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Cranston Introduces

Desert Bill

Conservationists hailed the
introduction of Senator Alan Cran-
ston's California Desert Protection
Act of 1986 on Ffebruary 7. The
bill, S. 2061, calls for the crea-
tion of a new national park, addi-
tions to existing national park
system units, additions to a state
park, and new wilderness designa-
tions —- in all, it would protect
some eight million acres of federal
lands in southern California.

"Wilderness, a distinguishing
characteristic of public lands in

the California Desert, affords all

Americans an unrivaled opportunity
to experience vast areas of the 0ld
West essentially unaltered by man's
activities," said Cranston. "Our
goal has been to establish in law
the most appropriate pattern of
protection to assure that all Cali-
fornians and visitors to the des-
ert willl have the full
these lands."

value of

The California Desert encom-
passes 25 million acres and amounts
to about one-gquarter of Califor-
nia's land surface. Major provi-
sions of the bill are:

* WILDERNESS: Based on studies
conducted by the managing agencies,
and an enormous amount of detailed
field study by conservationists,

the Cranston bill proposes designa-

tion of statutory wilderness areas
to protect specific wild desert
values. Most of the wilderness
areas are on lands administered by
the Bureau of Land Management, but
included also are wild portions of
the national parks as wilderness
and several national forest wilder-
ness areas within the California
Desert region.

* NATIONAL PARKS: The Cranston
Bill establishes a new Mojave
National Park, giving the unique
Mojave Desert ecosystem and land-
scape this highest form of recogni-
tion and protection. This area pre-
sently is protected only by admin-

istrative regulations that have

been proven ineffective.

The legislation also fills out
the presently inadequate boundaries
of the existing Death Valley and
Joshua Tree national monuments by
adding wild desert land to form
more ecologically sensitive boun-
daries. Each of these enlarged mon-

. uments 1is elevated to full statu-

tory national park status — a step
long overdue.

* STATE PARK: The Cranston

bill completes a lang—pending pro-

posal ‘for the proper expan51on of
the Red Rock Canyon State Park, in
the heart of the California Desert,
by transfering to the state certain
federal lands best managed as part
of the state park system.

* OTHER PROTECTIVE UNITS: Sev-
eral special areas are established
to preserve unique botanical and
historic features, to be adminis-
tered by the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment. These include the Desert Lily
Sanctuary and the Indian Canyons
National Historic Site.

Kelso Dunes WSA in the prugosed Moz

Mak, Park

Photo by Mike McWherter

Pashayan Bill a Mixed Bag

Congressman Charles (Chip)
Pashayan has introduced legislation

which would designate some lands as-

wilderness and a wild Kern river.
The bad news is it would change the
entire Wild Rivers System, remove
land from national parks, require
park wilderness users to pay a
fee, and allow special management
for an off-road vehicle route.

Conservationists are hoping to
separate the good parts of the bill
from the bad, but there are many
undesirable provisions. As it
stands, the bill would result in:

* Removal of 2,000 acres of
Dennison Ridge and 500 acres of
Redwood Canyon from Sequoia and

Kings Canyon national parks.

* Transfer of land between
Sequoia National Fforest and the
Bureau of Land Managment (BLM) in
the Kern River Plateau.

* Designation of a 47,000-acre
Scodies Wilderness on lands trans-
fered from the Sequoia N.F. to BLM.

* Additions to the Sequoia-
Kings Canyon Wilderness, although
not in the Mineral King area.

* Classification of the North
Fork of the Kern as a federal wild
rivers from the headwaters to one
mile above the Johnsondale Bridge,
but not the 18 miles downstream
originally recommended for “"recrea-
tional" designation.

* Weakening of the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act by a number of
amendments.

* Institution of a wilderness
permit fee system in Sequoia and .
Kings Canyon national parks.

* Requiring Sierra National
Forest to develop special regula-
tions for the Dusey jeep trail, a’
narrow corridor separating the John
Muir and Dinkey Lakes wildernesses.

«x ¢ Prohibiting the National -
Pafﬁ Service from condemning
private inholdings in the Wilsonia
part of Kings £anyon National Park.

Thank you to Ron Stork of the
Merced Canyon Committee for much of
the information in this article.
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Codalition Report
by Jim Eaton

Due to the weather, there was
some question when this issue would
be completed. No, Davis stayed rel-
atively high and dry, but Wendy and
I became trapped in Mendocino
County on Washington's birthday
while visiting old friends Sari
Sommarstrom and Tom Jopson (and son
Matts).

The rivers on the north coast
are awesome in flood stage. We
watched the Eel take a bite out of
the main highway into Covelo. That
didn't really matter since Highway
101 was closed in a number of pla-
ces as were the roads crossing the
Coast Range. We finally got out by
going north on some local roads.

New faces are appearing on the
Coalition's Board of Directors. The
Sierra Club's Northern California
Representati&gr-ﬁhss Shay recently
took a new position in Washington,
D.C. His replacement is Sally
Kabisch, both in his old job and on
the CWC Board.

Trent Orr, attorney with the
Natural Resources Defense Council,
is taking a one-year sabbatical to
Florence, Italy. But we can still
get legal advice with our new
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director Julie McDonald of the
Sierra Club Legal Defence Fund.
Julie has been on our Advisory Com-
mittee for years, and we appreciate
her helpful counsel.

Bab Schneider, one of the
founders of the Coalition, is leav-
ing the Board for awhile. We expect
to replace him with three new mem-
bers in April. In fact, it looks
like women will be in the majority
for the first time. Women have
filled the CWC offices of pre-
sident, vice-president, secretary,
and treasurer, but never have we
had so many qualified women serving
as directors at the same time.

Thank you to David Devine of
San Francisco for becoming a busi-
ness sponsor.

We welcome the Committee to
Save the Kings River and the
Friends of Chinquapin as our newest
group members. In addition to the
wild river values of the Kings, the
river winds through one of the
wildest canyons in the state that
needs additional wilderness protec-
tion. Friends of Chinquapin are
defending this Trinity County road-
less area released by the Califor-
nia Wilderness Act of 1984.

How We Spend Your Money

As you can see by the pie
charts, the California Wilderness
Conference skews our 1985 financial
report. The conference cost $15,000
and brought in nearly an equal
amount, bring the Coalition's total
budget for the year to just over
$40,000. Even without the addition
of the conference monies, the CWC's
income increased over the previous
year by more than $10.000.

'‘As before, renewals and dona-
tions from members were the main
sources of income for the Coali-
tion. Most of the grant money came

_from Recreational Equipment, Inc.

California
Wilderness
Conference

Donations

(REI) for the publication of our
book, Discover the California Wil-
derness Act of 1984. Retail income

~came from the selling of that book

and from T-shirt sales.

Excluding conference expenses,
the bulk of your donations was
spent directly on
issues.

wilderness
Quite a bit of money went
into the retail category, but most
of this was the publishing costs of
our book covered by the grant men-
tioned above. Ten percent of your
donations went to producing and
distributing the Wilderness Record.
Thank you for your support.

Income

ora™

== Group Members
e New Members

News Briefs
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Panamint Dunes Appeal Upheld

On January 30, the Interior
Board of Land Appeals issued a
unanimous decision overturning the
Bureau of Land Management's (BLM)
decision to open the Panamint Dunes
to off-road vehicles (ORVs). The
appellants were the Wilderness
Society, Sierra Club, Desert Pro-
tective Council, California Native
Plant Society, and the Timbisha
Shoshone Tribe.

The Panamint Dunes are part of
a Wilderness Study Area adjacent to
the western boundary of Death Val-

ley National Monument. The appel-
lants argues that opening the dunes
to ORV use would cause irreparable
losses to a major archeologital
district and unique wilderness
area.

The Board ruled that "there is
no question that cultural resources
are wilderness values." They fur-
ther found that "the risk of open-
ing the Dunes. to ORV use with the
predicted adverse consequences out-
weighs any demand for an ORV use
area."

Wild Rivers Proposed for Study

A study of the McCloud, West
Walker, and East Fork Carson rivers
for possible addition to Califor-
nia's Wild & Scenic River System
was proposed on February 12 by
State Assembly members Byron Sher
(D-Palo Alto) and Jim Costa (D-
Fresna). Sher chairs the Assembly
Natural Resources Committee; Costa
chairs the Assembly Water, Parks,

Peppermint Ski

Conservationists have filed a
major appeal in response to the
Forest Service's decision to go
ahead with the Peppermint = Ski
Resort in the Sequoia National For-
est. The Forest Service filed a
final environmental impact state-
ment late last  year for the
project.

A 113-page statement of rea-
sons was filed by the appellants,
and they were granted more time to
complete their complex case. Groups
signing onto the appeal included
the Sierra Club, California Wilder-
ness Coalition, Defenders of Wild-
life, Kaweah Flyfishers, Kern Val-
ley Wildlife Association, Pepper-
mint Alert, Porterville Area Envi-

California
Wilderness
Conference

and Wildlife Committee. Introduc-
tion of the bill, A.B. 3101, fol-
lowed hearings last October on the
state's river protection system.
The state system, which does not
necessarily protect designated
rivers from federally-authorized
development, has not been enlarged
since its creation in 1972.

- Friends of the River

Plan Appealed

ronmental Cauncil, and the. Tulare
County Audubon Society. A Native
American also joined as an appel-
lant. The ski industry has entered
on the side of the Forest Service.

The appellants have raised
numerous issues in their complaint.
Among the problems mentioned are
the impact of the ski area on wild-
life, including the California con-
dor; impact on sensiti;é plants;
suitability of  access routes,
degradation of air and water qual-
ity, lack of consideration of the
roadless nature of Slate Mountain,
and the hidden costs of the pro-
ject. The use of the area by Native
Americans as a religous site also
is an issue.

Disbursements

«- Fundraiding
=— Board of Directors

Membership
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Dratft Plans Give Roadless Areas the Axe

by Steve Evans

With six draft plans for
national forests in California
released for public review, conser-
vationists have identified several
issues and concerns that appear to
be generic to the Forest Service
planning process. National forests
in California that have draft plans
include the Angeles, Cleveland,
Stanislaus, Sequoia, Tahoe, and
Plumas.

A primary concern is how the
forest Service is treating roadless
areas in all the plans that have
been released so far. Another crit-
ical issue in the timbered forests
of northern California is how the
Forest Service intends to manage
for timber and the effects of this
management on other forest uses and
resources.

These and other issues were
raised in a January meeting with
Regional Forester Zane G. Smith and
representatives from several
groups, including the California
Wilderness Coalition. Although
Smith seldom responded in a sub-
stantive way to many of the con-
cerns expressed at the meeting, he
did mention that the Forest Service
was reevaluating many of .the pre-
ferred alternatives in the draft
plans that have yet to be released
in California. Smith indiciated
that due to heavy public criticism
over the use of clear -cutting,
herbicides, and the destruction of
roadless areas, we could expect
some "significant" changes in the
preferred alternatives identified
in the draft plans.

The California Wilderness Coa-
lition and other conservation
groups have compiled a laundry list
of problems, issues, and concerns
that have been identified from the
review of the six draft plans that
have been released. These issues
are listed below.

Hoadless Areas

The most pervasive problem in
the draft plans is the Forest Ser-

~wLdeRness Record

attitude towards
protection. It
appears that the agency is reaching
ridiculous limits in an effort to
avoid dealing with this issue of
great public concern. The absurdity
is reinforced by the agency's plan-
ning lingo which requires the
replacement of the term "roadless
area” with the more neutral
"unroaded area." Forest Service
techno-speak also is being used to
confuse the public. Roadless areas
used for primitive, backcountry
recreation, but not officially des-
ignated as

vice's biased
roadless area

wilderness, are  now
"semi-primitive, nonmotorized"
areas. i
More  importantly, it has
become evident that the Forest Ser-
vice has grossly misinterpreted
Congressional '"release" language in
the California Wilderness Act. The
Act "released" hundreds of roadless
areas for multiple use purposes,
including the option of full admin-
istrative protection. Also, the Act
clearly provides the Forest Service
with the option .to study released
roadless areas for potential wil-
derness designation if they so
choose. This gives the Forest Ser-

boundaries on any map, and if the
plan provides any narrative infor-
mation at all on a released road-
less area, it wusually is,  hidden
away in the appendix of the envi-
ronmental impact statement.

The natural results of this
planning bias are poor management

"while the Forest Service techno-jargon provides

pseudo protection,

vice a wide range of options to
respond to the overwhelming public

concern for protecting roadless
areas.
In draft plan after draft

-plan, the Forest Service boldly

states that the California Wilder-
ness Act '"resolved" the roadless
area issue. Evidently, this "reso-
lution" includes the sudden admin-
istrative disappearance of all
released roadless areas. In fact,
most California forests were
ordered by the agency's Washington,
D.C., office to remove information
in the draft plans that would have
shown how every inventoried road-
less area would be managed under
each alternative. None of the draft

real axes will fall”

decisions. The California Wilder-
ness Act designated portions of
three roadless areas in California
as Congressionally-mandated wilder-
ness study areas. A number of other
roadless areas were left in the
"further planning" category. These
gimilar designations provided for
the further wilderness study of
many priority roadless areas that
have substantial public support.
None of the draft plans have recom-
mended any of the further planning
areas for wilderness.

The situation is even more
grim for released roadless areas.
As a general rule, it is evident
that any area with commercial tim-
ber is to be developed while only
roadless acreage that consists of
rock or brush will be managed for
"semi-primitive, non-motorized"
uses.

In Sequoia -National Forest,
most released roadless areas will
be opened up to virtually unre-
stricted off-road vehicle use under
the ‘“semi-primitive, motorized"
category. In the other forests, the
Tahoe and Stanislaus in particular,
the management prescription for
"semi-primitive, non-motorized"
allows selective logging to meet
timber yields. As you can see, the
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administratively designated "semi-
primitive" areas will provide only
"semi" protection for their road-
less and recreational values. While
the Forest Service techno-jargon
provides pseudo protection, real
axes will fall.

Very few roadless areas are
expected to survive .the current 10
to 15 year planning cyecle. The For-
est Service is committed to study
any of the remnants that are over
5000 acres in size for potential
wilderness designation in the next
planning cycle.

These problems constitute
probable violations of the National
Environmental Policy Act . (inade-
quate range of alternatives, insuf-
ficient environmental study of
planning: areas), and the National
Forest Management  Act (NFMA)
(ignoring issues raised by the pub-
lic). Conservationists are investi-
gating possible avenues for admin-
istrative appeals and legal
challenge.

Other Issues

Timber management is  the
driving force behind the planning
process. All other forest uses and
resources, such as recreation,
wildlife, and watershed, are con-
sidered as constraints on timber
production. The Cascade Holistic
Economic Consultants (CHEC) of
Eugene, Oregon, have reviewed sev-
eral draft plans for conservation
groups. CHEC has identified a num-
ber of issues dealing with timber
management. These include:

* Inflated timber yields due to
incorrect yield tables, inaccurate
Cont. on Page 7
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Tahoe National Forest Plan

Natural Forest or Wood Fiber Plantation?

by the Forest Issues Task Force

The following article is from
| a twelve-page action alert prepared
'by the Forest Issues Task Force of

the Sierra Nevada Group of the
Sierra Club, Protect American River
Canyons (PARC), and South VYuba
River Citizens League (SYRCL). Many
CWC activists will receive the
entire alert soon; otherwise you

 may request a copy from the address
listed at the end of the article.
Deadline for comment is April 18,
1986.

Tahoe National Forest released
its Draft tand Management Plan for
public comment on January 6, 1986.
The draft plan is heavily biased
toward the timber industry and sac-
rifices the scenic and recreational
values of the Tahoe Forest. If
implemented, the plan would destroy
the Tahoe as we know it. These are
the critical issues: ; ’

* Eight of the nine roadless
backcountry areas in the Tahoe will
be roaded and clearcut logged.

* Six square miles of forest
will be clearcut every year for the
next fifty years. After 50 years,
the only remaining natural forest
will be in narrow strips along the

Tahoe's scenic highways, the Gran- .

ite Chief Wilderness, and a few
"special interest" and wildlife
habitat areas.

*  Sterile "“plantations" of
conifers will replace the natural

forest. These plantations may be
sprayed repeatedly with toxic
herbicides. ]

* Scenic hiking trails and
back roads will lose their scenic
qualities as elearcutting and

logging roads become visible
everywhere.
5 st of the remaining cli-

max, old-growth forest will be
destroyed. Clearcut logging will

occur on steep slopes prone to;

erosion and landslide.

* Large herds of caiiie and
sheep will continue to graze and
disturb the integrity of the alpine
meadows and forests.

Yoy

In total, the Forest Service
plan will vreplace the Tahoe's
scenic, recreational, and natural
forest with a sterile, monotonous,
wood fiber plantation.

The Tahoe National Forest is
one of the ten most heavily used
recreational forests in the United
States — it is within four hours
travel of eight million people. The
recreational demands of the forest
are increasing rapidly. The draft
forest plan manages the entire for-
est, including the remote, wild,
backcountry areas, primarily for
timber production using a timber
harvest system that is incompatible
with scenic recreation.

A Citizens' Alternative to the
Tahoe National Forest plan has been
prepared which would manage the
forest for a balance of public
uses. This alternative preserves
the scenic beauty, diversity, and
stability of the natural forest
environment , while producing a
steady flow of high-quality forest
products to maintain the regional
forest-based economy.

 The Citizens' Alternative pre-
serves the remaining roadless areas
for recreation and for habitat for
a wide range of sensitive and
endangered plants, animals, and
birds. It recommends the use of a
type of timber harvesting that
maintains the natural forest with-
out the use of toxic herbicides.
The scenic and natural qualities of
Mount Lola would be preserved. Most
of the remaining old-growth forest
would be saved for scientific study
and the admiration of future
generations.

Ro_ad]ess Areas

Over 160,000 acres of the last
remaining wild and roadless areas
are hidden in the remote backcoun.
try or tne Tahoe National Forest.
These areas of steep slopes, aipiné
forests, and meadows provide out-
standing opportunities for hiking,
nature study, and solitude. Numer-
ous trails wander through the sunny
woods, cool moist canyons, and
alpine meadows. Sheltered from ear-
lier 1logging and
attempts, these islands of peace-
ful, undisturbed wilderness are
surrounded by a sea of roads, log-

road building:

Spencer Lakes in the East Yuba roadless area

ging, and other environmental
disturbances.

If the Forest Service has its
way, roads will slice into the last
wild backcountry areas including
the North Fork of the American
River, East and West Yuba, Castle
Peak, Duncan Canyon, Middle Yuba,
and Bald Mountain roadless areas. -

The draft plan ‘calls for the
construction and reconstruction of
40 miles of road every year for the
next 50 years! New roads would con-
tinue to be built until there is a
road every quarter mile throughout
the forest. There would be very few
wild areas left.
structed into extremely steep can-
yons with serious potential for
erosion, slope destabilization, and
landslides.

The forests in the roadless
areas are located predominately on
very steep slopes where the use of
clearcutting, as calied for in the
draft ‘plan, presents many serious
environmental concerns.

There is no economic justifi-
cation for cutting any more old
growth in the Tahoe or any other
national forest. Plenty of fine
stands of second growth timber
exist to provide for the region's
lumber needs. Many of the old-
growth timber sales in remote road-
less areas will not return enough
income to cover the costs of new
road construction. The forest plan
does not adequately consider the
ecological value of old-growth for-
ests.

Roads would be con
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Photo by Nancy Morton

The ruaaless areas provide
critical habitat for the sensitive
and endangered plants and animals
indigenous to old-grawth forests.

This is the last chance. Once
gone these ' areas cannot be
replaced. 0ld-growth forests take
hundreds of years to grow and
evolve; very few virgin Sierran
forests have survived the holocaust
of recent logging. These forests
are our last links to the stable
ecological pattern of this region.

For more information, contact:
Forest Issues Task Force
Sierra Nevada Group, Sierra Club
P.0. Box 530

North San Juan, CA 95960

Tahoe Roadless Areas

Existing Wilderness acres

Granite Chief 18,705
Roadless Areas - acres

Bald Mountain 6,453
Castle Peak 18,000
Duncan Canyon 9,403
East Yuba 17,900
Granite Chief . 10,200
Grouse Lakes 21,100
Lakes Basin* - - 551
Middle Yuba = e
North. Fk. American’ 49,100

'NJFk: Mid. Fk. American 11,900
West Yuba* 14,900

* adjoins'PiunaseNF roadless area
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Plumas National F orest Plan

Plumas Plan Looks Good . . .
But Read the Fine Print

by Steve Evans

The: Plumas National Forest
released its draft land management
plan and draft environmental impact
statement (EIS) for public review
in January. Unlike previous plans
in California, the Plumas has taken
some care in providing background
data in the plan and EIS appendices
that are essential to understand
the proposed future management of
the forest. Even the maps in the
draft plan are readable.

Unfortunately, the Plamas
draft plan suffers from the same
agengy bias and poor planning meth-
odology that is plaguing forest
plans throughout California. Prob-
lem issues of particular interest
to the public include protecting
roadless areas, widespread clear-
cutting of timber, and the aerial
application of herbicides (see
accompanying article).

On the surface, the Plumas
draft plan looks good, especially
in terms of administratively pro-
tecting roadless areas that were
released for possible development
by Congress in the California Wil-
derness Act of 1984. Almost all
roadless acreage in the forest will
be allocated to "semi-primitive,
non-motorized" status, which osten-
sibly protects the scenic and prim-
itive recreation values of the

areas. However, the "fine print" in

Middle Fork Feather roadless area

the management prescriptions for
the semi-primitive areas allows the
Forest  Supervisor to log timber in
the area to "enhance or protect
scenic or values."
Conservationists are perplexed
about how to define this qualifica-
tion, and until the Forest Service

recreational

provides a clarification, we are,

forced to assume that so-called
"semi-primitive" areas are only
provided "semi-protection" from

logging, road building, and other
development activities.

The draft plan also will allot
more than 11,000 acres from the
Middle Fork Roadless Area for tim-
ber harvesting. =~ This acreage is
essential to protect the upper can-
yon slopes and watersheds of the
pristine Middle Feather Wild and
Scenic River from sedimentation
caused by development. Other areas
that fare poorly in: the draft plan
include Dixon Creek, which will
lose 2,000 acres of its 5,000 acres
to logging, and Adams Peak, which
is allocated to "primitive, motor-
ized" management. The plan also
ignores an opportunity supported by
local conservationists to expand
the existing 21,000-acre Bucks Lake
Wilderness to over 33,500 acres by
adding uninventoried roadless land
in the vicinity of Bucks Mountain
and Bucks Creek.

Photo by Brad Richards

A critical factor in evalu-
ating the Plumas plan is determin-
ing which areas will truly be man-
aged for timber and in which areas
will other uses and resources be
emphasized. Unfortunately, the Plu-
mas Forest evidently intends to
reserve the right to log timber
seemingly everywhere in the forest.
Almost every management prescrip-
tion allows some kind of timber
harvest, with the only major dif-
ference being whether timber har-
vested from a particular area is
calculated into the overall forest
timber yield.

Semi-primitive recreation
areas, developed recreation sites
like campgrounds, special interest
designations 1like botanical areas,
and even the Middle Fork Wild and
Scenic River Zone could be selec-
tively harvested for ill-defined
purposes other than to meet timber
yiélds.' General recreation areas
around reservoirs, regions managed
for the full or partial retention
of natural visual quality, and hab-
itat areas for bald eagles, spotted

.owls, and goshawk, as well as com-

mercial timber land, all. will be
selectively or intensively managed
to meet annual timber yields. As a
result, only the existing Bucks
Lake Wilderness is off limits to
logging (about two percent of the
forest), and even that is qualified
by the Wilderness Act loophole that
allows logging to control pest
infestations. About 23 percent of
the forest may be logged for pur-
poses other than meeting timber
yields, and a whopping 75 percent
of the forest will be managed to
meet the Forest Service's annual
timber quota. This inequitable plan
is hardly based upon multiple use!

The Forest Service intends to
use clearcutting with cuts up to 40
acres in size and the widespread
applications of toxic herbicides as
its prime silvicultural methods.
Clearcutting and bherbicides are
ranked next to roadless area pro-
tection as the primary public con-
cerns raised in the issues identi-
fication phase of the planning
process.

. To compound these problems, a
timber economics consultant hired
by conservationists has found that
timber yields in the forest may be
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inflated by as much as 40 percent
due to poor field data, problems
with yield tables, and other tech-
nical concerns. This means that the
Plumas may be a paper forest with-
out the actual timber it will need
to meet its annual harvest goals.

The Sierra Club, Friends of
Plumas Wilderness, and Altacal
Audubon are in the process of com-
pleting a Conservation Alternative
for the Plumas Forest. The alterna-
tive calls for the true protection
of all roadless areas as well as
timber harvestign based upon selec-
tive "all-aged" management. The
alternative also is designed to
protect fish, wildlife, and water
quality.

Written comments concerning
the draft plan will.be accepted by
the Forest Service until May 8,
1986. Concerned citizens are urged
to write in support of the Conser-
vation Alternative, asking for com-
plete protection for all roadless
areas and in support of all-aged
timber management prohibiting large
clearcuts. Send your comments to:

Lloyd R. Britton, Forest Supervisor
Plumas National Forest
ATTN: Public Comments
P.0. Box 1500
Quincy, CA 95971

' Steve Evans is a Chico acti-
vist and is president of the Cali-
fornia Wilderness Coalition.

Plumas Boad]ess. Areas

Existing Wilderness acres
Bucks Lake Wilderness 21,000
Roadless Areas acres protection
Adams Peak 7,000 0%

Bald Rock 7,700 100% SP,WR
Beartrap* 8,000 75% SP

6,700 0%
12,700 100% SP
5,000 60% SP
7,000 100% SP
3,000 100% SP
Lakes Basin* 10,800 72% SP
Middle Fork 52,200 78% SP,WR
Thompson Peak** - 2,060 100% SP

Bucks Creek
Chips Creek**
Dixon Creek
Grizzly Peak
Keddie Ridge**

SP = Semi-Primitive WR = Wild River
* adjoins Tahoe NF roadless area
#* adjoins Lassen NF roadless area
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Wilderness Wildlife

The Fisher
by Dennis Cou]es '

The fisher, Martes pennanti,

is a true wilderness animal found -

in very low numbers in.remote for-
est areas. The fisher belongs to
the little-understood weasel family
- the Mustelidae - and is itself
more scarce and unknown than most
other North: American mustelids.
Only the endangered black-footed
ferret and the- rare wolverine are
more elusive.

The fisher resembles a dark,
stocky weasel, with males averaging
about nine pounds and females half
that. It is much larger than the
closely-related pine marten. From a
distance, the fisher looks almost
uniformly black in winter, but it
actually ranges from deep brown to
black, with lighter bhairs around
the face. The summer pelage may be
much lighter overall. The tail is
very densely furred.

A unique trait of the fisher
is its ability to consistently prey
upon porcupines, the only predator
to do so. In areas with a dependa-
ble porcupine population, the
fisher thus has a food supply with
little competition from other car-
nivores. The fisher does not eat
fish, which has given rise to much
speculation as to why it was given
its name.
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R;\NGE AND HABITATS

Fishers are found only in
North America. Their range in the
United States is much reduced from
pre-European settlement times. In
addition to their current distribu-
tion, they once inhabited much of
Idaho and Montana and as far south
as southern Illinois in the Midwest
and North Carclina and Tennessee in
the Appalachians. Now the fisher
inhabits only the extreme north-
eastern states, northern Wisconsin
and Minnesota, relatively small
regions of Montana, Idaho, Colo-
rado, Oregon, and California, and a
few pockets in other states.

In California, the fisher is
found in the Sierra Nevada between
Yosemite and Sequoia national parks
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and in old-growth forests of the
northwestern corner of- the state.
The fisher's original distri-
bution in North America coincided
roughly with the combined distribu-
tion of northern hemlock-hardwood,
boreal, and western mountain for-
ests. In California, fishers are
found in mixed coniferous, Douglas
fir, yellow pine, red - fir, and
lodgepole pine forests. They are
always found in areas of continuous
forest with high canopy closure,
and they seem to have an aversion
to open areas such as recent clear-
cuts, especially in the winter.
Population density estimates
for fishers vary widely by region
and are very limited for the west.
Relatively high density estimates
have included one fisher per 2.6 -
11.7 square kilometers in suitable
habitat in Maine and one fisher per
9 square kilometers in the White
Mountains of New Hampshire. In con-
trast, a density of one fisher per
208 square kilometers (51,397
acres) was estimated for a region
being trapped in British Columbia.

.
[Z "Nm
= [y Q?/‘?
‘.fi" -
% % o !
na® 8% in i

......

FISHER BIOLOGY

Fishers are solitary hunters,
rarely found in groups except dur-
ing the breeding and rearing sea-
sons. An average home range for an

individual in New Hampshire is R§

about 20 square kilometers (4,950
acres). In a pattern of "intrasex-
ual territoriality," the home ran-
ges of males rarely overlap but the
home ranges of females are often
located within those of one or more
males.

Fishers are active at any hour
of the day or night and do not
hibernate during the winter. Activ-
ity seems to be greatest, or at

least the most frantic, during the
spring breeding season. Females may
breed at one year of age. Fishers
exhibit delayed implantation, or an
interruption of normal embryonic
development, so that the majority
of embroyonic development does not
occur until about ten months after
fertilization. Resumption of devel-
opment may be triggered by
increased day length. About 30 days
after fetal development resumes,
the young are born, fully one year
after mating. After giving birth,
the female mates again within ten
days. Thus female fishers are preg-
nant nearly all the time.

The average litter size is two
to three kits. All known dens have
been found high up in hollow trees,
but rock piles also may be used.
The female alone cares for the
kits, but only for a few months.
Total longevity of fishers has been
greater than ten years in zoos, but
is unknown in the wild.

Fishers are’ generalized preda-
tors and eat a wide variety of ani-
mal species as well as scavenging
carcasses and eating fruits and
nuts. In contrast, there are no
regular predators of adult fishers.
Fishers may play an important role
in limiting porcupine numbers, as
evidenced by the extremely high
numbers of this rodent which devel-
oped following the fisheris decline
in the 1920s. Porcupines are blamed
for much timber damage, and the
desire to control them 1led to
fisher reintroduction programs in
several states.

CONSERVATION STATUS

Trapping and logging were the
two major causes of the fisher's
extirpation from large areas of the
United States. -Their pelts always
have been valuable, and they are
relatively easy to trap. As a
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result, populations in New York
already were declining by 1850. By
1932 the fisher was extinct in Wis-
consin and Michigan, and no fishers
were reportea in Montana and Idaho
after the 1920s. It is likely that
fishers survived only in inaccessi-
ble mountain regions of California,
Oregon, and the northeastern states
during this period.

As a result of these extirpa-
tions, most states closed their
trapping seasons in the 1930s. Cal-
ifornia was the last to do so, in
1946. Fisher popﬁlations began to
recover after closure of the season
in several states, including Michi-
gan, Wisconsin, New York, Maine,
and Vermont. However, populations
have not remained steady, and trap-
ping seasons have been reopened and
reclosed in several areas. In areas
where fishers are scarce, they also
can be threatened by trapping for
foxes, coyotes, or other mammals.

Fisher reintroduction programs
were initiated in the 1950s and
1960s in many states, most of which
appear to have been successful. The
most isolated fisher population may
now be that in West Virginia, a
result of a release in 1969. The
clogsest wild population is in
upstate New York.

In California, populations in
the far northern counties appear to
be growing (as reported in 1973 and
1977 publications), but populations
further south either are low and
stable or low and decreasing,
despite a continual closure of the
trapping season.

Habitat destruction from log-
ging combined with trapping decima-
ted fisher populations histori-
cally. Cutting of old-growth for-
ests progressed from the Northeast
to the Midwest and currently is
threatening fisher populations in
the West. Large clearcuts present
the greatest threat to habitat
because théy may limit foraging
area, and thus population sizes.

In California, where the
fishér is a protected furbearer,
the.greatest threats to its survi-
val are traps or poiébns intended
for other predators and continued
clearcutting of its habitat. Man-
agement of our public forest lands
must consider the needs of this
elusive and fascinating predator if
it is to remain a member of our
fauna.

FURTHER READING

A summary of current knowledge
of the fisher is embadied in Roger
A. Powell's The Fisher: Life His-
tory, Ecology, and Behavior, Uni-
versity of Minnesota Press, 1982.

Dennis Coules is the CWC's
consultant for wildlife and desert
issues.
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Sinkyone Spéred Until Spring

By Andy Alm

State acquisition of more than
7,000 acres in .the Sinkyone wilder-
ness area -- and the critical old
growth forest areas and trail cor-
ridors it includes -- could depend
on official Mendocino County sup-
port for a compromise plan this
month, according to Sinkyone
activists.

The compromise would put most
of 'the acreage now owned by
Georgia-Pacifiec (G-P) on the north-
ern Mendocino coast into the state
forest system, to be managed for
timber production and other uses.
Key critical areas and corridors
identified by the State Parks and
Recreation Commission would be
added to the Sinkyone Wilderness
State Park.

Opposition
supervisors

Mendocino
timber

by the
and a local

labor union are credited with caus--

ing Governor
last year's

Deukme jian to veto
$7 million Sinkyone
acquisition bill passed by the leg-
islature. That measure would have
placed the entire area into the
state park — removing it from tim-
ber production and local tax rolls.

The supervisors will discuss
the issue and hear public comments
at 9:30 a.m. March 11 at the county
courthouse in Ukiah.

G-P, which says it is willing
to sell its entire haldings in the
area but not just the critical por-
tions, has promised to delay its
plans to log the Sally Bell Grove
until April 1 and give the state
another chance to buy the entire
The 75-acre old-growth Doug-
las fir and redwood stand is con-
sidered crucial for acquisition and
was the scene of arrests in 1983 as
protestors occupied . the to
keep G-P's chainsaws the
ancient trees.

Logging was then blocked by a
filed by the Environmental

area.

site
from

suit

Protection Information Center of
Garberville, and the eventual
appeals court decision in the case,
EPIC v. Johnson, was hailed as a
major environmental precedent which
forced the California Department of
Forestry to adhere to the Califor-
nia Environmental Quality Act.

But G-P came back with a new
logging plan last fall. EPIC filed
another suit in late January to
block that plan.

The suit also seeks
improvements in forest practice
regulation on private land.

"Logging is one of Califor-
nia's least socially responsible
industries, " charged Robert Suther-
land, one of the plaintiffs. "It's
long past due for the logging cor-
porations to give real considera-
tion to the future of all the for-
est's users and inhabitants."

A major issue in the suit con-
cerns loss of old growth forest
habitat in California the
resulting impact on old growth-
dependent species such as the spot-
ted owl. Also up for court review
are the alleged failure of state
regulations to consider the poten-
tial for landslides and to ade-
quately protect a '3,000-year~6id
prehistoric village site archaeolo-
gical experts termed '"very
significant." )

The new lawsuit will be heard
on March 24 at Mendocino County
Superior Court Ukiah. G-P
the hearing
negotiations for

new

and

have

in
refused to postpone
date pending
acquisition.

For more information, contact
the Sinkyone Council at Box 301,
Whitethorn, CA 95489, or FEPIC at
Box 397, Garberville, CA 95440,
phone (707) 923-2931.

Andy Alm is the computer whiz
on the staff of the Northcoast
Environmental Center in Arcata.
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Can you sparrow few bills for
a T-shirt flying the CWC. logo of
black mountains beneath a blue sky,
with yellow sand dunes in the fore-
ground? KEEP IV WILD rings the top
of the logo, with CALIFOBNIA
WILDERNESS COALITION beneath.

T-shirts are 100% double knit
cotton. Regular T-shirts are avail-
able in white, tan, blue, and yel-
low in S, M, L, and XL. A limited

Roadless Areas

Cont. from Page 3

inventory data, and the conversion
from board feet to cubic feet.

* No attempt to justify clear cut-
ting as the site specific "optimum
method" as required by NFMA.

* Inflated timber values.

_*_.Improper consideratian of logging

road construction as providing

*recreational benefits because of

the supposed increased access.

The most critical issue in

. terms of timber management in the

planning process is the justifica-
tion of clear cutting as the opti-
mum silvicultural method ‘and the
associated use of herbicides.
Regional Forester Zane G. Smith
admitted in the January meeting
with conservationists ~that the
region's entire timber program is
predicated on the widespread use of
clear cutting and the aerial appli-
cation of herbicides. Second only
to the roadless area question,

Board of Directors

number of French-cut style T-shirts

are availble in white, pink, and
powder blue in women's S, M, and L.
T-shirts are $8.00 to CWC mem-
bers; $10.00 for non-members (sales
tax included). There is an order
form on Page 8; clearly indicate if
you want regular or French-cut,
size;, color, and a substitute
color. Please add $1.25 postage;
75¢ for each additional T-shirt.

these issues are critical public
concerns that were expressed in the
issues identification phase of the
planning process.

There are numerous other con-
cerns that are impossible to list
in one article. A sampling includes
the reduction’ of the spotted owl
population statewide by 60 percent,
logging to imeet timber yields
within the congressionally-mandated
100-foot streamside management
zones, and water quality degrada-
tion due to sedimentation caused by
development activities.

The Regional Forester has made
the promise that we can expect
"changes" in the preferred alterna-
tives during the coming months.
Whether the "changes" will make the
difference in how the national for-
ests will be managed in the future
remains to be seen.

Steve Evans is a Chico acti-
vist and is president of the Cali-
fornia Wilderness Coalition.

PURPOSES OF THE CALIFORNIA
WILDERNESS COALITION
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Codalition Member Groups

Acorn Alliance

American Alpine Club

Angeles Chapter, Sierra Club

Bay Chapter, Sierra Club

Butte Environmental Council

California Alpine Club

California Native Plant Society

Camp Unalayeé Association

Citizens Committee to Save Our
Public Lands

Citizens for Mojave National Park

Committee for Green Foothills

Committee to Save the Kings River

Concerned Citizens of Calaveras Co.

Conejo Valley Audubon Society

Conservation Call

Covelo Wildlands Association

Davis Audubon Society

Defenders of Wildlife

Desert Protective Council

Ecology Center of So. California

Env. Cen. of San Luis Obispo County

Friends of Chinquapin

Friends of Plumas Wilderness

Friends of the Earth

Friends of the River

Friends of the River Foundation

Golden Gate Envir. Law Society

Granite Chief Task Force

Greenpeace

High Sierra Stock Users Association

Ishi Task Force

Kaweah Group, Sierra Club

Kern Audubon Society

Kern Plateau Association

Kern River Valley Audubon Society

Kern River Valley Wildlife Assn.

Knapsack Sec., Bay Ch., Sierra Club

Lake Tahoe Audubon Society

Loma Prieta Chapter, Sierra Club

Los Angeles Audubon Society

Marin Audubon Society

Marin Conservation League
Mendocino Environment Center
Merced Canyon Commlttee

Mono Lake Committee

Monterey Peninsula Audubon Society
Morro Coast Audubon Society

Mt. Shasta Audubon Society.

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

Northcoast Environmental Center '
N.E. Californians for Wilderhess

.o« Northstate Wilderness Committee

Orange County Sierra Singles
Pasadena Audubon Society

Placer County Conser. Task Force
Planning and Conservation League
Pomona Valley Audubon Society
Porterville Area Envir. Council
Redwood Chapter, Sierra Club

The Red Mountain Association
Salmon Trollers Marketing Assn.
San Diego Chapter, Sierra Club

San Francisco Ecology Center

San Joaquin Wilderness Association
Sierra Association for Environment
Sierra Treks

Sinkyone Council

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

Trinity Alps Group

Tulare County Audubon Society

Tule River Indian Health Project
UC Davis Environmental Law Society.
The Wilderness Society

... Join the Coalition!

Like many citizen organiza-
tions, the California Wilderness
Coalition depends upon sponsorship
and support. The organization is
grateful to the following busi-
nesses that have recognized the
need to preserve the wilderness of
California.

Ace Family Hardware - Kauai

4018 Rice Street

Lihue, Hawaii 96766
Alpine Supply Company

130 G Street

Davis, CA 95616
Antelope Camping Equip. Manuf. Co.

21740 Granada Avenue

Cupertino, CA 95014
Baldwin's Forestry Services -

P.0. Box 22

Douglas City, CA 96024
Kathy Blankenship-Photography

402 Lago Place

Davis, CA 95616
Creative Sound Recording

Michael W. Nolasco

6412 Cerromar Court

Orangevale, CA 95662
Daybell Nursery

55 N.E. Street

Porterville, CA 93257
David B. Devine

447 Sutter

San Francisco, CA 94115

.

Echo, The Wilderness Cdmpény
6529 Telegraph Avenue
Oakland, CA 94609

Genny Smith Books
P.0. Box 1060
Mammoth Lakes, CA 93546

Hibbert Lumber Company
500 G Street
Davis, CA 95616

Jim's Toy House .

10542 W. Pico Blvd.
Los Angeles, CA 90064

‘Mike McWherter-Author/Photographer

1231 Bottlebrush P1.
Oxnard, CA 93030
The Naturalist
219 E Street
Davis, CA 95616
The North Face
1234 Fifth Street
Berkeley, CA 94710

CWC Business Sponsors

Quality Sew-Ups
21613 Talisman Street
Torrance, CA 90503
Recreational Equipment, Inc.
1338 San Pablo Ave.
Berkeley, CA 94702
and -
9 City Boulevard West .
The City, Store #44
Orange, CA 92668
Renewed Resources
Art Derby
555 Chapman Place
Campbell, CA 95008
Bob Rutemoeller, CFP
Certified Financial Planner
P.0. Box 7472
Stockton, CA 95207
S & S Enterprises
16 Marcom Place
Oakland, CA 94619
San Francisco Travel Service
407 Jackson Street, Suite 205
San Francisco, 94111
Bob Schneider Contractor/Solar Homes
2402 Westernesse Road '
Davis, CA 95616
Siskiyou Forestry Consultants
P.0. Box 241
Arcata, CA 95521
Ski Hut
1615 University Ave.
Berkeley, CA 94704
Solano Ski Sport .
1215 Tabor Avenue
Fairfield, CA 94704
Brock Wagstaff Architect
2200 Bridgeway
Sausalito, CA 94965
Wilderness Digest
P.0. Box 989
Lone Pine, CA 93545
Wilderness Press
2440 Bancroft Way
Berkeley, CA 94704
Wildflower Farms Native Plant Nursery
1831 Terrace Place
Delano, CA 93215
Yes Electric
22 Claus Circle
Fairfax, CA 94930
Zoo-Ink Screen Print
2415 Third St, # 270
San Frencisco, CA 94107
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