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Mt. Shasta looms over Little Crater Lake in the Mt. Eddy Roadless Area

For the salmon, steelhead, and roadless areas

Photo by Phil Rhodes

Did avalanche doom
Mt. Shasta ski area? .

Since its beginning nearly 20 years ago, the California Wilder-
ness Coalition has assisted local groups opposing a ski resort high on
the flank of Mt. Shasta. In 1978 an avalanche wiped out a ski area
there, but the Forest Service and local boosters have a dream of
building a larger resortin this spot (in the meantime, another ski area
was built lower on the mountain where it is not subjected to
avalanches, white outs, and high winds).

Despite losing appeals, lawsuits, and National Historical Preser-
vation Act rulings, the Forest Service inexorably continues to push
for a new ski area. But Mother Nature may have terminated the
proposal this past winter by sending a wall of snow through the site.

On August 9, the following article appeared in the Sports section
of the Sacramento Bee, apparently borrowing from an earlier article
in the San Francisco Examiner by Tom Stienstra:

Avalanche results are devastating
Bee News Services

Nature bats lastand, in this case, shereally cleared the bases. On
thesouthern slopes of Mt. Shasta, she cleared htindreds of glanttrees
as well as everything else in sight.

As snow finally melts off at the 7,500-foot level at Shasta
unveiled is the damage from a devastatmg avalanche last winter—a
150-foot wide swath that leveled everything in its path over a course
of nearly a mile.

The avalanche rammed through a portxon of the proposed site
of anew ski park on the mountain and would have likely demolished
a good piece of it, perhaps burying skiers and cars in the process. It
isthe samearea, where, in 1978, an avalanche destroyed the previous
ski park.

CWC appeals Shasta-Trinity forest plan

By Ryan Henson

On behalf of the California Wllderness Coalition and
eight other conservation groups, the Sierra Club Legal
Defense Fund recently appealed the Shasta-Trinity Na-
tional Forest’s Land and Resource Management Plan
(LRMP). The appeal cited water quality concerns, declin-
ingfisheries, wild-and-scenicriver recommendations, and
roadless area management as the main justifications for
challenging the plan.

The appeal is ironic given that the LRMP is the best
management plan ever developed for the 2.1 million-acre
Shasta-Trinity. Unlike previous plans, the LRMP places 51
percent (over 156,000 acres) of the Shasta-Trinity’sroadless
areas under various kinds of protective designations, rec-
ommends that 80 miles of streams and rivers be added to
the wild-and-scenic river system, and recommends for
protection almost 25,000 acres of research natural areas
(set aside for botanical research) and nearly 7,000 acres of
special interest areas (regions containing significant his-
torical, ecological, or geological features). In addition, the
plan reduces logging from 200 million board feet per year
(the average annual cut from 1975 to 1992) to 82 million
board feet per year, and authorizes the construction of

three m11es of road per year, down significantly from past
levels.

Most of these changes are due to President Clinton'’s
Northwest Forest Plan (Option 9), which designated nearly
532,000 acres of late-successional reserves in the forest.
Reserves are lands managed to sustain habitat for old-
growth dependent species such as the northetn spotted
owl. Option 9 also greatly increased protection for stream-
side areas. For example, watercourses, wetlands, and
unstable riparian areas are protected by buffers ranging
from 300 to 600 feet in width. Though these buffers may
not seem large, they cover one-third of the forest.

A purposely narrow appeal

Because of these improvements over previous plans,
conservationists are not seeking to force a complete with-
drawal of the LRMP as they would have done in the past.
Instead, the appeal focuses on several problem areas.

First of all, Friends of the River and the other appel-
lants contend that the plan gaveinadequate consideration
to the East Fork Trinity River, East Fork of the South Fork
Trinity River, Manzanita Creek, Smoky Creek, and five
other streams for wild-and-scenic river status. Activists
worry that the scenic beauty, water quality, aquatic habi-
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continued on page 3

CWC fundraiser on Sept. 13
in San Francisco
introducing
The Wildlands Project

featuring
Dave Foreman and Michael Soulé
details on page 3

In this issue: :

Despite passage of desert bill,
Mojave is still threatened...........3

Klamath Forest Plan devas-
tates roadless areas..............o.c...4

Tahoe roadless area logged—
. Forest Service says “oops!”..........6




SRR o o |

Wilderness Record o

R September, 1995
! 3

Comments on grizzlies and Canyon Fred

It was with great excitement that I read “Bring Back
the Griz,” the June issue’s lead story. Iwas pleased to see
that Coalition assisting with this courageous initial effort
to restore one of our state’s most significant symbols.

However, I read with dismay the responses to the
proposal in the July letters section. Personally, I have little
interest a sanitized limited wilderness. I do enter wilder-
ness to be stimulated but also most certainly to be chal-
lenged. In addition, I believe that driving to most wilder-
ness areas on our state’s congested highways is far more
threatening to my personal safety than any population of
brown bears could be. The grizzly was an integral, essential
element of many of California’s bioregions. Its reintro-
duction would not be an ecological panacea, but it cer-
tainly would be an important step in the right direction.

- It is true that the vast majority of the state is no longer
suitable for grizzlies, but there are a number of areas
(southern Los Padres, southern Sierra Nevada, etc.) where
such areintroduction might be possible. It will take many
years of difficult work, compromise, fundraising, and
problem solving to bring back the great bear, but such an
effort would be very worthwhile. If supporting this rein-
troduction makes me an “eco-freek,” so be it! Return true
wilderness to California. Bring back the griz!

Joel Despain
Three Rivers

While I usually enjoy Canyon Fred's dispatches from
his trips to the Sierra, I cannot leave his statement in the

August issue of the WR go by without comment. He said,
“...andsigns tellingme what the good folks the Backcountry
Horsemen are for maintaining all the wilderness fences.”
It is obvious from his description that he was referring to
the drift fences at Little Whitney Meadows. These were
constructed by volunteers from 1985 to 1988 to protect
the meadow from cattle grazing until mid September. We
do not advocate the construction of fences beyond those
necessary to protect the resource. The California Dept. of
Fish and Game has constructed many more miles of fences
within the Golden Trout Wilderness. Most of us use
removable portable electric fences where they are required
to restrain pack and saddle stock. 5

Fred might suggest that if the stock, cattle, and recre-
ational horses and mules were removed there would be no
need for the fences. But that would be in violation of the
Golden Trout Wilderness Plan which states that historic
uses, structures, pastures, etc., will remain in the wilder-
ness, and it further states that one management emphasis
will be to promote and facilitate recreational pack and
saddle stock use. It would have been politically impossible

to create the GTW without that emphasisin the plan. That

political reality is just as strong today.

Fred referred to the mess on the Whitney Trail. He
should have seen the amount of trash that existed in 1957
when out outfit packed at no charge over 50 mule loads
(about 7,500 pounds) off the mountain in that one year
alone. Most of these loads came from Mirror Lake and had
been deposited by hikers over many years.

Charles Morgan, Executive Director
Backcountry Horsemen of California
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Thanks all around

Thanks to Ben Burke and Owen McMichael, the
CWC'’s newest volunteers. Ben made our rickety, unat-
tractive display booth shine with his graphic design skills.
Ben is also working on our new and improved permanent
display booth. Ben can work wonders with a minuscule
budget, glue, and a half-dozen photographs cut out of
magazines!

Owen has been helping Ryan sort through the hun-
dreds of Forest Service projects we are notified of each
week. With Owen'’s help, Ryan is able to dig through the
piles of paper and identify the most important projects
requiring our immediate attention. When Owen returns
to high school at the end of the summer, he'll probably be
the only person around who knows where the No Name
Roadless Area is.

The CWCalso owes a great debt to Image Promotions,
Granite Chief Outdoor Sports, and Patagonia. On August
S these businesses helped Ryan hand out literature and sell
raffie tickets at the Squaw Valley Mountain Run and the
Tahoe Fat Tire Festival. Thanks to their generous help, the
CWC raised over $500 and distributed hundreds of bro-
chures, newsletters, and other information. All that and
an excuse to sit around Lake Tahoe on a beautiful summer
day!

Correction

In editing Susan Zakin’s letter regarding grizzlies in
last month’s WR, the acting editor inadvertently dropped
the subject from one of her sentences. It should have read
“You can visit the Page Museum at the La Brea tar pits,
where paleontologists have found a wealth of megafauna
that is now extinct, including the short-faced bear, twice
as large as a grizzly, the dire wolf, and the sabre tooth cat.”
Our apologies.
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 Desert wilderness and more

The Mojave: threatened again

By Nobby Riedy

The Mojave National Park Preserve isone of America's
newest “crown jewels” and the fourth largest park outside
of Alaska. Its grand valleys and majestic ranges hold
tremendous historicresources. Centuries old Native Ameri-
can rock art is scattered across its 1.5 million acres. U.S.
Calvary outposts from the 1860s, an historic railroad
depot, and the haunting remains of turn of the century
mines are to be discovered when visiting the Mojave.

The wildlife habitats of the Mojave have been identi-
fied as the finest assembly in the California Desert. From
high mountain peaks down to dry lake beds, from peren-
nial springs and streams to sand dunes higher than the
Washington Monument, the region supports over 300
species of wildlife. Ring tailed cats, kit fox, and badgers
patrol the Mojave nights. Golden eagles, desert bighom
sheep, burrowing owls, and even a fish species can be
observed in daylight.

Last October, after eight years of public debate and
countless compromises, the Mojave was included in the
National Park System as a national park preserve. Allow-
ing for certain grandfathered activities, the Mojave Na-
tional Park Preserve is tobe managed to the same standards
as a national park. The new park was created to protect
recreational, historic, and natural values in one of the

The Wildlands Project:
a wilderness vision for the
next 100 years
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Project
Michael Soulé, conservation biologist
Jim Eaton, CWC executive director

Cowell Theater, Fort Mason Center
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$25 general admission
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all proceeds benefit the California Wilderness
Coalition and The Wildlands Project

sponsored by:
Patagonia, Inc.
The Wildlands Project
California Wilderness Coalition
San Francisco Bay Chapter Sierra Club
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most significant regions of America’s great desert eco-
systems.

But the Mojave’s spectacular views, quiet canyons,
and soothing silence again is threatened. Led by
California Representative Jerry Lewis (R-Redlands) the
House of Representatives recently voted, in essence, to
block the national park service from doing their job of
safeguarding the Mojave.

Out of view of the public, Lew15 added aridertothe
Park Service’s budget which would allow them to
spend only $1 to manage the Mojave. Apparently,
Lewis was upset over what the national park service
brought to the Mojave—resoutce protection, visitor
services, and law enforcement. He has indicated he
prefers the area’s previous management regime: one
that allowed open pit mines, cross-country motorcycle
races, and use of firearms in recreation areas.

On the House floor, Representative Vic Fazio (D-
Woodland) attempted torestore funding for the Mojave
by striking the Lewis rider. Fazio’s amendment was
voted on late at night after hours of partisan wrangling
over other aspects of the legislation. Unfortunately
this led to a series of defeats for various amendments,
including Fazio’s. He and his staff deserve our thanks
for their extensive efforts in support of the Mojave.

In the Senate, Senator Dianne Feinstein has con-
tinued to voice her strong support for park service
management of the Mojave. After an intensive effort
by California activists, the National Park & Conserva-
tion Association, and the Wilderness Society, the Sen-
ate Appropriations Committee passed out their 1996
fiscal year Interior Appropriations bill without the restric-
tive language adopted by the House. The bill goes to the

_Senate floor in August with a joint House—Senate Confer-

ence Committee not expected until September.

Turning back the clock on the Mojave would be an
insult to all the Americans who worked so hard to have it
preserved. It also would be an insult to Lewis’ own
constituents who have been in the middle of this legisla-
tive battlefornearly a decade. In thelastfew months, local
communities have demonstrated their own support for
the new park unit: Local chambers of commerce. and
business leaders even have asked for Lewis’ help in obtain-
ing funds the Park Service needs to do its job. This new
support recognizes that the Preserve is not only good for
the environment, it is good for the economy of nearby
communities.

Lewis’ rider not only prevents the Park Service from
bringing in visitor services, law enforcement, and resource
protection, it also would eliminate a 2.7 million dollar
investment in San Bernardino County’s economy. Na-
tionally, the Park Service estimates that for every $1
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Rock formation in Caruthers Canyon, Mojave
National Preserve Photo by Pete Yamagata

invested in a park, local communities earn $10 in return.
In the California desert, the return has been closer to $20.
In 1993, Death Valley and Joshua Tree national monu-
meénts generated over $120 million in sales and tax rev-
enue and nearly 2,000 jobs. The 1993 budgets for those
two park units totalled $6 million. Projections for the
Mojave National Preserve indicate that it has the potential
to generate similar economic benefits. Since October,
visitation to the Mojave and surrounding communities
has increased significantty.

It now is apparent that opponents to the California
Desert Protection Act will not be happy until the Mojave
is stripped from the National Park System. But the appro-
priations fight is not over. It will take the continued
commitment of California’s congressional delegation and
all of us for the full potential of the Mojave National Park
Preserve to be met. Please join the effort by contacting
your representative and senators and one of the organiza-
tions working to preserve California’s newest crown jewel.

Nobby Riedy works for the Wilderness Society and is a
CWC board member.

Shasta avalanche roars through proposed ski area

continued from page 1

From the air, you can see how the avalanche carved a
gash in the mountain, starting near Shastarama Point atan
elevation of 11,120 feet and crashing all the way past
Panther Meadow Campground and over the access road
near Bunny Flat at 7,000 feet. From the ground, viewing
the damage was shocking, with one long stretch appearing
asifateam of bulldozers had plowed through, and another
where once-tall fir trees were strewn about like broken
baseball bats.

Many of the trees are blocking Shasta’s access road,
the Everitt Memorial Highway, and the Forest Service does
not have equipment large enough to move them.

Many people in the area are taking this as another -

clear message from nature tonot build anything in the Mt.
Shasta wilderness, especially a ski park.

The Spirit of Mt. Shasta

Mt. Shasta, the perfect mountain for me

A hat-shaped crown of clouds wom jauntily
Dressed in Shasta red fir robe warmly worn
Except where by man it is so badly torn

My spirit on yonder landscape rests

Then soars on eagle’s back to mighty crests.

The breeze softly sings as a little girl’s sigh
Booming rocks warn that danger is nigh
Meadow flowers are the glitter of your jewels
Glaciers and avalanches become your tools
Serenity through quiet valleys ranges
The face of this land needs no changes.
© Larry Wehmeyer



Lying just south of the Oregon border and, for the most part, west of
Interstate 5,.the Klamath National Forest is a land of great diversity.
Indeed, the Klamath Physiographic Provinceis an area noted by biologists
worldwide for its diversity of flora and its high incidence of rare, endemic
species. In one area of the Klamath, 17 distinct species of conifers grow
within one square mile. Thisis believed to be the greatest conifer diversity
on Earth. The biological significance of the Klamath has not been
promoted by the Forest Service, however. Instead, the agency’s emphasis
has been on logging. Until recently, the Klamath was the top nmber-
producing national forest in California.

The Klamath National Forest's recently released Land and Resource
Management Plan (LRMP) and Final Environmental Impact Statement
(FEIS) is the latest attempt to resolve more than a decade of litigation,
policy changes, and general acrimony mostly over the management of
old-growth forests and critical fish habitat. The first draft of the LRMP,
released in 1986, was withdrawn due to lawsuits over the destruction of
ancient forest ecosystems as symbolized by the decline of the northern
spotted owl. In 1994, President Clinton’s Northwest Forest Plan (Option
9) was approved and permanently changed land management in the
Klamath and other national forests and Bureau of Land Management
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districts within the range of the northern spotted owl.
Most areas receive increased protection

The LRMP allocates the majority of the forest outside of designated
wilderness areas and wild-and-scenic rivers to some kind of protective

classification.

For example, an estimated 458,000 acres of riparian areas are slated for

protection as are nearly 411,000 acres of late-successional
(i-e. old-growth) reserves. While these areas are not com-
pletely safe from logging and development under the plan,
they are immune from wholesale clearcutting and other
types of commercial exploitation. About 791,000 acres are
leftforintensivelogging, after alsoremoving areas set aside
for primitive recreation, special interest areas (lands con-
taining geological, botanical, historical, or other features
of interest), research natural areas (botanical communities
set aside for research and education), wilderness areas, and
wild-and-scenic rivers. From these lands, the LRMP allows
the annual logging of 128 million board feet of trees, down
significantly from past levels.

Due to theseland classifications and the thoroughness
of the plan, it is certainly the best management plan ever
produced in the history of the Klamath National Forest.

Now the bad news

Close analysis of the LRMP reveals that forest ecosys-
tems will be inadequately protected to keep logging levels
as high as possible. The Forest Service proposes loggingin
areas where the agency it-
self admits forests will not
grow again. The agency’s
solution is to. spray these
areas with herbicides after
logging supposedly to pro-
mote there-growth of trees.
Though there are no stud-
ies demonstrating that her-
bicide application will be
effective, by assuming that its solution will work, the
agency can “count” thousands of acres which would

remains roadless.

. otherwise be unsuitable for timber production as contrib-

uting to the annual timber sale quantity. This amount still
largely determines the budget available for a national
forest. In this way, the plan overestimates sustainable
logging levels by about 15 percent.

Another indication of the agency’s strategy to maxi-
mize logging is the inadequate protection afforded aquatic
ecosystems in the LRMP. The plan fails to designate
adequate “key watersheds” for wild salmon. Even worse,
perhaps, the LRMP does not establish no-logging buffer
zones along small headwater streams. Steep mountain
streams are intrinsically prone to landslides that destroy
habitat for salmon, rare amphibians, and other aquatic
species; logging next to streams accelerates slope and bank
failure and raises water temperatures by removing the
shadingforest canopy. By leaving headwater streams open

Forest Service has argued that
helicopter logging does not destroy
roadless areas because, after all
the clearcutting is done, the area

to logging, the Forest Service may doom some stocks of
wild salmon and rare amphibians to extinction.
Pian obfuscates fate of roadless areas

Activists are also concerned by the plan’s failure to
present a clear analysis of the existing condition, future
management, and ecological and social impacts of either
developing or protecting roadless areas.

For example, the plan claims that approximately 89
percent of the forest’s roadless areas will be in “unregu-
lated” land management classifications. This means that,
according to the Forest Service, only 11 percent of all
roadless lands in the forest will be open to conventional
logging practices.

An analysis of the plan reveals however that the vast
majority of unregulated lands in the forest are open to
salvagelogging (the logging of supposedly dead and dying
trees following fires and other natural events). Over the
last decade, salvage logging has become the primary cause
of roadless area destruction,
comprising over 90 percent of
all roadless area development
activities. Since the late 1970s,
the Klamath National Forest has
destroyed approximately
40,600 acres of roadless lands,
primarily through salvage log-
ging following fire. This has
earned the Klamath the dubi-
ous distinction of having devastated more roadless lands
than any other national forest in California.

With this in mind, the Forest Service’s claim that the
LRMP protects the vast majority of the Klamath’s roadless
areas is suspect at best. Further examination reveals that
only 110,000 acres of roadless lands (46 percent of all
remaining roadless areas in the forest) fall within fairly
protective management prescriptions (late-successional
reserve, backcountry management area, wild-and-scenic
river corridor, research natural area, and special interest
area). The remaining 130,000 acres (54 percent of all
remaining roadless areas in the forest) are slated for
logging and other development, though up to a third will
receive a small degree of protection as riparian reserves
(300 to 600 foot buffers around streams, rivers, wetlands,
and other watersources). Unfortunately, roads and
clearcuts can be placed around and sometimes in riparian
reserves.

Conifers abound along Horse Range Creek in the Russian Wilderness
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Photo by |im Eaton

The plan does not contain statistics on roadless areas
destroyed, slated for destruction, or zoned for protection.
Activists have to wade through a sea of numbers, draw
their own roadless area map overlays, and resort to other
time-consuming and frustrating techniques to deduce
these critical figures.

- This is not the end of the plan’s problems. For many
years, the Forest Service has argued that helicopter logging
does not destroy roadless areas because, after all the
clearcutting is done, the area remains roadless. This oddly
literal interpretation of wilderness characteristics ignores
the fact that roadless areas are supposed to be pristine in
every sense of the word—that means un-roaded, un-
mined, and definitely un-logged. However, the Klamath
LRMP obscures this fact by listing areas that have been
logged with bulldozers as destroyed, while hstmg areas
that have been helicopter logged as still intact. The plan
also fails to list any of the negative consequences helicop-
ter logging may have had on the affected roadless areas
(even when old-growth forest was clearcut).

This attempt to blur the distinction between devel-
oped areas and wild areas is seen by conservationists as a
blatant attempt to make helicopter logging seem harm-
less. Since salvage logging with helicopters is one of the
most common ways the Forest Service goes about ruining
our national forest wildlands (see Bald Mountain Roadless
Area article on page 6), and since it will surely become
more time and again in the future, conservationists will
almost certainly appeal this facet of the plan. One particu-
larly disturbing aspect of the LRMP is its allocation of a
portion of the Red Buttes Wilderness Additions (also
known as the Kangaroo Roadless Area) to a protective
backcountry management prescription even though it
was helicopter logged in the late-1980s, and even though
other unlogged parts of the area were denied protection.

These are unfortunate failures given that the Klamath
LRMP, ironically, offers the best roadless area analysis ever
presented by the Forest Servicein California. For example,
for the first time the Forest Service lists many of the
important ecological attributes of the Klamath's roadless
areas and mentions whether or not they are adjacent to
wilderness areas, roadless areas on neighboring national
forests, national monuments, or other important witd
areas. The plan also makes the unprecedented step of
mentioning whether or not a roadless area functions as a

continued on page 5
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Shasta—Trinity forest management plan appealed by CWC

continued from page 1

tat, recreational opportunities, and other outstanding
features of theserivers and streams may be degraded unless
they receive comprehensive assessments of their potential
for wild-and-scenic river status. This is important because
stream segments under consideration for wild-and-scenic
river status receive protection for the duration of the
suitability study.

In addition, conservationists are concerned that the
LRMP fails to protect adequately existing wild-and-scenic
rivers, especially the ecologically critical South Fork Trin-
ity. Asthe appeal points out, over 50 percent of the South
Fork Trinity’s watershed has been logged and filled with
roads since World War II. Last year only a handful of
steelhead and salmon returned to spawn in the river,
down precipitously from the time when the Trinity had
one of the most prolific anadromous fish runs in Califor-
nia. Despite this, the plan allows logging for “insect and
disease control,” as well as for “hazard reduction” along
the wild-and-scenic river corridor (wild-and-scenic rivers
have quarter-mile wide protective buffers on all sides).
Such salvage logging has never been shown to reduce the
severity of insect attack, nor has it been shown to reduce
unspecified “hazards.” To the appellants, the salvage
logging provision is simply meant to make money for the
Forest Service and timber industry. According to the
appeal, such ill-conceived loopholes have no place in a
watershed as important—and -imperiled—as the South
Fork Trinity and should be removed from the LRMP.

The fate of roadless areas unclear

The LRMP presented confusing and contradictory
information regarding roadless area management in the
forest. For example, one part of the plan states that a third
of the Chanchelulla
Roadless Area (a potential
additioh to the adjacent
Chanchelulla Wilderness)
and a large portion of the
Eagle Roadless Area will
be managed for intensive
logging, while another
part of the plan declares
thatsuch practices willnot
be allowed in these areas. Particularly worrisome is the fate
of such old-growth rich areas as the Murphy Glade Roadless
Area (adjacent to the Yolla Bolly-Middle Eel Wilderness)
which is allocated to intensive logging in one part of the
plan and old-growth preservation in another. Similar
discrepancies exist in the LRMP for the Backbone, Bo-
nanza King, Castle Crags, Chinquapin, Dog Creek, East
Fork, Kettle Mountain, Panther, Salt Gulch, and ‘Wells
Mountain roadless areas. Indeed, the fate of fully half of
the roadless areas in the forest is unclear in the LRMP due

Indeed, the fate of fully half
of the roadless areas in the
forest is unclear in the LRMP due
to contradictory information.

to contradictory information.

The plan did not consider the ecological, economic,
and social impacts of allowing development in roadless
areas. For,.example, nowhere does the plan explain what
impact clearcutting and road construction may have on
formerly pristine regions. This is important given that
roadless areas function as critical habitat links between
wilderness areas, wild-and-scenic rivers, and other impor-
tant areas. With the majority of the forest already logged
and filled with roads, the importance of roadless areas in
maintaining biological diversity, water quality, and primi-
tive recreation opportunities is obvious. Before such areas
are zoned for development“in LRMPs, conservationists
contend that the least the Forest Service can. do is fully
analyze the impacts of not protecting them.

The plan did not recommend for wilderness designa-
tion the popular Mount Eddy Roadless Area, which in-
cludes the Pacific Crest Trail. As with other roadless areas
in the Shasta-Trinity, the Forest Service failed to discuss
adequately the impact of not fully protecting the area as
wilderness (only Congress has the authority to designate
new wilderness areas, but the Forest Service may choose to
protect roadless areas and other wildlands until Congress
decides their fate). Mount Eddy was the only “further
planning area” (an area protected until the Forest Service
could decide whether or not it is worthy of wilderness
designation) identified by Congress in the Shasta-Trinity
National Forest.

Poor analysis of roadless characteristics

The Forest Service concedes that the LRMP used the
discredited Wilderness Attributes Rating System (WARS)
to analyze the wilderness character of the Shasta-Trinity’s
roadless areas. The WARS process assesses the natural
integrity, apparent natural-
ness,. opportunities for soli-
tude, primitiverecreation po-
tential, and outstanding fea-
tures of roadless areas. While
this would appear to require
a fairly comprehensive sur-
vey, the use of the WARS
process in the LRMP is in-
consistent and incomplete at
best, and the system itself has been found in federal court
to be greatly flawed.

- Forexample, none of the descriptions of roadless areas
offered in the plan systematically assessed the WARS
attributes of these wildlands. When these attributes are
discussed, itis often in a vague and contradictory manner.
Forinstance, the LRMP describes the Chinquapin Roadless

“ Area in the following terms: “Older over-mature [i.e. old-

growth]...forests blanket the rugged steep
slopes...specimen sized chinquapins grow throughout the

Fire management plans underway for South Warner
and Mokelumne wilderness areas

TheForest Serviceis asking for public comment on fire
management plans for two California wilderness areas,
the South Warner and the Mokelumne.

The South Warner Wilderness plan would allow light-
ning fires to burn if they meet specific criteria. These
criteria would include protection of human life and prop-
erty within and directly adjacent to the wilderness, protec-
tion of soil and watershed resources, maintenance of
threatened, endangered, and sensitive species habitat,
specific weather and fuel parameters, drought indices, air
quality, funding, and social and political impacts.

The plan may also allow for limited prescribed fires in
small areas of high fuel concentrations. Such fires would
be used to reduce fuels before a lightning fire is allowed to
burmmn.

Comments on the South Warner plan should be sent

by September 29 to the District Ranger, Warner Mountain
Ranger District, P.O. Box 220, Cedarville, CA 96104. More
information may be obtained from Elizabeth Ballard or
Chuck McElwain at (916) 279-6116.

The Mokelumne Wilderness fire management plan is
in the initial phase of scoping. The public is invited to
comment on the range of issues that should be addressed.

Proposed actions could include allowing natural fires,
reducing fire loads with prescribed fires, and establishing
appropriate fire suppression responses within the wilder-
ness boundaries.

Comments on the Mokelumne plan should be sent by
September 25 to Judith Yandoh, District Ranger, Amador
Ranger District, 26820 Silver Drive, Pioneer, CA 95666.
More information may be obtained from Joan McNamara,
project coordinator, at (209) 295-4251.

area.” However, the plan concludes that the area lacks
“vegetative diversity,” and this in turn “limits varied
opportunities for primitive recreation.” Similarly, the
plan describes the Dog Creek Roadless Area as having
“steep slopes and rugged terrain,” and as being “heavily
dissected by intermittent stream courses,” and yet it con-
cludes that it has a.“rather homogeneous landscape.”
Lastly, the LRMP describes the stunning topography and
botanical diversity of the East Girard Roadless Area in a few
short sentences: “More than 14 buttesand mountains.. ;are
present. Mixed conifer stands cover the majority of the
area....Live oak, black oak, and manzanita grow in pockets

- throughout [the] area.” True to form, however, in the end

the plan concludes that “Opportunities for dispersed rec-
reation are limited due to the absence of lakes, uniform
topography, and vegetation.” It is the use of inadequate
and often arbitrary forms of analysis that forced conserva-
tionists to appeal the plan. If the Forest Service will not
protect all of the Shasta-Trinity’s irreplaceable roadless
areas, at least they should give them a fair hearing.

The Forest Service has until January 7, 1996 to decide
whether or not the LRMP should be changed as a result of
the appeal. After that, the appellants may consider suing
the agency in federal court to force improvements in the
plan. In the meantime, the Forest Service and the appel-
lants will meet face-to-face soon to discuss the details of
theappeal and find out whether any issues can be resolved
without further negotiation. Stay tuned to the Wilderness
Record for details.

Ryan Henson is the CWC'’s conservation associate.

Klamath forest plan

continued from page 4

habitat corridor (where known) between other wild areas.
For instance, the plan concedes that the Orleans 1 and
Orleans 2 roadless areas serve as “important forested
habitat link[s] between the Marble Mountain and Trinity
Alps Wildernesses.” Though the plan fails to protect either
roadless area, at least it mentions what will be lost if they
are logged. This is a startling breakthrough for an agency
that has long denied the importance of roadless areas for
anything other than primitive recreation, and then only
grudgingly. .

This positive and almost revolutionary aspect of the
plan is off-set by its failure to discuss the potential social,
ecological, and economic consequences of allowing devel-
opment in roadless areas. Nowhere does the plan discuss
what may happen if the natural character of roadless areas
is altered. This aspect of the plan will face an almost
certain appeal from the conservation community.

Now for some good news

The LRMP recommends over 171 miles of rivers and
streams for wild-and-scenic river status. This includes
ecologically critical segments of the Klamath, Scott, and
Salmon rivers, including Wooley Creek. The plan also
designates 12,500 acres of research natural areas, repre-
senting nine distinct botanical communities including
subalpine meadow, brewer spruce, Pacific Douglas-fir,
mountain chaparral, and foothill woodland, among oth-
ers. The plan also creates 45 special interest areas covering
22,000 acres, including obsidian flows, pillowlava, a stand
of the rare Port-Orford cedar, several serpentine plant
communities, the southernmost population of Alaska
yellow cedar, and the northernmost stands of grey pine
(formerly known as digger pine) and foxtail pine.

These designations show that the Forest Service has
the capacity at times to recognize and protect the ecologi-
cal, scenic, and recreational qualities that make the Kla-
math National Forest unique and utterly irreplaceable.
Now if only the agency would work with the conservation
community to protect the Klamath'’s remaining roadless
areas and critical watercourses.
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Roadless areas and wilderness management

+(,,,,~‘\>

Over the last few weeks, the 5,623-acre Bald Mountain Roadless Area
in the Tahoe National Forest, once the easternmost roadless area in the
northern Sierra Nevada to host stands of old-growth pine and fir, lost over
1,000 acres to salvage logging (the cutting of supposedly dead and dying
trees), road construction, and other development.

- With the help of the Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund (SCLDF), the
California Wilderness Coalition (CWC) and the Plumas Forest Project
scrambled to save the area by appealing the salvage sale. Sadly, by the time
theForest Service met with the appellants to try and resolve their concerns,
the roadless area had already been chopped in half by Sierra Pacific
Industries.

This is a terrible loss for biological diversity in California. The Bald
Mountain Roadless Area contained the only significant old-growth stands
in the northeastern portion of the Tahoe National Forest. Theroadless area
also is a unique transition zone between the mixed-conifer forests of the
western Sierra Nevada, the Jeffrey pine forests of the eastern Sierra Nevada,
and the bitterbrush and juniper habitats of the Great Basin. The area also
hosts a stand of the rare Washoe pine, most of which, fortunately, is
protected in the Babbitt Research Natural Area (an area set aside for

Photo by Ryan Henson

These trees no longer stand in the Bald Mountain Roadless Area

botanical research).

Until recently, the Bald Mountain Roadless Area had
been forgotten by the conservation community. Without
activists reminding the Forest Service about the existence
and importance of the roadless area, the agency simply
ignored it and treated it like any other part of the land-
scape.

When the Bald Mountain Roadless Area burned in the
Cottonwood fire last year, activists noticed the roadless
area once again, but this recollection came too late. As
soon as the Cottonwood fire was extinguished, the Forest
Service began planning a 100 million board foot salvage
sale in the roadless area and surrounding lands. For
perspective, this is more than is cut every year by the
Mendocino, Los Padres, Inyo, Sierra, San Bernardino,
Cleveland, Six Rivers, and Modoc national forests com-
bined. While the roadless area comprised only 15 percent
of the total sale area, it contained the only stands of large
trees in the region and, thus, was a prime target. Most of
the burned area had been clearcut earlier, and only the
roadless area had remained unlogged).

Though the roadless area burned less mtensely than
therest of the sale area because of its large-tree dominated
structure (large trees are more fire-resistant than the small,
crowded trees planted after clearcutting), the Forest Ser-
vice still proposed to salvage log it and construct nearly a
mile and a half of road ironically to “save it from burning
again in the future.” This odd claim is based on the
assumption that dead trees will fall to the ground and
create a fuel hazard. Though the Forest Service has never
been able to present scientific evidence to substantiate this
theory, it has become the single most popular justification
for salvage logging. In the past, the Forest Service always
admitted that salvage sales were simply designed to make
money by cutting burned trees before they rot. This blunt
yet refreshingly honest explanation is no longer used now
that the agency claims to have embraced a newer, more
holistic “ecosystem management” approach to develop-

‘ment.

When conservationists reminded the Forest Service
about the existence of the Bald Mountain Roadless Area,
they responded that they had never heard of it. The
California Wilderness Coalition showed them their own
survey maps from the 1970s which clearly delineate the
area, so the Forest Service began scrambling to provide a
cursory analysis of the impacts of logging in the roadless
area as required by their own regulations. At the same
time, state water quality officials were outraged over the
scope of the proposed logging and its potential water
quality impacts. The Forest Service made several last-
minute changes to the sale to avoid violating state and
federal clean water laws. Despite these mitigations, the
water agencies remained unhappy with the sale.

Though the  pro ]ect could have beep sropped because
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of water quality and roadless area concerns, the Forest
Service had onelast trick up its sleeve, The Tahoe National
Forest convinced the Forest Service’s Regional Office in
San Francisco that the Cottonwoaod Salvage Sale was the
only way to deal with the ecological and social “emer-
gency” caused by the fire. With these new emergency
powers, the Tahoe National Forest was able to startlogging
amonth and a half earlier than they otherwise could have
under curfent Forest Service policy. In other words,
conservationists lost the ability to stop the project while
negotiations occurre—the longer we talked, the more trees
fell.

While this “emergency” designation was a coup for
the Forest Service, it was a disaster for the roadless area.
Logging began almost immediately after the sale was
approved, and when activists inspected the roadless area a
few days after filing the appeal, they found much of it had
been logged already. Steve Volker of the Sierra Club Legal
Defense Fund saw apparently unburned treesbeingloaded
ontologging trucks (only burned trees were supposed tobe
cut). While the accidental—and sometimes illegal—cut-
ting of perfectly healthy trees is fairly common in large-
scale Forest Service salvage sales, it made the “emergency”
designation for the project seem that much more frustrat-
ing and ludicrous.

The roadless area was cutin half just a few weeks after
thesale was approved. Since the Forest Service has won the

war on the ground by destroying the roadless area, the
conservation community is left grasping at legal straws to
try and make the best of a defeat. The best activists can
hope for is to get all of the roads in the Bald Mountain
region closed so that it can become a roadless area once
again in a century or so.

The Bald Mountain Roadless Area joins the long list of
roadless wildlands that have been destroyed by the Forest
Service since the mid-1980s. The primary cause of roadless
area destruction remains salvage logging. Over 90 percent
of the potentially harmful projects proposed in roadless
areas over the last decade have been salvage sales. This
trend may grow far worse over the next year as a result of
the salvage rider signed by President Clinton in July. The
rider is a provision exempting salvage sales from most
environmental laws and severely limiting the ability of
activists to stop them in court.

What you can do

Write to Senators Feinstein and Boxer, as well as your
representative in the House, and request that they work to
protect national forest roadless areas from salvage logging
and other destructive practices. Stress that roadless areas
are among our last irreplaceable wildlands and are essen-
tial to maintaining clean water, healthy wildlife habitat,
and our overall quality of life. Also request that they work
to cut the Forest Service’s logging and road construction
budget during the appropriations process.

‘Changes for San Berdoo wildernesses

The San Bernardino National Forest wilderness man-
agement environmental assessment is available for re-
view. Comments will be accepted until September 25.

The areas affected by this management decision are
the Cucamonga, San Gorgonio, San Jacinto, and Santa
Rosa wilderness areas. Alternative 2 was chosen by the
forest supervisor which places priority on protecting wil-
derness values and natural processes by restricting some
recreational activities. It would establish three “opportu-
nity classes,” pristine, primitive, and transition within
and adjacent to the wilderness areas.

Alternative 2 contains the following directions:

e fish planting will be prohibited

» day and overnight use quotas will be slightly re-
duced in the San Gorgonio and San Jacinto wilderness
areas

° maximum user group size will be reduced to 12

o packstock that travel and camp together will be
limited to 8 per permit

¢ packstockfood will be requu'ed tobepackedin—no
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grazing allowed

¢ dogs will be permitted on leash -

e goats will notbe permitted in wilderness areas with
bighorn sheep

e campfires will be prohibited

¢ grazingwill continue in the San Jacinto Wilderness

¢ only locally collected native species or sterile spe-
cies would be seeded or planted to rehabilitate ﬁre dam-
aged areas.

Additional information on this proposed action and
copies of the environmental assessment may be obtained
from:

Frances Enkoji, Assistant Recreation Staff

1824 S. Commercenter Circle

San Bernardino, CA 92408- 3430

(909) 884-6634 x 3141

(909) 383-5586 (fax)

Comments on the proposed action should be post-
marked for faxed by September 25 to Gene Zimmerman,
forest supervisor, at the above address
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Calendar

September 13 FUNDRAISER for the Califor-
nia Wilderness Coalition in San Francisco (see
article on page 3). For more information call
the CWC at (916) 758-0380.

September 16 MEETING of the California
Ancient Forest Alliance in Davis. For more
information call Jim Eaton or Ryan Henson at
(916) 758-0380.

September 17 MEETING of the board of
directors of the California Wilderness Coalition
in Davis. For more information call Jim Eaton
at (916) 758-0380.

September 20 MEETING of the Sierra
Nevada Ecosystem Project (SNEP) steering
committee and science team in Sacramento.
For more information call the SNEP Center at
(916) 752-7856.

September 23-24 WATERSHED RESTORA-
TION WORKSHOP in Georgetown, sponsored
by the Pacific Rivers Council. For more
information call Terry Terhaar at (916) 444-
8726 x 84.

September 25 COMMENTS DUE on
Mokelumne Wilderness fire plan (see
article page 5). Contact Judith Yandoh,
District Ranger, Amador Ranger District,

JRNZO

SHctgiby RyamkiEnson 26820 Silver Drive, Pioneer, CA 95666.
September 29 COMMENTS DUE on
CWC T-shirts: the fall South Warner Wilderness fire plan (see
fashion statement for article page 5). Contact District Ranger,
Warner Mountain Ranger District, P.O.
back-to-school attire Box 220, Cedarville, CA 96104.

Everyone who rents in the Plumshire
Building (where the CWC office is) gets
roped into modeling our T-shirts. Back by
popular demand, Linda (right) sports our
newest T-shirt. The $15 shirt features our
logo in three colors on a background of
jade, royal blue, birch, or cream. Sheila
likes our six-tone landscape shirt in jade,
fuchsia, light blue, or pale green for $15.

Not pictured but still available: our
animal design by Bay Area cartoonist Phil
Frank (beige or light gray) for $12. All
shirts are 100 percent double-knit cotton.
To order, use the form on the back page."
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Coalition Member Groups

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

California Alpine Club; San Francisco

Califomia Mule Deer Association; Lincoln

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 Southem California; 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 Garcia (FROG); Point Arena

Friends of the Inyo; Lone Pine

Friends of the River; San Francisco

Fund for Animals; San Francisco

Hands Off Wild Lands! (HOWL); Davis

High Sierra Hikers Association; Truckee

Kaweah Flyfishers; Visalia

Keep the Sespe Wild Committee; Ojai

Kem Audubon Society; Bakersfield

Kern 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
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 Commiittee; 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 Environmental Center; Arcata

Northem Coast Range Biodiversity Project; Davis

Pasadena Audubon Society

“The universe of the wilderness is disappearing

-

like a snowbank on a south-facing

slope on a warm June day.”

—Robert Marshall

Peak Adventures; Sacramento

People for Nipomo Dunes Nat'l. Seashore;
Nipomo

Peppermint Alert; Porterville

Placer County Cons. Task Force; Newcastie

Planning & Conservation League; Sac.

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

Redwood Chapter, Sierra Club; Santa Rosa

Redwood Coast Law Center; Mendocino

The Red Mountain Assdciation; 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 1

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 Mtn. Wildemess Council; Ashland, OR

South Yuba R. Citizens League; Nevada City

Tulare County Audubon Society; Visalia

U.C. Davis Environmental Law Society

Ventana Wildlands Group; Santa Cruz

Waestern States Endurance Run; S. F.

The Wildemess Society; San Francisco

Wintu Audubon Society; Redding

Yolano Group, Sierra Club; Davis

Yolo Environmental Resource Center; Davis

CWC Business Sponsors

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.

Acorn Naturalists
Env. Education Resources

Business Industrial Group

Ellison & Schneider, Attorneys

17300 E. 17th, J-236 P. O. Box 305 2311 Capitol Ave,

Tustin, CA 926310. Northfield, VT 05663 Sacramento, CA 95816

Ascent Technologi California Native Landscapes Genny Smith Books

Robert ). Raiew;.k? i c/o Steve Henson : P. O. Box 1060

525 Avis Dr., Suite 15 gss Pau°2f‘6§'1"$§ Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

Ann Arbor, MI 48108 - an Jose, XVilliam Gust;fson,

M Come Together ttormey at Law

C:nd;u?gglge %iologist c/o Gary Ball 1570 Alameda, #150

P. O. Box 1431 Box 1415 San Jose, CA 95126

Bishop, CA 93514 Ukiah, CA 95482 g°b. « "'ﬂ . e
! Echo, The Wilderness Compan usiness Acquisitions & Sales

b son o 6525 Telegraph Ave. - 362 Freeman Road

Davis, CA 95617 Oakland, 4609 Walnut Creek, CA 94595

Hurricane Wind Sculptures

E. Jack Ottosen, O.D.

c/o Peter Vincent Optometrist

Allegheny Star Rt. - 7601 Sunrise Bivd. #4

N. San Juan, CA 95960 Citrus Heights, CA 95610
Luis & LaVeme Ireland James P. Pachl
Information Searching Attorney at Law

664 San Pedro Lane 80 Grand Ave., Sixth Floor
Morgan Hill, CA 95037 Oakland, CA 94612

David B. Kelley, Patagonia, Inc.
Consulting Soil Scientist 259 W. Santa Clara St.
2655 Portage Bay East Ventura, CA 93001

Davis, CA 9561

Recreational Equipment, inc.

Siskiyou Forestry Consultants
P.O.ygox 241 il
Arcata, CA 95521

Solano Press Books
Warren W. Jones, Prop.
P.O. Box 773 ;
Point Arena, CA 95468

Toot Sweets
1277 Gilman St. -
Berkeley, CA 94706

Christopher P. Valle-Riestra,
Attorney at Law

5500 Redwood Road
Oakland, CA 94619

Wildemess Press
2440 Bancroft Way
Berkeley, CA 94704

Wilson's Eastside Sports
James Wilson

206 North Main
Bishop, CA 93514

William M. Kier Associates 20640 Homestead Roa
2015 Bridgeway, Suite 304 Cupertino, CA 95014
Sausalito, CA 94965
Ridge Builders Group
Don Morris, 129 C Street
Environmental Design Davis, CA 95616
P. O. Box 1551
Willits, CA 95490 Bob Rutemoeller, CFP, EA
Certified Financial Planner
Neurohealth Hypnotherapy  P.O. Box 587
]ag' B. Cohen Gualala, CA 95445
537 Newport Ctr. Dr., #250
Newport Beach, CA 92660 Drs. Helene & Rob Schaeffer

Psychological Corporation
Z%West Gra elPo
Modesto, CA 95350

Zoo-Ink Screen Print
707 Army Street
San Francisco, CA 94124
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[J  VYes! Iwish to become a member of the California

Annual Dues: t

T-Shirt Orders

Wilderness Coalition. Enclosed is $ for first- Individual $ 20.00 1. /andscape design in light blue, pale green, jade, or
year membership duels. Low-income Individual $ 10.00 5 f“‘,hSila;”,S 7l 5 A
Here is a special contribution of $ to e % . animal design in beige (no med.) or gray: $1.
help the Coalitiog's work Sustaining Individual § 35.00 3. logo design in jade, royal blue, birch, or cream: $15
i Benefactor $100.00 Desi i Color A
NAME Patron S 500.00 g eS|gn IZE(s, m, |, Xl) ,0 or mount
Non-profit Organization $ 30.00
ADDRESS Business Sponsor $ 50.00
! tax deductible
Mail to: Subtotal
California Wilderness Coalition Shipping
2655 Portage Bay East, Suite 5 (3$1.50 + .75 for each additional shirt)
ciTy STATE — ZIP - Davis, California 95616 Total
9




