streams.

The bad new is: just about everything
else. Caving in to off-road vehicle interests,
the Forest Service has reduced their pro-
posed Garcia Mountain Wilderness to just
10,306 acres. And they are proposing no
wilderness at all for fifteen other further
planning areas and eighteen “released”
roadless areas—783,166 acres in all.

This is a wild national forest. Since there
is almost no timber (3,400 cords of firewood
is the annual harvest of the thirteen percent of
the forest with any trees at all), the public
lands remain largely undeveloped. In fact,
83 percent of the Los Padres National Forest
is either designated or de facto wilderness.

All this may change if the Forest Service
implements their plan. Phosphate mining
and geothermal exploration could be allowed
on 77 percent of the forest, oil and gas drilling
on 69 percent, and hard rock minerals on 59
percent. Firewood cutting would be in-
creased by 88 percent, grazing by 28 percent,
and off-road vehicle use would be greatly
encouraged.

Although the Forest Service admitted
that most of the public comments on their
draft plan were about wilderness, little was
done to change their original proposal. They
did enlarge their recommendation for the

Sespe-Frazier Roadless Area, but since Fra-
zier Peak remains in the 133,000 acres not
proposed for wilderness, they suggest that
the area be called just the Sespe Wilderness.

Off-road vehicle use, oil and gas drill-
ing, and mining are frequently listed as the
reasons that the Forest Service is not recom-
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Non-Wilderness

mending many areas for wildémess designa-
tion. It is abundantly clear that without hard
work from conservationists, the wild nature
of the central Coast Range will be lost in the
coming decades.

A number of environmental groups have
announced their intent to appeal this final
forest plan.

Proposed
Wilderness

Diverse Russian Peak Wilderness Deserves Priority

The Russian Peak Wilderness, in the
Klamath National Forest, was so designated
partly because the Sugar Creek and Horse
Range Creek drainages “may contain one of
the richest and most diverse forests in the
world,” according to the California Wilder-
ness Act of 1984.

Within half a mile of Horse Range Creek
the Fruit Grower Supply Company, owners
of an inholding of land within the wilderness,
has continued to use its road, which winds
across Horse Range Creek, within the wil-
derness.

Two different roads can be used to reach
the private land, one of which avoids wilder-
ness intrusion. Apparently Fruit Grower
Supply Company has the right to use either
road, and Forest Service (FS) Chief Dale
Robertson has written that “we have no au-
thority to restrict FGS’s present use.”

Future logging of this area can only be
prevented if theFS moves to acquire the land.
The FS, however, has not made the acquisi-
tion of these lands a priority. District Ranger

Bob Lindsay has even gone as far as writing:
“I feel the public’s interest would best be
served by excluding from the Wilderness
that portion of National Forest System land
that includes the existing road which the
private landowner has the right to use.”

FS cries of a lack of authority and of
other land acquisition priorities are question-
able policies, arousing dubious sympathy
and believability when one considers the
unique values of Horse Range Creek. The
California Wilderness Act reads:

“In addition to the seventeen species
of conifers that can be found in the two
drainages (Sugar and Horse Range
Creeks), nearly 450 additional plant
species have been identified. Compat-
ible recreational values are also para-
mount.

“The wilderness boundary drawn by
the Committee excludes most of the
commercial timber in the roadless areas
from wilderness other than the magnifi-
cent stands in the Horse Range and

Sugar Creek drainages. The FS has
considered these stands for possible
classification as a special biological
area. However, given the entire area’s
combination of exceptional scenic rec-
reational and scientific values, the
Committee feels wilderness is by far
the preferable designation.” [emphasis
added]

These statements clearly show Congres-
sional intent for preservation. The Forest
Service has no right to disregard these priori-
ties, and should do all they can to first close
the road and then acquire the wilderness
inholding.

Comments on the Horse Creek Area
of the Russian Peak Wilderness can be
sent to:

Robert Rice, Forest Supervisor

Klamath National Forest

1312 Fairlane Road

Yreka, CA 96097

(916) 842-6131

G-O Road
continued from page 1

to their entire way of life, the
Court assures us that nothing
in its decision ‘should be read
to encourage governmental in-
sensitivity to the religious
needs of any citizen.” I find it
difficult, however, to imagine
conduct more insensitive to
religious needs than the
Government’s determination
to build a marginally useful
road in the face of uncontra-
dicted evidence that the road
will render the practice of re-
spondents’ religion impos-
sible...”

The five-member majority included all
of the Reagan appointees to the high court
except Anthony Kennedy, who was ap-
pointed to the bench after the oral arguments
in the case had been presented. The decision
is congruent with what historian Samuel P.
Hayes says is the most consistent hallmark of
the Reagan administration—radical anti-
environmentalism.

Brennan argued that what was really at
issue in the G-O Road case was the “long-
standing conflict between two disparate cul-
tures—the dominant western culture, which
views land in terms of ownership and use,
and that of Native Americans, in which con-
cepts of private property are not only alien,
but contrary to a belief system that holds land
sacred.” The Court, Brennan said, avoided
dealing with this central issue.

Only a “marginally useful” road

In spite of the court’s decision to disre-
gard the religious considerations, the Forest
Service is still enjoined by rulings in the
lower district court that prohibit road con-
struction until several violations of environ-
mental law are cleared up, including a more
adequate environmental impact statement
(EIS) and more study of possible water qual-
ity damage in violation of the Clean Water
Act.

The $25 million G-O road, built in sec-
tions over the last 15 years, would connect
two remote villages in the Siskiyou Mts. by
snaking over the high country that is sacred to
three tribes, the Yurok, Karuk and Tolowa.
Every court until the Supreme Court had
agreed with the plaintiffs, which included the
Northcoast Environmental Center (NEC),
that the road should not be finished.

Aside from Forest Service lip-service to
“multiple use,” the road would have no pur-
pose but to expedite access by lumber corpo-
rations to the Six Rivers National Forest. The
road chain’s last uncompleted link is the six-
mile long Chimney Rock section, named for
a sacred “prayer seat” on the Siskiyou Crest.
Justice Brennan noted that the lower courts
had found the road “had only the most mar-
ginal and speculative utility, both to the
government itself and to the private lumber
interests that might conceivably use it.”

In 1984, Congress declared land on ei-

continued on page 7
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Salvage Sales Add Insult
to Fire-Injured Watersheds

By Lisa K. Miller

On August 31st of last year, the Men-
denhall forest fire began. It burned a total of
60,700 acres, of which 38,900 are in the
Mendocino National Forest (NF), running
east to west, north of Lake Pillsbury.

The Mendocino NF hopes to log all
salvageable timber in the burned area.
Toward this purpose, the area has been di-
vided into three sections, the Lake Pillsbury
Basin Salvage Area, the West Side Salvage
Area, and the Crocker Salvage Area. Envi-
ronmental Assessments (EAs) have been
prepared for the Pillsbury and West Side
areas, and in both cases Forest Supervisor
Daniel K. Chisholm rendered a decision of
“no significant impact.” The Crocker EA is
not yet complete and no decision has been
reached.

Appeals to the Pillsbury EA have been
filed by the Citizens Committee to Save Our
Public Lands (CCSOPL), the Rural Institute
Environmental Defense Network, and Gre-
gory and Susan Byers.

Issues raised include inadequacy of
methodology, inaccuracy of data, and non-
compliance with several laws, including the
National Forest Management Act (NFMA)
and the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA). Appellants also requested stays
pending review of the appeals.

According to David Drell of the
CCSOPL, one of the most obvious problems

Burned trees in the Elk Creek roadless area in the Mendocmo National Forest, looking west

However, the Crocker EA will include a
“natural recovery” alternative because it is in
a roadless area.

Also, the Pillsbury Basin EA is merely a
portion of a larger area and a larger action.
NEPA requires formal Environmental Im-
pact Statements (EIS) for all federal agency
actions which are “major” and that “signifi-
cantly affect” the human environment. Har-
vey asserts that the large fire area was divided
up because the individual salvage areas
“really are discrete areas, and would be better
analyzed for cumulative effects within their
own area, rather than as one large area.”
Harvey said that the watershed qualities of
the units are different and that wildlife would
also be better analyzed in the smaller units.

However, environmentalists claim that
by analyzing smaller units, cumulative ef-
fects may appear to be less significant than if
the salvage areas were analyzed together. In
this way, the FS could avoid preparing an
EIS. Substantial case law exists which
plainly shows that courts do not condone
such behavior.

The biggest issue to Don Morns of the
Rural Institute Environmental Defense Net-
work is that “they’ve got watersheds way
over threshold [the point beyond which the

~ watershed begins to suffer irreversible

damagel...and they’re going to go in and
make it worse.” Drell says the Trout Creek

from Boardman Ridge. San Hedrin Mountain is in the background and Windy Point at the right

foreground.

Photo by Don Morris

with the EA is its NEPA violations. The “no
action” alternative presented in the EA still
allows for site preparation and planting.
Environmentalists wonder why the “no ac-
tion” alternative is not one of no action.
Timber Management Officer Jim Har-
vey of the Mendocino NF, claims that NFMA
requires them to reforest a deforested area.
Therefore, a true “no action” alternative is
not a legal one for the Forest Service (FS).

watershed is currently at about 400 percent
over threshold and the salvage will bring that
figure up to about 470 percent. Both Drell
and Morris wonder if, as Morris puts it, the
FS has “taken the cynical attitude that further
degradation of an irreversibly damaged wa-
tershed is justified in order to achieve more
important timber harvesting objectives.”
This, Morris asserts, is a “clear violation of
NFMA.”

:.’-' _ :‘ 'ﬁ‘ L3 jﬂ

When asked about the watershed, Har-
'vey merely said that the fire was the major
impact, and that impacts incurred by the FS
will be mitigated as much as possible.

Another interesting bone of contention
involves a portion of the Elk Creek Roadless
Area which was included in the Pillsbury
section. Appellants argue that the FS did not
take the “hard look” at the effects on this area
as required by law.

In a letter to the Regional Forester (in
which he argues against the stays requested
by appellants) Forest Supervisor Chisolm
admits that the roadless area was “inadver-
tently included” in the Pillsbury analysis area
due to a “drawing error,” and that the issue
was not addressed in the EA. The Supervisor

* does agree that a stay involving the roadless

area should occur.

The Rural Institute expresses its feelings
on the issue thusly: “Since the Forest Service
has trouble reading its own maps, we wonder
if there are other ‘cleverly inadvertent’ errors

and omissions lurking within the turgid prose

of FS documents.”

In the letter, the Forest Supervisor also
says that, except for the issue of the roadless
area, the appeals are without merit.

Drell does not share this view. Accord-

A finger of fire burned a
strip but left green trees
nearby in the Men-
docino National For-
est's Mendenhall Fire of
last fall.

L

This view is looking
west from Boardman
Ridge at the Boardman
Creek Drainage.
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Photo by Don Morris .

ing to him, “there is no question that if this
ever went to court the judge would throw it
[the EA] out...it’s so bad.” Drell considers
the NEPA violations to be the most obvious
reason that the EA would not stand up in
court: He also said “the document contains
almost no data” and is “full of confusing
statements with no back-up.”

The Citizens Committee, says Drell, is
prepared to sue, if necessary. However, he
also believes the FS “won’t take it that far”
because of the EA’s inadequacy.

Morris is also writing an appeal of the
West Side EA, which Drell calls “the most
ridiculous” of all the EAs because it includes
only two alternatives: salvage and “no ac-
tion.” This is a violation of NEPA, which
requires that a “reasonable range” of alterna-
tives be considered.

A decision concerning the appeals has
not yet been made, nor have appellants’ re-
quests for stays been answered.

The Byers, appellants of the Pillsbury
EA, were unable to be reached for comment.

Lisa K Miller is studying political sci-
ence and environmental studies at the Uni-

An Ice-Cold Head and
Meadow Moonlight

Hunting through brittle ears

out across expanding miles,

my mind sniffs and is hungry to prepare
succulent understandings of all that
the darkness now forbids

my eyes to feed on.

versity of California, Davis.

—Bill Burrows
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Aren’t 46,000 Miles

of Road Enough?

By Bill Burrows

Once again the Forest Service (FS) is
requesting an increase in federal funding for
their road construction and repair programs.
Budget proposals for the FS for fiscal year
1989 have been submitted by President
Reagan and are before Congress now.

The total request for road construction
funding in 1989 is $326.5 million, $30.7
million more than Congress approved in
1988. This money will fund work on 3,212
miles of new and repaired roadway—347
more miles than were constructed in national
forests last year.

For California, $44.9 million were re-
quested as funding for 972 miles of road

There are 1.4 miles
of road for every
mile of forest land.
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construction and repair. Of this, 155 miles,
or 16 percent, are proposed as permanent
mileage with 84 percent being temporary ac-
cess—primarily timber roads. Of the 817
temporary access miles, 324 miles would be
new roadway, or about the distance on Inter-
state Highway 5 between Los Angeles and
Stockton. The FS is doing some serious road
building in our state forest lands!

Roughly 46,000 miles of roads presently
exist in California’s forests. To illustrate just
how dense the roads are, look how the figures
relate. The FS manages a total of 32,188
square miles of land, and there are 46,000
miles of roads, which works out to be 1.4
miles of road for every square mile of forest
land.

The City of Los Angeles, on the other
hand, has a ratio of 5.2 miles of road per
square mile. The ratio of roadway per square
mile in our forests, the areas that many of us
like to think of as wilderness, is not far behind
that of the state’s largest concrete landscape.

Equally disturbing is the fact that, be-
tween 1983 and 1987, the FS constructed
3,798 more miles of roads than they told
Congress they had planned to build.

Normally, the FS justifies a large portion
of their road construction funding proposals
by categorizing the roads as a recreation
benefit. According to Jay Watson of the
Wilderness Society, “the construction of
additional roads in the national forests really
cannot benefit recreation all that much.”
Extra mileage simply does not provide
“additional opportunities,” Watson said.

Every new road built into national for-
ests takes away a little bit more of the reason
why people seek recreation in the national
forests. This reason is wilderness; the chance
to “get away from it all” and simplify the
spirit in the surroundings of a more natural
world. Every new road brings “it all” in to
these purer places of natural life and regen-
eration.

Besides disrupting the aesthetic and
spiritual aspects of wilderness environ-
ments, the construction of roads (the tempo-
rary access timber roads in particular) is
destructive to soils, vegetation, and wildlife
species. When dirt logging roads are con-
structed, the tractors strip away ground
vegetation and the humus topsoil layer, ex-
posing subsoil. The destruction of the humus
layer reduces the soil’s water holding capac-
ity, and when the ground cover vegetation is
removed, there are no more roots left to help
hold the soil in place. The elimination of the
humus layer also lowers the soil’s ability to
absorb and hold moisture. Thus, when it
rains, less water percolates into the soil, and
the increased runoff erodes the soils down-
slope of the road-cut. This erosion creates

" increased sediment loads in the local
streams, and this then increases the stream’s
erosive powers.

Heavy equipment driving on these roads
also adds to the compaction of the soil,
making them even less pérmeable. Runoff
waters from the compacted road surfaces
carry more sediment and move faster than the
natural runoff of the undisturbed soils. The
result, once again, is increased soil erosion
and sediment deposition ifito the local
streams. Construction of roads on forest
landscapes means the destruction of rich
watersheds and the disappearance of its wil-
derness and its wildness.

There is an imbalance of attentions and
commitment in the FS. Their national budget
proposal for fiscal year 1989 makes this
apparent: out of the total proposed budget for
1989, 74 percent will fund commodity re-
lated management costs, which include tim-
ber harvesting plans and road construction,
whereas only 14 percent is slated for amenity
programs like wildlife management and trail
construction maintenance. In fact, for FY
1989, wilderness management is cut

ey : j
Wilderness Quiz
Answers

from p. 2

Highest: 14,495-foot Mt.
Whitney in the John Muir
and Kings Canyon-Sequoia
wilderness areas.

Lowest: Sea level in the
Phillip Burton [Pt. Reyes]
and Farallon wilderness ar-
eas. When wilderness at
Death Valley National
Monument is designated,

L the low point will be -282
\S

feet.

\

$657,000 from 1988 and trail maintenance is
cut $4.4 million. Trail construction will
receive no funding at all in FY 1989.

Jay Watson and other environmentalists
agree that FS objectives are skewed towards
commodities and away from a commitment
to recreation and maintaining areas of pris-
tine wilderness. The time has come for the
FS to balance out the attention to its programs
and answer gquestions about its excessive
road building activities. The roads issue is an

important problem, and addressing the budg-
etary priorities of the FS should be a good
place to start.

Bill Burrows is an intern with the CWC
and is studying English and Environmental
Studies at the University of California,
Davis.

Mt. Shasta, continued from p. 1

Butte, and Panther Meadows areas of Mt.
Shasta. About haif the site is de facto wilder-
ness abutting the designated Mt. Shasta
Wilderness.

The ski area proposal entails clearcut-
ting 238 acres of Shasta red fir forest. Over
100 acres would be rendered sterile under
roads, parking lots for 2,000 cars, lodges, and
other facilities. A ski run would cut through
Panther Meadows, necessitating the logging
of trees bordering the meadow. Three ski
runs would slash across the forest-canopied
Gray Butte Trail, a popular wilderness access
route.

The Draft EIS sidesteps many environ-
mental concerns by making such dubious
assertions as “no new housing construction
(in nearby communities) is anticipated be-
yond that associated with current levels of
population growth,” and the wilderness
“impacts...will be dealt with in an upcoming
wilderness management plan.”

The issue of potential wastewater con-
tamination of Mt. Shasta’s sensitive aquifers
is left to be dealt with by state and county
agencies. The Draft EIS claims that transpi-
ration (exchange of gases and water vapor)
from plants and animals is a significant con-
tributor to regional air quality degradation,
but that the ski area and spin-off develop-
ment would not be.

The owner of the 800-acre village site
adjacent to the proposed ski area, Douglas
Veneer Division of Roseburg Resources Co.,
is proposing to “donate” about 100 acres of
the site to the FS, ostensibly to enhance the
ski area. Timber companies normally do not
donate large chunks of land unless they
expect an eventual payoff, in this case the
village. Unfortunately, the village issue is

avoided by the DEIS because the ski devel-
oper has not submitted formal village plans
to Siskiyou County. No doubt plans will be
submitted once ski area construction is
underway.

Wildlife concerns are brushed aside in
the Draft EIS, which says that “activities
proposed...would be of littie consequence to
the species considered in this analysis.”
However, few species are considered in the
document. One of only three wildlife mitiga-
tion measures prescribes “bear-proof” gar-
bage cans. The DEIS wildlife analysis itself
says nothing about bears except there would
be “no noticeable effect on the existing con-
dition” of their habitat.

The quality of ski slopes, estimated ski
area attendance, and economic projections
are overstated—viability of the ski area site
is controversial even in the industry. The
DEIS admits that the financial feasibility of
the ski area as a “stand alone” facility (with-
out the village) is marginal.

The ski area developer has wasted no
time getting a letter writing campaign going.
The FS is already making much of the fact
that almost all letters received so far are in
support of the development.

Shasta needs you by the Ides of May!
Write by Sunday, May 15 to Forest Supervi-
sor Robert R. Tyrrel, Shasta-Trinity National
Forests, 2400 Washington Ave., Redding,
CA 96001, Attn. Mt. Shasta Ski Area DEIS.
Tell Tyrrel you support the “no action” alter-
native of the Mt. Shasta Ski Area DEIS.
Reasons why will lend weight to your letter.
Thanks for your support.

Phil Rhodes is Vice President of the Mt.
Shasta Area Audubon Society.
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Adopt-a-Forest—A Hands-On Way to Save Forests

By Maggi Draper

Adopt-a-Forest Workshop

Saturday, May 21, 9:00am-5:00pm; 7:30-
9:00pm

Sunday, May 22, 9:00am-1:00pm (+ op-
tional field trip)

College of the Siskiyous, LS Room 3,
Weed, CA

“Adopting” a forest is one way to en-
sure that wildlife, watershed and old-growth
values don’t become “orphans” left out in the
cold during the planning process. Northem
California forests really need our help: now
you have the chance to conserve forest eco-
systems in a cooperative and non-controver-
sial venture with the Forest Service--without
being co-opted. Many conservationists have
wanted to help the woods stay wooded but
have been intimidated by the complexity or
controvefsy of forestry issues. Some people
leave everything to local activists because
they do not see where their talents fit into
conservation efforts. If you fit one of these
descriptions, the Adopt-a-Forest Workshop
is for you.

What is Adopt-a-Forest?

The objectives of Adopt-a-Forest are to:

sorganize networks. to,improve commu:,
nication between conservationists and the
US Forest Service,

sgenerate high quality (and timely) citi-
zen input,

+build a useful data base, and

«train folks new to forestry issues in how

to help in a positive and interesting way.

Examples of hands-on conservation
work include: training people to assist wild-
life biologists in an inventory of old-growth
forest and spotted owls; trail maintenance;
birding trips; getting a favorite area’s attrib-
utes mapped; reviewing agency plans for
certain areas or watersheds.

The Adopt-a-Forest Workshop is spon-
sored by the Mt. Shasta Area Audubon Soci-
ety, but the program as a whole is a project of
the National Audubon Society. Major em-
phasis of the project is placed on coalition-
building with other groups to prevent the
duplication of efforts. All conservation-ori-
ented people are encouraged to attend, for
one or both days. The concept is to coordi-
nate people’s best talents and interests.

Workshop Agenda

On Saturday morning and early after-
noon, the workshop will cover Forest Service
timber planning. After lunch, FS hydrolo-
gists, planners, and map experts will walk
attendees through a sample sale,. from begin-
ning to end, relating in-the-field observa-
tions to what’s on paper and maps. In the late
afternoon there will be an optional hike and
social/free time. After dinner, premier forest
economist Randal O’Toole will present a
slide show on “Reforming the Forest Serv-
ice,” and National Audubon’s Chuck Sisco
will speak. Sunday will be less formal,
focusing on how people can use the program
in their areas. There will be an optional field

trip after lunch.

Adopt-a-Forest is underway in several
areas of the Pacifi¢c Northwest. The success
of the program in this bioregion depends on
building a broad spectrum of diverse and
talented participants. For more information,
contact Maggi Draper at (916) 926-3955.

Maggi Draper is a coordinator for Citi-
zens for Better Foreéstry in Mt. Shasta, Cali-

G-O Road
continued from page 4

ther side of the Forest Service’s preferred
road corridor as part of the Siskiyou Wilder-
ness, effectively blocking logging in much of
the upper Blue Creek watershed. The plan to
log and road the area has been under admin-
istrative appeal and in the courts since 1974.

Legislation can stop the G-O road

The NEC Board of Directors voted
unanimously at its April, 1988 meeting to
continue the effort to permanently halt com-

pletion of the road. Congressman Doug
Bosco will be asked to sponsor legislation to
this end.

Senator Alan Cranston has introduced S.
2250, which would amend the American
Indian Religious Freedom Act so that it
would block new G-O Roads. Cranston’s bill
says, “except in cases involving compelling
governmental interests of the highest order,
federal lands that have been historically in-
dispensable to a traditional American Indian
religion shall not be managed in a manner
that would seriously impair or interfere with
the exercise of such traditional American

Indian religion.”

Native Americans, the NO-GO Com-
mittee, and other groups are joining together
on Friday, May 13 to show their solidarity
against completion of the road. People will
converge at the Woodley Island Marina, near
the site of Fureka’s infamous Indian Island
Massacre of 1862, and walk to the Forest
Service office at 507 F Street for a rally at
noon. For details, call (707) 822-6918.

Tim McKay is Director of the North-
coast Environmental Center, Arcata, CA.

-Bldg., Weed, CA. Call (916) 926-3955

CALENDAR

May 8 DEADLINE for appeals on the
Los Padres National Forest Final
Environmental Impact Statement and
Land and Resource Management
Plan. Send notice of appeal to: Paul
F. Barker, Regional Forester Pacific
Southwest Region, USDA Forest
Service, 630 Sansome Street, San
Francisco, CA 94111.

May 14 Endangered Species Faire,
Chico.

May 15, 16 Arcata Area Resource
Management Plan Public Hearings, in
Garberville and Eureka. Call the
Bureau of Land Management at (707)
822-7648 for more information.

May 16 DEADLINE for comments on
Mt. Shasta Ski Area Draft Environ-
mental Impact Statement. Send to
Forest Supervisor Robert R. Tytrrel,
Shasta-Trinity National Forest, 2400
Washington Avenue, Redding, CA
96001.

May 21 & 22 Adopt-a-Forest Work-
shop, sponsored by Mt. Shasta Area
Audubon Society; College of the
Siskiyous, Room 3, Life Sciences

for more information. Bring a friend!

June 11 Voices From Around the
World: Pursuing Sustainable Water
Development Solutions, conference
sponsored by International Rivers
Network; UC Berkeley Campus, 2000
Life Sciences Building, 8:30am-5pm.
For more information call the I.R.N.
(415) 788B-3666.

June 13 DEADLINE for comments on
the Sherwin Bowl Ski Area Draft EIS.
Send to: Attn. Recreation, USDA
Forest Service, Inyo National Forest,
873 N. Main St., Bishop, CA 93514,

July 25 Conservation of Diversity in
Forest Ecosystems: A Symposium;
sponsored by the U.S. Forest
Service; University of California,
Davis. Call Connie Millar, (415) 486-
3133 or Larry Riggs, (415) 548-3131
for more information.
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CWC Business Sponsors

Like many citizen organiza-
tions, the California Wilderness
Coalition depends upon sponsor-
ship and support. The organiza-
tion is grateful to have the follow-
ing businesses that have recog-
nized the need to preserve the
wildemess of California.

agAccess
603 4th Street

Davis, CA 95616

Alpine West
130 G Street
Davis, CA 95616

Baldwin’s Forestry Services
P.O. Box 22
Douglas City, CA 96024

Kathy Blankenship-Photography
402 Lago Place
Davis, CA 95616

Creative Sound Recording
Michael W. Nolasco
6412 Cerromar Court
Orangevale, CA 95662

Daybell Nursery
55 N.E. Street
Porterville, CA 93257
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Echo, The Wilderness Company
6529 Telegraph Avenue
Oakland, CA 94609

John B. Frailing
Froba, Frailing, & Rockwell
1025 15th Street-
Modesto, CA 95354

Genny Smith Books
P.O. Box 1060
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

Gorman & Waltner
1419 Broadway, Suite 419
Oakland, CA 94612

Jacobs Construction
1130 N. Heritage Drive
Ridgecrest, CA 93555

Richard Karem, M.D.
1290 West Street
Redding, CA 96001

David B. Kelley
- Consulting Soil Scientist
216 F Street, #51
Davis, CA 95616

Mike McWherter
Writing and Photography
1231 Bottlebrush Pl.

Oxnard, CA 93030

Antelope Camping Eq. Man. Co.  David B. Devine Hibbert Lumber Company
21740 Granada Avenue 447 Sutter 500 G Street The Naturalist
Cupertino, CA 95014 San Francisco, CA 94115 Davis, CA 95616 219 E Street

COALITION MEMBER GROUPS

American Alpine Club

Angeles Chapter, Sierra Club
Back Country Horsemen of Calif.
Bay Chapter, Sierra Club

Butte Environmental Council
Cahto Coalition

California Alpine Club

Califomia Native Plant Society
Camp Unalayee Association
Citizens Comm. to Save Our Public Lands
Citizens for Better Forestry
Citizens for Mojave National Park
Committee for Green Foothills
Committee to Save the Kings River
Concemed Citizens of Calaveras Co.
Conejo Valley Audubon Society
Conservation Call

Davis Audubon Society

Defenders of Wildlife

Desert Protective Council

Ecology Center of So. California’

El Dorado Audubon Society
Environmental Protection Info. Center
Forest Alliance

Friends Aware of Wildlife Needs
Friends of Plumas Wildemess
Friends of the River

Golden Gate Envir. Law Society
Granite Chief Task Force
Greenpeace

Ishi Task Force

Kaweah Group, Sierra Club

Keep the Sespe Wild Committee
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Kem Audubon Society

Kem Plateau Association

Kem River Valley Audubon Society
Kern River Valley Wildlife Association
Kem-Kaweah Chapter, Sierra Club
Knapsack Sec., Bay Ch., Sierra Club
Lake Tahoe Audubon Society

Loma Prieta Chapter, Sierra Club
Los Angeles Audubon Society

Lost Coast League

Marble Mountain Audubon Society
Marin Audubon Society

Marin Conservation League
Mendocino Environment Center
Merced Canyon Committee

Mono Lake Committee

Monterey Peninsula Audubon Society
Moo Coast Audubon Society

Mt. Shasta Audubon Society

Mt. Shasta Recreation Council
Natural Resources Defense Council
NCRCC Sierra Club

Northcoast Environmental Center
N.E. Californians for Wildemess
Orange County Sietra Singles
Pasadena Audubon Society
Peppermint Alert

Placer County Conser. Task Force
Planning and Conservation League
Pomona Valley Audubon Society
Porterville Area Environmental Council

Join the Coalitio

Davis, CA 95616

The North Face
1234 Fifth Street
Berkeley, CA 94710

Ouzel Voyages
314 West 14th Street
Chico, CA 95928

Quality Sew-Ups -
21613 Talisman Street
Torrance, CA 90503

Recreational Equipment, Inc.
1338 San Pablo Ave.
Berkeley, CA 94702

Redwood Chapter, Sierra Club

The Red Mountain Association
Salmon Trollers Marketing Assn.

San Diego Chapter, Sierra Club

Sea & Sage Audubon Society

Sierra Association for Environment
Sierra Treks

Sinkyone Council

Siskiyou Mountains Resource Council
South Fk Trinity Watershed Association
South Fork Watershed Association
Stockton Audubon Society

Trinity Alps Group

Tulare County Audubon Society

U.C. Davis Environmental Law Society
The Wilderness Society

Wintu Audubon Society

Recreational Equipment, Inc.
20640 Homestead Road
Cupertino, CA 95014

Recreational Equipment, Inc.
9 City Boulevard West
The City, Store #44
Orange, CA 92668

Renewed Resources
Art Derby
555 Chapman Place
Campbell, CA 95008

Ridge Builders Group
123 C Street
Davis, CA 95616

Bob Rutemoeller, CFP
Certified Financial Planner
P.O. Box 7472
Stockton, CA 95207

San Francisco Travel Service
407 Jackson St., Ste. 205
San Francisco, 94111

Siskiyou Forestry Consultants
P.O. Box 241
Arcata, CA 95521

Christopher P. Valle-Riestra
Attorney at Law
2626 Harrison Street
Oakland, CA 94612

Brock Wagstaff Architect
2200 Bridgeway
Sausalito, CA 94965

Bradlee S. Welton
Attorney at Law
1721 Oregon Street
Berkeley, CA 94703

Wilderness Press
2440 Bancroft Way
Berkeley, CA 94704

Yakima Products, Inc.
P.O. Drawer 4899
Arcata, CA 95521

Yes Electric
22 Claus Circle
Fairfax, CA 94930

Zoo-Ink Screen Print
2415 St, # 270
San Francisco, CA 94107

i T-Shirt Order Form O Yes! | wish to become a member of _ Annual Dues: !

| Item Size  Color Amount the California Wilderness Coalition. Individual $ 15.00

I Enclosed is $ for first-year Low-income Individual $ 7.50

i membership dues. 2 Sustaining Individual $ 25.00

I Here is a special contribution of Patron $ 500.00

i $ to help the Coalition’s work.

1 Non-profit Organization $ 30.00

: NAME Business Sponsor $ 30.00

: Subtotal ADDRESS ' tax deductible

| Mail to:

| Shipping California Wilderness Coalition

| 2655 Portage Bay East, Suite 5
TOTAL § CITY STATE __ ZIP Davis, California 95616
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