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CWC appeals Toiyabe

salvage sale

Logging Raymond Peak RA
is “like logging the Matterhorn”

A few miles east of Hope Valley along the West Fork Carson River
are the isolated and extremely rugged Raymond Peak and Horsethief
roadless areas of the Toiyabe National Forest. The California Wilder-
ness Act of 1984 added approximately 19,000 acres of the Raymond
Peak Roadless Area to the Mokelumne Wilderness but left an equal
amount unprotected (the Act also failed todesignate any of the 37,000-
acre Horsethief Roadless Area as wilderness). Since that time, the
unprotected portions of both roadless areas have remained largely
wild, making them important havens for plants and wildlife, sources
of clean, clear water, and increasingly popular venues for primitive
recreation.

Together, these wildlands contain thousands of acres of rare,
eastside Sierra old-growth forest composed primarily of Jeffrey and
ponderosa pine, with clusters of red and white fir. At first glance, it
seems unlikely that a forest could grow at all in these dry, incredibly
steep, and landslide-prone wildlands. When I first saw them a few
weeks ago, myreaction was that both roadless areas look like cliffs, and
what was not a cliff was a canyon. With elevation gains of 2,700 feet
in a single mile in some places, theroadless areas support small pockets
of old-growth that cling to the few places stable enough to hold soil
and water. Many of the groves are scarred and battered by centuries of
landslides and avalanches. In recognition of their rugged topography,
the Forest Service declared the areas unfit for logging in its 1985 land
and resource management plan for the Toiyabe National Forest.

Unfortunately, the Toiyabe forest plan’s prohibition against cut-
ting does not apply to “salvage” logging, a form of logging sanctioned
in supposed emergencies that is immune from many of the environ-
mental and fiscal constraints that govern other timber sales. The

“emergency” In this case is that decades of fire suppression have
allowed dense pockets of young trees to grow in areas where fire
naturally would thin them out. In the absence of fire, bark beetles are
moving in to thin the young conifers, much to the delight of wood-
peckers and other birds which feast on the insects and nest in the dead
and dying trees. Unlike the woodpeckers, the Forest Service sees
rotting trees as little more than a terrible waste of resources. Thus, to
recover the economic value of the dying trees, the Forest Service is
moving ahead with its plans (detalled in the June 1994 Wilderness
Record) to salvage log much of the old-growth in the Raymond Peak
Roadless Area and younger forests In the Horsethief Roadless Area—
three to five million board feet of forest overall—as part of the
Woodfords salvage sale.

To save these roadless areas and adjacent lands, the California
Wildemness Coalition (CWC), Friends of Hope Valley, Sierra Club Legal
Defense Fund, and Wilderness Soclety are appealing the Forest Service’s
plans. The appeal will argue that the sale would violate the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and damage watersheds and old-
growth habitat.

Forest Service regulations require that any proposal “that would
substantially alter the undeveloped character of inventoried roadless
areas of 5,000 acres or more” must be analyzed with an environmental
impact statement (EIS). Despite thismandate, the Forest Service chose

continued on page 3
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The Forest Service plans to Iog the ancient forests of the Raymond Peak Roadless Area

in the Toiyabe National Forest.

DC update

. Photo by Ryan Henson

Desert bill languishes,

Wild & Scenic bill is on hold

September 3, 1994, the 30th anniversary
of the act that established the National Wil-
demness Preservation System, will be cel-
ebrated in many ways. Wildernessloverswill
make pilgrimages to the solltary places of the
country, places that are wild and free only
because another generation of wilderness
lovers strove to protect them. September 3
will not, however, be the double celebration
conservationists had hoped. August passed
without significant action on the California
Desert Protection Act.

The August doldrums are attributable to
a number of factors. The crime bill occupied
Congress formuch of the month, and Repub-
lican opponents of desert protection have
vowed to delay the desert bill at every oppor-
tunity.

For desert advocates, this is nail-biting
time. Congress is expected to adjourn for the
year in early October so members can retum
to their districts to campaign for the Novem-
ber election. For the desert bill to be enacted,
a House-Senate conference committee must
agree to a final version of the bill and both
houses then must approve that bill, all before
Congress adjourns. Only then can the presi-
dent sign the legislation. But so far, the
senators and representatives who will serve

on the conference committee have not even been chosen
by party leaders.

Desert advocates will return to Capitol Hill after the
Labor Day recess with a single purpose: to work for the
desert bill. But more than ever before, the legisiation now
is in the hands of Congress.

With so little time and so much for this Congress still
todo, Senator Barbara Boxer and House Natural Resources
Chair George Miller decided to delay introducing a pro-
posed omnibus wild-and-scenic rivers bill for California
until 19985,
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hadn't teached the trailhead until afterdlnnet and o
~ arrived at camp long after dark. o
- 'We were unable to dally the next day because :

. Bill and Glen had agreed to perform an introduc-
tion to a slide presentation on Humboldt County’s
Headwaters forest. Back to Davis we hustled, and
over to the City Council chambers.

V've seen many slide shows, butthiswasawork :
ofart. Photographer Doug Thron broughttogether
- beautiful, shocking, and moving photographs of
cians thenightbcfore atRodney Robinson’smnch; ‘this last large unprotected redwood grove. His

(farms in Davis?), we hit the trail long aﬁ:er the clear narration made manifest the problem—and

. the need for congressional action. The appalling

images of clearcuts in this magnificent forest

touched the audience. | then understood why

Representative Dan Hamburg and Senator Barbara

. Boxer felt compelled to introduce the Headwaters
_Forest Act after watching his presentation.

~Solwentoutand ordered my first camcorder.

Itis my fantasy to capture the essence of California

wildlands—their importance, their beauty, and”
their critical role in preserving our native
biodiversity. In the _coming months and years, 1
plan to haul this machine wherever I go, in hopes

‘of catching those magic images that might inspire

and influence activists, declsxon makers, and just

:plam ordinary citizens.- e '

searching for just the right llghtwelg‘ camcorder-
~ before resuming these expeditions. | had just
~about settled on a new Sony model when Bill
o ::f;showed up for the hike with that very camera.
I spent the weekend trying out his new pur-
chase to assure myself it was the right choice for
__l go footage of my canin : oompamon Inyo,

Forest Service stands by
its wilderness at Caples Creek

September, 1994

Adventurers welcome

The Coalition’s newest member group is Peak Adven-
tures, the outdoor recreation program run by the student
association at California State University, Sacramento.
Peak Adventures organizes cooperative backpacking trips
and day hikes in California wilderness areas, teaches rock
climbing, wilderness first aid, and orienteering, and oper-
ates a ropes course.

All trips, classes, and facilities are open to the public
and are described in abrochure published twice ayear. For
a copy, call Peak Adventures at (916) 278-6321.

Furnishers, too

For 18 years, the office of the California Wilderness
Coalition has been furnished with other people’s cast-offs,
a proud tradition that continues to this day. Thanks to
Chris Agruss of Village Computers, we soon will be retiring
one of our oldest cast-offs, a battered gray desk made by
Claud Eaton (Jim’s father) in the 1950s, to make way for a
newer, sturdier, and roomier cast-off desk, a filing cabinet,
and a video cart.

Then we’ll be casting about for a good home for
Claud’s still-serviceable desk, a desk job if there ever was
one.

After years of intensive lobbying, conservationists
have convinced the U. S. Forest Service not to adjust the
boundary of the proposed Caples Creek Wilderness in the
Eldorado National Forest to accommodate a destructive
hydroelectric project on the Silver Fork of the American
River.

Conservationists had thought the issue wasconcluded
when the Forest Service recommended a boundary for the
proposed Caples Creek Wilderness that included the de-
sired site for the Foottrail hydroelectric project. But the
Bush administration required the agency to review its
wildernessrecommendation and consider dropping nearly
200 acres from the proposed wilderness to allow for
construction of the hydroelectric project.

Over the last two years, conservationists have lobbied
agency officials and members of Congress and generated
hundreds of letters opposing the boundary adjustment.
The Forest Service’s recent decision upholding its pro-
posed wilderness boundary should make it easier for the

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission to deny any fur-
ther extension of the preliminary study permit for the
Foottrail project. The Forest Service’s demonstrated com-
mitment to a Caples Creek Wilderness also is important in
gaining congressional support for wilderness designation.

The Forest Service’sdecision alsois a testament to how
effective the California Wilderness Coalition’s members
can be. Thanks to your letters on behalf of Caples Creek,
we are one giant step closer to wilderness.

CWC T-shirts

Gary models our six-tone landscape shirt now available
in jade and fuchsia as well as the ever-popular light blue and
pale green for $15. Sue wears a design by Bay Area
cartoonist Phil Frank; it comes in beige or light gray for $12.
All shirts are 100 percent double-knit cotton. To order, use
the form on the back page.

(

Wilderness T ri’viéf 'QueStion‘:

‘ _central Nevada (and they are), why
isthere a Toiyabe National Forest in
_ California? |
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Preposterous Toiyabe Ioggmg plan appealed

continued from page 1

to prepare a less comprehensive environmental assess-
ment (EA) for the sale, asserting that an EIS is unnecessary
because the roadless areas “no longer exist.” Usually, it
takes chainsaws, bulldozers, and other tools to render
roadless areas nonexistent, but the Forest Service claims
that the Raymond Peak and Horsethief roadless areas no
longer exist because the Toiyabe forest plan determined
that neither of them meets certain undefined “roadless
area criteria.”

Conservationists argue that though the California
Wilderness Act of 1984 did indeed authorize the Forest
Service to “release” roadless areas either to wilderness or
non-wilderness uses in forest plans, this authorization
does not free the Forest Service from its obligation under
the NEPA to consider the cumulative and specific impacts
of developing released roadless areas if they remain primi-
tive and 5,000 acres or larger in size. The NEPA provisions
clearly apply to both the Horsethief and Raymond Peak
roadless areas which were officially inventoried by the
Forest Service in the 1970s, remain over 5,000 acres in size,
and are still undeveloped (though a fire road was bull-
dozed into a portion of the Horsethief Roadless Area in the
mid-1980s). In addition, the logging of dead and dying
trees throughout these roadless areas would result in over

As the CWC and other
groups recently informed
the Forest Service, several
prominent wildlife biolo-
gists have concluded that a
moratorium on old-growth
logging is required in the
Sierra Nevada if the marten,
fisher, Sierra red fox, wol-
verine, and other old-
growth dependent or asso-
clated species are to be pre-
served in the region. In-
deed, the Natural Resources
Defense Council (NRDC)
recently submitted a peti-
tion to Dr. Jack Ward Tho-
mas, Chief of the Forest Ser-
vice, and Ronald Stewart,
the former Regional Forester
for the Pacific Southwest
region, requesting that the
agency follow “scientifically
credible management to
ensure viability of sensitive

logging plan for Raymond Peak are too narrow.

Expert witnesses for the appeal demonstrate that the riparian buffers in the

Photo by Ryan Henson

5,700 acres (almost nine square miles) being lost todevel- furbearers” in the Sierra Ne-

opment. This surely is a substantial alteration of theareas’ vada. The NRDC further

primitive char- requested that,

acter. o A until such a strategy is developed, a stay be
Though the It is no surprise that the issued against all old-growth logging projects,

EA fails to exam- H all cutting in roadless areas of 1,000 acres or

inethe proposed Forest Service has had a very more, and all logging within 600 feet of each

salvage sale’s
impact on the
Horsethief and
Raymond Peak
roadless areas, it
does attempt to
assesstheimpact
on old-growth ecosystems. The analysis is highly prob-
lematic, however, given the Forest Service's preposterous
claim that salvage logging will not “significantly alter the
old-growth characteristics” of the stands targeted for cut-
ting. The Woodfords EA attempts to support this assertion
by positing that old-growth ecosystems are little more
than the sum of their components. It states that since
these components (snags per acre, number of downed logs
per acre, multi-layered canopy, degree of canopy cover,
etc.) will not be reduced below “minimum old-growth
characteristics” by the sale, the groves will not be harmed.
Needless to say, the CWC and the other appellants view
old-growth ecosystems as far more than a collection of
characteristics.

Interestingly, the EA for the Woodfords salvage sale
acknowledges that “past logging activities have already
fragmented old-growth forests...along the entire eastern
Sierra front, making options for managing old-growth
forests limited.” To conservationists, the scarcity of an-
clent forests is reason enough to forgo any cutting in old-
growth stands, especially since there currently is not
enough old-growth in the Tolyabe to fulfill the agency’s
wildlife and seral diversity goals. The importance of
retaining old-growth in the project area is heightened
because the roadless areas are home to martens and con-
tain habitat suitable for fishers, wolverines, California
spotted owls, and Sierra red fox as well. Studies have
shown that these animals—in particular the marten and
fisher—rely on an abundance of large live trees, dense
canopy cover, large snags, large logs, and other features of
old-growth forest for survival, especially in winter. The
Woodfords EA reveals that a marten was observed in Merk
Canyon in the northeastem corner of the Raymond Peak
Roadless Area in 1993. And yet, under the EA’s preferred
alternative, the largest old-growth cutting unit in the sale
runs directly along Merk Canyon'’s eastern edge, and three
other units are nearby.

the ground.

difficult time attempting to
justify on paper a salvage sale
that appears preposterous on

side of all perennial and intermittent streams
throughout the Sierra Nevada.

If the NRDC'’s interim guidelines are ap-
plied to the Woodfords salvage sale, all but
small portions of the old-growth units pro-
posed under the preferred altemative would
have to be eliminated. A recent inspection of
the sale area revealed that few, if any, of these mitigation
measures are being followed, however. Indeed, the Forest
Service is proposing to protect only small riparian buffers

ranging in size from 50 feet on both sides of the West Fork
Carson River down to 15 feet on both sides of several small
yet ecologically important streams. It is doubtful that
these small riparian buffers will protect slide-prone areas,
sensitive soils, and riparian ecosystems, much less provide
corridors for old-growth dependent species.

As members of all of the appellant organizations
agreed on our last tour of the area, salvage logging the
steep, landslide-prone Raymond Peak and Horsethief
roadless areas is like logging the Matterhorn. It is, there-
fore, no surprise that the Forest Service has had a very
difficult time attempting to justify on papera salvage sale

.that appears preposterous on the ground.

Ryan Henson is the CWC'’s conservation associate.

New regs for old roads
Draft RS 2477 regulations don’t go far enough

“The right-of-way for the construction of highways
over public lands, not reserved for public uses, is hereby
granted.” With those words, Congress in 1866 enacted
Revised Statute 2477 and paved the way for a modern-day
land grab that is sweeping the West. Although R. S. 2477
wasrepealed by the 1976 Federal Land Policy and Manage-

ment Act, routes established before the repeal and before

the lands they cross were reserved—as national parks or
wilderness areas for instance—are still subject to develop-
ment under R. S. 2477.

After Interior Secretary Donald Hodel in 1988 issued
a loose interpretation of what qualifies as a right-of-way
under R. S. 2477—an interpretation that would allow
virtually any dirt road, track, or footpath to qualify as an
R. S. 2477 right-of-way and be paved, widened, or re-
aligned without regard for environmental impacts—coun-
ties, states, and off-road vehicle groups began filing claims
toR. S. 2477 rights-of-way through national parks, wilder-
ness areas, and wildlife refuges. The State of Alaska claims
some 1,700 roads and trails under R. S. 2477—including
dogsled routes—and asserts the right to develop them into
major highways. In southern Utah’s red rock canyon
country, seven counties have claimed rights-of-way for
more than 5,000 routes across public wildlands and na-
tional parks. And conservationists havereason tofearthat
the California desert is the next target.

In response to the flood of claims, the Clinton admin-
istration issued its own interpretation of R. S. 2477 in July,

along with draft regulations that would clarify the stan-
dards for determining which routes qualify as valid rights-
of-way and would create an administrative procedure for
asserting and processing claims. Though the proposed
regulations are a significant improvement over the Hodel
policy, conservationists believe the regulations need to be
substantially strengthened.

On the positive side, the draft regulations would:
e disqualify routes that were not actually constructed,
including footpaths, vehicle tracks, dogsled routes, or
routes established merely by the passage of vehicles;
¢ require that a route currently be in use as a highway to
qualify as an R. S. 2477 right-of-way;
¢ confine the scope of any valid R. S. 2477 right-of-way to
the “width, surface treatment, and location” actually in
use when the statute was repealed;
* establish a deadline for filing claims; and

e stay R. S. 2477 right-of-way determinations pending

appeal.

The regulations suffer from major weaknesses, how- .

ever. As proposed, the regulations:

¢ define “highway” so broadly that meandering, little-

used routes with no significant destinations could qualify

as R. S. 2477 rights-of-way;

» fail to specifically state that an entire route must satisfy

all the governing criterla;

* fail to disqualify routes if any segment traverses reserved,
continued on page 6



30 years of wilderness
Wilderness before '64

Wilderness Record

A short history

On September 3, 1964, President Lyndon Baines
Johnson signed the Wilderness Act, formally establishing
the National Wilderness Preservation System and desig-
nating 54 wildemess areas in 13 states, including 13
wilderness areas in California. But for all the importance
of the Wilderness Act, it did not bring wilderness to
California. Four of the wilderness areas the Act established
in California—john Muir, Marble Mountain, Minarets
(now Ansel Adams), and Yolla Bolly-Middle Eel—already
had been designated wilderness by the Forest Service.

Tounderstand this enigma, travel with us nowback to
the 1920s, when Aldo Leopold worked. for the Forest
Service’s Southwest region. It was Leopold who proposed
the nation’s first wilderness, the Gila in New Mexico,
which’ was established in 1924 -by the authority of the
Regional Forester. A few years later, the Forest Service
adopted itsfirst regulations for managing admlnistnﬂvely
designated wilderness areas.

By the late 1930s, Bob Marshall had become Chief of
Recreation for the Forest Service, and he began writing new
regulations which were instituted after his death in 1939.
Under those regulations, existing wilderness areas were
reclassified as primitive areas, and all primitive areas were
to be studied to assess their wilderness potential. Primitive
areas larger than 100,000 acres could become wilderness
under the new regulations; smaller areas could be desig-
nated “wild.”

After World War 11, tlmberbegantodomlnatethe
Forest Service’s attention, and primitive areas began to
shrink In response to the demand for new forests to log.
Alarmed, Howard Zahniser and David Brower initiated the
campaign for congressionally designated wilderness areas,
areas that would forever be off-limits to

Though early versions of the Wildemness Act would
have incorporated all the Forest Service primitive areas in
the new wildefness system, the final bill designated only
the wild and wilderness areas. California had nine wild
areas and four wilderness areas at the time, though two of
those, the future Dome Land and Mokelumne wilder-
nesses of the Sierra Nevada, barely made thecut. They were
not designated wild until 1963.

Though wilderness advocates were disappointed that
the Forest Service’s many primitive areas were not desig-
nated wildemess by the 1964 Act, the short-term loss
turned into a long-term boon. Gaining protection for the
primitive areas became a rallying point for conservation-
ists, and the experience they acquired—in Congress and in
the courts—was critical to subsequent successful battles

Marble Mountain Wilderness

Photo by Jim Eaton

against the roadless area review and evaluations (RAREs I
and II) and for the 1984 California Wildemess Act.

The wild and wilderness areas in California that
became “instant wilderness” with the passage of the
Wilderness Act are:

Caribou Designated in 1931 as Caribou Butte (also
Caribou Peak), this Lassen National Forest (NF) wilderness
had 19,080 acres in 1964 and has 20,546 acres today.

Cucamonga Designated in 1931, Cucamonga Wil-
derness had 9,022 acres (all in the San Bernardino NF) in
1964 but has 12,781 acres (in the Angeles and San Bernar-
dino NFs) today.

Dome Land Designated in 1963, this Sequoia NF
wilderness was 62,121 acres in 1964 and is now 93,781
acres.

Hoover Designated in 1931, the Hoover Wilderness
of the Inyo and Toiyabe NFs had 42,800 acres in 1964 but
has 48,601 acres today. ’

September, 1994

When every acre
~ counted

The 1984
California Wilderness Act
remembered

By Jim Eaton

When the California Wilderness Act was adopted on
September 28, 1984, environmentalists celebrated the
designation of 1.8 million acres of national forest wilder-
ness. Unfortunately, for every acre protected, two acres
were “released” for uses other than wilderness and another
acre deferred for further study.

In the late 1970s, there were nearly eight million acres
of unprotected roadless areas in California’s national for-

ests. In the second Roadless

John Muir The largest of
the Forest Service’s Sierra Ne-
vada wildernesses, the John
Muir Wilderness was first des-
ignated in 1931, had 502,978
acres in the Inyo and Sierra
NFs In 1964, and has since
grown to 580,323 acres.

Marble Mountain Des-
ignated (as Marble Moun-

. 984 ,Califomla Wlldemess Act. T
mark the occas!on, we take a Iook,

Area Review and Evaluation
(RARE 1II), the Forest Service
proposed protecting as wilder-
ness only 757,252 acres, reas-
sessing the wilderness poten-
tial of 2.5 million acres in “fur-
ther planning areas,” and re-
leasing the balance of the wild-
lands to non-wilderness uses.
Thefurther planning areas the

tains) in 1931, this Klamath
NF wilderness had 213,283 acres in 1964 and has 241,744
acres today.

Minarets Originally Mt. Dana-Minarets and now

" part of the Ansel Adams Wildemess, the area was first

designatedin 1931 and had 109,484 acres in the Inyo and
Slerra NFs in 1964. Today, the Ansel Adams Wilderness is
230,258 acres.

Mokelumne Designated in 1963, the Mokelumne
had 50,400 acres in the Eldorado and Stanislaus NFs in
1964. Since then, the wilderness has spread into the
Toiyabe NF as well, for a total of 98,921 acres.

San Gorgonio Designated in 1931, this San Bernar-
dino NF wilderness had 33,898 acres in 1964 and has
56,722 acres today.

San Jacinto Designated in 1931, this wilderness had
20,5685 acres in the San Bernardino NF in 1964 and now
has 32,248.

South Warner Designated in 1931 as South Warners,
this Modoc NF wilderness had 68,507 acres in 1964 and

has 70,614 acres today.

Thousand Lakes Des-
ignated Thousand Lake Val-
ley in 1931, this Lassen NF
wilderness had 15,695 acres
in 1964; 16,335 acres today.

Yolla Bolly-Middle Eel
Designated as Middle Eel-
Yolla Bolly in 1931, this wil-
derness had 109,051 acres
in the Mendocino and
Shasta-Trinity NFs in 1964
and has since spread into
the Six Rivers NF, for a total

" of 146,696 acres.

Note: Some differences
in acreage result from more
accurate mapping and mea-
surement techniques; oth-
ers represent wilderness ad-
ditions since the 1964 act.

Sources: DaveForeman;
Luis Ireland; 103 Wildemness
Laws (for 1964 acreages);
Wilderness Management (for
modern acreages).

Forest Service established gen-
erally were the areas too hot to handle, contested areas
that were wanted by different constituencies for inher-
ently-conflicting uses: primitive recreation, logging, min-
ing, downhill skiing, or off-road vehicle travel.

Environmentalists and the State of California (under
Governor Jerry Brown) successfully sued to stop the Forest
Service from implementing RARE II. Then Congressstepped
in to resolve the dispute.

The late Representative Phillip Burton introduced
legislation that would have designated five million acres
of the state’s national forest as wilderness. By the time that
bill passed the House of Representatives, it had been
whittled down to 2.3 million acres.

Unfortunately, the Reagan administration was back-
ing the Forest Service’s recommendation of just 1.2 mil-
lion acres of wilderness. Republican Senator Pete Wilson
insisted on splitting the difference between 1.2 and 2.3
million acres—he demanded that a solution be reached
that designated about 1.8 million acres of wilderness.

Fortunately, acreage was the main criterion, not
whether an area was forested or popular with off-road
vehicle recreationists. Environmentalists reluctantly pared
down the list of wilderness areas, giving up lands that were
not likely to be developed in the near term because they
were inaccessible or lacked commercial value. Areas like
the White' Mountains and the Scodies in the southern
Sierra were sacrificed on the premise that we probably
could gain wilderness protection for them in the future.

_ (For the White Mountains, the strategy seems to have paid

off. The Forest Service’s original wilderness recommenda-
tion was so small that it was named, aptly, Boundary Peak.
Today, the agency supports the establishment of a 223,326-
acre White Mountain Wilderness. Though still less than
the 275,000 acres conservationists believe should be pro-
tected, the Forest Service’s current recommendation is far
better than its original 49,900-acre proposal.) When the
dust settled, 20 areas that had been proposed for wilder-
ness in the House bill were eliminated from the compro-

mise legislation, and 13 more were reduced in acreage.
When the bill was signed into law, roadless areas
received one of three classifications: wilderness, further
planning, or released. Wilderness areas were permanently
protected. Further planning areas were to be studied again
as potential wilderness by the Forest Service in the agency’s
continued on page S
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Looking beyond the California Wilderness Act

contlnued from page 4

forest planning process (unlike the RARE II further plan-
ning areas, most of Congress’s further planning areas
lacked commercial value and consequently were not at
risk of being developed). Released areas could be made

available for uses other than wildemess
(after the appropriate environmental stud-
{es); those still wild when the second cycle
offorest planningisundertaken mustagain
be studied for their wilderness potential.
This second round of forest plans was
expected to begin in the 1990s.

During the past decade the disposi-
tion of 61 further planning areas, totaling
over 1.8 million acres, was determined by
the Forest Service in individual forest plans.
True to its anti-wilderness bias, the agency
proposed only portions of just 15 areas for
wilderness protection, less than half a mil-
lion acres (see chart). Those areas not
proposed for wildemness were considered
“released” to non-wilderness uses.

Between the California Wildemess Act
of 1984 and the further planning recom-
mendations of the Forest Service, only 2.3
of the 8 million acres of wildlands that
existed in the 1970s either have been des-
ignated or are slated to be designated as
wilderness.

Never say never

At least that’s what the Forest Service
would like to believe. Wildemess activists,
however, seldom give up.

The released areas included lands that
had been the subject of controversy for
decades, areaslike Silver Peak, Chips Creek,
Echo-Carson, Tuolumne River, and Glass
Creek Meadows. Activists working to pro-
tect these and other areas did not quit;
they redoubled their efforts to preserve
their favorite wild areas.

In 1992, for example, the Condor
Range and Rivers Act took the four further
planning areas in the Los Padres National
Forest that the Forest Service had recom-
mended for wilderness designation, en-
larged them, added five areas not recom-
mended by the agency, and made them all
wilderness. One of the areas, Silver Peak,
had been released by the 1984 legislation.

In preparing forest plans since the
1984 act, the Forest Service first took the
attitude that the disposition of roadless
areas had been “resolved” with the act’s
passage. Forest plans referred to some of
the areas as “former roadless areas,” and
the Toiyabe forest plan claimed that, with
the passage of the 1984 act, released roadless
areas no longer exist (see article on page 1).
Letters from thousands of citizens are cor-
recting these mistaken imterpretations.

Indeed, Forest Serviceregulationsnow
require the preparation of an environmen-
tal impact statement (EIS) before any
roadless area of 5,000 acres or more can be
developed. Just the public scrutiny that
results from the release of an EIS has stopped
anumber of developments, as was the case
with the proposed Peppermint ski area in
the Sequoia National Forest’s Slate Moun-
tain Roadless Area.

On to the Future

New champions have come to the
rescue of roadless lands. Conservation
biologists are now explaining the incred-
ibly important role of wild lands in the

maintenance of natural biodiversity. Many roadless areas
are likely to be preserved as part of a network of core
reserves, buffer zones, and migration corridors necessary
for the preservation of wildlife, especially large carnivores.

Disposition of further planning areas

Forest
Angeles
Cleveland

Eldorado
Inyo

Lake Tahoe
Lassen

Los Padres

San Bernardino

Sequoia

Shasta-Trinity
Sierra & Sequoia
Stanislaus
Toiyabe

TOTAL

since 1984

Area Acreage
Arroyo Seco 5,000
Caliente 5,900
Sill Hill 5,200
Caples Creek 17,340
White Mountains 223,326
Paiute 130,653
Coyote S.E. 55,588
Table Mountain 4,138
Wheeler Ridge 16,229
Buttermilk 854
Laurel-McGee 9,090
Horse Meadow 5,580
Tioga Lake 920
Hall Natural Area 5,209
Log Cabin Saddlebag 17,093
Benton Range 10,451
Blanco Mtn. 16,348
Birch Creek 32,705
Black Canyon 34,804
Andrews Mtn. 13,619
Freel 15,600
Heart Lake 9,289
Wild Cattle Mtn. 4,965
Trail Lake 1,115
Ishi 20,027
Mill Creek 7,990
Butt Mountain .8,300
Sespe-Frazier 334,696
Black Butte 22,718
Bear Mountain 22,487
Bear Canyon 14,808
Garcia Mountain 22,425
Black Mountain 12,624
La Panza 5,303
Los Machos 11,700
Big Rocks 12,995
Stanley Mtn. 16,661
Horseshoe Spr. 13,850
La Brea 60,455
Diablo 19,820
Matilija 35,106
Dry Lakes 17,270
Sawmill Badlands 90,333
Antimony 44,702
Quatal 7,628
Little Pine 875
Cucamonga B 12,860
Cucamonga C 3,960
Pyramid Peak 11,550
Sugarloaf 8,000
Raywood Flat 11,110
Oat Mountain 12,400
Dernison Pk. 6,700
Moses 24,360
Scodies 48,000
Mt. Eddy 9,600
Kings River 68,668
Carson-Iceberg 34,200
Carson-Iceberg 9,700
Hoover Additions 103,300
Sweetwater 40,000

1,848,197

FS rec.

OOOOOOOOBO

W \0
20
oOWnoOv

Congress

388,000

Note: In 1992 Congress added Black Butte and Bear Mountain to the Ventana
Wilderness and La Brea to the San Rafael Wilderness. Sawmill Badlands is now
the Chumash Wilderness. Though Congress designated less than the potential
wilderness acreage, it still established far more wilderness than the Forest Service
(FS) had recommended.

Finally, a new generation of activists has arrived to
defend roadless areas. The California Wildemess Coalition’s
conservation associate Ryan Henson, for example, has
developed a proposal for a Yuki Wilderness that combines

Mendocino National Forest roadless areas
with Bureau of Land Management wild-
lands. These areas, including Thatcher,
Eden, and Elk creeks, were virtually un-
known until recently. 5

Today’s activists, more concerned with
protectingflora and fauna than recreational
meccas, are looking at ecosystems ignored
in past wilderness studies. Their enthusi-
asm, supported by the science generated by
conservation biologists, makes the future of
roadless lands brighter now than ever be-
fore.

Jim Eaton was involved in RAREs I and Il
and the California Wilderness Act.

N. Fork American
needs funds

Because of the defeat of Proposition
180 in the June election, private forestlands
along the North Fork American Wild &
Scenic River may be'logged in the coming
months. The parks and wildlife habitat

~ bond measure would have provided mil-

lHons of dollars to acquire private inholdings
along the river that are threatened by log-
ging. The only way to stop the proposed
logging may be federal acquisition, but allo-
cation of federal funds for the project re-
mains uncertain.

The California Department of Forestry
is processing two timber harvest plans for
more than 1,000 acres of private lands along
the North Fork American River near Watson
Crossing and Itallan Bar. Although the
North Fork Is a federally designated wild
river and state-designated wild trout stream,
the federal and state governments have no
control over land use in private inholdings
and, therefore, cannot stop the sensitive
parcels from being logged. Even though the
proposed logging method is by helicopter,
the plans would still result in degradation of
the wild river corridor and the North Fork
American Roadless Area.

The inholdings in question are two of
several private parcels along the North Fork
owned by High Sierra Properties. Although
the Trust for Public Land has an option to
purchase the properties, no federal funds
have been allocated for the critical acquisi-
tion, and state funding was blocked when
California voters turned down Proposition
180 in June.

Representative Vic Fazio (D-West Sacra-
mento) has been instrumental in reserving
$1 million in Land & Water Conservation
funds in the House Interior budget for the
acquisition, but no similarlineitemisin the
Senate budget. It is unknown whether a
House-Senate conference committee to re-
solve the differences between the budget
bills will include North Fork acquisition
funds. If no funds are allocated this year, it
is almost certain that the state forestry de-
partment will approve the timber harvest
plans, and logging could commence in
March 1995 when the Trust for PublicLand’s
option expires. i
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Plumas rivers study could protect
roadless areas too

The Forest Service is soliciting public comments on its
preliminary identification of 24 segments of the Feather
River and its tributaries in the Plumas National Forest as
eligible for wild-and-scenic protection. Two tributaries of
the North Yuba River also were identified as eligible by the
study.

Many of the eligible stream segments are in roadless
areas conservationists have been working to protect for
decades. Eligible stream segments include portions of
Chips Creek, Squirrel Creek, Yellow Creek, Fall River,
South Branch of the Middle Fork Feather River, Little
North Fork Feather River, Onion Valley Creek, Bear Creek,
Canyon Creek, Dixon Creek, Jamison Creek, Little Jamison
Creek, and Nelson Creek. These drainages encompass
portions of the Chips Creek, Bald Rock, Middle Fork, West
Yuba, Dixon Creek, and Lakes Basin roadless areas and
other roadless lands around Nelson Creek never invento-
ried by the Forest Service.

Most of the Feather River watershed, which is the
origin of the State Water Project and the source of much of
the state’s drinking water, also was determined eligible.
Eventual wild-and-scenic designation of the eligible seg-
ments would regulate logging, mining, and grazing on

public lands, activities which have been the source of

sedimentation thatisrapidlyfilling reservolrsdownstream.
Sedimentation also is responsible for 30 percent of the
watershed’s runoff failing to meet state and federal water
quality standards. The eligibility findings alsoadvance the
concept of watershed protection by including several key
tributaries to the Middle Fork Feather River. One of the

original rivers designated by the Wild and Scenic Rivers °

Act in 1968, the Middle Fork Feather has since been
threatened by logging and road building in its sensitive
tributary watersheds.
What you can do
The Forest Service intends to finalize its list of eligible
rivers in late 1994 or early 1995. Public comments about

the eligibility findings are still being accepted by the
agency. Writea letter today toSupervisor Wayne Thornton,
Plumas National Forest, P. O. Box 11500, Quincy, CA
95971. Thank the Forest Service for conducting the wild-
and-scenic eligibility assessment and urge the agency to
initiate a suitability study and make its recommendations
to Congress as soon as possible. In your letter:

e Support the eligibility. findings for all rivers and
streams determined eligible by the agency except the three
segments of the North Fork Feather River downstream of
Beldon. These segments are virtually dewatered by Pacific

Gas & Electric’s existing hydroelectric dams and cannot be *

considered free-flowing. Urge the Forest Service to sup-
port increased flow releases from the hydroelectric project
as part of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
relicensing process. '

* Note that portions of upper Indian Creek, Red
Clover Creek, lower Spanish Creek, and Rock Creek pos-
sess outstanding scenic, recreational, fishery, and ecologi-
cal resources and should be considered eligible for wild-
and-scenic status.

= Urge the Forest Service to conduct joint studies of
streams which flow from the Lassen National Forest into
the Plumas National Forest, including Yellow Creek, Squir-
rel Creek, Indian Creek, and Chips Creek.

s State that wild-and-scenic protection of the eligible
tributaries of the Middle Fork Feather River—particularly
Nelson Creek—is critical to the protection of the Middle
Fork’s outstanding wild trout fishery and water quality.

* Note that wild-and-scenic designation will regulate
activities on public lands that cause sedimentation of
downstream reservoirs and result in 30 percent of the
water flowing from the forest failing to meet state and
federal water quality standards.

e Ask to be placed on the mailing list to be notified of
any further action on the wild-and-scenic findings.

Steve Evans is conservation director for Friends of the River
and a director of the California Wilderness Coalition.

Draft RS 2477 regs

continued from page 3
state, or private land that was not lawfully open to con-
struction and highway use by the public;
¢ imply that insubstantial types of evidence might suffice
toprove that a route qualifies as an R. S. 2477 right-of-way;
e fail to provide adequate opportunities for public partici-
pation;
e suggest that improvements in road surfacing sometimes
may be considered within the scope of an R. S. 2477 right-
of way; and
o fail to direct federal managers to exercise full authority to
avoid harmful impacts to our national parks and public
lands from the future use and maintenance of R. S. 2477
rights-of-way.
What you can do

- Write to Interior Secretary Bruce Babbitt before Sep-
tember 30 commending the Department of Interior for
developing new regulations to control R. S. 2477 rights-of-
way but urging that the regulations be strengthened in the
following ways:
e Request that the scope of any validated right-of-way be
limited to the physical dimensions and conditions that
existed when R. S. 2477 was repealed. Object strongly to
language in the explanatory preamble which suggests that
improvements in the surface of a road (like gravel, chipseal,
or pavement) sometimes may be considered within the
scope of an R. S. 2477 right-of-way. Emphasize that any
upgrading or expansion of a road’s physical dimensions
and conditions, includinganyimproved surfacing, should
require separate authorization under contemporary right-
of-way law.

* Urge tightening of the criteria governing which routes
qualify as valid rights-of-way. In particular, urge that the
definition of “highway” be tightened. Under the draft
regulations, any “thoroughfare” used before 1976 by ve-
hicles carrying people or goods from “place to place” may
qualify asan R.S. 2477 right-of-way. This vague definition
could allow occasionally used routes meandering across
remote federal lands to qualify as R. S. 2477 “highway”
rights-of-way. At a minimum, the regulations should
require that a route connect “identified and significant
centers of public activity” to qualify as a highway right-of-
way. ] i
e Urge that the regulations specifically direct federal land
managers to exercise their full legal authority to avoid
harmful impacts to parks and other federal lands from the
future use and maintenance of R. S. 2477 rights-of-way.
* Request that the deadline for filing R. S. 2477 claims be
no more than one year after the regulations are final,
rather than the two years proposed in the draft regula-
tions.
Send your letter by September 30 to:
Secretary Bruce Babbitt
U. S. Department of the Interior
1849 C Street, NW, Room 5555
Washington, DC 20240

Compiled from materials provided by the National Parks
and Conservation Association. For more information, contact
the association’s Rocky Mountain Regional Office at P. O. Box
1563, Salt Lake City, UT 84110; (801) 532-4796.
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God'’s Bath, Clavey River Photo by Steve Evans

FERC denies Clavey
hydro project

In a surprising decislon, the Federal Energy Regula-
tory Commission (FERC) hastentatively denied the Turlock
Irrigation District’s proposal to build five hydroelectric
dams on the Clavey River and several of its tributaries. The
denial was documented in a draft environmental review of
the project. Although the FERC decision is a tremendous
step toward protection for this endangered river and its
surrounding wildlands, the decision did leave the door
open for the district’s re-analysis of two project alterna-
tives. These alternatives would require water diversions
from the Clavey and its tributaries and would affect the
adjacent North Fork Tuolumne River watershed. The
FERC has given the irrigation district until December S,
1994 to provide additional information on the aiterna-
tives or face cancellation of the license application.

The proposed project and the alternatives considered
by the FERC would entail building a powerhouse, re-
regulating dam and a powerline in the 18,200-acre
Tuolumne Roadless Area of the Stanislaus National Forest.
The roadless area and its wild Clavey canyon provide an
important migration route for the Yosemite deer herd,
sensitive furbearers, and the Clavey’srenowned wild trout.

Local opposition to the hydroelectric project is grow-
ing almost daily, with the Me-Wuk Tribal Council of
Tuolumne Countyrecently joining the Tuolumne County
Farm Bureau, Highway 120 Business Association, and
scores of local businesses that are clamoring for its demise.
In addition, the irrigation disfrict is under fire from its
largest industrial customers and employers concerned
about the utility’s run-away rate increases; pursuit of a
costly hydroelectric project will only send their energy
bills skyward. '

Letters congratulating the FERC for recognizing the
environmental destruction and poor economics of the
proposed Clavey project are in order. In addition, you
should urge the FERC to reject all dam building alterna-
tives and to consider well-documented alternative sources
of energy which are available now and at a far cheaper
price than any Clavey dam. Your comments should be
mailed by November 3, 1994 to: FERC Secretary, 825 N.
Capitol Street, NE, Washington, DC 20426. Your letter
should clearly show the following caption on the first
page: Clavey River Project, California, Project No. 10081.
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Indispensable guide for wildland defenders

Saving Nature's Legacy Protecting and Restoring Biodiversity
By Reed F. Noss and Allen Y. Cooperrider, Island Press, Washington, DC, 1994, 380 pp., $27.50 paper.

I normally don’t lose books, and when I do, I rarely
panic and turn the house, office, and carinside outlooking
for them. But that is precisely what I did when I lost my
dog-eared, coffee-stained, and heavily annotated copy of
Reed F. Noss and Allen Y. Cooperrider’s Saving Nature’s
Legacy. Why? Because it is the most timely, informative,
and practical conservation book I've read in years, an
indispensable guide to wildlands defense that I'll need for
a half-dozen upcoming appeals of logging, grazing, and
road construction proposals. With chapters on the value
of biodiversity, basic ecological processes, past, present,
and future conservation strategies, and, most importantly,
how to select, design, manage, and monitor reserve net-
works, Saving Nature’s Legacy is a must for conservation
activists.

Noss and Cooperrider provide the most detailed treat-
ment yet of the vision, goals, and sclence behind what
many are calling the new conservation movement. Asthe
authors reveal, the new conservation movement differs
from traditional conservation in two important respects.
First, the explicit aim of new conservation is to preserve
areas rich in blological diversity rather than to protect
scenery, recreational opportunities, or other human ben-
efits. Second, instead of saving small, isolated wildlands,
the new conservation movement tries to preserve or re-
store large core wilderness areas protected by buffer zones
and connected to other reserves by habitat corridors.

AsNoss and Cooperrider point out, anew approach to
land and species conservation is urgently needed since
many of the areas currently protected as parks and wilder-
ness areas cannot sustain viable populations of wide-
ranging or migratory wildlife species. Indeed, even the
larger protected wildlands cannot support a species with
large territorial requirements if they are surrounded by a
sea of clearcuts, roads, livestock, and urban development.
When wildlife attempt to leave parks and wilderness areas
and migrate to other sultable habitats, they may be struck

by vehicles, harassed, hunted, or poached. Species that
cannot migrate may suffer from inbreeding, increased
competition for cover and forage, and perhaps extirpa-
tion.

Noss and Cooperrider maintain that the best remedy
for this ecological dilemma is to buffer wildlands from the
effects of human activities and to provide corridors be-
tween them. Though this idea has been around for a
decade or more (thanks to Noss, Michael Soulé, and other
conservation biologists) and has been discussed at length
inspecialized publications, Noss and Cooperrider offer the
most comprehensive and accessible guide available to
identifying, designing, protecting, and managing reserves
and corridors. .

Many of the authors’ recommeridations for land man-
agement reform are certain to be controversial. Noss and
Cooperrider maintain that, on average, 25 to 75 percent of
a region’s land base (including private land) must be set
aside as core reserves, buffer zones, and corridorsto protect
viable populations of all native species of plants and
animals. In addition, they believe proper reserve manage-
ment should go beyond the provisions of the 1964 Wilder-
ness Act by banning not only cattle but horses as well.
These and other recommendations in Saving Nature’s Legacy
may not be acceptable to many conservationists and land
managers, but they are sure to stimulate a lively and
constructive debate.

One of the most interesting and useful sections of the
book discusses the proper management of forests, range-
lands, and aquatic ecosystems. I was particularly pleased
that Noss and Cooperriderdiscuss the problem of the “sick
forests” of the Sierra Nevada and eastside of the Cascades,
where decades of logging and fire suppression have dis-
rupted natural fire regimes. In a mere two pages, the
authors provide the most scientifically-defensible list of
suggestions for restoring the health of these forests that I
haveeverread. Like somuch else of the book, I suspect this
section will be quoted time and again in opposition to
Forest Service salvage logging proposals.

Noss and Cooperrider acknowledge that the strategy
of the new conservation movement Is ambitious and that
its goals can be achieved only if there is a radical change in
the way lands are managed and in how the human race
relates to nature. Whether or not you agree with Noss and
Cooperrider’s approach to preserving biological diversity,
Saving Nature’s Legacy is the most informative, useful,
scientifically<redible, and comprehensive book to be
published on the subject in many years.

Saving Nature’s Legacy is currently hard to find, but
your local bookstore can order it for you, or you can get it
from Island Press at (800) 828-1302.
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DATES TO
REMEMBER

September 9 COMMENTS DUE on the -
Interior Department’s Rangeland Reform ‘94
proposal. The deadline has been extended at
the request of the State of Wyoming. Send
comments to:' Rangeland Reform ‘94, P. O.
Box 66300, Washington, DC 20035-6300.
(See article in July 1994 WR.)

September 30 COMMENTS DUE on the
draft regulations proposed for R. S. 2477
rights-of-way. Send to: Secretary Bruce
Babbitt, U. S. Department of the Interior,
1849 C Street, NW, Room 55355, Washington,
DC 20240. (See article on page 3.)

October 2 MEETING of the California
Ancient Forest Alliance in Davis. Call Jim
Eaton at (916) 758-0380 for details.

October 8-9 FREE WORKSHOP and field trip
in Hoopa, California for activists working on
the Clinton plan for Pacific Northwest forests
(Option 9). Workshops also are scheduled for
October 15-16 in Roseburg, Oregon, and
October 29-30 in Sandy, Oregon. Pre-
registration is required for these hands-on
workshops sponsored by the Wildemess
Society and Western Ancient Forest Cam-
paign. Some funding for travel expenses is
available. For more information, call Deborah
Ferber at the Wilderness Society, (206) 624-
6430.

October 14 COMMENTS DUE on a
Stanislaus National Forest proposal to change
the boundary of the recommended Tryon
Peak addition to the Carson-Iceberg Wilder-
ness. A field trip to view the area near
Highland Lakes that the Forest Service wants
to remove from its wilderness recommenda-
tion is scheduled for October 7; to sign up,
call Forest Service planner Lisa Schwartz at
(209) 532-3671 ext. 444 by September 12.
Scoping comments on the proposal should be
sent to: David M. Freeland, District Ranger,
Calaveras Ranger District, Stanislaus NF, P. O.
Box 500, Hathaway Pines, CA 95233.

—~Ryan Henson
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Coalition Member Croups .

Ancient Forest Defense Fund; Branscomb

Angeles Chapter, Sierra Club; Los Angeles

Back Country Horsemen of CA; Springville

Bay Chapter, Sierra Club; Oakland

Butte Environmental Council; Chico

Califomia Alpine Club; San Francisco

Califomnia Mule Deer Association; Lincoin

Califomia Native Plant Society; Sacramento

Citizens for Better Forestry; Hayfork

Citizens for Mojave National Park; Barstow

Citizens for a Vehicle Free Nipomo Dunes;
Nipomo

Committee to Save the Kings River; Fresno

Conservation Call; Santa Rosa

Davis Audubon Society; Davis

Desert Protective Council; Palm Springs

Desert Survivors; Oakland

Eastern Sierra Audubon Society; Bishop

Ecology Center; Berkeley

Ecology Center of Southemn Califomia; L. A..

El Dorado Audubon Society; Long Beach

Friends Aware of Wildlife Needs (FAWN);

Georgetown
Friends of Chinquapin, Oakland
Friends of Plumas Wildemess; Quincy
Friends of the Inya; Lone Pine
Friends of the River; San Francisco
Fund for Animals; San Francisco
Hands Off Wild Lands! (HOWL); Davis
High Siemra Hikers Association; Truckee
Kaweah Flyfishers; Visalia

Keep the Sespe Wild Committee; Ojai
Kem Audubon Society; Bakersfield
Kem River Valley Audubon Society; Bakersfield

*  Kem-Kaweah Chapter, Sierra Club; Bakersfield

Klamath Forest Alliance; Etna

League to Save Lake Tahoe; S. Lake Tahoe
Loma Prieta Chapter Sierra Club; Palo Alto
Lost Coast League; Arcata

Madrone Audubon Society; Santa Rosa
Marble Mountain Audubon Society; Greenview

Marin Conservation League; San Rafael
Mendocino Environmental Center; Ukiah
Mendocino Forest Watch; Willits

Mono Lake Committee; Lee Vining

Monterey Peninsula Audubon Society; Carmel
Mt. Shasta Area Audubon Society; Mt Shasta
Mountain Lion Foundation; Sacramento
Native Species for Habitat; Sunnyvale .
Natural Resources Defense Council; S.F.
NCRCC Sierra Club; Santa Rosa

Nordic Voice; Livermore

Northcoast Enviranmental Center; Arcata

Northem Coast Range Biodiversity Project; Davis

Pasadena Audubon Society

“Let us provide a place for golden eagles, mountain
cougars, and steelhead salmon to survive and even
thrive. Let us protect verdant forests, lush valleys, and
towering sculptures in stone. Let us keep some of the
beauty of California’s natural past and pass it on to
future generations to wonder at and enjoy.”

—Representative Pete Stark on
the California Wilderness Act,

ten years ago this month

Peak Adventures; Sacramento

People for Nipomo Dunes Natl. Seashore;
Nipomo

Peppermint Alert; Porterville

Placer County Cons. Task Force; Newcastle

Planning & Conservation League; Sac.

Range of Light Group, Toiyabe Chapter,
Sierra Club; Mammoth Lakes

Redwood Chapter, Siefra Club; Santa Rosa

Redwood Coast Law Center; Mendocino

The Red Mountain Association; Leggett

Resource Renewal Institute; San Francisco

Rural Institute; Ukiah

Sacramento River Preservation Trust; Chico

Salmon Trollers Marketing Ass'n.; Fort Bragg

San Diego Chapter, Sierra Club; San Diego

San Fernando Valley Audubon Society; Van
Nuys

Save Our Ancient Forest Ecology (SAFE);
Modesto B

Sea & Sage Audubon Society; Santa Ana

Sequoia Forest Alliance; Kemville

Sierra Ass'n. for the Environment; Fresno

Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund; S. F.

Sierra Treks; Ashland, OR

Soda Min. Wildemess Council; Ashland, OR

South Fork Watershed Ass'n.; 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 Wildemess Society; San Francisco

Wintu Audubon Society; Redding

Yolano Group, Sierra Club; Davis

Yolo Environmental Resource Center; Davis

- P.O. Box 691100

Like many citizen organizations, the California Wilderness
Coalition depends upon sponsorship and support. We are grateful
to the following businesses that have recognized the need to
preserve the wilderness of California.

Acom Naturalists Ca. Native Genny Smith Books
IN;B%?E'-*‘IW fzt;s 5% Patton Aveome Marsreaty f::es, CA 93546
Tustin, CA 92680 $an Jose, CA 95128 s el R,
focortTocnloges  Come Togehe R
ﬁﬁ Nbso?,' Kaf‘fz‘ﬁx}g 8%’;.‘,,‘ ci 95482 William Gustafson, '

Attorney at Law

Belless Nu Echo, The Wilderness Company 1570 The Alameda, #150
P, O. Box 1935 6525 Telegraph Ave. PaNY  San Jose, CA 95126
Davis, CA 95617 Oakland, 4609 m Havl:rci ey
{ ness (] es
Business Industrial Group  Eflison, Schneider & Lennihan oy ;2' S

Los Angeles, CA 90069 Sacramento, CA

2311 Capitol Ave.
95816

Walnut Creek, CA 94595

Hurricane Wind Sculptures Patagonia, Inc. Toot Sweets

c/o Peter Vincent - 259 W. Santa Clara St. 1277 Gilman St.
Alle?heny Star Rt. Ventura, CA 93001 Berkeley, CA 94706
N. San Juan, CA 95960

Recreational Equipment, Inc.

Christopher P. Valle-Riestra,

ImageWorks, 20640 Homestead Road Attorney at Law
Software Consulting Cupertino, CA 95014 5500 Redwood Road
P.O. Box 1359 Oakland, CA 94619
Goleta, CA 93116 Ridge Builders Group
129 C Street - Chuck Watson,
David B. Kelley, Davis, CA 95616 WRC Environmental Consultants
Consulting Soil Sclentist y ‘ 1022 S Street
2655 Portage Bay East Bob Rutemoeller, CFP, EA Sacramento, 95814
Davis, CA 9561 Certified Financial Planner
P.O. Box 587 Wildemess Press
Don Morris, Gualala, CA 95445 2440 Bancroft Way
Environmental Design Berkeley, CA 94704
\‘;Vifl) 80&1;;}90 P Holel el CorporaROb ot Wilson's Eastside §
its, tion ilson’s Eastside Sports
> Z%QVe(s,tg Granger James Wilson
E. Jack Ottosen, O.D. Modesto, CA 95350 206 North Main
Optometrist - Bishop, CA 93514
7601 Sunrise Bivd. #4 Siskiyou Consultants
Citrus Heights, CA 95610 P.O. Box 241 Your Business
Arcata, CA 95521 1 Wilderness Wa
Jim Pachl, Attor Relict, CA 8857
80 Grand Ave. #600 Solano Press Books
Oakland, CA 94612 Warren W.;ones, Prop. Zoo-Ink Screen Print
P.O. Box 773 707 Army Street
Point Arena, CA 95468 San Francisco, CA 94124

[===———————————m—==—==Join the Coalition==—=—======———————————

O  Yest 1 wish to become a member of the California Annual Dues: * T-Shirt Orders
Wilderness Coalition. Enclosed is $ for first- Individual $ 20.00 1. /andscape design in light blue, pale green, jade,
year membership dues. Low-income Individual $ 10.00 or fuchsia: $15 :
[0 Hereis aspecial contributionof$ ____ to Sustaining Individual $ 35.00 2. animal design in beige (no med.) or gray: $12
help the Coalition's work. Benefactor $ 100.00 Design Sizes, m, I, x) Color Amount
NAME Patron $ 500.00 '
Non-profit Organization $ 30.00
ADDRESS Business Sponsor $ 50.00
! tax deductible Subtotal $
California V\m(aiil b Coalitl Shipping $
m erness Coalition : : :
oy et 5 2655 Portage Bay East, Sulte 5 ($1.50 + .75 for each additional shirt)
Davis, Californla 95616 Total $
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