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o February 1975
Osmond Molarsky

P, 0. Box 286 |
Ross, CA 94957

Dear Osmond,

Sorry I haven't been responding to yYour inquiries and requests.
I have been extremely pressed for time starting late last October .
but things are looking a little better now.

Enclosed 1is a copy of material which I deseribed to you over
the phone some time back, and which you wanted me to send you. It
detalls a very serious error which appeared in the final EIS for
the North Shore timber sales. The summary page tells the story in
full, although I have included the tabulation sheets on whieh it was
based so You can see how our. conclusions were arrived at. I have also

included a copy of a letter I wrote to Roy Droege, the district ranger,
notifying him of our findings; he has never responded to this letter.

I doubt that this error, gross as it is, would be meaningful in
attempting to challenge the final EIS.

But insofar as it is part of
a pattern of prejudicial attitudes by the USFS, then I believe is
meaningful. Notl so much for attempting to challenge the fimnal EIS as
for the ammunition it gives us in showing the public and Congress that
the USFS approaches the whole Question of land management from a biased

point of view, so much so that they are probably in violation of the
Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act of 1960.

In particular, I feel that John Krebs should be made aware of the
USFS's misrepresentation of public opinion. Surely it would help to
turn him against the USFS, and make him realize that they are not to
be trusted. In other words, that the USFS is not fit to maske the final

Judgment regarding iz menagement of the Kaiser Roadless Ares , but that
this decision must be made by Congress.

I feel that you are on the right track with your economiec analysis,
and would urge that you not be dissuaded from pursuing this. I would
simply caution that you recognize the limitations of using numbers over
which there is much disagreement. Most of the figures available regarding
forest inventory and mixXx what the allowable cut should be are in this
category. (We know what the allowable cut is, but there are strong
indications that this is greater than the sustained yield principle
would permit.) The whole subject is very complex, and I think the only
way you can approach it 1is to recognize that you are not 1likely to find
absolute answers. In order to avoid jeopardizing your case , 1 feel it
1s important to stick within one set of figures and not bounce around
from the USFS figures to the industry figures to the conservationist
figures. I believe this is the approach you were using--to simply stick
with the USFS figures and use them to rebut the Forest Service's own
arguments. (Acknowledge the existence of other figures and other

management philésophies, but beware of plugging them into computations
which are based on USFS figures.)




I Think there might have been some confusion over my remark that
the Slerra N.F. is ruiining out of trees. Obviously there are plenty
of trees still standing. But my point was that the Forest Service is
cutting at a rate in excess of what sustained yield would permit.

In order to meet their "allowable cut™ (a figure arrived at through

?litioal processes), they are being forced to push logging activity
nto € more remote, higher elevation, less productive areas. In other

words, they are dipping into capital instead of living off of the
interest. You found that the inventory of trees in the Sierra N.F.

had dropped from 12.5 to 12 billion board feet in just the last few
Jears, as 1 recall. If the inventory continues to decline at that

rate there would be a drastic reduection in the amount of timber available
for sale each year. In other woax® words, what I meant by saying that
the Slerra N.F. is "running out of trees™ is that their management is
leading toward either:

l. A smaller number of marketable trees on the stump, or
€. A reducéd annual cut, or
3' mth.

In other words, long-term productivity is being sacerificed for
short-term (political) production goals.

I personally feel that the only viable solution to this problem
18 for the Forest Service to be directed (since they dog't seem to be

doing it voluntarily) to manage the more productive timber lands for
greater growth of timber. (I emphasize growth because to some peodle
"'productfon" means

cutting, and never mind inereasing the growth.)
(If you grow more, oBvIousfy you can cut more.) If this were to be
done, then the less productive lands (which comprise most of the

National Forest System) could be spared the horrors af attendant upon

large-volume-per-acre logging operations. This idea is certainly not
HEEN new, although it is receiving considerable discussion lately.

I recently ran across an interesting skaktemius statement s 1t appears
on page 120 of Battle for the Wilderness (1974) by Michael Frome, and

is Frome's paraphrase of an ea expressed by Aldo Leopold back in the
early 1920's,

"logging under intensive forestry and sustained yigld
would be restricted to the richest and mos acecess e forest .

regions, which (are) capable of produecing high-quality timber,
while the remaining regions of the total land organism would

be dedicated to varying forms of recreation, game management ,
and wilderness." (I have provided the emphasis.)

1 emphasized "sustained yield™ because a failure to emphasige it
is causing some people to equate "intensive forestry"™ with an excessive
rate of cutting which would leave us with no forests, except for poles
and saplings. 2 I might mention that Hal Thomas is one of those people,
but it aeppears to be because he is hung up over the label ("intensive
forestry") and the bad connotations it has in his mind. In my mind it
px happens to have good connotations. That is why it is essential to
spell out what we mean, and not use words which mean different things to
different people unless we take care to say what they mean to us. The
term "intensive forestry" has almost gotten to the point where 1t cannot
be used at all for fear that we will be quotéd out of context in s

harmful way. That is why I said "manage the more productive timber lands
for greater growth of timber." (above)

If this were done I feel that it would not be necessary for the
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Sierra N.F. to igvade any further roadless areas with logging operations,
(The reason these areas are still roadless is precisely because they are
either less accessible or less fit for growing timber; the more accesslble
more appropriate areas have already been developed.)

I know that the Western Timber Association feels this way, although
they state it only in private conversations, Publicly, their position
is that they are opposed to any more Wilderness anywhere; this 1is
apparently based on strategic considerations (ie. wax wear thelr oppo-
sitdon down even by fighting over things they have no inkzrExk concern
axxx for, and preserve »ame as much ground as possible for"bargaining”).

You mentioged that you have written material from the Western
Timber Association in which they xpaak address the above subject
(managing the godl lands more productively, while leaving the less
productive lands alone). I would like very much to see any such
materials, as it might imisax indicate a weakening of their heretofore
total and absolute hostility toward any new Wilderness anywhere.

Our Sierra Club staff people in Washington D.C. inquired of Krebs'
staff as to his intentions on Kalser. They did not recelve amy
commi tt®ment to introduce the bill, but characterized the discussion
as "positive and somewhat promising.”™ They felt that some mallxwax
is called for. Krebs 1is apparently consulting other congressmen 1in
a search for co-sponsors. In this contemt Krebs' staff mentioned -
B.F. Sisk; apparently they want him as a co-sponsor. In view of the
violence of Sisk's reaction when Cranston and Tunney introduced the
bill last December, I cannot understand why Krebs would even talk to
him about it. I feel that there 1s a considerable risk that Sisk will
talk Krebs out of it; this was also a concern expressed by our Washington
staff, and that iswhy they feel that letters are necessary.

Of course letters are more effective 1f they do not have the
appearance of being part of a planned campaign. One of the easiest
ways of accomplishing this is to spread them out over a period of time,
and avoid having them all come in in one (or more) batch(es). \
However, since the Fresno Bee will be running a major article on
the Kaiser Ridge issue, it would perf8ctly natural for Krebs to receive
a number of letters shortly after publication of the Bee article. ©So
if the SKRC asked for a lot of letters right after the Bee article
appears, that could have the appearance of a perfectly natural publiec
reaction, and would minimize the risk of looking like a put-up job,

I trust that the SKRC will take advantage of this unique opportunity
to create the illusion of a groundswell of public opinion.

Of course a failure to do so would be disastrous, as it would then
appear to Krebs that nobody really cares about Kaliser Ridge except the
small handful of people he has been dealing with and has already heard
from. I feel very strongly that the Bee article, and subsequent publie
reaction to it, will make or break the Kaiser Wilderness Study proposal.
If we fail to get an affirmative response to it, or if it results in
a strong negative response, then the damage done to our cause will
probably be irreparabdble.

It appears that I cannot be at your meeting next Sunday, but I
trust that you and others will have the situation well in hand.

Sincerely,

Nanvree W Whitm ore . N
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| Kingsburg
California 93631

10 February 1975
TO: Paul Deauville, Charlie Hull

FROM: George Whitmore

Enclosed is a copy of a letter I sent to Osmond Molarsky last
week. Although the letter contained some material which was direeted
more personally to Osmond, it also contained a fair amount of material
which you would be interested in. I had assumed that Osmond would be
at your meeting yesterday, and that my ideas would have found their
way to you via Osmond. Since he was not at the meeting, I am sending
you a copy of my letter to him,

I would suggest that you giveserious consideration to the idea,
expressed 1n my letter to Osmond, that if the Forest Service would
manage their more productive timber lands for greater growth (and
thereby a higher permissible level of cutting), then it would not be
"necessary" for them to continue to invade the more remote, higher
elevation stands such as are found in the Kaiser Roadless Ares.

It should not be necessary for them to desecrate some other roadless
area Just beceause they might be forced to leave Kaiser alone! T am
concerned over the fact that some people seem to be assuming that that
is the only alternative, and they don't recognize that a more reasonable
alternative would be more productive management of the better quality
timber lands which have already been roaded and developed.

Of course another alternative would be to adjust the allowable cut
to a more reasonable figure (ie. lower than it is presently set). 0Of
course this would probably contribufe to higher lumber prices, and it
might contribute to lower wages, or fewer jobs, or the closing of one
or two mills. But these things are going to come to pass &n any event,
The Forest Service is simply trying to avoid the inevitable by cutting
at a rate which cannot be sustained. It gets down to a question of whether
We are going to come to grips with these facts of 1life now, while we still

have a National Forest, or later, whén the area might be more appropriately
called the Sierra National Sand Pile.

Because our democratic society doesn't like to gccept unpleasantries
such as lower wages or fewer jobs, I think it unlikely that we could
succeed in getting the allowable cut set at a reslistie (lower) level.
This 1s why I feel perhaps our only viable alternative is to seek greater
productivity from the better quality lands. It seems to me that this is
an ieéeal time to promote such s concept, because it would be aEmxid=zi
an excellent way of creating "public serviee Jobs", which seem to be quite
8 popular concept at this time. In other words, publiec funding could
create more jobs oriented toward making each acre of prime timber land
grow more tree@s faster, in turn making more trees available for cutting,
thereby keeping the mills operating angd helping to keep the cost of
lumber within reason. The only patch to this is that the drain on public
funding is going to bankrupt the national economy; but s=imgz® if public
service Jjobs are going to be created, it seems to me we might™as well
try to get something in return for our investment--in This case it would
be more trees and more recreational lands at the same time.

- CC. QOsmond Molarsky



P. 0. Box 485
Kingsburg
California 93631

10 February 1975

Jan Gengenbach
12147 Woodley Avenue
Granada Hills, CA 91344

Dear Jan:

Thank you for your letter of November 14. You expressed concern
over "plans...being made to greatly alter this area", referring to
"Jackass Meadows, a few miles from Hunt ington lake."

I am at a complete loss to know what plans you are referring to,
or even what area You are speaking of. I know of two different
Jackass Meadows in the Sierra National Forest, but wouldn't consider

either of them to be near Huntington lLake. Are you perhaps referring
to the Jackass Meadow at Florence lake?

If you identify the area more precisely, and desceribe for me the
nature of the prpposed alterations, perhaps I would be able to respond
more satisfactorily. Do You know what agency, business firm, or
indigddual would implement the proposal? In other words, whose plan

is 1t that concerns you? Where did you get the information? Who told
you that the Sierra Club approved of the project and was pushing it?

Even though you might not know some of the details, I assume ¥you
could tell me maﬁ:yge of project you are referring to. Is it a road,
a dam, a timber sale Without such informetion, I simply have no way
of beginning to respond to your inquiry.

We certainly share your concern for the Sierra Nevada , and appreciate
your taking the trouble to write. I hope you will provide me with the
missing information so that we can pursue this matter. It is ent irely
possible that you have learned something that we are not yet aware of,
and that is why I am hoping that you will deseribe more preei sely for

us Just what it is that you have learned and which concerns you,

Thank you for Your help.
Sincerely,

bec. Joe Fontaine!, op. .- 4

George W, Whitmore




P. O. Box 485
Kingsburg
Californies 93631

27 March 1975

Charles M. Clusen

Sierre Club

3524 "C" Street, S.E,
Washington, D.C. 20003

Dear Chuok:

~ After trying to reach you by phone today, I picked up my just-arrived
copy of Not Man and discovered 95% of the things I wanted to disocuss with
you hlﬂﬁl”ﬁy become moot.

From NMA I learned that citizen omnibus wilderness bills hgve already been
introduced, apparently one in the House and one in the Senate. That the propssxixz bills
apparently deal exclusively with arees for which the President has already forwarded
administration proposals to Congress. That they cover 50 wildlife refuges and ranges,

42 national park arees, and 15 national forest areas. And thet we are urged to support
the bills,

Great. All we need to know now is:

The numbers of the bills (H.R. e W N
2o

The authors end/or sponsors of the bills,

9« The namesand soreages of the wilderness areas proposed.

Being & little more specific, how did we do in northern Californie/Nevade?
1 hope you can provide us with ¥kkx the information for the NCRCC area immediately.

Don Morrill is organizing a major effort in conneotion with Kinges River/Canyon (¥onerch).
This starts off with a fleld trip on April 5-6, and it certsinly would be much essier
for all concerned if we knew prior to our field trip whether or not we have = bill
for the area; end, if so, what mxm portion of the total possibility does it cover?
Also, did enyone(in Washington or elsewhere) talk to John Krebs sbout the ares? It

would certeinly help us in our contacts with him if we knew what other people heave
or have not done.

Enclosed is a copy of 2 letter from John Melcher re, the Kaiser Wilderness
Study Bill (H.R., 3656). I find Melcher's stetement extremely disturbing, as it
seems to imply that he will not teke up any mymms bills for arees not proposed
by the administration until all the administration proposals have been scted on.
In view of the large number of sdministration propossls, this would seem to doom
Kalser to defeat, as all the trees would be cut before Melcher ever get around
to hearing the bill. This would xizs elso apply to eny other aree where timber
sales are scheduled but which lacks an adhinistration-pesmpsai-proposed core or
contiguous area...in other words, practically everything in the NCRCC area.

Does this mesn that lelcher is forecing us to drop all propesals except Kings

River and Trinity Alps? As far ss netionel forest possibilities, those are the
only administration proposels that I sm ewsre of for northern California. An snswer
to this question seems essential before we can teke sction on anything.
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In addition to Melcher's stetement implying thet he will aet on the

sdministration proposals before taking up anything else, he also seems to be
seying that he will not eset on Kaiser until he has a recommendation from the
Forest Service. As you know, the Forest Service is bitterly opposed to the
Kelser proposal. Is Melcher really giving them the power of veto? This is
what it sounds like to me, but I would be happ¥ to learn that I am wrong.

In essence, Melcher's letter sounds like it was written by Weyne Aspinell.
I would appreciate any clarification that you msy he sble to provide.

There is a very practical consideration as far as Kaiser, and this is that
we are on the verge of spending a very sizeable sum of money to try to get the
bill moving. If the csuse 18 hopeless, plesse let us know immediately so we won't
be wasting our money, and so we can apply it where it might do some good. We were
sbout te pluo/’rhﬂng order smounting to around three hundred dollars, with postage
and lsbor on teop of that. Plesse let us know immediately as to whether or not we

should axiixeffxkthis csncel our plens, as we are ready %o roll right now.

You have 2 message on your desk asking you to phone me Monday morning. Please
delay your eall until you can give me the mmmmeaxks answers to at least the more
urgent guestions I have raised asbove. In partiocular, we must kmow prior to the
end of the week whether e bill was introduced for Kings River/Canyon, and vhether
we should proceed or eall off our effort on Kaiser. GSince John Krebs is home now,
it would help if we could get this information very early in the week, while he is

still sround,

Sinee I will be muxkiinxxam sending a meiling to the NCRCC Netionel Forests
Committee members very shortly, I would like to be able to state the bill numbers, ..
suthor/sponsors, wilderness area nemes and aoreages for our ares. But this is not
as urgent as the other informetion I have recquested,

- If you phome me before 9:00 a.m. our time (12:00 noom your time), you should s
be able to reach me even if I expect to be gone during the day. It is OK to eall
a8 much prior to that time as meay be necessary to suit your own sechedule.

Theanks for your help, Chueck. And I do hope the Club can get some of these --
communication problems straightened out. It has reelly beem raising hob with our.
effectiveness, both because of inefficiency end becsuse of loss of morsle smong
the troops.

Sincerely,

Ceorge W, Whitmore

c¢, Don Morrill




/ P. O. Box 485
Kingsburg
Salifornis 93831

13 april 1975
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. Iwwis E. Carpenter
: 615 Vest Gettysburg Avenue

Fresno
California 93705
Dear Lew,
Hal Thomas has given me & copy of your letter of ipril 1 to Don
dorrill. You c¢o guite 2 bit of ground in thet letter, and I hope

thaet I e¢an provide answers to some of the cquestions you ralsed.

174 t‘ Etnr al
B-ror- tc ‘esn telk about boundari es, it 1s Tfirst nécgessary

te u:ﬁmiu between areas which are mmeﬂ for wilderness glassifi-

b 10 posed for wilderness s
Tlure to make this éiltiut ion has rtnltcd in considerable .mdor-

ttmlu by othere of what the Sierra Club is seeking.

I assume the terms "glsssification™ and "study™ are self-

explenatory, snd that the only problem is in getting people to reaslize

that there are two distinetly different categories snd that it is

necessary to u-tlmbh between them.

made the above distinetion, we are resdy to turn to
the enclosed Sierrs N.F. map on whioch I have marked verious lines in red:

"A"™ 1s the existing High “lerrs Primitive irea, proposed by
the administration for lddltm to the Wilderness Eystem.

"B" 1s the additional land proposed by the administrastion
for addition to the Wilderness Systen.

"C" 1s proposed by the administrstion as a Wilderness Study
Area.

oroposal -rﬂr. '1 ld-

882 in the |

s o

"b" 18 the sdditional land proposed by the ‘ierra Cludb for

addition to the Wilderness System (ie. "olassificetion” ss Wilderness).
arding the Jeep trail in this area, note other maeterial snd maps

which I am enclosing. Our original pmpoul called for pulling back

the terminus of this mto from Chain Iakes to Spanish Lakes, NOT for

& complete gclosure ot the ute. This 12 illustrated snd atpla ned in

the enclosed copy of the Tchi ite Toples. Although the Sierra Clube--

like most other organizsti 188 1Ts share of zeslots, they are definitely

in the m:'itri I am eoaridcnt tht the Club as a whole is still willing
to .onthtc this issue with the jeep people.

and "F" are lasnds wh ioh were almost asll 1nvntoriod by
the Forest smlet 88 belng "roadless and undeveloped,” and therefore
a8 gualifying for possible additbn to the Wildemess System. The Sierrs
glub position is tht these lands ("E" and "F") should receive a formal
gtudy under the terms of the “ildemess iet in order to determine
whether they should be sdded--elther in whole or in part--to the
Wilderness System.

"G" is roadless and undeveloped land which probebly should
have been imhkxafusgsi inventoried by the Fforest Service, but which was
not, 4s such, 1t 1is in o special catesory, but prodadly should be

studied slong tith "E" and "F" to see whether it should be sdded to
the ¥Wilderness System, y

Hegarding these boundaries, you will note thet we have not
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advogated, or even gonsidered, closure of the road along the north side
of the river to Garnet Dyke Creek, or of the roed along the south side
of the river to Hill Flat and Davis Flat., 4is & matter of faot, we have
not advocated the closure of !_gl roads anywhere.

Hegarding the jeep tTrall to Speanish lakes and Chain lLakes,
see the other materiasl and meps which I am enclosing. (The distinetion
between "rosd” and "trail” is important., The former normally disouslifies
an ares from considerstion; the latter should not, ut the Forest Service
claims that it does.)

B. North Kings Deer Herd management.

I see no confliet whatsoever with wilderness clessification.
ihere seems to be general sgreement thet a2 long history of fire
suppression has contributed significently to the deecline of the deer
herd. ESinge fire was a naturel foree in the ecology of this ares,
wilderness glassifigation would mdut% that it be reinstated. Not
only would wilderness ¢lassification bemeficial to the deer in this
way, it would slso benefit the herd by preventinz construetion of e
vast network of permsnent, surfeced public r08ds. In this regsrd,
Please note the enclosed map of the rosd network the Forest fervice
planned to construet in the Rancherias basin., If the Sierrs Clud had
not appealed the timber sasles, this road network would slready bde well
on the way to completion--and the deer herd would be well on the way to
further deecline because of the vastly ingreased roesd-oriented hunting

ressure.

This whole cuestion of management of the dser herd is related
to the more fundamental issue of the Forest Serviece and its "purity”
argument versus the law of the land (Wilderness iet of 1964). I am
enoclosing material on this subject.

C. Bewuty, snakes, and ng on the river.

68, 1 agree wholeheartedly that KXings Canyon 1s "reslly a
pretty area." During the middle of iugust most people would find the
foxtails, heaft, and snakes & little distraecting. But summer is the
"ofl season” for the lower canjyon, just ss winter is the "off season"
for the high country. The faet thet practically sll of our existing
¥ilderness ireas are closed by snow during the winter is one very meajor
reason why we need to get some low-elevation lands protected as
classiflied wilderness. The Kings Canyon ares presents s unicue
opportunity in this regerd.
Since wilderness classificetion would not affeeot the existing
road system, there would be no interference whatsgever with the existing
use of the river by rafters, kayakers, snd sll the others who prefer
motorized sccess, Of course the refting itself is permissible in
Wilderness Aress. If a person wanted to put a raft in st Cedar Grove

and ocoms all the way down, that would be perfectly consistent with
wilderness olassificstion. - '
1g_wllderness msnagement .

& .

. Aave adaressed thls To some extent in ny sbove remsrks. In
order to provide you with further insight, I am enclosing three
different documents,

A. HReprint from "The lLiving VWilderness} Winter 1974-75 issue.
I assume this is mostly self-explanatory. I hasve marked
references to wildlife, singce that is of especial interest teo you.
In addition, I have marked various sections which spesk to the issue
of the "purity” argument versus the law.

m-' _
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On page 28, note thet "the citizens' key argument (is) the
¥ilderness set itself.” 1 cannot emphasize this too strongly. Read
the law, and readl it im its entirety. 4lso, take s look at the

slative history of the law,
D14 you know that the ¥ilderness Aet passed the House of
Representat ives with only one (!) dissenting wote? I think that wote,
in itselfl, is a pretty gooc cator that Congress could not ssibly
have intended what the Forest Service (snd Interior Department; is now
trying to tell us they meant, If the law had been intended to be as
restrictive gs the Forest Servigce tells us it is, then there would most
gertainly have been considerably more thasmn one Songressman voting
against it.
If you will read the law in its entirety, Jyou will see why

there was only one dissert ing vote., By the time 1t finslly came To =
vote it was so watered down that even Wayne Aspinall voted for 1%,
On page 42, note that "Congress has consistently overruled...
the Forest Service.” The Forest ferwice fought the law before it was
passed, and has contimued to fight 1t to this day. Sinee they hate the
law so bitterly, it is hardly surprising that they misinterpret,
misrepresent, and undercut it in every wey they can. They dén't like
the law that Congress passed, and they have consistently tried to
*re-write” it through thelr administrative cetions. Bul "Congress has
consistently overruled...the Forest Service” in these abtempis.
On pages 435-86, note the referenges to the "flexibillty...
for proper management” whieh the law provides. .ilso nots the reason
for gitizen opposition to writing speciel menagement provisioms into
the bill for esch individual srea. 7To 4o s0 would be %o 1lmply thet
the #ilderness iAot prohibits the msnagement setivity in question.
4 history of such menegement provisions would, in effect, make the
%ilderness set f more restrictive than was originelly intended, and
would necessitate running to Congress every time the mensging sgency
wanted to repalr & sheep watering device or conduet & preseribed burn.
It i= ob¥iously preferable to retain the flexibility which exists in
the present law, .
On psge 47, I marked the s@gtion about the Wildlife Refuge
Eystem to emphasize that wilderness elassification 1z compatible with
wildlife manegement. Otherwise it seems highly unlikely thet the Fish
and ¥ildlifeSTrvice would bdbe recommending wilderness classification
for the refuges snd renges. Note that W& found that 14 (out of 113)
of the units are not suiteble for wilderness, and citizens agreed with
thg exeept in three cases. I point that out to emphasize thatl we a¢
not sutomatically insist that all qualifying lend be included in the
Wilderness Systemes-we belleve in teaking & look st each area and Jjudging
it on its merits,
B. Reprint from Sierrs Club's kiother lode Chapter newsletter,
A & K 372 18sue., e -
. Hata that 'gho E:dmaff]:‘?b : nni:r :h‘ :tggogion of
- mis DFG, econstrue a f arrier dam w - e CJarson-~Jgederg

erness g{ﬁh Area. (1 presume this was done with the g.ca-ni(:: of
the S“tanislsus ﬁ.F.)

The significange of this iz that Forest Service regulations

# ibit any sction which would prevent a Wilderness Study irea from

el 1lassified as Wilderness, JApparently the Forest Sfervice esgreed
that construetion of this barrier dam was consistent with future
wilderness classification. lMost certainly the flerrs Club did.

38
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1 trust

you will asgree that asctions speak louder than words, and that the parties
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involved in this projeet guite cleerly found it to be consistent with
wilderness glassificaetion.

C. Reprint of "Toward an Understending of the VWilderneas iet."

This document prdvides z good overview of the Wilderness Agt
a8 8 whole. I hope 1t makes 1t g¢lear that the Wilderness ie¢t has many
different purposes, and conseguently it permits many different uses.
The general thrust of the iAet i1s drasticelly différent from what the
Forest Service keeps trying to tedl us.
Oour only protSction against the prevariecstion of the USES
(and other egenclies) 1s to read the Aet, to know what it permits and
what it does not permit, and not to rely for our informstion on the

opinions of those who hate the Uilderness iet and who are seeking to
destroy it.

chd to know that jou are searching for domtntlm a8

of the Wilderness ie¢t. I would appreciste knowing what

. y & t turn up. I would be especially interested in materiel
which you m you have found which supports the idea thet "hadbitst work"
@ done in wilderness. My guess is that the key lies in your
ion of "hebitat work,"™ and it i= possible thet you have in mind
tuu; which the ¥ilderness et really does prohibit. Ve need more

dislogue on all of this in order to clear up the misunderstendings.

 of Ffresno County Sportsmens' O lub.
andiu

m- 18 "‘ AL th. 1l 17“ ’.t

‘!lo mhlu of mt really udcmt what the urmz groups
are seeking is certainly widespresd. I am wondering whether we could
take a step toward seeking greater understanding right eway
_ I note that you believe the Fresmo County spartams' olud will
iscussing wilderness proposals for Kalser Rlidge and the Kings River
ares m- coming Thursday night. %Yould it be possible for me to asttend
that meeting a8 & guest? I would not expeet to give = "piteh™, dut would
like to make myself svailable for the questions whiech I am sure members
of the Club would have. This could de with regerd to Sierrs Club
positions, goals, etec.; or it ocould be in regard to wilderness in genersl.
At the same time, I would like to learn more about the positions, gosls,
eteo. of the rrma gounty Sportsmens' Cludb. If the meeting ramt is
such that 1t would be preferable, I could be present for only part of
the meeting.

& realize that the Sierra Club haes an "imege” problem in some
areas. I also realize thet, to e considerable extent, the Sierrs clud
has this upon it.olf through a failure to m. known the great
u.mit: of opinion and philosophy which are found within its renks,
if it would mean m{:.h to the members of the Fresno County Sportsmens®
Club, I would not t I have belonged to the National Rifle issoeistion
and the Californis Rifle and Pistol Assoclstion for meny years, snd I

have more recently tesken out en individuel membership im the Californies
#1ldlife Federstion.

I hope to heer further from jyou, especially regarding the meeting
of the Fresno County Sportsmens®' Qlub.

Sineerely,

N
George ¥, Vhitmore
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