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Mt. Shasta ski
area debate
taken to court

A coalition of environmental groups filed suit on March 13 against
the U.S. Forest Service (FS) to block construction of a massive new ski
development on environmentally-sensitive public lands on Mt. Shasta
in northern California.

The suit, filed in the U.S. District Court in Sacramento by the
California Wilderness Coalition, The Wilderness Society, and the Sierra
Club’s Mother Lode Chapter, contends that-the Forest Service has
violated various statutes, including the National Environmental Policy
Act and associated regulations.

Specifically, the Forest Service failed to consider alternatives ad-
equately, did not demonstrate a need for the project, and illegally
issued special-use permits for the project to a former agency employee.
The coalition is asking the Court to void the agency’s approval of the
ski area proposal and to prohibit its startup until the Forest Service goes
back to the drawing board and corrects past mistakes in the process.

The coalition also seeks to reverse an unprecedented decision by

the Forest Service to bar any further administrative appeals of the

proposal.

“The Forest Service has continually disregarded environmental law
in its attempt to justify a predetermined decision based on biased and
weak analyses of the potential impacts of this project,” said Louis
Blumberg, Assistant Director for The Wilderness Soc1e‘r in Caiifrr
and Nevada.

BACKGROUND

The Forest Service issued the permit for the new ski development
in 1985 to Carl Martin, a 20-year agency veteran, after cursory environ-
mental review. Martin’s proposal calls for a ski area of 7,300 skiers. In
1986, Shasta-Trinity National Forest officials issued an environmental
assessment for the project, but in an administrative appeal environ-
mental groups successfully argued for a more comprehensive environ-

Mt. Shasta
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r.iental impact statement (EIS) on the project.
Ls directed, the Forest Service prepared an
£IS, but environmental groups appealed that
document on the grounds that it was
completely inadequate under the law. For
example, the EIS did not adequately address
the impacts of private development on public
lands, nor did it consider any aiternative
projects. Forest Service Chief Dale Robertson

Wllderness fundmg misused

By Stephanie Mandel

Congress has never been more generous in its fund-
ing for Forest Service wilderness management. Over the
past four years, 80 percent more money has been ap-
propriated for wilderness rangers, education, and other
management.

You didn’t notice? That’s probably because a good
bit of the money has not been getting spent...at least not
on wilderness.

This fact gained national attention in March, when
the General Accounting Office (GAO) released its finding
that 37 percent of Forest Service wilderness funding never
reached wilderness programs.

The GAO was tipped off by Bill Worf, president of
Wilderness Watch, a watchdog group based in Missoula,
Montana. After making phone calls to each Forest Service
Regional Office, Worf presented his data and asked
Representative Bruce Vento, Chair of the National Parks
and Public Lands Subcommittee, to initiate an investiga-
tion of how wilderness funds are being spent.

In response to the GAO's report, Rep. Vento criticized
the Forest Service. “Year after year, the Forest Service has
told this subcommittee it needs more fundingfor wilderness
management,” he said. “Now we find out that more than

continued on page 5

viunio forest officials to prepare a supplemental EIS
that specifically examined alternatives and analyzed the
impacts of adjacent private development.

In the supplemental EIS, issued in October 1990, the
agency ignored most of the Chief’s directives and stuck
to its original decision to award the permit to Martin.
Furthermore, the FS illegally ruled that it would not
accept any further appeals on the project.

continued on page 6
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Letters

Wilderness needs more money

Dear Wilderness Record,

As long as wilderness continues to cost the agency
money with no income and its budget is ripped off for
other functions, wilderness management will continue to
be the lowest of all priorities—volunteers, etc.

Wilderness deserves support—one dollar per night
with a five dollar per year, per person maximum for all
wilderness campers and $10 per pack animal for each use
would be reasonable.

Mike Artemieff .

Little Norway, California

Editor’s note: We recelved this letter in February and it
spurred interest that has resulted in the wilderness funding
article on pages 1 and 5 of this Wilderness Record.

Wilderness primer, part IX

The RARE II lawsuit: total vindication

In 1979 the State of California filed suit against the
U.S. Forest Service’s second Roadless Area Review and
Evaluation (RAREII) decision. The State specifically sought
to protect 41 areas, totaling 991,247 acres, that were
designated as “non-wilderness” by the federal agency.

On January 8, 1980, Judge Lawrence Karlton granted
a summary judgement against the Forest Service in
California v. Bergland (later California v. Block), ruling that
the Forest Service failed to comply with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Among the NEPA
violations were:

© The RARE II Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
failed to examine, in anything approaching the detail
required by NEPA, the site-specific wilderness values of the
roadless areas. The EIS especially failed to examine the
site-specific adverse environmental impacts that would
result from the decisions to open areas to development
through non-wilderness designation.

. The Forest Service did not examine a reasonable
range of alternatives for the disposition of roadless areas.
Of eleven alternatives examined in the EIS, ten allocated
34 percent or fewer of the total number of areas to
wildernessand the other alternative allocated all of the areas
to wilderness (conceded by the Forest Service to be “un-
realistic”). The unexplained failure of the Forest Service to
examine any alternatives that allocated more than 34
percent of the roadless areas to wilderness was a violation

of NEPA’srequirement to study a broadrange of reasonable
alternatives to a proposed action.

e The Forest Service failed totally to solicit public
comment on the actual RARE II proposal. This proposal
did not appear until the final EIS was released in January
1979, and it differed considerably from the ten alterna-
tives present in the draft. The Court held that the Forest
Service should have circulated its final proposal for public
comment as a supplement to the draft EIS.

Also, the Forest Service failed to respond to site-
specific comments received from the public on RARE II
areas. The agency had expressly asked for such comments
in the draft EIS but only responded to general comments
about the overall RARE Il process. The Court held that the
large number of comments received indicated not that the
Forest Service should be excused from its NEPA duty to
respond to site-specific comments, but that the agency
simply had attempted to do too much at one time. g

In ruling that the RARE II Environmental Impact
Statement was inadequate, Judge Karlton pointed out that
the opportunity for wilderness classification for non-
wilderness or “released” roadless areas would be perma-
nently foreclosed because development activities would
change the nature of these areas:

“The statement never examines the impact of
nonwilderness designations upon each area’s wilderness
characteristics and values. Instead, the statement merely

stated that development plans are unknown at the present
time and thus developmental impact cannot be projected.
The result is classically Catch 22. The development effect
on wilderness is not considered now, and itis unlikely that
any environmental statement in the future will discuss it.
Thus the impact of development on the wilderness values
of a particular area (e.g. this scenic area lost) or the
secondary effect of the loss of wilderness (e.g. impact on
water quality or wildlife, etc.), or mitigation measures that
might protect wilderness values despite development plans
(e.g. confining development allowed) will most likely
never be considered.”

Late in 1982, the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals
upheld Judge Karlton’s decision. In their decision, the
justices stated:

“We concede that conducting a detailed site-specific
analysis of the RARE II decision will be no simple task and
will be laden with empirical uncertainty. The scope of the
undertaking here, however, was the Forest Service's choice
and not the court’s. NEPA contains no exceptions for
projects of national scope. Having decided to allocate
simultaneously millions of acres of land to nonwilderness
use, the Forest Service may not rely upon forecasting
difficulties or the task’s magnitude to excuse the absence
of a reasonable analysis of the decision’s environmental
consequences.” :

Next: Congress tries to resolve the issue
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Wilderness legislation

Vento’s ancient forest bill lacks protection of Jontz’

Congress was offered a choice with the reintroduction
of Representative Bruce Vento’s ancient forest legislation
in late March.-

Rep. Vento’sbill, H.R. 1590, is compared with Rep. Jim
Jontz’s Ancient Forest Protection Act, H.R. 842, which
enjoys the support of the environmental community.
Compare for yourself the solutionns each bills offers to the
Pacific Northwest’s ancient forest crisis.
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Cache Creek
closed for
tule elk calving

Wilson Valley in the Cache Creek Wilderness Study
Area (WSA) will be closed to human visitors from April 1
to June 30 so that tule elk may calve in peace.

All public lands south of the main fork of Cache Creek
and south of Stemple Creek are off-limits.

The State Department of Fish and Game (DF&G) and
Bureau of Land Management, who are responsible for
closing the area, contend that a similar closure last year
encouraged more elk to use the valley for calving. Fred
Botti, a biologist with the DF&G, estimates thatroughly 60
to 80 elk live in the Cache Creek area, although he said
exact numbers ar not collected. Although the elk were
once reduced to very low numbers, today there are ap-
proximately 20 herds in California. The elk’s historic
range is from the Central Valley to the California coast.

Tule elk are large, and Botti says that bulls in “perfect
habitat,” such as Grizzly Island in the Sacramento-San
Joaquin Delta, can weigh 8-900 pounds.

For more information, contact the BLM’s Ukiah office
at(707) 462-3873 or the Dept. of Fish annd Game’s Yountville
office at (707) 944-5500.

Rep. Jontz’s H.R. 842:

Requires Congréss to designate ancient forest reserves,
based on a scientific committee’s recommendations.
Only Congress can change the boundaries once they
are designated.

Protects all California, Oregon, and Washington ancient
forests for the years between passage of the legislation
and designation of the reserves.

Does not limit the scope of the reserve system to the
Douglas fir region.

Does not mandate logging until after the reserves are
designated.

Includes no provisions for retraining or economic
assistance.

Rep. Vento’s H.R. 1590:

Requires the Forest Service and Bureau of Land Manage-
ment (BLM) to designate ancient forest reserves, based on
a scientific committee’s recommendations. Only Congress
can change the boundaries once they are designated.

Protects 15-20 named ancient forest tracts in Oregon and
Washington and all spotted owl Habitat Conservation
Areas until the reserves are designated.

Limits the reserves’ scope to the Douglas fir region; no
ancient forests in the California’s Sierra Nevada, eastern
Oregon, or eastern Washington would be protected. Puts
a 6.32 million acre cap on the reserve system.

Mandates an annual timber cut of 2.6 billion board feet for
Forest Service Region 6 and 450 million board feet for the
BLM for the three years between passage of the legislation
and designation of the reserves.

Establishes a fund to retain workers anywhere in the
country displaced by declining timber cutting levels. The
fund is indexed to timber cutting levels.

One of many lakes in the Grouse Lakes roadless area.

Photo by John Moore

Public purchase of private lands would save Grouse Lakes RA

By John Moore

About 9,000 acres of privately owned land in the
20,000-acre Grouse Lakes Roadless Area in the Tahoe
National Forest presently are available for public acquisi-
tion. Few of the thousands of visitors to this beautiful area
and its dozens of lakes realize that every other square mile
is privately owned as a result of 19th century railroad land
grants. Development and/or logging of the private lands
would ruin thisroadless area by threatening the wilderness
quality of the adjacent public lands and also would limit
public access to major lakes.

Preservation of this outstanding roadless area is far
from assured. The lands offered for sale are currently
owned by Sierra Pacific Industries, a timber company
which recognizes their great recreational value and has
offered them for public acquisition. The options granted

to allow public acquisition, however, expire next year, and
the company has stated that the options will not be
renewed. If the lands are not purchased by public agen-

cies, the most likely of which is the Forest Service, they will ;
be sold for “mountain retreat” private estates and resorts.’

The rugged granite of the Grouse Lakes has been
carved by glaciers into spectacular scenery with over 125
jewel-like lakes and ponds. The many peaks and ridges
offer breathtaking panoramic views of the northern Sierra
Nevada. The area offers diverse recreational opportunities
for hikers, skiers, campers, equestrians, anglers, and hunt-
ers. An extensive trail system offers families easy access to
many lakes. Seekers of solitude can find it at the many
other lakes accessible only by cross-country hiking. In its
management plan, the Tahoe National Forest has

committed the area to recreation uses and banned motor-
ized vehicles.

The Grouse Lakes area is just a few miles north of
Interstate 80 and just a few hours’ drive from the San
Francisco Bay and Sacramento metropolitan areas, from
which thousands of visitors come every year.

Broad grassroots support is needed to convince
Congress to allocate $6.6 million from the Land and Water
Conservation Fund (LWCF) to save the Grouse Lakes in
this year’s appropriations for land acquisition. There is
intense competition for the limited LWCF funds among
worthy projects all over the country.

John Moore is a member of the Conservation
Committee of the Mother Lode Chapter of the Sierra Club
and a 15-year member of the CWC.
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More wilderness legislation

Drought panic
may delay river
protection

By Ron Stork &

It’s decision time on the lower Merced River. Senator
Alan Cranston has reintroduced a good lower Merced
River Wild and Scenic River bill (S. 549), that would protect
miles of river, much of which plunges through the heart
of the Merced River Wilderness Study Area (WSA).
Congressman Gary Condit (whocarried identical legislation
last year) and freshman Senator John Seymour are under
intense pressure from a drought-panicked Merced Irrigation
District to preserve the District’s options to build more
dams on the Merced.

One option, the Bagby Dam, would drown the lower
Merced River and WSA lands from Bagby to Briceburg.
Another option, raising Exchequer Dam, would bring
high water about half as far upstream, nearly to the
Merced's North Fork. Neither option could squeeze much
more water from the Merced, and the Merced Irrigation
District has not given any serious attention to either
option since the decision to build New Exchequer Dam in
the early 1960s.

Thirty-two miles of the Merced River already are
inundated behind New Exchequer and McSwain Dams. In
most years, approximately three-fifths to two-thirds of the
Merced’s total annual flow is diverted to Merced area
farms. '

Perhaps in recognition of the scant benefits of more
big dams on the Merced, the mid-March hearing in the
Senate Energy Committee focused on the Irrigation
District’s misapprehension that part of their reservoir was
being designated as a Wild and Scenic River—thus pre-
venting them from storing their full ration of the Merced
during times of plenty. Of course, the District is quite
wrong, and should be assured by the undisturbed opera-
tions of nearby Oroville and Don Pedro dams, which are
just downstream of the Wild and Scenic Middle Fork
Feather and Tuolumne rivers.

But real fears are not always based on realistic analysis.
And local governments and farming organizations back in
Merced County are getting their view of reality from the
Irrigation District. e

But one of the ways that political courage is best
expressed is for elected officials to take a stand when the
time is right. The merits of the case are obvious to
informed participants in a mature debate.

For newly-appointed Senator John Seymour, his po-
sition on the Merced River issue will be the first test of
whether he intends to follow the pro-river sympathies of
former Senator Pete Wilson (who joined Senator Cranston
in sponsoring Wild and Scenic River legislation for the
lower Merced in the last two Congresses). Unlike former
Senator Wilson, Seymour is on the Senate Energy and
Natural Resources Committee and may be positioned to
actively shape the fate of the nation’s rivers and public
lands by virtue of his committee assignment.

For Rep. Condit, his stance on sponsoring a good
Merced River Wild and Scenic bill in the face of organized
opposition from a powerful irrigation district in hisdistrict
will be the first real test of his commitment to protecting
and preserving the recreational wildlands of his
Congressional District.

Ron Stork is Associate Conservation Director of
Friends of the River Conservation Director and Secretary
of the CWC's Board of Directors.
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Mining law
reform bills in
the hopper

New bills to reform the 1872 Mining Law were in-
troduced in the U.S. Senate (S. 433, by Senator Dale
Bumpers (D-AR)) and the House (H.R. 918, by
Representative Nick Rahall (D-WV)) early in the 102nd
Congress.

Bothbillsapplyto “hardrock” minerals—copper, gold,
silver, molybdenum, etc.—on public lands.

In California, many threatened and endangered plant
species occur on limestone, a hardrock mineral. Ray
Butler, Vice President of Conservation for the California
Native Plant Society, explains that limestone mining was
recently responsible for the destruction of key populations
of rare plants in the San Bernardino National Forest. The
plants, which were located next to a Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) Wilderness Study Area, were destroyed
while a petition for listing them as endangered was sitting
in the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service office. “These species
being proposed as threatened and endangered is a clear
admonition that the Forest Service has failed to provide
proper management for their persistence,” Butler says.

Both of the reform bills have been improved over
versions debated in last year’s Congress, according to the
Mineral Policy Center. The Center, known for its
conservationist stance, has found that the House bill has
serious flaws, while the Senate bill “is more complete in its
solution of the 1872 Mining Law’s problems.“

Some of the major reforms included in both bills are
that each would:

* Require reclamation of sites when mining is
completed, but not requirerestoration of original landscape
topography (as is required for coal mining). Require
financial guarantees to make sure that funding will actu-
ally be available for reclamation.

e Create a new hardrock reclamation fund to clean up
environmental damage from old (non-coal) mining. The
fund could be spent on private as well as public lands.

* Make the Forest Service directly responsible for
controlling mining in national forests.

e Establish a uniform permitting and review process
based on the agency’s land use plans for the project area,
which must be completed before mining can commence.

* Prohibit further “patenting” of claims—the process
whereby miners can purchase public land which has
valuable minerals for $5.00 or less per acre.

e Grant citizens the power to sue to enforce the law
when agencies are not upholding it. .

Differences between the bills are that:

¢ Discretion to disapprove mining in unsuitable areas
isexplicitin S. 433, while under H.R. 918 mining could not
be disapproved in areas not identified as unsuitable in the
national forest plan or BLM land use plan for the site.

e “Diligence” work to hold a mining claim is not
required by S. 433, which will eliminate a source of
damage on the lands. H.R. 918 still calls for “diligence”
work during the first five years of a claim’s life.

* Royalty payments of five percent on mineral pro-
duction from public lands would be charged by S. 433,
while H.R. 918 has no royalty provision, so minerals can
be taken for free.

The Mineral Policy Center is asking those with personal
experience with the 1872 Mining Law to testify at hearings,
the last of which will be held in Santa Fe, New Mexico on
May 4. Call the MPC at (202) PDQ-1872.
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- Wilderness management

By Jim Eaton i

You are a BLM
planner. Your task is to
write an environmen-
tal analysis for visitor
services for the King
Range National
Conservation Area.

You must consider
off-road vehicle (ORV)
conflicts, sanitation, use
capacities, inholders
and trespass, fire,
commercial uses, infor-
mation and education,
wildlife habitat, his-

The Mouth of the Mattole River, at the northern end of the King Range. Photo by Sam Camp

torical and cultural
resources, and primitive
values. You have to

Wilderness funding misspent

continued from page 1

half of the money we intended for wilderness manage-
menthas gone toother activities. This is mismanagement
of the worst kind and our wilderness areas will suffer
immensely because of it.”

Part of the blame goes to the agency’s failure to
account for wilderness spending as a separate category. Up
to now it has been lumped in with the recreation budget.
Under this system, money Congress appropriates for
wilderness can legally be spent on recreation uses other
than wilderness. Worf points out that spending for

recreation includes salaries for landscape architects and
archaeologists for timber programs—uses that are clearly
inappropriate for wilderness funds.

While such expenditures are legal, Worf believes that
there is a “moral constraint” against it. “Iwouldn’t feel so
bad if it was spent on wilderness kinds of purposes,” he
added. The Forest Service is unable to identify justhow the
missing wilderness funds were spent.

The GAO also found that of the 63 percent of the
funds that were spent on wilderness programs, only about
two-thirds reached the district offices, where the on-the-
ground wilderness work begins. The other third was used
primarily for salaries and administrative costs at other
organizational levels.

The GAO listed two California national forests as
examples of wilderness fund misuse. The Shasta-Trinity
was cited for “reallocating wilderness funds to developed
recreation because the Forest had decided that was a
higher priority.” The Eldorado National Forest, which
jointly manages Mokelumne Wilderness and Desolation
Wilderness, was singled out for “reallocating funds to
summer home administration and running the wilderness
program with volunteers.” ;

Bob Henley, Recreation Assistant for the Eldorado,
scoffed at the GAQO’s accusation, but admitted that track-
ing wilderness funds has been a problem. This year
wilderness funds will be earmarked so that, as Henley put
it, they “won'’t get lost in some other function.” Henley
believes the accounting change is “a good thing.” He
suggests that at the Eldorado National Forest, increased
funds should be used to hire more seasonal and permanent
rangers, to update the Desolation Wilderness plan, and to

mark the Mokelumne Wilderness’ boundaries.

Forest Service Associate Chief George Leonard ac-
knowledged that the Forest Service’s wide latitude in
spending recreation funds has at times resulted in
wilderness being shortchanged. Leonard was quoted in
the San Francisco Examiner saying, “We've taken steps this
year to improve wilderness planning and to ensure this
money does support wilderness projects.”

King Range visitor plan
lacks analysis

examine proposed wilderness areas, threatened and en-
dangered species of wildlife and plants, livestock grazing,
and all aspects of recreation management.

" Yourdetailed environmental analysis will be at least—
eight pages long?

Well, that is the length of the environmental analysis
for the draft King Range plan submitted by the BLM for
public comment. In all fairness, it is part of a 51-page
visitor services plan (plus appendices). On theotherhand,
of the 24 citations under “References,” 19 are for archaeo-
logical surveys—important, but just a small partof a visitor
services plan. I am reminded of Tom Leherer’s song about
Nicolai Ivanovich Lobachevsky: “Index, I copied from old

Vladivostok telephone directory.” )
j continued on page 6

South Sierra
Wilderness plan
favors cows

By Canyon Fred Dougherty

On March 4, the Inyo
and Sequoia national for-

ests released the South Si-
erra Wilderness (SSW)
Implementation Plan. The
South Sierra Wilderness was
designated by Congress in
- 1984 in order to preserve
the values of 62,700 acres of
the southern Kern Plateau.

Ovwerall, the plan is very
general. Although some
visionary “goal statements”
are included, they are often
not supported by tangible
management direction.

For example, goals for
cattle grazing include
“minimizing conflicts” with
recreation and other
wildernessresources, Yetthe
management direction out-
lined in the plan calls for
continued cattle grazing at
“carrying capacity” levels.
(Currently, about 1,300
cattle annually graze in the
SSW.) The only methods of
adjusting livestock grazing
to“minimize conflicts” with

Funding for wilderness management is especially important in places like Rockbound Lake
in Desolation Wilderness, one of California’s most popular wilderness areas.
Photo by McClellan Air Force Base

recreationists are to
“consider recreational stock
needs” and to prepare a fact
sheet entitled “Grazing in
the Wilderness.”

continued on page 6
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continued

Mt. Shasta lawsuit filed

continued from page 1

Furthermore, the FS illegally
ruled that it would not accept any
further appeals on the project.

Environmentalists support the
expansion of the nearby Mt. Shasta
Ski Park. That view is shared by the
Environmental Protection Agency,
which has urged the Forest Service
to give serious consideration to the
Mt. Shasta Ski Park expansion plan.
The Central Valley Regional Water
Quality Board, which has jurisdic-
tion over sewage treatment for the
area, has also expressed concerns
about their ability to effectively treat
the effluent from such a large new
development.

Former State Attorney General
John Van De Kamp filed an appeal
of the ski area EIS on the grounds
that the skier demand figures and
economic analysis were faulty and
unrealistic. He also cited an inad-
equate estimate of growth-inducing
impacts on the local communities.

| Mt. Shasta
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County benefits from
logging overstated

The Forest Service often misleads counties by saying
that they will benefit economically from logging and
mining within their borders, says a study by a New Mexico
conservation group. The Forest Service makes two types of
payments to counties: a fixed, annual compensation for
tax-exempt federal lands within county lines, and a 25
percent share of gross receipts from projects like logging.
The Forest Service emphasizes the latter revenue, the
Forest Trust’s Lane Krahl explained, “and starts telling
counties, ‘We've got to cut timber here or the county
won'’t get any money.’” The catch is that the amount of
the logging payment is subtracted from the fixed
compensation. As a result, the county receives no more
money that it would if it refused to allow the logging.
“What the federal government gives to counties with one
hand, it takes away with the other,” says Krahl. “The
bottom line is that logging does not directly benefit most
counties.” :

Reprinted from the March 25 1991 issue of ngh
Country News.

By the San Francisco Chronicle

South Sierra plan

continued from page 5

The plan admits that soil erosion rates in the SSW are
high, due in part to past grazing practices. The plan also
admits that soil disturbance is currently occurring from
cattle trails, but dismisses erosion from continued grazing
as “insignificant.”

The plan’s selected alternative lists three specific man-
agement actions which may be necessary to mitigate
grazing impacts: increased herding, increased fencing,
and monitoring. The plan admits that additional fencing
will “dilute” wilderness values, and that “conflicts with
recreationists will remain.” Nowhere does the plan state
that the Forest Service will consider curtailingor eliminating
grazing where identified conflicts occur.

The Wilderness Act of 1964 and subsequent legislation
make it very clear that livestock grazing shall not be
eliminated from an area solely due to wilderness designa-
tion. However, the Forest Service is required (regardless of
land designation) to manage rangelands in the public
interest, whichincludes curtailing grazing where resources
such as soils, vegetation, wildlife, and/or recreation are
threatened. This is a point which is largely ignored in this
(and most other) wilderness management plans.

Perhaps the plan’s most serious threats to the
wilderness values of the SSW are contained in its vague
statements about future developments. Although specific
sites are not listed, the plan states that additional trails,
trailheads, and bridges may need to be constructed. As
written, this plan could become a blueprint for the
piecemeal development of the SSW.

Anyone who has journeyed into the SSW knows that
there is a serious problem with low-flying jet aircraft. Yet
the goal stated in the plan is not to minimize or eliminate
overflights. So we can expect continued overflights, and
perhaps a new sign at the trailhead.

To comment on the South Sierra Wilderness Imple-
mentation Plan, write to the Forest Service by April 29.
(See “Dates to Remember” on page 7 for address.)

King Range visitor plan lacks data

continued from page 4

At least the BLM is consistent. For the past fifteen
years, they have tied all their planning to an antiquated
1974 King Range Management Plan. Like a handcuffed
escape artist in a straight jacket, BLM planners have had
limited mobility. They are working under planning as-
sumptions that mandate a road bi-
secting the proposed wildemess area
andloggingin old-growth forests with
spotted owls.

- More issues are dodged by this
plan than considered. For example,
although ORYV use along a portion of A .
the King Range beach is highly \_!
controversial (not to mention the
continual trespass of ORVs into the
closed portion of the coast), this “historical” use is not
addressed in the plan.

An interesting portion of the plan explains the “zone
specific management objectives and design parameters”
of five visitor management zones. The most restrictive
zone, Visitor Management Zone 1, requires a “high prob-
ability of experiencingisolation from thesights and sound
of others, with not more than 6-8 group encounters per
day between users.” [Will this count ORV groups illegally

King
Range

using this zone?] Elsewhere it is stated that “frequency of
contact is low (1-2 parties per day at commonly used
sites).”- How these numbers were determined is not ex-
plained in the document. Zone 1, in the heart of the
proposed King Range Wilderness, appears to be drawn on
section lines, not the greatest method for developing
ecological boundaries.

Although the word “quota” is not used, the plan calls
for establishing visitor use capacities for each manage-
mentzone. When a zone receives more than 95 percent
of its use capacity, mandatory permits will be required.

'BLM also proposes to construct low-profile, incon-
spicuous weather shelters and toilets at popular primitive
camping areas along the beach. How these facilities will be
maintained is not discussed, although I strongly suspect
motorized vehicles would be used.

Since the plan lacks so many needed details, the
California Wilderness Coalition isrequesting an extension
to the thirty-day review period. But as it now stands, BLM
wants to have comments in writing by April 30th.

To comment or receive a copy of the plan, contact:

Daniel Averill, Acting Manager

Arcata Resource Area

1125 16th Street, Room 219

Arcata, CA 95521
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Book review

Snyder begs thorough readmg

The Practice of the Wild

By Gary Snyder, North Point Pr., San Francisco, 190 pp.

This is probably the most difficult book review I've

written. Itis not because I did not enjoy The Practice of the
Wild; it think it is a marvelous work. Maybe it is because
I am afraid someone will read my comments and say,

“wow, he completely missed the point of the whole book!

'"

Snyder does require you to use both sides of your brain; if
you are primarily a spiritual or scientific person you may
miss the coalescence of the two spheres of thought as you

read.
It is not a book that can easily be summarized or

quoted from. The ideas are developed slowly and thor-
oughly so that a synopsis makes little sense.

For example, a book jacket note by Bill McKibben says

“Gary Snyder’s deep hope—that someday we might all be
native Americans, at home in our grand place—is the only
hope we have.” Snyder is not suggesting that we all adopt
the lifestyles of the ong1'r"1a1 occupants of the continent.

He is talking about a°sense of place, an understanding of
the “commons.”

Although it may be sacrlleglous to mention Gary

Snyder and “Time-Life Books” in the same sentence, I am
reminded of a contemporary commercial for Mystic Places.
Each time one person shows an interest in the explanation

Get cozy in
a CWCT-
Shirt!

The animal
design that Lynn is
wearing is by Bay
Area cartoonist Phil
Frank; it comes in
beige and light gray
for $12.Bob is
wearing our
anniversary shirt; it
has no less than six
colors and comes in
lightt blue, yellow,
light green, and’
peach for $15. All
the shirts are 100
percent double knit
cotton. To order,
use the form on

of a particular
mystery, the
other replies

. “read thebook!”
The Practice S Thatds the
& summation of
Ofth@Wlld this review.

Trust me, the
book - is worth
reading. Read
the book!

If nothing
else, you will get
a better under-
standing of
words we use all
the time and of-
ten inter-
changeably.
Snyder explains
the genesis of
and different
meanings of
“nature,”
“wild,” and “wilderness.” He writes about ancient
forests and the South Warner Mountains. He also
describes sacred places in Japan, native Australian
dreamtime, and native American mythology. He tells
of his own experiences throughouthislife. Allthe time
he is weaving a larger understanding of the practice of

the wild.

By the end of the book, you should have an
understanding of what Snyder means by the following:

“The critical argument now within environmental
circles is between those who operate from a human-
centered resource management mentality and those
whose values reflect an awareness of the integrity of the
whole of nature. The latter position, that of Deep
Ecology, is politically livelier, more courageous, more
convivial, riskier, and more scientific.

“It comes again to an understanding of the subtle
but critical difference of meaning between the terms
nature and wild. Nature is the subject, they say, of
science. Nature can be deeply probed, as in microbiol-
ogy. The wild is not to be made subject or object in this
manner; to be approached it must be admitted from
within, as a quality intrinsic to who we are. Nature is
ultimately in no way endangered; wilderness is. The
wild is indestructible, but we might not see the wild.”

If this does not make sense to you, I have a
suggestion: Read the book!

DATES TO
REMEMBER

April 15 EARTH DAY

April 29 DEADLINE FOR APPEALS of
the South Sierra Wilderness Implemen-
tation Plan & Environmental Assess-
ment. Appeals must be filed in dupli-
cate with the Reviewing Officer,
Ronald E. Stewart, Regional Forester,
ATTN.: Appeals, 630 Sansome St., San
Francisco, CA 94111. For more
information, contact Dick Warren,
Inyo National Forest, (619) 873-5841.
(Article on page 5.)

April 30 COMMENTS DUE on the
King Range National Conservation Area
draft Visitor Services Plan. Send to:
Daniel Averill, Acting Area Manager,
BLM Arcata Resource Area, 1125 16th

For more information, contact Joe
Williams at the BLM, (916) 246-5325.
(Article on page 5.) (The CWC is asking
for an extension of this deadline.)

St., Rm. 219, Arcata, CA 95521-5580.

\
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American Alpine Club; El Cerrito

Ancient Forest Defense Fund; Ukiah

Angeles Chapter, Sierra Club; Los Angeles

[Back Country Horsemen of CA; Springville

Bay Chapter, Sierra Club; Oakland

Butte Environmental Council; Chico

California Alpine Club; San Francisco

California Native Plant Society; Sacramento

Citizens Comm. to Save Our Public Lands;
Willits

Citizens for Better Forestry; Hayfork

Citizens for Mojave National Park; Barstow

Citizens for a Vehicle Free Nipomo Dunes;
Nipomo ‘

Committee for Green Foothills; Palo Alto

Committee to Save the Kings River; Fresno

Conservation Call; The Sea Ranch

Davis Audubon Society; Davis

Defenders of Wildlife; Sacramento

Desert Protective Council; Palm Springs

Desert Survivors; Oakland 4

Ecology Center of Southem Calif.; Los Angeles

El Dorado Audubon Society; Long Beach

Environmental Protection Information Center;
Garberville

Forest Alliance; Kemville

Friends Aware of Wildlife Needs; Georgetown

Friends of Chinquapin, Oakland

Friends of Plumas Wildemness; Quincy

Friends of the Inyo; Lone Pine

Coalition Member Groups

Friends of the River; San Francisco

Greenpeace; San Francisco

Hands Off Wild Lands!; Davis

High Sierra Hikers Association; Truckee

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

Kaweah Flyfishers; Visalia

Kaweah Group, Sierra Club; Porterville

Keep the Sespe Wild Committee; Ojai

Kemn Audubon Society; Bakersfield

Kem River Valley Audubon Society; Bakersfield

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

Los Angeles Audubon Society

Lost Coast League; Arcata

Madrone Audubon Society; Santa Rosa

Marble Mountain Audubon Society; Greenview
Marin Conservation League; San Rafael
Mendocino Environmental Center; Ukiah
Merced Canyon Committee; El Pontal

Mono Lake Committee; Lee Vining

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

Mt. Shasta Audubon Society; Mt. Shasta

Focus: Save our Ancient Forest Ecology

Imagine rolling a snowball over a powdery
while field. Starting small, it gains weight and
momentum.

So grew the citizen voices calling for pro-
tection of the Stanislaus National Forest's ancient
forests, until it made sense to give the group a
name: Save our Anclent Forest Ecology (SAFE).

The CWC's newest member group has fo-
cused on generating comments on the draft
forest plan. By the February 26, 1991 deadline,
the agency had received over 5,000 comments.

The friend-to-friend growth of SAFE, which
organizer Rob Schaeffer characterizes as a “disor-
ganized grassroots movement,” has included
people of all walks of life. “Most participants

don't identify themselves as environmental ac-
tivists,” Schaeffer explains, attributing this
breadth to the single-Issue clarity of SAFE's
purpose.

Moved by the quality of many of the letters
sent to the Forest Service, the group is putting a
selection of them together to be published as a
book.

. The group has no dues structure or budget.
Schaeffer sees no immediate need for either—so
far people have donated all the resources needed
for mailings. “I'm afrald of dampening the
spontaneity,” he adds. s

To help SAFE's efforts, write to: 225 West
Granger, Modesto, CA 95350.

Mt. Shasta'Recreation Council
Natural Resources Defense Council;
San Francisco
NCRCC Sierra Club; Santa Rosa
People for Nipomo Dunes National Seashore;
Nipomo
Nordic Voice; Livermore
Northcoast Environmental Center; Arcata
Pasadena Audubon Society
Peppermint Alert; Porterville
Placer County Cons. Task Force; Newcastle
Planning and Cons. League; Sacramento
Porterville Area Environmental Council
Redwood Chapter, Sierra Club; Santa Rosa
The Red Mountain Association; Leggett
Salmon Trollers Marketing Assoc.; Fort Bragg
San Diego Chapter, Sierra Club
Sea & Sage Audubon Society; Santa Ana
Save Our Ancient Forest Ecology; Modesto
Sierra Assoc. for the Environment; Fresno
Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund; San
Francisco
Sierra Treks; Ashland, OR
Siskiyou Mins. Resource Council; Arcata
Soda Min. Wildemess Council; Ashland, OR
South Fork Watershed Association;
Porterville
South Yuba R. Citizens League; Nevada City
Tulare County Audubon Society; Visalia
U.C. Davis Environmental Law Society
W. States Endurance Run; San Francisco
The Wilderness Society; San Francisco
Wintu Audubon Society; Redding
Yolano Group, Sierra Club; Davis

CWC Business Sponsors

Like many citizen organizations, the California Wilderness Coali-

¢/o Peter Vincent
Allegheny Star Rt.
N. San Juan, CA 95960

Hurricane Wind Sculptures Rec]reatJonal Equipment,
ne

20640 Homestead Road
Cupertino, CA 95014

Wilderness Press
2440 Bancroft Way
-Berkeley, CA 94704

The Naturalist
219 E Street
Davis, CA 95616

. : - R Toot Sweets Wilderness Trek
tion depends upon sponsorship and support. The organization is  \gichael R. Jones, DDS Ridge Builders Group 1277 Gilman St. 8304 Foothill Blvd.
grateful to the following businesses that have recognized the need to General Dentistry 129 C Street Berkeley, CA 94706 Sunland, CA 91040
Wi i i 6 Governors lane Davis, CA 95616
s s lale SR e U el Chico, CA 95926 . Christopher P. Valle- Wildflower Farm
Bob Rutemoeller, CFP, EA Riestra, . Native Plant Nursery
Acorn Naturalists Come Together Genny Smith Books Richard Karem, M.D. Cert. Financial Planner Attorney at Law Delano, CA 93215
Natural History Kits ¢/o Gary Ball P.O. Box 1060 1290 West Street P.O. Box 587 ° 5500 Redwood Road
17300 E. 17th St., J-236  Box 1415 Mammoth Lakes, CA Redding, CA 96001 Gualala, CA 95445-0587 Oakland, CA 94619 Wilson's Eastside Sports
Tustin, CA 92680 Ukiah, CA 95482 93546 James Wilson
David B. Kelley, William P. Schaefer, Ph.D. Women's Health 206 North Main
Ascent Technology Echo, The Wilderness  Gorman & Waltner Consulting Soil Sclentist  Laboratory Design & Associates Bishop, CA 93514
Robert J. Ragewskl Com;izany 1419 Broadwa;, Ste.419 216 F Street, #51 ' Haz. Waste Mgmnt. 635 Anderson Rd., #18
P.O. Box 4137 6529 elegxph Ave. Oakland, CA 94612 Davis, CA 95616 3002 San Pasqual St. Davis, CA 95616 Yakima Products, Inc.
Sonora, CA 95370 Oakland, CA 94609 ' Pasadena, CA 91107 P.O. Drawer 4899
Grueneich, Ellison & C.B. Maisel, C.P.A. Chuck Watson, Arcata, CA 95521
Donald B. Belkin ImageWorks, Software Schneider 1331 B St.-Box 433 Siskiyou Forestry Env. Consultant
Law Offices nsultln§ 50 California St., #800 Hayward, CA 94543 Consultants 1022 S Street Zoo-Ink Screen Print
1823 Court Street P.O. Box 1359 San Francisco, CA 94111 P.O. Box 241 : Sacramento, CA 2415 St, #270
Redding, CA Goleta, CA 93116 Robert Newcomb, MD, Inc.  Arcata, CA 95521 - 95814 San Francisco, CA
96001 William Gustafson, 502 S. Euclid Ave, #104 94107
John B. Frailing Attorney at Law National City, CA 92050 Solano Press Books Bradlee S. Welton,
California Native Froba, Frailing, 111 W. St. John, 6th Fl. Warren W. Jones, Prop. Attorney at Law
Landscapes & Rockwell San Jose, CA 95113 Patagonia, Inc. P.O. Box 773 1721 Oregon Street
c/o Steve Henson 1025 15th Street - 259 W. Santa Clara St. Point Arena, CA 95468 Berkeley, CA 94703
188 N. 13th St. Modesto, CA 95354 Ventura, CA 93001
San Jose, CA 95112
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