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Court bans
logging of
owl habitat

By Tim McKay

The threatened northern spotted owl won
its biggest victory to date last month when
Judge William Dwyer blocked all unsold Forest
Service timber sales in suitable owl habitat on
the West Coast until at least next March. (A
separate suit involving Bureau of Land Manage-
ment (BLM) lands is pending.)

The judge’s decision came a month after
the Fish and Wildlife Service (F&WS) proposed
the designation of 11.6 million acres as critical
habitat for the rare raptor.

The state of owl affairs is confusing because
three separate federal agencies (the F&WS, BLM,
and Forest Service) are developing owl manage-
ment plans, while three separate federal courts
are enmeshed in forest management issues. -

Action in Judge Dwyer’s court grew out of

the Forest Service’s failure to adopt “standards
and guidelines” to protect a viable population
of spotted owls in national forests in Oregon
and Washington, as required by the National

3 continued on page 4

Steve Schneider uses a previously-placed bolt (near his hands) to climb Bald
Rock in the Plumas National Forest's Bald Rock roadless area.
Photo by Bob Schneider

Forest Service proposes gutting

Two recent U.S. Forest Service proposals could prove
to be the death knell for meaningful environmental plan-
ning in national forests. While each proposal contains
something for the conservation community to applaud,
together they would eliminate many environmental
considerations from forest plans and all environmental
documentation for small and mid-sized timber sales.

The first of these proposals is contained in an “ad-
vanced notice of proposed rulemaking” that would rewrite
the National Forest Management Act (NFMA) regulations.
The agency’s draft rules would undo a number of federal
court victories won by environmentalists and give local
forest supervisors a much freer hand in the forest planning

process. The proposed regulations also formally adopt the
“two-step” theory of planning under which the Forest
Service has increasingly ducked hard questions raised by
conservationists during forest-wide planning by promis-
ing to address them later in site-specific documents.

Along with the planning proposal, the Forest Service
would entirely exempt from environmental review timber
sales up to a million board feet with up to a mile of road
construction. Under a so-called “categorical exclusion,”
national forest managers could avoid doing even environ-
mental assessments by dividing up their sales programs
into million board foot units. As a result, the planning
issues deferred under the two-step approach might never
be addressed at all.

The rewrite of NFMA regulations is the more far-

continued on page 3

Climbers'
bolts create
controversy

By Jeff Widen

Mountaineering in its various forms is a
rich tradition in this country, with a fascinat-
ing and exciting history. From the bigwall era
of Yosemite to today’s gymnastic free climbing,
the climbing scene in America has been
characterized by individualism and innova-
tion, a keen undercurrent of friendly
competition, and an abiding sense of
community among climbers.

This community, like any other, has had
its share of internal squabbling and disagree-
ment, mostly over issues of concern to climbers
only.

Recently, however, one issue has surfaced
that hasraised concerns outside the climbing
community: the use of permanent climbing
anchors—expansion bolts—in designated
wilderness areas. The controversy has focused
on the impacts, real and perceived, that bolt
use imposes on wilderness resources and the
question of whether bolts should be allowed
in wilderness at all.

Background

Expansion bolts have been used as protec-
tive devices by technical rock climbers since
1939, during the first ascent of Shiprock in

continued on page 6
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Letters

A tribute to the Walkers

Hello Jim,

I was greatly saddened to hear about Ardis Walker—first
in the Wildemess Record [February, 1991], then in an article
my mother sent me from Bakersfield. What an honor it was
for me to know him and Gayle, truly outstanding people
whose many years of effort to protect the wilderness of the
southern Sierra will long be remembered. Their successes
remain as a living heritage of wilderness for the future.

Please use the enclosed check to help protect those areas
Ardis and Gayle held dear.

Best wishes to you,

Karen Fant

Seattle, WA

CWC welcomes
new Record editor

Please welcome Lucy
Rosenau, the new editor of the
Wildemness Record. Lucy will
“solo edit” next month’s issue.

The CWC staff has known
Lucy for about a year as she
worked across the hall as vol-
unteer editor of the Village
Homeowners Association
newsletter.

Lucy is a newcomer to
California’s backcountry and
its issues, but she’s learning
fast. After working with her
for the past six weeks, we are
confident that she will do an
excellent job.

Lucy grew up in New En-
gland and remembers fondly
the woods and advent of spring
there. She’s lived in Davis off
and on for ten'years and earned
a Bachelor of Arts degree in
Linguistics from the Univer-
sity of California, Davis.

Her hobbies are playing
tennis, reading, and growing
tomatoes.

Bearing my soul:
pregnant thoughts
on wilderness

In this, the last issue of the Wilderness Record Y'11 edit,
I'd like to make a confession: I'm scared of wilderness.
When backpacking in a small group, I inevitably find fear
creeping around the doorways of my mind. Sure, I love
the scenery, exercise, and fresh air. I'd even say that my
soul expands, beholding the gigantic calm of the world.

But I still get scared. Night is definitely scarier than
day for me, and bear country is scarier than places where
eagles are the main predator. I'm most scared in forests,
where you can'’t see very far, and where there are so many
hiding places so near the hiker. It’s not thatlreally expect
bears (especially big ones) tobe stealthily lying in wait. It's
not rational—I just feel scared.

Please don’t send in letters confidently asserting that
“bears are more scared of you than you are of them.” I've
heard these reassurances before, and they help only a
little. My fear of bears, night, and forests is the primal fear
of the unknown, the universal fear of death, the awe of
mystery. My love of wilderness, I think, is partly a desire
to preserve that which [ revere as supernatural.

I'm encouraged that someday I will face these fears
and feel more comfortable in forests and bear country,
because I have conquered one fear: the fear of birthing a
child. Dread of this youth-shattering, awesome, painful
event loomed large for a while, and I had to find a way to
look forward to it. I compare childbirth to the unknown
in wilderness because both are inevitable and overwhelm-
ing, when you’re there. Both are powerful, mysterious,
and marvellous.

Perhaps embracing the wilderness of child-bearing
and motherhood will help me leave behind my fear of the
wild places where I'm reminded of my mortality.

And speaking of endings, these three and a half years
as editor of the Record have been incredibly rich (not
financially) and fulfilling, and I'll miss the job and people
very much. Thank you for reading!

Stephanie Mandel

Stephanie Mandel (right) and Lucy Rosenau (left) discuss production of the Wildemess

Record.

Photo by Jim Eaton
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Roadless areas

The wilderness in the Mt. Eddy Further Planning
Area (FPA) near Mt. Shasta doesn’t seem to get any
respect from the Forest Service.

The only place in the Shasta-Trinity National
Forest designated by Congress for further planning,
the area is a prime candidate for wilderness. Its FPA
status means that its pristine quality must be kept
intact at least until the final national forest land
_management plan is issued.

Past planning documents (which are being re-
written due to the designation of the spotted owl as a
threatened species) have not recommended that the
9,000 acres of forest be designated as wilderness.
Although the Forest Service acknowledges that it would
make a fine wilderness area, its potential as a ski area
is considered even more promising.

The Forest Service also has given low prlonty to
acquiring private lands within the FPA boundaries. In
April the owner of- acres, Dave Frase of Weaverville,
requested a permit to re-open an old road crossing 50
feet of Forest Service lands to reach his property. Frase
told the Wilderness Record he isn’t sure whether he
wants to log the land or not. He did say, however, that
“I'd just as soon put together a trade” of his lands for
Forest Service lands. He has let the agency know of his
willingness to trade. According toStacey Harbin of the
Mt. Shasta Ranger District, “dollars and time” and “a

Pitcher plants, found near Deadfall Lakes in the Mt. Eddy
Further Planning Area.

Photo by Pete Yamagaia

lot of high priority land exchanges” have impeded
such a trade. Most of the land exchanges given higher
priority have involved consolidating lands slated for
timber sales.

Big, bad changes in plannmg regs

continued from page 1

reaching of the two proposals. Most environmentalist
court victories involving NFMA have relied on the exist-
ing regulations, which were drafted by the Forest Service
with extensive input from the public, Congress, and a
committee of outside scientists. For example, forest plans
have been overturned for failure to use the best available
data, consider a broad range of timber program alterna-
tives, or identify the technology that would assure
regeneration of marginal lands within five years. In
addition, a federal judge recently ruled that the NFMA
regulations prohibited the agency from simply leaving
northern spotted owl management questions to the Fish.
and Wildlife Service. Every regulatory provision relied on
to force more careful planning on the Forest Service in
these cases would be either dropped or amended so as to
negate the rulings.

The new proposal would also leave the choice of basic
environmental safeguards much more to the discretion of
line officers than do the current regulations. For example,
the proposed rules fail to provide any concrete standards
for protecting biodiversity. All standards for wilderness
evaluation would be deleted, along with the mandates to
determine the suitability of lands for grazing, off-road
vehicle use, and mining. Existing limitations on clearcut
size also would be abandoned. Land would only need to

‘be identified as economically unsuitable for logging if
“timber production is clearly not feasible now or in the
future,” with no direction provided as to what is “fea-
sible.” And Forest Supervisors apparently would be free to
limit 10-year plan revisions to whatever issues they chose.
None of the missing standards would be supplied by

regional guides, because they, too, would be eliminated.
In addition to btoademng management discretion,
the new regulations would encourage reduced environ-
mental review by embracing the two-step planning theory.
By proclaiming that forest plans “generally do not provide
final authorization for irretrievable resource

"All standards for wilderness
evaluation would be deleted . . ."

commitments,” the new regulations excuse review. The

agency may have a hard time making this approach stick,
however. A federal judge’s opinion, filed April 25, 1991 in
Sierra Club v. Robertson, appears to have rejected squarely
the idea that NFMA plans do not have concrete enough
impacts to merit judicial or environmental review.

The proposed planning regulations appeared in the :

February 15, 1991 Federal Register, and the proposed
categorical exclusion in the April 29 edition. Thecomment
period on the first proposal has formally closed. Another
draft of the regulationsis due out in October, however, and
readers can get on the mailing list for it by writing to: Land
Management Planning Staff, USDA Forest Service, P.O.
Box 96090, Washington, DC, 20090-6090. Comments on
the categorical exclusion must be received by the Forest
Service at the same address by June 28, 1991.

Nathaniel Lawrence is a lawyer with the Natural
Resources Defense Council in San Francisco.

Wilderness degraded while
land exchange is low priority

The private land inholding, about two miles east of
the Mt. Eddy summit, was partially logged in 1988 by its
previous owner, Santa Fe Pacifi¢ Timber Company. Envi-
ronmentalists appealed the previous decision to allow the
road to be built and got the Forest Service to agree to
obliterate the road after logging. The portion of the road
on Forest Service land was, in fact, obliterated in 1989.

Phil Rhodes, who wrote the appeal, complains that
the road and logging “whittle away an already small area,
adding that “in the Eddy Range there’s not much that
hasn't been logged.”

Frase, who has made land exchanges with the Forest
Service in the past, complains that trades “take a hundred
years,” due to difficulties in finding suitable sites to trade.

An Environmental Assessment of the project is ex-
pected.

: Castle Crags

Also awaiting public acquisition is a private land
inholding within the Castle Crags Wilderness. [See March,
1991 WR for a longer article.] Although owner Dave Frase
says he is also willing to exchange or sell these lands to the
Forest Service, no deal has been made.

Plan released for
some BLM northern
California lands

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM)-has released
the Resource Management Plan (RMP) and Environmen-
tal Impact Statement for its Redding Resource Area. The
plan will direct the management of 247,500 acres of public
land in northern California. Over 1,000 individual parcels
of BLM administered land, ranging in size from a fraction
of an acre to over 8,000 acres, are addressed in the docu-
ment.

Of particular interest to wilderness supporters are
lands adjacent to the Yolla Bolly-Middle Eel Wilderness
Area and the Bald Rock Roadless Area. Also of concern is
the Beegum Gorge area, near the Forest Service roadless
area of the same name. All three parcels are scheduled for
transfer to the Forest Service.

Twelve river and stream segments are found eligible
for National Wild and Scenic River status. These streams
are Battle, Beegum, Butte, Clear, Deer, Mill, and Paynes
creeks, three forks of Cottonwood Creek, and the Sacra-

mento and Shasta
rivers.

Grazing is ig-
noredin the RMP;
BLM feels the is-
suewas addressed
in a 1984 docu-

- ment.  The
agency also ig-
nores air quality,
hydroelectric de-
velopment, min-
ing, water qual-

ity, and the protection of oak woodlands.

Comments'on the RMP will be accepted through June
28, 1991. For a copy, call (916) 246-5325. Send comments
to: Francis Berg, Team Leader, Bureau of Land Manage-
ment, 355 Hemsted Drive, Redding, CA 96002.
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Amncient forests

Judge halts logging of spotted owl habitat

continued from page 1

Forest Management Act (NFMA).

Judge Dwyer noted that 400,000 acres of suitable owl
habitat was logged during tl:e seven years that the agency
worked on developing guidelines.

Last month, Dwyer held seven days of hearings that
included testimony from all sides, all the arguments of
economic hardship, and the latest theori€s of population
biology. His 35-page ruling establishing a permanent
injunction against new timber sales chronicles the history
of the breakdown of government.

Harsh Criticism

“More is involved here than a simple failure by an
agency to comply with its governing statute,” he wrote.
“The most recent violation of the National Forest Manage-
ment Act exemplifies a deliberate and systematic refusal
by the Forest Service and the Fish & Wildlife Service to
comply with the laws protecting wildlife.”

He added, “The problem here has not been any
shortcoming in the laws, but simply a refusal...to comply
with them.”

The judge also elaborated on testimony regarding the
economic and social consequences of owl protection,
concluding that the main reasons for the decline of the
timber industry are “modernization of physical plants,
changes in product demand, and competition from else-
where...

“To bypass the environmenta] laws, either briefly or

Legislation

permanently, would not fend off the changes transform-
ing the timber industry. The argument that the mighti-
est economy on earth cannot afford to preserve old-
growth forests for a short time, while it reaches an
overdue decision on how to manage them, is not
convincing today. It would be even less so a year or a
century from now,” he stated.

It remains unclear whether the decision to freeze
sales on national forests in California, Oregon, and
Washington will prod Congress into action on the larger
question of preserving America’s last temperate old-
growth forests. The fate of the owls s lmked tothehealth
of the forests.

Twisted History ;

In 1988 environmental groups brought suit against
the F&WS for rejecting a petition to list the owl as a
threatened species. Judge Thomas Zilly ruled that the
agency had acted in an “arbitrary and capricious” man-
ner and ordered another review. Asaresult, in June 1989
the agency formally proposed to list the owl.

However, the agency did not identify “critical habi-
tat,” and plaintiffs in the Zilly case filed a motion which
finally resulted in the F&WS proposal of 11.6 million
acres of critical habitat.

Theagency held hearings on its proposal last month,
and comments on the proposed designations were due
by June 5. The F&WS expects to issue a revised critical

Timber industry proposes
ancient forest bill

The judicial injunction against new Forest Service
timber sales [article on pages 1 & 4] may spur legislative
action on some form of ancient forest protection in
Congress, where conservationists and the timber industry
are pushing rival bills.

The timber industry staked out its negotiating posi-
tion when a coalition of Republicans and southern Demo-
crats introduced H.R. 2463 (Huckaby) in the House and S.
1156 (Neflin-Packwood) in the Senate.

While the industry bill espouses old-growth protec-
tion, it would make environmental concerns subservient
to pre-established minimum timber sale levels. The bill
would lock in commodity production as the “highest and
best use” of national forest lands and review all wilderness
areas and national parks to see if they should be opened for
logging. It also would sharply restrict citizens’ access to
the courts.

One analyst characterized the forest blll situation in
the House as “a three-ring circus,” with northwestern
Republicans largely in the industry camp and Democrats
seeking a quick fix for ailing local economies.

In the Senate, no champion has emerged for ancient
forests.

The environmentalist-backed Ancient Forest Protec-
tion Act (H.R. 842), sponsored by Congressman Jim Jontz
(D-Indiana), got aboost when the Los Angeles City Council
voted unanimously to support the measure. The San
Francisco Board of Supervisors followed suit, endorsing it
unanimously at its May 20 meeting. .

Supervisor Angela Alioto, who offered the resolution;
said, “By taking this unequivocal stand, the Board is

sending a clear message to Washington, D.C.: San
Franciscans, and in fact, all Americans, care deeply abouit
the fate of our rapidly diminishing ancient forests.”

Reprinted from the June 1991 issue of Econews,

newsletter of the Northcoast Environmental Center in
Arcata.

Bad sign from Seymour

California Senator John Seymour recently toured
the California desert, ostensibly to help him decide what
type of support he will give to Senator Alan Cranston's
California Desert Protection Act.

If this tour inspires him as did his trip to the Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge, the desert bill will be in trouble.
After his visit to Alaska, Senator Seymour returned to the
Senate Energy Committee and voted for legislation that
would open the refuge to oil exploration.

Seymour wrote an amendment to that bill, support-
ing President Bush’s moratorium on new oil leasing off
California’s coast, but environmentalists were little

comforted by this gesture. Seymour sided with the oil :

industry on his first vote on amajor environmental issue.
Seymour’s vote is not a good sign for the desert, but
desert sources are still hopeful that during this
Congressional session the political climate is right for
passage of Senator Cranston’s bill.
~ In the House; Representative Mel Levine has yet to
reintroduce his companion desert legislation.

habitat designation, conduct another heanng process, and
issue a final habitat decision by fall.

Judge Dwyer's decision is an important historical docu-
ment, and the NEC can send you a copy for $3.50 to cover
copying, postage, and handling. Write Owl c/o NEC, 879
9th Street, Arcata, CA 95521. A copy is available for review
in the NEC library.

Reprinted from the June 1991 issue of Econews,
newsletter of the Northcoast Environmental Center in
Arcata.
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Trail "maintenance" can do
more harm than good

By Sally Reid

After several decades of screaming about roads versus:

trails, with little or no effectiveness, as road miles qua-
drupled and trails were abandoned, we are finally seeing a
dribble of money in the direction of trail maintenance and
construction (two separate line items in the annual U.S.
Forest Service appropriations).

But before you shout “Hurray!” and “It's about time!”
take a hike with Les and me down the newly maintained
and partially reconstructed Buck Creek Trail, in the pro-
posed Sespe Wilderness in southern California's Los Padres
National Forest.

It wasn’t so bad, starting at the trailhead. The only
noticeable change in the trail was clipped brush. But
where the brush was heavier and the trail high on a steep
slope, the cut brush had all been

And to lose the ambiance of a wandering trail along a
stream meandering through a mixed oak, bigcone, and
white fir forest, in blessed southern California shade.
Some oaks were chopped in half, longitudinally, to
stay out of the trail. Nowhere was the trail re-routed to
accommodate old, well-established standing trees. The
sandy soil appeared thin and unstable; if we’re not through

_ having occasional characteristic drenching downpours,

we can count on several miles of the steep slope washing
out the trail completely. With the loss of all that soil and
vegetation, the stream will clog, and then the trail will
need massive maintenance and reconstruction.
- A huge lichen-covered rock nudging the stream is
slated for dynamiting in “clean up operations.” “What
for?” I asked, after just having passed by it. “Because the
trail is in the stream along here!”
The final indignity was that no one had gone out on
the trail to supervise what was going

tossed “overboard” to lie atop the
next layer of vegetation. The “uglifi-
cation” of naturally graceful old man-
zanita was a wonder, in a sense.
Clipped tightly against trunks as thick
as your thigh in a semi-circle of 180
degrees, the shrub won’t make its
way across that trail in a century!
Trimmings were tossed overboard, of
course.

The Acting District Ranger and

on, to check work that took
considerable time. “There isn’t time
to supervise a contract job.” We just
give them the specs [specifications]
and let them do the work.”

So who did this massacre? Out-
side contractors! Why? Because “We
haven’t had enough mioney for a
crew for over a decade—in fact, we
really don’t know much about trail

Forest Supervisor, who accompanied

us, let a few choice comments drift by: “Well, we had to
getin here before this was made a wilderness, or we’d have
to do all this work by hand!”

Further along, we saw the freshly-cut stumps of at
least a dozen trees—old growth fir 3-4 feet in diameter,
with the complete trees lying helter-skelter below. For
what? “We had to cut them because they might have
fallen across the trail, and we won't be able to get back in
here for five to ten years.” Might fall in five or ten years,
after not fallingin 200 years? Even the Supervisor allowed
as how some of the cuts were a little extreme.

We rolled on down the steep trail, commenting from
time to time that the trail was considerably higher up than
we remembered it, maybe ten years ago. “Oh yes, we lifted
the trail up the slope to avoid all the stream crossings.”

maintenance anymore!” And why
didn’t we see the Environmental As-
sessment? Because there wasn’t one. The work was
considered minor maintenance, and was exempted from
analysis as a ”categorical exclusion.” The term "minor
maintenance" can lull one into the belief that only brush-
ingis to take place, with some erosion repair and water bar
installation, plus poison oak cutback if relevant. Nothing
for alarm.

And was this “minor” trail maintenance work low
cost, with the money spent excruciatingly carefully after
all the years of no funds? Would you believe $40,000 was
spent, for six miles? Believe it.

Reprinted from the April 1991 issue of Public Lands,
newsletter of the Sierra Club Public Lands Committee.
Sally Reidis vice-chairof the Public Lands Committee.

- The nearly complete final management plan for
the Mt. Shasta Wilderness has been delayed as the
Forest Servicere-evaluates the plan’s section on cultural
and historic values. The draft was released in May
1990.

The state Historic Preservation Office called at-
tention tothe agency’s consideration of Native Ameri-
can sacred sites when they raised questions about the
Mt. Shasta ski area proposal. The Wintu, Shasta,
Modoc, Karuk, and Pit River tribes are among those
that lived near and regularly used Mt. Shasta as a
ceremonial site,

Michele Berditchevsky of Save Mount Shasta stud-
ied the laws designed to protect Native American
sacred places, and alerted the state Historic Preserva-
tion Office and California Indian Legal Services to ski

Mt. Shasta's sacred sites reconsidered

drea development plans. The office asked the Forest
Service to re-evaluate their plans in light of the
requirements of the National Historic Preservation
and National Historic Sites acts. The actsrequire that
historic sites be considered for the National Register
of Historic Places and for National Historic Landmark
status.

“Mt. Shasta is sacred to Native Americans all over
Northern California,” says Berditchevsky. She ex-
plains that the motntain as a whole is considered
sacred, and that the location of individual sites all
over Mt. Shasta are not public information.

Gary Oye of the Shasta-Trinity National Forest
says of the delay in the wilderness plan’s release that
“there’s a strong interest to get management going”
soon, as there currently is no plan for the area.

CWC appeals
cattle grazing
decisions

The California Wilderness Coalition and four other
organizations have appealed the South Sierra Wilderness
Implementation Plan for failure to analyze the impacts of
cattle grazingin the wilderness. The Coalition was joined
in the appeal by the Eastern Sierra Audubon Society,
Eastern Sierra Nevada Committee of the Sierra Club, High
Sierra Hikers Association, and Wilderness Watch.

These'groups, along with Friends of the Inyo and the
Toiyabe Chapter of the Sierra Club, also have appealed the
Templeton Grazing Allotment Managemerit Plan for cattle
grazing in the Golden Trout Wilderness.

The appellants argue that the two plans violate the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Na-
tional Forest Management Act. The wildermness areas are
located south of Sequoia National Park in the Inyo and
Sequoia national forests.

“Wereceive frequent complaints from members about
overgrazing in wilderness areas,” said Jim Eaton, the
Coalition’s executive director. “Just because cattle grazing
is a historic use does not mean it should be allowed to,
damage our wilderness lands.”

An intrusion on the natural 1andscape, fences used to
restrict livestock movement disturb wilderness users, and
makeshift gates are a burden on hikers passing though an
area. Many hikers also complain that passing through a
fence gives them the feeling that they are on private
property instead of public lands. Bells placed on grazmg
animals also annoy many recreationists.

The Forest Service justifies continued high grazing
levels on the grounds that grazing may not be excluded
from an area solely due to its designation as wilderness.
The appellants point out that there are many environmen-
tal reasons for curtailing grazing on national forest lands
regardless of wilderness designation.

For example, over half the lands grazed in the South
Sierra Wilderness are considered to be in poor to fair
condition. These areas can be expected to remain in poor
condition if grazing occurs at the levels proposed in the
decision under appeal.

Trampling by cattle is known to increase soil
compaction and to contribute to streambank erosion,
sedimentation, widening and shallowingof channels, and
physical destruction of vegetation. Streambanks are par-
ticularly susceptible to trampling because of their high
moisture content.

Livestock grazing is known to damage fish habitat.
The Forest Service admits that poor streambank stability
may be limiting trout production in the South Sierra
Wilderness.

Significant impacts to recreation also will occur due to
water quality degradation. Cattle in the southern Sierra
areknown to harbor human-infective Giardia. Since cattle
often congregate around water and defecate into water,
significant amounts of Giardia can be expected to pollute
streams in the South Sierra and Golden Trout wilderness
areas.

In the South Sierra Wilderness appeal the
organizations also objected to the Forest Service’s hands-
off approach to military overflights. They also questioned
whether additional trails and trailheads are the best means
of preventing recreational overuse of the wilderness area.
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Controversy mounting over bolts in wilderness

continued from page 1

New Mexico. The history of their use (similar to the
history of piton use) is one of steadily increasing numbers.
Prior to the early 1980s, newly established climbing routes
mostly tended to follow natural weaknesses in rock faces,
i.e. natural crack systems, and bolts were used sparingly.
At first, the occasional bolt was used for protection or
upward progress (direct aid) only as alast resort, to connect
discontinuous crack systems.

During the 1970s, as standards of free climbing
difficulty rose dramatically, bolts were still used with

climbs is much faster than ground-up techniques, how-
ever, proliferation of bolts becomes much more likely.
Environmental damage seems to derive not from the
placement of bolts per se, but from the concentration of
large numbers of bolts in wilderness areas. Certainly the
placing of bolts is a traditional use on public land: the
activity predates the 1964 Wilderness Actand has continued
since then with a relatively low degree of controversy.

sRequire specific distances between adjacent bolted

climbing routes.

eRequire bolt hangers and other gear left behind to match

the natural rock color.

eProhibit any climbing near archaeological sites or in areas

with sensitive plant or animal communities.

eProhibit bolts in specific wilderness areas.

If developed with the cooperation of land managers,

conservationists, and
climbers, regulation holds

much restraint. Even as many of the natural crack
lines were climbed and attention turned more and
more to blank (uncracked) rock faces, the liberal use
of bolts was considered unethical. Climbers de-
pended upon boldness and judgment in lieu of pro-
tection on the blanker face climbs. Indeed, many of
the classic face climbs of the 70s are revered today as
testimony to the boldness of the first such climbers.

The 1980s brought a different scene. Freeclimbing
standards skyrocketed, fueling what has become a
feverous search for newer and more difficult free
climbs. As the more obvious and natural routes on
cliff faces were climbed, climbers sought an increas-
ing number of “1outes between routes.” A growing
demand for more protection ensued: pure difficulty
increasingly replaced boldness as the climber’s de-
sired end. No surprise, then, that the most heated
controversy over bolt use has’been in the last decade.

The controversy is in several areas:

The number of bolts being placed. This is the
issue with the most history. The controversy has
become increasingly acute with newer methods of
placement and growing numbers of climbers, as well
as a proportionately greater level of interest in high-
.standard face climbing, where bolts are often the
only available protection.

The method of placement. Bolts are often

high potential for minimiz-
ing real impacts and would,

are considered permanent anchors.

in upward progress.

Bolt Anycllmblng anchor inserted into a drilled holein a rock surface.
The climber’s rope is clipped to the bolt’s metal hanger with a carabiner
(or snap-link), protecting the climber. The 2" bolts are used when a rock
surface has no natural cracks available in which to place other types of
protection. Most bolts are expansion devices, locking against the side of
the hole as they are pounded in or as a nut is screwed onto the head. Bolts

Piton A tapered steel spike that is pounded into natural cracks in the
rock face for protection and anchoring. Pitons come in an array of shapes
and sizes, from ultra-thin “knifeblade” pitons to larger “angle” pitons that
fit cracks up to several inches wide. Although repeated piton use at the
same location in a crack will damage the rock, pitons are not considered
permanent anchors. Not often used for modern free climbing.

Nuts or Chocks Non-damaging devices that are wedged, not
pounded, into natural cracks for protection and anchoring. Generally
wedge-shaped, they are placed and removed by hand without the use of
a hammer. This is the type of anchor most commonly used today.

Free Climbing Technically difficult rock climbing wherein the climber
ascends using only the rock’s natural features. Ropes and protective
equipment are used only to catch the cllmber if he or she falls, not to aid

in all likelihood, maintain
climbers as wilderness sup-
porters.

Regulation of bolt use in
wilderness is the way land
managers are leaning so far.
At a recent conference on
climbing in public lands, a
U.S. Forest Service task force
released its preliminary
recommendations that the
agency adoptaregulatory pro-
cess for limiting bolts in
wilderness, rather than ban-
ningthem outright. Climbers,
more than ever before, are
accepting the necessity for
agency regulation of their ac-
tivities.

Conservationists have
only recently begun to look
at thisissue, so opinions vary.
The Wilderness Society has

adopted a position that bolts
should be prohibited in

placed using hand-held battery-powered drills, a
much faster and less tiring method than traditional
hand drilling.

“The “style” of placement. This is more of a
controversy within the climbing community itself, al-
though it does have an effect on the local environment by
making bolts easier to place and consequently more preva-
lent. In a traditional-style first ascent, a climber starts on
the ground and climbs up a rock face, placing bolts at
natural stances (footholds or small ledges) during the
ascent. In the newer and more controversial method
(rappel bolting), a climber hikes up to the top of a cliff the
“back way,” fixes a rope down the cliff face, then rappels
down the rope, placing
bolts at predetermined
locations. The climb is
subsequently done from
the bottom up, but with
the bolts already in
place.

Environmental
Impacts
From the perspec-
tive of wilderness man-
agement, bolt place-
ment has the potential
for negative environ-
mental impacts. Large
numbers of bolts in a‘limited area become an eyesore
themselves, as do the associated webbing and chains used
for rappel anchors. Lots of bolts can also lead to lots of
climbers in a concentrated area, with all the associated
impacts to flora and fauna. All of this has the potential to
impair the wilderness experience of visitors.
Power drills make noise—noise which disturbs other
wilderness users and local wildlife.
The “style” of bolt placement, in and of itself, has no
direct environmental effect. Because rappel bolting of

Bolts (hangers visible)

(There are notable exceptions to this; controversies have
arisen in state and national parks.)

As regards the Wilderness Act itself, bolt placement
propetly restrained would be consistent with Section 2(c)
by leaving “the imprint of man’s work substantially unno-
ticeable.” Section 4(c), “Prohibition of Certain Uses,” was
intended to -address incursions with greater potential
impacts than bolts—buildings, transmission lines, and the
like.

The question that conservationists, climbers, and
land managers must answer, then, is what are the real
impacts of bolt use in
wilderness and how can
these impacts be mini-
mized or eliminated?

There are anumber of
answers to the second part
of this question. One an-
swer is simply to ban all
bolt usein wilderness. This
would certainly eliminate
any impacts, though some
argue that this would put
climbers at odds with
wilderness proponentsand
land managers. The oppo-
site extreme would be to leave things as they are, with no
regulation at all.

The third answer is for land managers to regulate bolt
use in wilderness. Regulation could take many forms,
specific to local situations, but might include these types
of restrictions:

#Prohibit use of power drills in any designated wilderness
area.

*Require certain distances between bolted climbing routes
and non-climbing trails.

photo courtesy of Yosemite

wilderness. The Sierra Clubis
in the process of formulating
its policy. Many conservation groups have yet to address
theissue. Certainly activities such as livestock grazing and
mining, with much more serious impacts on wilderness,
are higher on most conservationists’ lists of concerns. Yet
there are important ramifications of the wilderness man-
agement policies outlined here, for both the wilderness
itself and for potential supporters of new wilderness.
However the bolting issue is decided, protecting our
wilderness areas from undue impact must remain the first
concern of all land managers, conservationists, and
climbers.

Jeff Widen is the associate Southern California/
Nevada representative of the Sierra Club and has beenan
avid climber for 21 years.

Power drills
banned at
Yosemite

Last December, after receiving numerous complaints,
Yosemite National Park Superintendent Michael Finley
banned climbers from using power drills to place bolts on
Yosemite’s rock faces. According to a Yosemite magazine
report, geologists have linked drilling to exfoliation, the
peeling-off of rock layers.

Because Yosemite attracts legions of climbers, its gran-
ite walls have accumulated bolts at an alarming rate. By
banning motorized drills but not the bolts themselves,
park managers hope to protect both the climbers and the
rocks that draw them.
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Book review

The Nature of Women

Sisters of the Earth: Women's Prose and Poetry about Nature

By Lorraine Anderson, ed., Vintage Books, New York, 426pp., $13.00.

Sisters of the Earth landed on my desk with a note from
Jim predicting “this looks like a good one.” And how.
Lorraine Anderson set out to find the women'’s voices, the
emerging ones and those long-stilled. In this volume are
the fruits of her search: an extensive collection thatstands
as a testament to the scope of women'’s nature writing and
the diversity of women’s lives.

Anderson describes “a feminine way of being in
relationship to nature. This way is caring rather than
controlling; it seeks harmony rather than mastery,; it is
characterized .by humility rather than arrogance, by ap-
preciation rather than acquisitiveness.” The various selec-
tions in this volume, however different in format and
style, all illustrate that relationship.

There’s Celia Laighton Thaxter’s childhood memory
of waiting for spring “with an eager longing; the advent of
the growing grass, the birds and flowers and insect life, the
soft skies and softer winds, the everlasting beauty of a
thousand tender tints that clothed the world....” Annie
Dillard, 100 years later, enjoins us to live like weasels, “to

stalk your calling in a certain skilled and supple
way...yielding at every moment to the perfect freedom of
single necessity.”

While many of the writers represented are widely
known, dozens more were new to me. Anderson provides
a brief biography of each writer and an annotated bibliog-
raphy that, by itself, is worth the price of the book. (A
CWC member, Anderson will donate a portion of the
book’s proceeds to Kenyan reforestation efforts.)

.Agood anthology, while not asinvolving as acomplete
work, can be a sampler, an invitation to further discovery.
Sisters of the Earth, slightly battered now and bristling with
bookmarks, will see me through next winter and many
winters to come.

“It is a good time,” says Sue Hubbell, “to bea grown-
up woman with individuality, strength and crotchets....

...l have stopped sleeping inside. A house is toosmall,
too conﬁmng I want the whole world, and the stars too.”
-Lucy Rosenau

Models Under Duress?

" CWC intern Tova reluctantly models
our six-tone anniversary shirt; it comes in
light blue, yellow, light green, or peach for
$15. The animal design that Solomon
stoically sports is by Bay Area cartoonist Phil
Frank; it comes in beige or light gray for
$12. All the shirts are 100 percent double
knit cotton. To order, use the form on the
back page.

DATES TO
REMEMBER

June 15 WILDERNESS ACTIVIST MEET-
ING for people working on Bureau of
Land Management non-desert
wilderness. For more information,
contact Jim Eaton at (916) 758-0380.

June 21 SCOPING COMMENTS DUE to
help identify issues relevant to a manage-
ment plan now being prepared for the
Snow Mountain Wilderness. Send to:
Virginia Pugh, Recreation, Mendocino
National Forest, 420 E. Laurel Street,
Willows, CA 95988.

June 28 COMMENTS DUE on the BLM
Resource Management Plan for the
Redding Resource Area. Send to: Francis
Berg, Team Leader, Bureau of Land
Management, 355 Hemsted Drive,
Redding, CA 96002. (Article on page 3.)

June 28 COMMENTS DUE on proposed
categorical exemptions from the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act. Send to:
Land Management Planning Staff, USDA
Forest Service, P.O. Box 96090,
Washington, DC 20090-6090. (Article on
pages 1 & 3.)

June-August Sierra Nevada Field Campus
classes in geology, astronomy, education,
and biology will be offered to the public,
with college credit optional. For more
information, contact: Jim Steele, Sierra
Nevada Field Campus, Star Route, Satley,
CA 96124,

f(

Purposes of the
California Wilderness
Coalition -

...to promote throughout the
State of California the preser-
vation of wild lands as legally
designated wilderness areas
by carrying on an educat-
ional program concerning the
value of wilderness and how
it may best be used and pre-
served in the public interest,
by making and encouraging
scientific studies concerning
wilderness, and by enlisting
public interest and coopera-
tion in protecting existing or
potential wildemness areas.

California
Wilderness
Coalition

\
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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

Butte Environmental Council; Chico

California Alpine Club; San Francisco

California Native Plant Society; Sacramento

Citizens Comm. to Save Our Public Lands;
Willits

Citizens for Better Forestry; Hayfork

Citizens for Mojave National Park; Barstow

Citizens for a Vehicle Free Nipomo Dunes;
Nipomo

Committee 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 Southem Calif.; Los Angeles

El Dorado Audubon Society; Long Beach

Environmental Protection Information Center;
Garberville

Forest Alliance; Kemville

Friends Aware of Wildlife-Needs; Georgetown

Friends of Chinquapin, Oakland

Friends of Plumas Wildemess; Quincy

Friends of the_Inyo; Lone Pine

Coalition Member Groups

Friends of the River; San Francisco

Greenpeace; San Francisco

Hands Off Wild Lands!; Davis

High Sierra Hikers Association; Truckee

Inner City Outings Rafting Chapter, Bay Chapter,
Sierra Club; San Francisco

Kaweah Flyfishers; Visalia

Kaweah Group, Sierra Club; Porterville

Keep the Sespe Wild Committee; Ojai

Kern Audubon Society; Bakersfield

Kern River Valley Audubon Society; Bakersfield

Kem R. Valley Wildlife Association; Lake Isabella
Kem-Kaweah Chapter, Sierra Club; Bakersfield
Loma Prieta Chapter Sierra Club; Palo Alto

Los Angeles Audubon Society

Lost Coast League; Arcata

Madrone Audubon Society; Santa Rosa

Marble Mountain Audubon Society; Greenview
Marin Conservation League; San Rafael
Mendoacino Environmental Center; Ukiah

Mono Lake Committee; Lee Vining

Monterey Peninsula Audubon Soc.; Carmel
Morro Coast Audubon Society; Morro Bay

Mt. Shasta Audubon Society; Mt. Shasta

Mt. Shasta Recreation Council

Focus:

The goal of the Mountain Lion Preser-
vation Foundation is implicit in its name:
protecting mountain lions and the
wildernesseswhere they survive. Last year’s
passage of Proposition 117, which out-
lawed hunting of mountain lions and allo-
cated funds to acquire habitat, was a major
victory for the Foundation.

Threats to the mountain lion remain,
however. Describing the number of poach-
ing incidents as “shocking,” the Founda-
tion hasbegun an anti-poaching campaign

- Mountain Lion Preservation Foundation

to educate the public. The group hopes
that increased reward programs will en-
courage citizens to report poachers.

The Foundation will continue to seek
funding for habitat acquisition, since loss
of habitat to human encroachment is the
main threat to the species in California.
Monitoring the state’s use of Prop. 117
funds is another priority.

To learn more about the Foundation,
write to P.O. Box 1896, Sacramento, CA
95812 or call (916) 442-2666.

Mountain Lion Preservation Foundation;
Sacramento .

Natural Resources Defense Council; S.F.

NCRCC Sierra Club; Santa Rosa

People for Nipomo Dunes National Seashore;
Nipomo

Nordic Voice; Livermore

Northcoast Environmental Center; Arcata

Pasadena Audubon Society

Peppermint Alert; Porterville

Placer County Cons. Task Force; Newcastle

Planning and Cons. League; Sacramento -

Porterville Area Environmental Council

Redwood Chapter, Sierra Club; Santa Rosa

The Red Mountain Association; Leggett

Salmon Trollers Marketing Assoc.; Fort Bragg

San Diego Chapter, Sierra Club

Sea & Sage Audubon Society; Santa Ana

Save Our Ancient Forest Ecology; Modesto

Sierra Assoc. for the Environment; Fresno

Siemra Club Legal Defense Fund; San
Francisco

Sierra Treks; Ashland, OR

Siskiyou Mtns. Resource Council; Arcata

Soda Mtn. Wildemess Council; Ashland, OR

South Fork Watershed Association;
Porterville

South Yuba R. Citizens League; Nevada City

Tulare County Audubon Society; 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

San Jose, CA 95112

CWC Business Sponsors

Hurricane Wind Sculptures Recreational Equipment,  The Naturalist Wilderness Press
c/o Peter Vincent Inc. 219 E Street 2440 Bancroft Way
Allegheny Star Rt. 20640 Homestead Road Davis, CA 95616 Berkeley, CA 94704
Like many citizen organizations, the California Wilderness Coali- N. San juan, CA 95960 Cupertino, CA 95014
tion depends upon sponsorship ‘and support. The organization is R il erness Tk
\ ] Hebye BEOLS: ,org Michael R. Jones, DDS Ridge Builders Group 1277 Gilman St. 8304 Foothill Blvd.
grateful to the following businesses that have recognized the need to General Dentistry " 129 C Street Berkeley, CA- 94706 Sunland, CA 91040
preserve the wilderness of California. 6 Governors lane Davis, CA 95616
Chico, CA 95926 Christopher P. Valle- Wildflower Farm
Bob Rutemoeller, CFP, EA Riestra, Native Plant'Nursery
Acorn Naturalists Come Together Genny Smith Books Richard Karem, M.D. Cert. Financial Planner Attorney at Law . Delano, CA 93215
I{l;mtmzaéﬂli;t&r}s'tki}sus CB/(?x(i?i SBall 11:&0' Boxtllxog)k CA 111233 weséitiveé%m G Bf;x 5879 Ol e Sheae Wilson's Eastside S
_ . v J= ammo es, ; b L n's Eastside Sports
Tustin, CA_ 92680 Ukiah, CA 95482 Dande edding, Gualala, CA 95445-0587 Oakland, CA 94619 Jass Wiison PO
David B. Kelley, : William P. Schaefer, Ph.D. Women's Health 206 North Main
Ascent Technology Echo, The Wilderness Gorman & Waltner Consulting Soil Scientist  Laboratory Design & Associates _ Bishop, CA 93514
Robert J. Rajewski Company 1419 Broadway, Ste. 419 216 F Street, #51 Haz. Waste Mgmnt. 635 Anderson Rd., #18
P.O. Box 4137 6529 elegzph Ave.  Oakland, CA 94612 Davis, CA 95616 3002 San Pasqual St. Davis, CA 95616 Yakima Products, Inc.
Sonora, CA 95370 Oakland, 94609 : S & . Pasadena, CA 91107 D P.O. Dr%v:'f;;15839
rueneic son C.B. Maisel, C.P.A, Chuck Watson Arcata, 1
Donald B. Belkin ImageWorks, Software Schneider 1331 B St.-Box 433 Siskiyou Forestry Env. Consultant
Law Offices nsultin 50 California St., #800 Hayward, CA 94543 Consultants 1022 S Street Zoo-Ink Screen Print
1823 Court Street P.O. Box 1359 San Francisco, CA 94111 P.O.Box 241 . Sacramento, CA 2415 St, #270
Redding, CA Goleta, CA 93116 Robert Newcomb, MD, Inc.  Arcata, CA 95521 95814 San Francisco, CA
96001 William Gustafson, 502 S. Euclid Ave, #104 : 94107
John B. Frailing Attorney at Law Natlonal City, CA 92050 Solano Press Books Bradlee S. Welton,
California Native Froba, Frailing, 111 W. St. John, 6th Fl. ‘ Warren W. jones, Prop. Attorney at Law
c‘/:‘;%‘ié‘éi i 1§z§%cs¥twhesllzeet San Jose, CA 95113 Pata o%a, Inc. - [I;.O. BX’r(e 773 1721 Oregon Street
. ta dara ot.
88N, 13th St Modesto, CA 95354 Ve?l tura?%lA S 05 1St 'oint Arena, CA 95468 Berkeley, CA 94703
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I o ’
I O Yes! 1wish to become a member of the California Annual Dues: ! ‘ T-Shirt Orders

J  Wilderness Coalition. Enclosed is $. for first- Individual $ 20.00 1. andscape design comes in light blue, pale green,
I year membership dues. Low-income Individual $ 10.00 yellow, or peach: $15.00

0 O Here is.a. sp'ecial contribution of $ , to Sustaining Individual* $ 35.00 2, an{'mal desig.n comes in beige or gray: $12.00

0 help the Coalition's work. Benefactor* $100.00 Design Size(s.m.1.x) Color Amount
I NAME Patron* : $ 500.00

| Non-profit Organization $ 30.00

I  ADDRESS Business Sponsor* $ 50.00 :

i Y tax deductible Subtotal $

| Meail to: Shipping$ ==
i _California Wilderness Coalition ($1.50 + .75 for each additional shirt)
L oy h o s 2655 Portage Bay East, Suite 5 Total §

IL ' Davis, California 95616 . * At this level you may purchase either shirt for $10



