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Roadless No More?

Salvage logging threatens
roadless havens in
northwest California

By Tim McKay

The specter of the summer forest fires of 1987 and
1988 has come in focus again with the Forest Service’s
release of two draft environmental impact statements
(EISs) for large salvage timber sales. Roads and logging
would alter the Penney Ridge Roadless Area, next to the.
Yolla Bolly-Middle Eel Wilderness, and the Johnson
Roadless Area next to the Marble Mountain Wilderness.

Three additional salvage logging EISs are expected to be

released thiswinter—an aggregate of tens of thousands of
acres of logging and road building proposed for the
Klamath and Trinity River watersheds of northwest Cali-
fornia.

Johnson Roadless Area

The draft EIS for the King-Titus Fire Recovery Project
grew out of a 1988 lawsuit filed by the Northcoast
Environmental Center (NEC) that challenged a Forest
Service plan to conduct eight contiguous fire sales with-
out a complete analysis of their cumulative impacts, as
required by the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA).

Attempting to minimize the stated effects of a large
project by breaking it into smaller parts has been repeat-
edly rejected by the courts and is referred to as “segment-
ing” a project. Collectively the sales would have allowed
logging of more than 100 million board feet of timber and
construction of more than 30 miles of roads.

The King-Titus settlement agreement between the
NEC and the Klamath National Forest requires the Forest
Service to assess the cumulative impacts of all proposed
logging in the Ukonom Creek and Elk Creek watersheds
(essentially the Klamath River sub-watersheds that are on
the western slope of the Marble Mountains Wilderness
Area).

A preliminary review of the King-Titus draft EIS by
NEC legal counsel indicates that the Forest Service has
failed to live up to the agreement by not assessing the
effects of logging that was underway at the time the suit
wasfiled. Such logging was allowed to proceed as part of
the settlement agreement.

More than 40 million board feet of timber has already
been logged in this area under contracts issued prior to
the settlement. The Forest Service's preferred alternative
in the DEIS would allow the sale of another 50 million
board feet of timber and the construction of 15 more
miles of roads. Approximately 12,000 acres of the

“Fohnson Roadless Area is is included in the salvage plan.
Many of the cultural, wildlife, fisheries, and outdoor
recreation values that are threatened by massive defores-

Brewer, or weeping spruce, can be found in northwest California mountain ranges.

Photo by John Hart

tation throughout the entire Pacific Northwest are also
threatened by the salvage sales proposed here—and the
sales have been planned prior to any forest plans being
adopted to protect those values over time.

Comments are due on the King-Titus draft EIS by
January 3, 1990 and should be mailed to: Forest Supervi-
sor, 1312 Fairlane Rd., Yreka CA 96097. People can
request a copy of the document from the same address.

Penney Ridge Roadless Area

In the headwaters of the South Fork of the Trinity
River and on the north slope of the Yolla Bolly-Middle Eel
Wilderness, the Shasta-Trinity National Forest would like

to log in an 8,000-acre area. The preferred alternative in
the draft EIS for the proposed Penney Ridge salvage sale
would allow cutting more than 23 million board feet of
timber and building or rebuilding almost seven miles of
roads—almost half of which are in the roadless area next
to the wilderness. In total, almost 2,000 acres would be
clearcut. Environmentalists are supporting the report’s
“no action” alternative. -

This area is at the edge of what may be the largest
stand of old-growth Douglas-fir remaining in California,
perhaps as large as 30,000 acres. Pressure to road and log

continued on page 5

BLM foregoes

Cahto Wilderness

Inside this issue:

— Forest, wildlife

Wilderness was the path not taken in the Bureau of Land
Management’s Resource Management Plan (RMP) and Envi-
ronmental Impact Statement (EIS) for its Arcata Planning Area,
which includes 125,000 acres of public land in northwestern
California.

Released in September, the plan has been protested by en-
vironmentalists, who object to the plan’s failure to fully con-
sider the wilderness potential of the Thatcher Ridge and Eden
Valley Wilderness Study Area (WSA) and the Cahto Peak/
Elkhorn Ridge/Brush Mountain proposed wilderness area.

continued on page 4
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Forest Service wants equal time

Dear Editor,

The goal of the California Wilderness Coalition is
to promote wilderness through education regarding its
use, preservation and scientific research, and encourag-
ing public interest in its preservation and expansion.

The Forest Service is working toward these goals
too!

While the Wilderness Record identifies problems and
conflicts, only a few articles are written on the positive
things that dedicated wilderness managers, rangers, and
trail crews accomplish and problems they deal with.
Like the overuse of campsites, lack of sufficient public

_ education to minimize impacts, the extra unpaid hours
that wilderness crews put in because they care, and the
construction of the Piute Bridge in the John Muir
Wilderness using no motorized equipment!

We were pleased that Jim Eaton, attending the Wil-
derness Management Meeting in Sacramento, Califor-
nia, on May 24/26, 1988, cited no obvious and major
faults with the way the Forest Service was applying its
basic management of wilderness and the concern it
showed for wilderness preservation. It has been great to
see Jim at so many of the Forest Service/National Park

Service management meetings.

We do need help to accomplish our management
goals, and so, I would challenge you and your readers to
find a place at the side of a wilderness ranger or trail
crew worker, roll up your sleeves and help out. Or take
on a research project needed for a wilderness manager
to make better decisions. Or find a volunteer who is
willing to issue wilderness visitor permits at a remote
station.

The National Recreation Strategy can be a vehicle
and guideline to this end. The same goals are in our
vision and we can help attain them together for the
benefit of wilderness and future generations! That
would give the Wilderness Record another positive
article to write.

Sincerely, ; .

Michael Olwyler

Wilderness Area Supervisor

Ansel Adams Wilderness

[Note: Coincidentally, we are planning an article on the
Sierra National Forest’s “Trailshots” program for the
January, 1990 WR.]

Letters

Lies & statistics

Dear Editor:

Today I received in the mail a complimentary copy
of your newsletter along with a request to join the
coalition. On the front page, the first sentence of the
figg#article begins with a personal attack on the credibil-
ity of my story on the John Muir Trail in the April 1989
National Geographic magazine, When the dust settles, [
believe this will be your loss, not mine. Not only will 1
not join your coalition, but also I stand firmly behind
the facts in my article that a National Geographic
research staff carefully verified before publication.

Let’s say, just for the sake of argument, that all your
numbers are right and all mine are wrong. You're still
wrong. Why? Because your first paragraph lumps my
article in the National Geographic with this question:
“People no longer go in the wilderness like they used to.
True or false?”

My article never addressed this broad question. I
confined my observations only to the John Muir Trail
and its environs. I quoted statistics from the National
Park Service and the National Forest Service on visitor
use in the back country over various years. Contrary to
Jim Eaton’s assertions, these figures were adjusted for
wilderness permit compliance.

I completely agree with his conclusion that we
don’t know if overall use of wild areas in California is
going up or down. I have no idea what’s going on in
California as a whole, and I've never made any kind of
statement to the contrary. Since my article only
addressed a region that has had permits required for
entry since 1972 with frequent monitorings of compli-
ance, it doesn’t feel good to have my work at the top of
your list of “lies, damned lies, and statistics.” Unfortu-
nately, words are used more often than statistics to tell
lies, and I'm sorry I have to challenge your words here.
They mar both the extremely enjoyable time that I had
as a speaker for your California Wilderness Conference,
and the effectiveness of your organization.

Sincerely,

Galen Rowell

[Note: There was no intent to cast aspersions on Mr.
Rowell’s integrity or to malign his interesting and informa-
tive article in National Geographic. The intent of the
article was to question the information being used to justify
statements of declining backcountry use being made by
agency personnel, politicians, and writers. If our rhetoric =
was harsh and unjust, we apologize.]
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Upper Klamath River flowing
toward wild & scenic status

But turbulence expected from Salt Caves diversion plan

By Steve Evans

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has released
a draft Wild and Scenic River Study for a 20-mile stretch of
the upper Klamath River, which straddles the Oregon-
California border. The study concluded that 15 miles of
the upper Klamath would be a “worthy addition” to the
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System—a designation
that would protect the river’s recreational, scenic, fish,
wildlife, historic, and cultural values. The five-mile stretch
above the J. C. Boyle powerhouse was not found suitable
for Wild and Scenic status.

The rugged and remote canyon of the upper Klamath
provides a wide variety of recreational opportunities in-
cluding hiking, camping, fishing, hunting, and world
class whitewater boating. The river is one of the finest
rainbow trout streams in Oregon and Northern California.
An area of great cultural significance to Native Americans,
the canyon also provides important habitat for a wide
variety of plants and wildlife (including four endangered
species).

Ironically, the draft Wild and Scenic study has been
released on the heels of another draft report, published by
the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC), which
calls for the construction of an additional hydroelectric

Hells Corner Bend rapid (Class V) on the upper Klamath River.

project on the much-dammed upper river. The proposed
Salt Caves project would divert up to80 percent of theriver
flow, greatly reducing opportunities for whitewater rec-
reation and degrading the canyon’s natural environment.

FERC has cynically dubbed its preferred project the
“no dam” alternative, because the water would be diverted
directly from the existing J.C. Boyle powerhouse, forego-
ing the need to build a new diversion dam. Nevertheless,
most of this last free-flowing stretch of the upper Klamath
would be adversely impacted by the so-called “no dam”
project.

Concerned citizens have the opportunity to express
their support for National Wild and Scenic River designa-
tion of the magnificent upper Klamath. Wild and Scenic
status would prohibit any new dams or diversions, effec-
tively killing the needless and destructive Salt Caves proj-
ect. But the river must be designated Wild and Scenic
before FERC grants a power license for the Salt Caves
project, or it may be too late to protect the river’s free
flowing values.

The BLM is soliciting public comments on the Wild
and Scenic study until December 31, 1989. Your letter is
critical to underscore strong public support for Wild
and Scenic designation of the upper Klamath and op-
position to further hydroelectric development. Please
write a letter today and be sure to make the following
points: )

1) Support National Wild and Scenic River designa-
tion of the 15-mile stretch of the upper Klamath River
from J.C. Boyle powerhouse to Copco Reservoir, including
five miles of the river in California.

2) Urge the BLM to make a recommendation immedi-
ately to Congress so that the upper Klamath can be
protected before FERC approves the Salt Caves project.

Photo by Wilderness Adventures

3) Oppose the Salt Caves project and any other hydro-
electric development that FERC may be considering for
this section of the river. Ask the BLM to deny any use’
permits for future hydroelectric projects.

Send letters to Steve Sherman, Klamath Falls Re-
source Area, Bureau of Land Management, 2795 Ander-
son Avenue, Building 25, Klamath Falls, OR 97603. The
deadline for comments is December 31, 1989.

Steve Evans is President of the CWC and Conservation
Director of Friends of the River.

An unenthusiastic reception

Sequoia NF to be sued over TV tower

Imagine your favorite wilderness view. Now superim-
pose on the image a 500-foot-tall TV tower.

To prevent such a haunting possibility from becom-
ing reality in the southern Sierra Nevada, the National
Parks and Recreation Association (NPRA) intends to sue Se-
quoia National Forest.

The Forest Service has approved the construction of a
tower near the boundary between Sequoia National Park
and Sequoia National Forest, near Big Baldy peak. The
tower would be visible from five designated wilderness
areas—two in national parks and three in national for-
ests—and an official “scenic highway” (Generals).

Attorney Deborah Reames of the Sierra Club Legal
Defense Fund explains that the lawsuit-is based on the
inadequacy of the environmental assessment (EA) for the
tower. The document disregards the National Environ-
mental Policy Actin a number of ways, sheasserts. “The EA
is truly inadequate with respect to its assessment of visual
impacts,” Reames says. She also claims that the Forest
Service failed to meet requirements to notify the public of
the EA through the Federal Register and to notify affected
national organizations, such as the NPRA.

(For a longer article, see the July/August 1989 WR.)

Washington Watch

Senate declines:
Cason nomination

Environmentalists won a resounding victory on
November 17 when the U.S. Senate rejected President
Bush’s nomination of James E. Cason as Assistant Secre-
tary of Agriculture, in charge of the U.S. Forest Service,‘:_

- among other things.

Cason’s nomination was strongly opposed by the
Sierra Club and other environmental groups, who accused
the 35-year old employee of the Interior Department of
favoring business interests over those of taxpayers and
conservation.

Cason has also been accused of suppressing a report
on the northern spotted owl that might have slowed
timber cutting and of putting pressure on the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service against designating the owl as an endan-
gered species.

“They need to send somebody with a demonstrated
commitment to the public interest on the environment,”
said Senator Patrick Leahy (D-VT), who chairs the Senate
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry Committee.

The committee approved Cason’s nomination several
weeks ago on a vote of 12-7, but Senate leadership chose
not to call a full Senate vote since concerns raised during
the conference hearings did not settle. Nearly all the
Senate Democrats and several Republicans were expected
tovoteno. Senator Pete Wilson, California’s only commit-
tee member, did not attend hearings on Cason's back-
ground and voted in favor of his nomination.

Congress approves funds
for wilderness
land purchases

Congress came through this year for preserving wil-
derness sanctity at the Carson-Iceberg Wilderness, Carson
Pass, lands adjacent to the Mokelumne Wilderness, and
roadless lands near*Castle Peak in the Tahoe National
Forest. In late September a House-Senate Conference
Committee approved funding for the Forest Service to
purchase private lands in these areas.

John Moore of the Sierra Club Mother Lode Chapter
said that although the funding was “far less than was asked
($5 million rather than $16 million)...even getting that
much money- is success,” especially in an era of tight
budgets.

According to Moore, the appropriation for the lands
along the Pacific Crest Trail (Carson Pass and Castle Peak)
was an important precedent as the first monies allocated
specifically for preserving views along the three-state-long
trail. -

More lands to save

Moore and others have already begun the campaign
to get additional money in 1990. Their targets are addi-
tional lands on the ridges and summits of the Castle Peak
area and around the dozens of lakes in the Grouse Lakes
roadless area.

Moore warns that these private lands “could be subdi-
vided and lost to public use at any time—and their owners
have recently put them on the market.”

He encourages people to write to their congressional
representatives, asking them to support generous appro-
priations from the Land and Water Conservation Fund for
Pacific Crest Trail lands at Castle Peak and Grouse Lakes.
Send letters to your lawmakers at: U.S. House of Represen-
tatives, Washington, D.C. 20515 and U.S. Senate, Wash-
ington, D.C. 20510.
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BLM's Arcata Area plan

continued from page 1

BLM did not recommend wilderness
designation for these, the only potential
wilderness areas in the plan.

The groups filing protests, which in-
clude the Mendocino Environmental
Center and North Group of the Redwood
Chapter of the Sierra Club, also note its lack
of information on spotted owl and other
sensitive species and old-growth forests.
Susie Van Kirk of the North Group pro-
tested that the plan did not consider the
June 1989 siting of a pair of spotted owls at
Elkhorn Ridge.

The plan and EIS were also protested
by Friends of the River, who requested that
the BLM assess the area’s rivers for Wild &

Scenicdesignation, as required by the Wild
& Scenic River Act and BLM guidelines.

The Bureau of Land Management says
responses to the protests may be forthcom-
ing as early as February 1990.

o% M
proposed Cahto Wilderness+" —e=:
Thatcher Ridge/Eden Valley Wilderness Study Areas°“
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Bureau of Land Management lands in the Arcata Planning Area
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Bound for

the ballot:

The signatures are in for the Cali-
fornia Wildlife Protection Act, a pro-
posed ballot initiative that would out-
law mountain lion sport hunting and
establish a fund for preserving wildlife
habitat.

With 671,000 signatures col-
lected—nearly twice the number re-
quired—by 5,000 volunteers, the ini-
tiative is expected to be placed on the
June 1990 ballot after review by the
Secretary of State.

“The strength of our supporters
and the comparative ease with which
the signatures were obtained would in-
dicate wide public support” for the
initiative, said Assemblyman Lloyd
Connelly (D-Sacramento).

A coalition of forest activists and
community leaders called Forests For-
ever has submitted the Forest and
Wildlife Protection Initiative and
Bond Act to the Attorney General’s
office, the first step toward putting the
measure on the November 1990 Cali-
fornia ballot.

Forests Forever will need about
half a million dollars to gather the
600,000 signatures necessary toqualify
the initiative for the ballot.

If approved by the state’s voters,
the act will provide permanent protec-
tion for California’s remaining stands
of ancient old-growth forests on pri-
vate land and the endangered wildlife
that depend on them. The voter initia-
tive would also require that all private
logging operations be operated on a
sustained yield basis.

“We have to act now,” said Robert
Sutherland, one of the authors of the

California Wildlife Protection Act

According to Gerald Meral of the Plan-
ning and Conservation League, the $30
million for habitat would come from state
funds already earmarked for wildlife and
the unallocated Cigarette & Tobacco Pro-

¥

duction Surtax Fund (established by a bal-
lot initiative passed last June). Half of the
money would go to northern California
and half to the southern part of the state for
purchasing habitat forendangered species,
mountain lions, deer, and native oak
woodland, riparian, aquatic, and wetland
ecosystems. )

While outlawing mountain lion hunt-
ing for sport, the measure would maintain
present laws that allow the cats to be killed
if they attack domestic stock or pets, or if
they are dangerous to humans. The Na-
tional Rifle Association is expected to
oppose the ban.

The hunting of lions was approved by
the California Fish and Game Commission

Forest & Wildlife Protection Act

proposed initiative. “Less than five per-
cent of the original forest remains, and alot
of wildlife and plant species are going to ex-
tinction in the next few years if they don’t
get this protection.”

Provisions of the Forest and Wildlife
Protection Initiative include:

e Protection for the remaining old-
growth forests on private land. A bond
issue would be provided to gradually buy
the most significant of what still stands.

* Maintenance of habitat for wildlife
threatened with extinction. 4

* Requirement for all logging to be

done on a sustained yield basis—or, as’

Forests Forever explains, “replacing the
historic boom-and-bust cycles that have
seen entire regions opened to logging,
stripped of their trees, and then aban-
doned for decades.” The law would set the
maximum harvest level at 60 percent of
each tree species.

* Aban on strip logging or clearcutting
and other logging practice reforms.

e Elimination of corporate domina-
tion of the State Board of Forestry by pre-
venting conflicts of interest and providing
that the Board be composed of members

in 1987; the state contends that the
cats are not endangered. Agency
studies of mountain lion popula-
tions and evaluations of the cumula-
tive impact of a hunt are disputed by
the Mountain Lion Protection
League, whose position was upheld .
in October by a state appeals court.
The court ruled that Fish &
Game officials did not comply with
environmental requirements when
they established regulations for
sport hunting of the lions. Fish &
Game “chose to circulate a docu-
ment that simply swept the serious
criticisms of this project under the
rug,” wrote Justice Zerne Haning.

representing a variety of interests.

e Enacts an enforceable state
policy banning the export of whole,
unprocessed logs to other countries
and requests that Congress also pro-
hibit exports.

*-Provides bond funds for a pro-
gram of employment for any work-
ers who may be displaced due to ac-
quisition of a forest.

“The stakes are enormous,” said
John Lewallen, one of the authors of
the proposed initiative; "The forest
cleans the -air, moderates weather,
filters and stores water, and delights
itsvisitors. It provides shelter for fish
and wildlife, and produces wood for
building our houses. But the forest
cannot speak for itself.”

To find out more or to volunteer
to gather signatures, contact Forests
Forever at (707) 462-2370.
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Some 1,000 supporters were at the Barstow hearing. Photo by Vicky Hoover

Yellow steals the show

By Vicky Hoover

Hark, Hark, Mojave Park!

If the first California Desert Congres-
sional field hearing in Bishop on October
28 was at best a tie between opposing sides,
the second hearing, in Barstow on Novem-
ber 11, saw the forces of desert preservation
vehemently victorious.

Chanting, cheering, and waving signs
and banners, 800 to 1,000 yellow-donned
advocates of the California Desert Protec-
tion Act (S. 11 and H.R. 780) crowded the
street in front of Barstow’s District Com-
munity Center and helped fill the audito-
rium..

The earlier reported "thousands" of
off-road vehicle advocates opposed to des-
ert protection did not materialize in
Barstow. Before the hearing, the opposi-
tion crowd—also about 1,000 people—was
led by actor Roy Rogersin arally in anearby
park. The Barstow police closed off the
section of Barstow Road near the hearing to
allow paradersin the carnival-like proceed-
ings to demonstrate in the street without
interference from vehicle traffic.

Meanwhile, supporters of the Cran-
ston-Levine desert preservation bills
pressed close to the auditorium entrance,
to surge into the building as soon as doors
were open to the public. The room was not
big enough to admit all the interested
spectators on both sides of the issue; the
overflow crowd milled around outside lis-
tening to the testimony of witnesses piped
outside on a loudspeaker system.

The event was the second in a series of
three field hearings being held in Califor-
nia by the House of Representatives Sub-
committee on National Parks and Public
Lands to allow local residents a chance to
speak their minds about what should be
done with the fragile, still undeveloped
areas of the California desert. The desert is
increasingly threatened by population and
recreation pressure from southern Califor-
nia, In Barstow 150 witnesses spoke for up
to three minutes each, with proponents
and opponents of the California Desert

Roadless no more?

continued from page 1

the area is pervasive on all edges of the
unprotected area which provides clean
water for the wild and scenic river that is
home for six species of salmon and steel-
head.

The comment deadline for the Penney
Ridge DEIS is January 9, 1990. Write to
Shasta-Trinity National Forest Supervisor
Robert Tyrrel at 2400 Washington Avenue,
Redding, CA 96001 or call (916) 246-5222
to get your DEIS or to comment.

Siskiyou Roadless Area
The Klamath National Forest’s Happy

Camp Ranger District will soon release two
more draft EISs—for forests in the Klamath

at Barstow

Protection Act about equally represented.
Levine is the Champion

Subcommittee member Rep. Mel Lev-
ine (D-CA), who introduced the bill in the
House, chaired the Barstow hearing. He
was flanked on the podium by Reps. Jim
Hansen (R-UT), Larry Craig (R-ID), Jerry
Lewis, and Al McCandless (both R-CA).

Although surrounded by opposing
Congressmen, Chairman Levine firmly
held his own, remained rigidly impartial,
and did not even protest when an off-road
vehicle user, identifying himself as a Sierra
Club member, brazenly alleged that in
spite of the Club’s “official policy” endors-
ing H.R. 780, the majority of incividual
Sierra Club members was against the bill!
(Even some people wearing the orange
stickers that said, “NO Need for H.R. 780"
were seen smiling at this preposterous
statement.)

At the end of the testimony, Levine
urged opponents of his bill to read or oth-
erwise become familiar with its provisions
regarding access and other topics of inter-
est; he expressed concern that some of
their testimony indicated a misunder-
standing of what the bill says.

Generally heeding the chairman’s di-
rective to avoid applause during the hear-
ing, environmentalists waved yellow rib-
bons after individual testimony. At the
close of the hearing, however, desert activ-
ists vigorously chanted, “Thanks, Mel,
thanks.”

While some supporters of the Califor-
nia Desert Protection Act journeyed to
Barstow from all over California and Ne-
vada, most of the environmentalists pres-
ent were from three Sierra Club Chapters:
San Gorgonio (the local chapter), San Di-
ego, and Kern Kaweah.

Significance of the Hearing

After the hearing, Elden Hughes, a
director of the California Desert Protection

League, commented on what happened in
Barstow:

“We had excellent people giving testi-
mony. My favorite was 93 year old Evelyn
Gayman. The best were the local people of
the Victor Valley, saying: ‘look what is

happening here. We need to save the
desert we can still save.’

“To what purpose field hearings?
[Rep.] Jerry Lewis intended to use them to
stall and undermine....It was his town and
his turf and from the beginning he looked
at a sea of yellow shirts that said, ‘Califor-
nia Desert Protection Act—YES.’ I thinkwe
have taken a giant stride toward enacting
the California Desert Protection Act.”

Desert activists are urged to prepare for
a possible third hearing, which would bein
Los Angeles early in 1990—maybe as soon
as January. Sign up for this one with Jeff
Widen, at (213) 387-6528.

Vicky Hoover writes a monthly article on
desert protection efforts entitled “Desert Di-
gest.”

7 )

Wilderness
Trivia

Quiz
Answer

from page 2

Seven—San Gabriel, San
Gorgonio, San Jacinto,
San Mateo, San Rafael,
Santa Lucia, and Santa
Rosa wilderness areas

River watershed west of the Marble Moun-
tains Wilderness and adjacent to the
Siskiyou Wilderness.

The Baldy EIS will be for areas in the
Clear Creek watershed that were affected
by the 1987 fires—including over 9,000
acres of the Siskiyou Roadless Area. Dillon
Creek EIS will propose the logging of the
last large unroaded watershed—over
34,000 acres—on the Kiamath National
Forest.

These areas all contain undiseased
stands of the rare Port Orford cedar, spot-
ted owls, and rare mammals like the pine
martin and the fisher. Clear Creek is pro-
posed for wild and scenic river status as a
stream important for its salmon and steel-
head and its rugged whitewater boating
opportunities. To request copies of the full
draft EISs for Dillon Creek and Baldy/Clear
Creek contact District Ranger George
Harper, P.O. Box 377, Happy Camp, CA
96039, or call Judy Hahn at (916) 493-2243
as soon as possible.

Note:  Wildlife corridor alert

The July/August Wilderness Record
featured an article on the concept of
preserving biodiversity landscape
linkages between wilderness preserves
in ‘the Klamath Province. The river
canyons of Dillon and Ukonom Creeks
were proposed as the ideal link
between the Siskiyou and Marble
Mountain wilderness areas.

Ukonom Creek

Also adjacent to the Marble Mountain
Wilderness but on the Ukonom Ranger
District of the Klamath National Forest is
the Black Panther salvage area. The Black
Panther area in the southern half of the
Ukonom Creek watershed is also to be
considered for addition to the federal wild
and scenic river system. "

The Forest Service would cut up to 30
million board feet of timber, collectively,
and the effects of those actions combined
with more road-building needs to be ana-
lyzed for the impacts on peregine falcon,
spotted owls, osprey, elk, pine martin, and
fisher.

Contact District Ranger Alice Forbes at
the Ukonom Ranger District, Orleans, CA
95556 or call (916) 627-3291 to get your
name on the list to receive this important
draft EIS.

Tim McKay works with the
Northcoast Environmental Center in
Arcata, California.
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Wilderness Act History Series

Path to Preservation— the homestretch

By Roderick Nash

Reprinted from Wilderness magazine , Summer 1984, © The Wilderness Society
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Parts I through lll traced the wilderness movement from
pioneer times, when, as Nash put it, “The consequent
struggle against wildness, in nature and in mankind, had
given Americans a mission since the first European contact
with the New World.”

By the mid-20th century thoughtful Americans began to
question this attitude and forge a path toward preservation of
the wild land that was disappearing so rapidly.

This final chapter of Roderick Nash’s overview of wilder-
ness preservation begins in 1955 with the preparation of an
“extremely idealistic” wilderness bill.

The first step was to prepare a bill for introduction to
Congress. In the winter of 1955, Zahniser wrote a draft
wilderness bill and refined it after consultation with
George Marshall of The Wilderness Society, the Sierra
Club’s David Brower, and other conservation leaders in-
cluding Charles Callison and Stewart Brandborg. “I am
not a bill drafter,” Zahniser complained. “I would much
prefer to state all this in iambic rhyming couplets or even
in a sequence of sonnets.” But inuch of the language
Zahniser used in his opening statement of policy and defi-
nition remained essentially unchanged from the 1955
drafts to the final version of 1964. In those nine years, no
one was able toimprove on Zahniser’s definition of wilder-
ness as “an area where the earth and its community of life
are untrammeled by man....”

As introduced into the Senate on June 7, 1956 by
Hubert Humphrey of Minnesota and into the House four
days later by Pennsylvania’s John Saylor, the first wilder-
ness bill was extremely idealistic. It proposed immediate
designation of 163 wilderness areas in the national parks,
national forests, national wildlife ref-
uges, and Indian reservations. All

vation history. From 1957 to 1964 there were eighteen
hearings on the proposal, collecting over 6,000 pages of
testimony. The bill itself was modified, marked up, rewrit-
ten, and resubmitted sixty-six different times. Onereason
for the extraordinary delay was the feeling that a perma-
nent wilderness preservation system would be too rigid
and inflexible. The resource industries used the old
argument that millions of acres of potentially valuable
land would be “locked up” for the benefit of a small, elite
minority of wilderness lovers. Colorado Congressman
Wayne Aspinall, the powerful chairman of the House
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, delayed the
progress of the bill through Congress for

e

Senator Clinton Anderson of New Mexico, an old friend '
and admirer of Aldo Leopold, made every component of

the wilderness system not established by the act itself

dependent on an act of Congress, after an inventory and
review of potential additions. This meant hearings, floor
debate, and a chance for opponents of wilderness preser-
vationists to state their case. It also meant a much longer
road to the completion of the nationwide system Zahniser
envisioned.

Another compromise, essential to the passage of the
act, concerned prospecting and mining. The first drafts of
the wilderness bill banned these completely. But Repre-
sentative Aspinall, speaking for a

years. Reminded at one point that the
New York Times had come out in favor of
a wilderness system, Aspinall replied,
dryly, that not too many of his western
Colorado constituents read that paper.

In defense of the bill, preservation-
ists pointed out that they were only
interested in protecting about two per-
cent of the nation outside Alaska. In the
middle of the 20th century this did not
seem to them an excessive commit-
ment. Surely, they felt, two percent of

strong western lobby, insisted on a
clause opening even designated wil-
derness areas within the system to
prospecting and mineral develop-
ment for 20 years. Not until January
1, 1984 would the National Wilder-
ness Preservation System be off lim-
its to prospectors, although valid
claims in wilderness could still con-
tinue to be mined after that date.
Hydropower interests inspired yet
another loophole. The Wilderness

the American people favored the idea.
One supporter put it this way: “If the
year were 1857 instead of 1957, I'd definitely say no.” But
given the almost total dominance of civilization, he was
compelled to say “yes” to legislated wilderness. Everyone
agreed that the real issue was whether wilderness was to
have a future on this planet. As David Brower said in a
1958 hearing on the bill, “the wilderness we have now is
all...men will ever have.”

The report of the congressionally-

commercial activities, including min-
ing and hydropower development,
were to be banned. Additions to the
wilderness system could be made by
executive order of the president or by
the Secretary of Agriculture or Inte-
rior. Presumably these federal officers
would act upon the recommenda-
tions of a National Wilderness Preser-
vation Council composed largely of
citizen preservationists. Clearly, what

appointed Outdoor Recreation Re-
sources Review Corr mission (ORRRC)
in 1962 added mom :ntum to the push
for a wilderness act. The principal au-
thor of the wilderness volume, James
P. Gilligan, undertook an inventory of
the nation’s remaining wilderness us-
ing essentially the same criteria as the
Greeley-Kneipp survey of 1927. Gilli-
gan found that the rate of loss of wil-
derness over these thirty-five years

Zahniser had in mind was quick-and-
easy wilderness designation similar to
the process President Theordore Roosevelt and Chief For-
ester Gifford Pinchothad used to set aside millions of acres
of national forest early in the century. But it was equally
clear that there would be opposition to this version of the
bill. Commercial interests were understandably opposed.
A spokesman for the forest products industry called it “an
attack on the integrity of the forestry profession.” A
representative of a mining company remarked that “the
Soviet Union, the enemy of the free world, would be
delighted with the passage of such legislation.”

The National Park Service and the U.S. Forest Service
also resented the import of the Humphrey-Saylor bill. The
National Wilderness Preservation Council seemed to
them a burdensome citizen watchdogand direct challenge
to their expertise in land management. Wilderness,
moreover, was only one of many uses embraced in the
mission of these agencies. Even though Zahniser’s pro-
posal did notactually take theirland, itdid encumber their
freedom in management decisions.

Cengress lavished more time and effort on the wilder-
ness bill than on any other measure in American conser-

was greater than one million acres an-
nually. Toborrow a favorite metaphor
of Bob Marshall, the American wilderness was melting
away like a snowbank in an August sun. Reflecting on this
fact, Wallace Stegner wrote his famous “geography of
hope” letter to Gilligan’s ORRRC staff. Eschewing shal-
lower definitions of recreation, Stegner defended wilder-
ness as an idea essential to American culture. Others
employed the ecological concepts of Aldo Leopold. “No
man who reads Leopold with an open mind,” David
Brower told a Senate committee in 1961, “will ever again,
with clear conscience, be able to step up and testify against
the wilderness bill.” In the early 1960s, public pressure for
an act increased. In 1962, congressmen received more
mail on wilderness than any other single issue.

But in the brass-tacks world of Capitol Hill it was
compromise rather than conscience that finally led to
victory. Unquestionably, Zahniser’s early versions of the
wilderness bill were too optimistic. Neither the land-
managing bureaus nor Congress liked the idea of a council
of citizen preservationistsrecommending wilderness areas
to the president for permanent protection by executive
order. So the key compromise, hammered out in 1963 by

Act empowered the president to
authorize water development in na-
tional forest components of the system if, in his judge-
ment, the best interests of the nation would be served. A
final compromise reduced the “instant” wilderness (estab-
lished by the 1964 act) to 54 areas (9.1 million acres), al-
ready managed for wilderness values by the U.S. Forest
Service. An additional 5.4 million acres of national forest
“primitive” areas would have to undergo full congres-
sional review. In this regard, they would be no different
than national park and wildlife refuge components of the
system. Howard Zahniser’s early hope for a quick-and-
easy wilderness system of some 60 million acres had not
materialized. The inventary and review process would
demand constant pressure from preservationist but
Zahniser, for one, was not depressed by the detours Con-
gress mandated. Of the complex wilderness review proce-
dures, he said, “Let’s not call them problems, let’s call
them opportunities.”

In its revised and weakened form, the wilderness bill
passed the Senate on April 9, 1963 by a vote of 73 to 12.
The House vote on July 30, 1964 was an overwhelming 373
to 1. On September 3, 1964 Lyndon Johnson’s signature
created the National Wilderness Preservation System.
Howard Zahniser would have enjoyed attending the sign-
ing ceremony that capped 15 years of effort, but the
president instead handed the pen to Mrs. Howard
Zahniser. The constant advocate of legislated wilderness
had died in his sleep on May 5, 1964, just two days after
testifying at the final hearing on the wilderness bill.
Zahniser was only 58. Friends knew his health had been
weak for years. The National Wilderness Preservation
System was his final battle and his personal legacy.

* Zahniser seemed to sense this in a statement written

shortly before his death: “The wilderness that has come to
us from the eternity of the past we have the boldness to
project into the eternity of the future.”

Roderick Nash is a professor of history and environmental
studies at the University of California, Santa Barbara, and one
of the nation’s foremost authorities on wilderness philosophy.
His classic study Wilderness and the American Mind was
first published in 1967 and has been revised twice.
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By Randal O’Toole

The Wilderness Act was a great achievement for envi-
ronmentalists. But the future outlook for more wilderness
is dim. Millions of acres of national forest roadless lands
deserve wilderness status, but are likely to be logged unless
environmentalists are willing to adopt new tools for wil-
derness preservation.

The current tool—that of drawing a line around an
area and convincing Congress to call it ‘wilderness’—was
proposed because its authors believed that the Forest
Service was only interested in cutting down trees.

They were wrong. The Forest Service logs roadless
areas because it gets a double budgetary reward when it
loses money on timber sales.

Congress is more generous with timber money than
with money for recreation or wildlife, so the Forest Service
gets lots of tax dollars for selling trees. And laws like the
Knutson-Vandenberg Act allow the Forest Service to keep
an unlimited share of timber receipts.

Timber sale appropriations are close to $500 million
per year, while timber receipts add over $300 million per
year to national forest budgets. By comparison, annual
recreation, wildlife, and watershed appropriations total
less than $300 million, and recreation fees add only about
$30 million per year to forest budgets. This is because
national forests cannot legally charge for most recreation,
including wilderness recreation. Under this budgetary
system, forest managers would much rather sell timber
below cost than protect wilderness.

Budgetary tools can protect wilderness by putting
forest managers on our side. These tools require new laws,
and these laws may be easier to pass than wilderness bills
because they will also save taxpayers billions of dollars.

Three major tools deserve consideration:

First, fund timber management out of a fixed percent-
age of the net timber income produced by each forest.
Then, money-losing timber sales will reduce, not increase,
forest budgets and managers will avoid developing
roadless areas where sales lose money.

Second, allow the Forest Service to charge recreation
fees and give forest managers the same percentage of those
fees as they get from timber. The Forest Service estimates
that, if it were legally allowed to collect recreation fees, its
recreation income would outweigh its timber income by
four to one. Managers would want to leave some areas
undeveloped because recreation is more valuable than
timber.

Third, require the Forest Service to sell conservation
easements to anyone willing to outbid developers for an
area. Wilderness and wild river use fees could be dedicated
to such conservation easements, creating a fund of several
hundred million dollars per year.

Can these tools help save ancient forests? Yes, al-
though other tools will be needed as well. User fees and
conservation easements will not save every area that
deserves protection, but that does not mean we should
completely discard these tools.

Instead, we should use the right tool for the job. A
screwdriver is a terrible tool for driving a nail, yet no one
would use a hammer to turn a screw. In the same way,
wilderness advocates can use budgetary tools to save most
roadless areas and rely on the traditional political tools for
the ones that remain.

Randal O’Toole is a forest economist with Cascade Holis-
tic Resource Economic Consultants (CHEC) in Eugene, Oregon.

New CWC
T-Shirts!

Not one, but two new styles!

The animal design that Out-
reach Coordinator Nancy (left) is
wearing is by Bay Area cartoonist Phil
Frank (of Farley fame); it comes in
beige and light gray for $12. Confer-
ence Coordinator Jeanette (right) is
wearing our official conference shirt;
it has no less than six colors and
comes in yellow, light green, and
peach for §15. All the shirts are 100
percent double knit cotton. To order,
use the form on page 8. Please add
$1.50 postage and 75 cents for each

December 20 DEADLINE FOR COMMENTS (ex-
tended) on the proposed listing of the northern
spotted owl as a threatened species. Send written
comments to: Listing Coordinator, U.S. Fish &
Wildlife Service, 1002 N.E. Holladay St., Portland, OR
97232.

December 31 DEADLINE FOR COMMENTS on the

CALENDAR

upper Klamath draft Wild and Scenic River study.

Send to: Steve Sherman, Klamath Falls Resource
Area, Bureau of Land Management, 2795 Anderson
Avenue, Building 25, Klamath Falls, OR 97603.: (See
article on page 3.)

January 3 DEADLINE FOR COMMENTS on the King-
Titus salvage timber sale draft Environmental Impact
Statement. Send to: Forest Supervisor, Klamath Na-
tional Forest, 1312 Fairlane Road, Yreka, CA 96097.
(See article beginning on page 1.)

January 9 DEADLINE FOR COMMENTS on the Penney
Ridge salvage timber sale draft Environmental Im-
pact Statement. Send to: Robert Tyrrel, Forest
Supervisor, Shasta-Trinity National Forest, 2400
Washington Avenue, Redding, CA 96001, (916)
246-5222. (See article beginning on page 1.)

January 11 DEADLINE FOR COMMENTS on the pro-
posed listing of the desert tortoise as an endangered
species. Send to: Listing Coordinator, U.S. Fish &
Wildlife Service, 1002 N.E. Holladay St., Portland, OR
97232. .

additional shirt.
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Focus:

In 1978 Jim Morrison and Doug
Kari set out in shorts and t-shirts with a
gallon of water to hike from the floor of
the Saline Valley to snow-covered Key-
not Peak—a 10,000-foot climb. The
two somehow -accomplished this feat
and lived to start an organization that
they couldn’t help but name Desert
Survivors.

Desert Survivors organizes hikes
(more reasonable ones than the found-
ing expedition) into remote desert
environs such as the Old Woman,
Turtle, and Inyo Mountains, and the
Saline Valley Range.

The group is also the foremost
watchdog of Bureau of Land Manage-
ment (BLM) California desert Wilder-
ness Study Areas; since 1985 they’ve
submitted comments on virtually all
management actions taken ,on these
seven million acres of publicland. And
the volunteers have been remarkably
successful—in the six or so times
they’ve filed administrative appeals of

Coalition Member Groups

Desert Survivors

planned BLM actions, they’'ve either won
in the Interior Bureau of Land Appeals
ruling, or the BLM has backed down.

. To join the Desert Survivors and re-
ceive their quarterly newsletter and notices
of their hikes, send $10 to Desert Survivors,
P.O. Box 20991, Oakland, CA 94620-0991.

American Alpine Club; El Cerrito

Ancient Forest Defense Fund; Ukiah

Angeles Chapter, Sierra Club; Los Angeles

Back Country Horsemen of CA; Springville

Bay Chapter, Sierra Club; Oakland o

Butte Environmental Council; Chico

California Alpine Club; San Francisco

California Native Plant Society; Sacramento

Citizens Commmittee to Save Our Public Lands;
Willits

Citizens for Better Forestry; Hayfork

Citizens for Mojave National Park; Barstow

Commitee for Green Foothills; Palo Alto

Committee to Save the Kings River; Fresno

Conservation Call; The Sea Ranch

Davis Audubon Society; Davis

Defenders of Wildlife; Sacramento

Desert Protective Council; Palm Springs

Desert Survivors; Oakland

Ecology Center of S. CA; Los Angeles

El Dorado Audubon Soc.; Long Beach

Environmental Protection Information Center;
Garberville

Forest Alliance; Kernville

Friends Aware of Wildlife Needs; Georgetown

Friends of Chingquapin, Oakland

Friends of Plumas Wilderness; Quincy

Friends of the Inyo; Lone Pine

Friends of the River; San Francisco

Greenpeace; San Francisco

Kaweah Group, Sierra Club; Porterville

Keep the Sespe Wild Committee; Ojai

Kern Audubon Society; Bakersfield

Kern R. Valley Audubon Soc.; Bakersfield

Kern R. Valley Wildlife Ass'n.; Lake Isabella

Kern-Kaweah Chapter, Sierra Club; Bakersfield

Loma Prieta Chpt. Sierra Club; Palo Alto

Los Angeles Audubon Society

Lost Coast League; Arcata

Madrone Audubon Society; Santa Rosa

Marble Mtn. Audubon Soc.; Greenview

Marin Conservation League; San Rafael

Mendocino Environment Center; Ukiah

Merced Canyon Committee; El Portal

Mono Lake Committee; Lee Vining

Monterey Peninsula Audubon Soc.; Carmel

Morro Coast Audubon Soc.; Morro Bay

Mt. Shasta Audubon Soc.; Mt. Shasta

Mt. Shasta Recreation Council

Natural Resources Defense Council;
San Francisco

NCRCC Sierra Club; Santa Rosa

People for Nipomo Dunes National Seashore;
Nipomo )

Northcoast Env. Center; Arcata

Northeast Californians for Wilderness;
Susanville

Pasadena Audubon Society

Peppermint Alert; Porterville

Placer County Conservation Task Force;
Newcastle

Planning and Conservation League;

Sacramento

Porterville Area Environmental Council

Redwood Chapter, Sierra Club; Santa Rosa

The Red Mtn. Association; Leggett

Salmon Trollers Marketing Association; Fort
Bragg

San Diego Chapter, Sierra Club

Sea & Sage Audubon Soc.; Santa Ana

Sierra Association. for Environment; Fresno

Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund; San
Francisco

Sierra Treks; Ashland, OR

Siskiyou Mtns. Resource Council.; Arcata

Soda Mountains Wilderness Council; Ashland

South Fork Watershed Associatio'n.;
Porterville

South Yuba River Citizens League; Nevada
City

Tulare County Audubon Soc.; Visalia

U.C. Davis Environmental Law Society

W. States Endurance Run; San Francisco

The Wilderness Society; San Francisco

Wintu Audubon Society; Redding

Yolano Group, Sierra Club; Davis

preserve the wilderness of California.

agAccess
603 4th Street
Davis, CA 95616

Come Tolgether
Box 14

Alpine West

Like many-citizen organizations, the California Wilderness Coali-
tion depends upon sponsorship and support. The organization is
grateful to the following businesses that have recognized the need to

S, ¢/o Gary Ball
Ukiah, CA 95482

Creative Sound Recording

CWC Business Sponsors

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

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

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

Patagonia, Inc.
259 W. Santa Clara St.
Ventura, CA 93001

Robert J. Rajewski
P.O. Box 4137
Sonora, CA 95370

Recreational Equipment,

The Naturalist Inc.
219 E Street

1338 San Pablo Ave.

Ridge Builders Group
123 C Street
Davis, CA 95616

Bob Rutemoeller, CFP
Certified Financial

San Francisco Travel

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

Wilderness Press

Planner 2440 Bancroft Way
P.O. Box 587 Berkeley, CA 94704
Gualala, CA 95445-0587

Wildflower Farm

Native Plant Nurser

130 G Street
Davis, CA 95616

Douglas City, CA
96024

Michael W. Nolasco

6412 Cerromar Court Genny Smith Books

Orangevale, CA 95662 P.O. Box 1060
Baldwin's Forestry Mammoth Lakes, CA
Services Echo, The Wilderness 93546
P.O. Box 22

Comgany
6529 Telegraph Avenue
Oakland, CA 94609

Gorman & Waltner
1419 Broadwa;, Ste. 419
4

Oakland, CA 94612
Kathy Blankenship Fred A. Ennerson,
Photograph Consultin Hibbert Lumber Company
402 Lago Place P.O. Box 1359 500 G Street
Davis, 95616 Isla Vista, CA 93117 Davis, CA 95616

Davis, CA 95616 Berkeley, CA 94702 * Service Delano, CA 9321
. & 407 Jackson St., # 205
Robert Newcomb, MD, Inc. 20640 Homestead Road San Francisco, 94111 Yakima Products, Inc.

502 S. Euclid Ave, #104 . Cupertino, CA 95014
National City, CA 92050 &
9 City Boulevard West

Paul F, Nielson, M.D., Inc. The City, Store #44
2323 16th St, Suite 400 Orange, CA 92668
Bakersfield, CA 93301

Ouzel Voyages
- 314 West 14th Street
Chico, CA 95928

P.O. Drawer 4899

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

22 Claus Circle
Fairfax, CA 94930

Arcata, CA 95521

Christopher P. Valle-
Riestra, Zoo-Ink Screen Print
Attorney at Law 2415 St, # 270

5500 Redwood. Road San Francisco, CA

Oakland, CA 94619 94107
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[J Yes! | wish to become a member of the Annual Dues: T-Shirt Order Form
California Wilderness Coalition. Enclosed is T ] s
$ for first-year membership dues. Individual $ 15.00 Design Sizei m, 1, x) Color  Amount
O Here is a special contribution of Low-income Individual $ 7.50 1. conference design comes in pale green, yellow,
$____tohelp the Coalition's work. Sustaining Individual $ 25.00 or peach L
Bamss s $100.00 2. animal design comes in beige or gray
NAME Patron $ 500.00
Non-profit Organization $§ 30.00
ADDRESS Business Sponsor $ 50.00
Mail to: Ytax deductible
California Wilderness Coalition Subtotal $ u
2655 Portage Bay East, Suite 5 Shipping $
CITY STATE ZIP Davis, California 95616 TOTAL §
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