o035 N. Farris Avenue
Fresne
Califernia 93705

29 Nov 66

Joehn Preston, Wilderness Hearing Officer
¢/e Superintendent
Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks
Three Rivers
California 93271

Dear Mr. Preston:

Regarding the National Park Service P wilderness propesals for
Sequeia and Kings Canyon National Parks. 1 request that the feollewing

atement be made a part of the hearing recerd.
“ ; I speak as an individual. I have traveled throughout many parts
0

f Sequeia and Kings Canyon Wational Parks during the past fifteen years.
activities have ranged from technical climbing, backpacking, ski touring,
d snowshoeing te hiking and general sight-seeing,.

In general, I feel that the Park Service prepesals are good ones,
d I suppert them in all except twe respects,

The first exceptien pertains to setbacks and buffer sirips, In
neral, these seem to be excessive and serve ne purpose other than one
administrative convenience., Failure te previde pretection te these
trips of de facte wilderness inevitably will result in pressure for
"development™, with a resultant erosion of esthetic values in the
jacent statutery wilderness,

In the Cedar Greve area 1 recommend that the wilderness boundary
follow the base of the cliffs, except between Roaring River and Bubbs
Creek it should be extended te the South Fork eof Kings River. TRamway
and other objectionable propesals would otherwise be inevitable in time.
Between Generals Highway and the canyon of the South Fork of

V Kings River the wilderness boundary should coincide with the park

boundary. The Sugarleoaf Creek area should be included at this time

to aveid the necessity of initiating a separate aotion at a later date.

" The terms of the Wilderness Act seem to permit this.

The wilderness boundary should appreach Generals Highway much

more closely on its east side, although I would net presume teo recommend
its exaoct leocatien. The propesed setback is far in excess of reason

and would epen this area to unwarrsnted developmental pressures,

The propesed "buffers"™ on the west side of the Hockett Wilderness
and on the south side of Dennison Ridge should be eliminated for the
same reason, The setback in the vicinity of Cleugh Cave appears to
be excessive,

The second objection I have pertains teo the preposed Disney development
at Mineral King. Altheugh outside the park, I feel that this development
bears very directly upen the propesals for wilderness within the park.
I am firmly oppesed to Mr. Disney's plans becasuse of their adverse effect
on nearby park lands. I feel that the Park Service should do everything
within its power to keep the character and size of the Mineral King
development compatible with its leocation,
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It should be remembered that Mineral King is an artificlial "inhelding"
essentially surrounded by the park, and that the only reason for its
exclusion when the park was created was because of the pessibility ef
mineral resources. Since these never materialized, Mineral King should
logically have been incorperated inte the park., DBecause this actien
was not taken, the adjacent park lands are new in jeopardy.

- The magnitude of the preposed development would be se great that
irresistible pressures would be exerted against the adjacent park lands,
with resultant erosion of wilderness values., The number of visitors

Mr., Disney is planning for is se great that they could not poessibly be _
entertained in the limited space at the boettom of Mineral King's valley.
Maultiple tramways and 1&fts would have te carry the masses of people out
of the confines of the valley and onte the nearby ridge crests where the
present park boundary lies. Wr, Disney's preponents tell us that it will
be necessary to withdraw some land from the park in erder to provide space
the ridge crests for mass recreastion facilities., Additienally, They
state that & non-wilderness buffer will have to be carved out of the
proposed Slerra Crest Wilderness. In their own words, Disney's propenents
ve told us that his Mineral King development is incempatible with the
sence of nearbdby park lands, They propose te resolve this cenfliot

destroying a pertien of The park.

Has either Mr, Disney or the U, S, Forest fervice so much as looked
t the topographic map of Mineral King, and compared it with that of
(bsemite? I have, and I find the comparison most enlightening. Yosemite
llo'y is about seven linear miles in length, with an average width of
hout a half mile, giving an area of approximately 3.5 square miles,
Phe valley of Mineral King is about 2,5 linear miles long, ranging from
one-eighth to one-quarter mile in width, giving an area of approximately
sree-eighths of a square mile. The area of Mineral King's valley 1s |
proximately one-tenth that of Yosemite Valley!

> .
We are told that Yosemite has 3.7 million visitor days per year,

The unfortunate effeet of the impact of this much usage is all too apparent
to anyone such as myself who sees Yosemite Valley throughout the year.
The National Park cferviece itself seems to be overwhelmed by the magnitude
ofy the problem created when a huge number of people is poured into a
1imited area such as Yosemite Valley, and drastic measures apparently

11 be reguired to cope with the problem.

4

Are Mr., Disney and the U, 5. Forest fervice oblivious to the situation
n Yosemite when they propose putting 2.5 million people into Mineral King
the first year, with an incerease to four million projected? And this in an
area only one-=tenth the size of Yosemite Valley. As for the Forest Cervice,
we can only speculate as to their reasons for encoursging such s erime against
the naturel resources under their control, and against the adjacent National
Park lands as well, It is, however, hardly necessary to speculate as to

Mr, Disney's motlivaet ions,

For reason's best known to themselves, the proponents of Mr. Disney's
Mineral King extravaganza are grossly overstating the area's scenic resoureces,
I speak from personal experience, having visited and hikedin the Mineral

King area, when ] say that its scenery is not sufficiently outstanding to

draw visitors from across the nation, and even from around the world, as
Disney's proponents c¢laim., To state that people will come from afar to

marvel at the supposed grandeur of Mineral King is grossly dishonest, for
their first visit would assuredly be their last., Tiny Mineral King, one-
tenth the size of Yosemite Valley, has far less than a tenth of the scenie

and esthetic resources of Yosemite., The vast bulk of the auto-oriented

i '




e

sightseers would be profoundly disappointed in Mineral King if it were
merely scenery they were seeking. The only way Mr, Disney could draw
worldwide fame to Mineral King would be by devedloping it very intensively
in an artificial menner. Mr, Disney has proven himself a past-master in

the art of entertaining people, snd there is no reason to think he would

fail to do so in Mineral King. For an entreoreneur of his scumen it seems
guite certain that he is aware that the suto-oriented tourist would be
disapprointed in Mineral King in its naturel state. He reaslizes that the
only way to appeal to the masses is by very intensive development of hojels,
lodges, slores, gifl shops, tramways and other recreational developments
which have little or no relstionship to the area in which they are located.

I have no cuarrel with the various forms of mass recreation, for our
expanding population certainly requires it. I do feel, however, that
the people would be better served if mass recreationsl developments were
located in areas less remotle than Mineral King, and c¢loser to major

lation centers. 4And the remote areas, in turn, should be devedoped
less intensively (if at all) in order to put them to their best possible
se. To pour huge numbers of people from southern California inte tiny
and remote Mineral Xing seems grossly wasteful of a resouree which is
very limited supply.

It should be remembered that s great many of the Southern Californians

© are clamoring for "entertainment™" immigrated to that part of the state
Y| cholce, They went there knowing full well that the area was not noted
)r elther its mountains or its ski facilities. YNow to insist upon the
ape of another portion of the state in an sttempt to gratify their
ppatiable demands 1s an act of intolerable greed. Many other Cslifornians
d¢me to this state in order to enjoy 1ts natural beauty and the unparslleled
opportunities for relaxation and pleasure amidst the Creator's handiwomk.

destroy these works and substitute in their place the worke of man would
@ profoundly ignorant act of sacrilege.

I believe that Mineral King should be developed fo some extent, with
he emphasis being on meking the best possible use of the natural resources
f both this area and the adjacent National Park wilderness without impairing
or destroying them. Thie would mean blacktoprping and widening the aceess
d in places and developing the essentially untapped potentisl for publie
ping. Trell improvemente compatible with access to the adjacent wildernecss
a8 are called for in some places, and a more extensive trall system could
developed locally for cne-day hiking and horsebsek riding. 4 minimum
vestment in road, trail, and camping facilities could aceomodate a large
mber of people, thus relieving some of the pressure on other asreas., This
would still be compatible with Mineral King's role as a wilderness threshold
area, and would help to relieve come of the pressure on other back-country
access routles by encouraging access via lineral King.

In view of the above considerations regarding the development of
Mineral King, I strongly recommend that the wilderness boundaries be
extended to, or nearly to, the present access road in order to preelude
the building of a high-speed highway into Mineral King. 7The direet result
of this would be to protect the valley of the Fast Fork of Kaweah River,
ineluding the redwood groves, from extensive scarification of a high-standard
highway. The indirect, but even more important result of this poundsary
ad justment would be to keep the megnitude and charscter of the MNineral

King development compatible with the wilderness values in the surrounding
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e 3035 N, Farris Avenue
' Fresno
California 93705

7 Dec 66

Frank EKowski, Superintendent

fequola and Kings Canyon Nat lonel Farks
Three Rivers
Celifornia

93271 g

PDear kr.

Kowski :

1l am interested in obtaining s copy of the record of the recent
Wilderness Hearings held in Fresno., Could you please let me know the
cost of this?

I have one of the information packets distributed in connection
with the Wilderness Hearings. I found the information given regarding
visitor use in the proposed Sierra Crest Wilderness to be quite helpful,
but was disseppointed to find that compasrable information wae not given
for the proposed Hockett Wilderness. Also, in order to form velid
opinions based upon such stastics, it would be necessary to know how
those figures are related to the figures for the two parks as a whole.
The information I would like i8 ««-

tnnusl Visitor Use (1965,.or~ﬁ

Seqpoie Nationel Kings Canyon Sierra Crest Hockett

Perk National Park wilderness wilderness
(Or combined, if it is easier) (13¢¢)
(to stete it in that manner. )
Visitors 877,270 - g4 §9| 40,000 3,251
Visitor .
Days |, 21,603 | 1177, 07¢ 300,000 14 506

I would essume that the totals given in the first two colunns
would include the figures given for the wilderness areas, unless you

stated otherwise.

What I am interested in determining is the relationship of
auto-oriented usage to foot/horseback-oriented usage. In other words,
auto usage versus back country usage. [0ossibly you could provide me
with this information in some other form, if that would be more
convenient for you.

r:< TR S

4180, could you tell me whether you meke any allowence for the
fact that you probably have quite accurate data for sutomobile usage,
while you are dependent upon visitor cooperation in obtaining back
country usage data., (I know from personsl observation that it is
commonplace for hikers to ignore the trall registers.)

In the course of discussing the proposed Mineral King development,
I find that most people assume that Disney will gzet what he wants
regardless of any undesirable effects this may have upon the park.
Since the outcome is a foregone conclusion, they see no point in
discussing the matter further. I would greatly appreciate it if you




would let me know what the status of this development is. Have the
decisions which affect the park already been made? Does any
meaningful opportunity remain for private cifiizens to express opinions?

In particular, I notice that the Park Service is quoted in the
newspaper as saying that a permit for acecess road construetion is not
dependent upon the outcome of the wilderness proposals, and could be
granted at any time, Is this imminent? 4And, if so, what type of
road standerds will be authorized? Does any opportunity remain for
citizens to express themselves on this? If so, where should letters
be sent?

A8 for the proposed wilderness zoning within the park along the
ridge crest boundaries adjacent to Mineral King, does the closure of
the Wilderness Hearing record mean that there is no further opportunity
for private citizens to express themselves on this? If this is not the
case, could you please let me know where peo:le should send letters?

Where should letters which pertain to the prorosed use of Forest
cerviece lend within the Mineral King Game Refuge be sent, Or is this
actually a closed matter on which further comment would be pointless?

1 apologize for the inconvenience this letter will csuse you, but
at the seme time would like to express my gratitutie for your assistance,

Sincerely,

George W, Whitmore

F.5, While hiking on the South Fork of the Kaweah River last Sunday

I observed very fresh cattle droppings and tracks upstream from Olough
Cave, Does this cow(s) belong there at this time of year?




P. O. Box 485
Kingsburg, Calif. 93631

17 August 1968

Donald Livingston
Director of Planning
Fresno County Planning Commission
4409 E. Kings Canyon Road

Fresno, Calif. 93702

Dear Mr. Livingston:

Enclosed you will find a copy of a brief article 1
have writtéen for the newsletter of the Tehipite Chapter of
the Sierra Club. If you have any objection to this appear-
ing in print, please contact the newsletter editor, Mark

Massie, 1042 E. Pico Avenue, Fresno, 93704, (222-6340).
The distribution of the newsletcier is almost entirely to
Slerra Club members, although a few coples are sent else-

where. The Fresno Bee receives one.

I would like to be kept informed of meetings, etc.
regarding the proposed Sierra Nevada and Sierra Foothills
General Plan. You could substitute my name for that of
Charles Cehrs on your distribution list, as Mr. Cehrs has
gimply been turning your mailings over to me

Thank JOUWe

Sincerely,

George W, Whitmore
Chalrman, Conservation Committee
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c/o P, 0. Box 485
Kingsburg
California 93631

Editor 9 September 1968
The rresno Bee
1559 Van Ness Avenue

Fresno
California

Deay 8ir:

Your recent articles on recreation needs in the Sierra reflected
Ron Taylor's usual blas in favor of mass recreation developments
which, by thelr very nature, are commercially oriented and destructive

of natural values.

1l was surprised, however, to find your recent editorial and
cartoon on the subject taking the same view. YOu state that ¥*there
18 no need for a doctrinaire confrontation between conservationists
and recreatlonists,” and point out that there is "“plenty of publie
land available to accomodate recreation without ruining wilderness."

Apparently you fail to realize that the conservationists agree
wholeheartedly with this. For you proceed to attack conservation
groups with the hackneyed propaganda phrase about wanting to "lock up®
the mountains for selfish reasons; and in an attempt to prove your
point you quote a Sierra Club spokesman out of context, distorting
his meaning in the process. The more complete quotation in Taylor's
article amply illustrates that your editorial has distorted the
statement. And your cartoon showing smugly complacent consefvationists
keeping the forlorn Pecreationists from the wilderness exceeds the
bounds of decency and common sense by agitating still further for
the very confrontation which you (and the conservationists) agree
18 not necessary.

May 1 suggest that you take the trouble to acguaint yourself
more fully with the Sierra Club's ideals, beliefs, znd objectives?
You would find that the club is weging a vigorous battle in defense
of the public interest. Because the welfare of the general public
frequently is in conflict with that of the commerciasl and industrial
interests, the club has been subjected to continual attack by these
commercial elements. It is most unfortunate that you have chosen
to join in this harrassment, for it puts you directly in that camp
which cries "the public be damned™ as it presses its incessant quest
for profits.

fours truly,

George W. Whitmore

Chairman, Conservation Committee
(If you choose to publish the above letter you may use my name, but

Pleagse do not identify me as being a Sierra Club member. )




	29Nov1966pg1
	29Nov1966pg2
	29Nov1966pg3
	29Nov1966pg4
	7Dec1966pg1
	7Dec1966pg2
	17Aug1968
	9Sep1968

