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TO: Helen Burke, Jerry Meral, Jake iller, Bob Rutemoeller, 
Marge Sill, Ramona Wascher 

FROM: George Whitmore 

RE: Organization of NCRCC ex comm. 

DTE: 28 January 1975 

Enolosed is an outline I have prepared. It refleots my under­
standing of our discussions on 24-25 January at the Thorne Estate. 

If I do not hear from you shortly I will assume that my under­
standing of what we discussed is correct, and I will proceed to 
exoeroise the responsibilities which I understand to have been 
·assigned to me. I would like to get started on these matters quickly, 
and that is why I am taking the initiative of sending you this 
memorandum. 

ou will note that I have proposed names for t he new "divisions.' 
Since we did not discuss this, I consider these to be proposals only. 
Perhaps someone else oan think of better names. 

I have probably erred to some extent in the way I have listed 
Helen's areas of responsibility. It is unolear to me whether I have 

used the proper nomenolature for the entities in her division, 
including whether Land Use is a committee or a task force. 
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Federal Lands Committee has been abolished. 
National Forests .... nd Bureau of and Man gement Committees are new entities. 
Wildernesss ouncil is a new entit . 

"Land use" and "water' elements of Lake Tahoe . F. have been combi ed 
into a single . F . 

ining Impact  .. has been abolished as such; it is assumed that 
en Turner will continue to serve in an advisory capacit 

tatus of Coastal 1 esouroes Committee is unclear to me. 
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nn L. st nielawsky, Ch irperson 
Tehipite Chapter, Sierra Club 
4610 North Row ll
Fresno, CA 93703 

Dear Ann, 

P. • x 485 
Kingsburg 
California 3631 

8 February 1975 

I oonour with the feeling for priorities which you expres sed 
t our monthly meeting l st ednesday (Yosemite, Kaiser Ridge , 

Min ral ng). Issues such as thee hav lways been my hi est 
priorities, and have thu consumed most of my time nd energies. 

At the same time, I feel we oannot afford tot lly to ignore 
all other issues--especially one as ba ic to human well-being and 

rvival as land-use planning. Tha t is es pecially true of the 
preservation ot our prime agricultura l lands. 

We in Fresno County would seem to h ve a particularly strong 
responsibility  in thi regard. It is b coming increasingly clear 
that our actions ( or inactions) r going to have global repercussions. 

In that regard, I am closing two n spapr rticles. You 
might wish to r fer to them t this point. 

As I under tend these clipping, Fr sno County is in the midst 
of drawing up a new County General Plan. The 1 nning Commission 
is attempting to recommend certain policie which would be directed 
toward the preservation of the food-producing potential of our prime 
agricultural lands. But the Pl nning Commis ion' fforts re being 
vigorously opposed by individuals who are eking p rsonal profit nd 
self-interest at the expense of the public good. 

Are we (the Tehipite Chapt r) oing to it idly by while few 
individuals line their pocke t , ther by condemning the r t of humanity 
to slow starvation? If thi seem 11k n over tat ment, I suggest 
that you think about it a while • 

The purpose of thi 1 tt r 1 to sk hat th 
i going to do about it. 

hipite Chapter 

I r cognize  that it is difficult to t volunteer to do anything, 
and that it is especially  difficult to t them to t k e n 1IE re t in 
something with a v ry long time-frame r f r ce , is the oase with 
this particular issue. Speaking from my own p t experience a 
conservation chairman I can ymp thize th Hal Thom s' problems in 
this regard. As I understand it, h h s concluded th t no one is
willing to assume responsibility for 1 nd-us planning in our Chapter 
rea, and that is why I am writin to you. 

As chairpersonon of the Ch pter, perh p you ca deal with the 
issue in the eoutive Committee meeti on ebru ry l . I hope that 
by the time that m eting 1 adjourned w ill h v plan for getting 
large numbers of people to attend the rch 5th public h ring, and 
for them to peak out on th i su ! 
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SIERRA CLUB 

 

Mills Tower, San Francisco 94 104

P. O. Box 485

King sburg, CA 93 631 
by Ansel Adams 111 This 1.< ti:,· American Earth 

11 April 1975 

TO: "NCRCC Roster - } Maarch 1975", including addenda of 5 April 1975 . 

FROM: George Whitmore, NCRCC Vice-Chairman (Federal Lands Division). 

 ...., d f    SC/NC RCC tin• g 19- 20   1 1975RE: : Agend a 0 joint  l   mee   - .  .   

Attached is background material on two of the agenda items. 
These are: 

Fire polic) proposal. 
The enclosed background material explains part of the 
rationale behind the policy proposal. 

2. National Forest "timber" management. (Accidentally listed 
on the CLC agenda. It belongs on the agenda of the joint 

 RCC meeting as a major discussion and action item.) 

The enclosure (printed on the reverse of this cover letter) 
provides some insight into pro bl ems of National Foreest 
resource allocation and management. This is directly related 
to wilderness legislation, National Forest land use planning, 
and to Sierra Slub priorities, all of which appear on the agenda 
We would like to discuss these items in conjunction wi th each 

other, as they are inextricably related. The total subject 
area should be considered to be a major discus ssion item, 
presumably culminating in one or more resolutions. 

Regarding the feral horse and burro agenda it em ( on which background 
material has already  been mailed) , a po s sible re sollution might be: 

" We are concerned with the environment al degradati on present ly
taking place due to the unchecked growth of feral horse and 
burro populations. We support in principle the concept of 
humane reduction of these fer a 1 animals where they are ha vi ng 
a significant edverse effect on the indigenous flora and fauna." 

J sincerely hope that you will be able to review this material 
and to do some thinking about it prior to the RCC meeting. See you there! 



(Sierra lub letterhead) 

CA I 

John Zier ld, acrame to epresent ative
Sierra Club 
927 - 10th treet 

ramento, CA 5814 

D ar i hn, 

GION

•· .. 204 (Herschel Rosenthal, - s
rep t ly ban sport hunting of all fur bearing  

I phoned your office th1• afternoon and lef t 
letter is to provide you with a written cord f 

I O

93631 

1 Jul 1 75 

hich  would 

Thi

rlier this afternoon I phoned sembly n R sentha l' fice 
in Sacr to. h stated that B 2042 originally ddres d itself 
only to certain technical deta ils regarding steel-ja we traps nd their 
u . If this was the case, th n I c n undert nd how he Sie rr lu 
might have become involved. 

Th assemblyman's offic lso 
2042 had been amend d into such 

longer support it. I very ple

They al stat d t 
e only those 
. he e r 

ently  11 lso i s muskr
did not mention this

o , to the point of
pre w r o i v d in an 
...!!!!. ( copy enclosed). 

s unde r 
as it was origi 
unacceptable 

th mb ly man

introdduc d, but 
t t rte d to 

l. 

This
t e 

infoorm d hem h t 
rra Club could no 

t OU h d don t 1. 

" hich h bill 
ection 4,000 of the i h and 
g eav on; -

the '

oor 

ill 



Unfortuna tely that 
half-truth published in Western Outdoor Ne -.... 
that thethe Sierra Club 1 
full truth o ld how 

I sking th 
{B111 ice, 3939 Bir ch 
Please explain hat: 

c ,

1. 2042 or1 in
regardin ste

lly d lt o ly i c rt in t ch ica l d tail 
t p and the1r e. 

2. e ierra Clu i hdrew its pport cept bl 
amendments ere dded to the ill. 

3. The Sierra lub " r s to the hunting 
of am s ies p h in s done thically and 
in accorda e ith d i d to preve t 
depletion of the r c thermore, " •.. th ierra
Club belie at ptable ch include 
... regulat iodic h n 1 though 
omewhat licit , the former tr l in 

it stance; l tter quotat , ou t d in 
scope, h the virtue of bei xpr e it y. I feel 
th t the t o t tement s p nt r . ) 

Please a k • ice t publish r that the f lse 
impression his readers prese tly 

I teel that the Sierr Club d mos s have f r more 
in common than i generally realized 
including protection of ild life bita
or forgotten while th diffe rences r 

r onmen go , 
t o o curred
h b r 

t it is imperative ho are tri protect 
the environment or togeth r, sin o o group is trong gh o 
achieve the task alon. I hop th t help to overco en dless 
divisivene s which prese tly xi t and that Bill 111 b 
equally intereste in rectifyi t pr s u erst

cc. McCloskey 
rray Ros nth l 
11 Collins 
rlene est aguzza 

s ncer y, 

org . hitmor 
ice-chai n (F l d Division) 

Lew Ca penter ( Council 
r 

f Ce tr 1 Califor i , 815 e t 
, Fres o, CA 3705) 

Bill ice ( tern outdoor ) 

l is i quoted f n O CC resol tion dopt rch 2, 74. 
2 his 1 oted fromthe i rr Club' ti n W11 life olicy

by the Boa d y 5, 1 74). This ection re ffirm  e 
the C and CRCC o pril 20, 1975. 

( opted 
eeting of



by Ansel Adams in This is the American Earth 

Superintendent 

SIERRA CLUB Mills Tower, San Francisco 94104 

• 9 August 1975 

Sequoia and Kings canyon National Parks 
Three Riv vers 
California 93271 

Dear Sir, 

The following comments on the Development Concept Planning Alter­
natives for the Giant Forest/Lodgepole area of Sequoia National Park 
have been prepared by the Sierra Nevada Task Force of the Sierra Club. 

Scope of theStudy. 

We believe the area under consideration for future management 
alternatives should be expanded to include the Grant Grove area and 
the entire length of the Generals Highway. We have been suggesting 
for some time that the United States Forest Service and the National 
Park Service plan jointly for management of public land in this entire 
area. We are pleased to see there has been more cooperation recently 
between Sequoia-Kings Canyon National Parks and Sequoia National 
Forest in planning, but we believe an ever oloser coordination of 
planning would serve the public better. 

We urge the Nationa 1 Park Service not to take the view that all 
services for park visitors must be ·looated within the Park. campgrounds, 
overnight lodging, stores, restaurants, and other necessary visitor 
service facilities should be located where there will be a minimum of 
environmental impact. 

We specifically  suggest that Stony Creek and Big Meadow be given 
very strong consideration for development for visitor service facilities. 
We intend to make the same suggestion to Sequoia Nat iona 1 Forest in 
response to their Hume Planning Unit Alternatives. On page 20 in the 
Planning Alternatives booklet it was pointed out that the Stony Creek 
site has "favorable topography, soils, and vegetation for development," 
lacking only sufficient water and eleotricity. But water can be piped 
along the road from its source, and eleotrioity brought in. These are 
the two neoessary factors which can be imported to an area where all 
other criteria are suitable, and this -·should be done!

The Alternatives should also address the possibility of private 
facilities in the Three Rivers area to help serve park visitors. If 
publio transportation were to be provided from Three Rivers into the 
park, this might be a very practical option. 
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By confining  the area being studied to the Giant Forest/Lodgepole 
area these options and others would not be apparent and may not be 
given full consideration. When a specific area is defined for study, 
there is a tendenoY to put up a mental barrier that tends to exclude 
consideration of land use possibilities in adjacent areas, and thereby 
result in a less-than-optimum plan. 

Publlo Transportation. 

We strongly support the provision of public transportation in the 
area. Elimination of private automobiles from Giant Forest except for 
through traffic on the Generals Highway would greatly enhance the 
experience of visitors to the area. It would also make it possible 
and convenient for those without automobiles to visit the park. The 
transportation service should be free upon entrance to the park and 
should be operated at frequent intervals for visitor convenience. 

The oonoept ot collecting people should extend beyond the bound­
aries of the park, and most certainly beyond the immediate Lodgepole/ 
Giant Forest area. Consideration should be given to providing bus 
service from Three Rivers and the Grant Grove area, serving Big Meadow 
and Stony Creek along the way. This would help further to eliminate 
private autos from the park. 

Because the Wolverton Corral area is already impacted, and because 
or its other advantages, we feel it would probably be the most appro­
priate location tor a staging area. 

If f3asible, bus service should be provided for tours of crystal 
cave to eliminate private autos in that area. 

Because there is apparently insufficient knowledge of the effect 
on the Sequoia trees of extending the road beyond Crescent Meadow (to 
make a one-way loop), we are opposed to such a plan at this time. It 
would be highlY inappropriate to include this road in the plan prior 
to adequate studies having been conducted to determine whether it could 
be done without harm to -the Sequoias. Such studies should include, 
among other things, the effect on the water table, soils, erosion, and 
the roots of the trees themselves. 

It appears that planning could proceed without a decision having 
been made regarding the loop road, and that the road could easily be 
planned and provided for at some time in the future if it proves to be 
desirable and if studies eventuallY show that it could be done safely. 

Alternative !• 

We will not comment at length on Alternative I because we find it 
unaooepteble, es we are sure will most of the respondents to the alter­
natives. As is pointed out under "Impacts" on i:ege 7, there are 
serious problems with the present arrangement. Many of these will get 
worse with the passage of time. We are certain the National Park 
Service will not find the status quo a viable alternative. 
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Alternatives II, III, and IV. 

We prefer to comment on these alternatives colleotivelY to avoid 
repetition~ Many of our comments apply to all three alternatives. 

In so tar as possible, visitor facilities should be separated 
according to the type of service provided. Motel/hotel type lodgings 
could be located in the Wolverton area adjacent to the staging area 
and near the ski facilities. This area is already impacted by the 
dump and horse corrals. AnY other necessary commercial services would 
also be more suitablY located here. They would be convenient for 
winter use and for use. of the transpcrtation system. This area has 
an additional advantage in that it iA within walking distance of Giant 
Forest. Employee housing could be made a part of the development. 

It there 1s not sufficient space for all the conmeroial facilities, 
the remainder should be located out of the park at Stony Creek or some 
other acceptable location. In any case the overall pillow count inside 
the park should not be allowed to increase. The pillow count inside 
the park may need to be reduced if the Wolverton site cannot acoommodate 
the present pillow count. 

The visitor center structure at Lodgepole should be retained. It 
could serve as an interpretive facility and for other appropriate ad­
ministrative functions. Eventually the service station should probablY 
be relocated to the Wolverton Corral area in order to be more conven­
ient to the parking area. The Lodgepole campground should be retained, 
but it may need to be worked over in order to give the camper a more 
natural type of experience. The area is heavily impacted at the 
present time. 

The idea ot placing a campground at Clover Creek or Red Fir should 
be pursued. The elimination of campgrounds in Giant Forest has reduced 
the camping opportunities within the park. This problem 09uld be 
alleviated with an additional campground at Clover Creek and/or Red 
Fir. Additional campground sites should be considered outside the park 
at perhaps stony Creek or Big Meadow on National Forest land. 

The desirability of segregating different types of camping should 
be studied. Motor homes/camper units, tent sites, and walk-in type 
campsites could be located in different parts of the same campgrounds 
it there are space and opportunity for separation. Or single-use 
campgrounds could -be developed. This would help avoid obvious conflicts. 

The Wolverton ski facilities·should not be expanded. They may 
need to undergo limited upgrading as zoontioned for safety pirposes. 

It feasible, bioYcle routes should be provided in the Giant 
Forest/Lodgepole area. ~ 

We believe it would be a serious mistake to locate hotel/motel 
type accommodations at Lodgepole ·. The replacement of the campground 
at Lodgepole by concessioner facilities would discriminate in favor or 
more affluent park visitors. Furthermore, the dense concentration of 
developed facilities would tend to urbanize Lodgepole, one or the major 
attractions for most park visitors. 
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In any case we believe the oabins, lodge, restaurant, shops, eto., 
should be removed from Giant Forest. We recogn ize it would have to be 
done over a period of time depending upon economi cs. The negative 
impacts mentioned under Alternative I in the Planning Alternatives 
booklet document the need for this action. 

We appreciate the opportunity to participate in land use planning 
tor Sequoia National Park and commend the National Park Service for 
making the effort to obtain public input in their planning. 

Sincerely, 

( r', ~ ~ C-

X:7. ~\-'"~~--~ " 
<.....) • cJ 

Joe Fontaine, Chairman 
Sierra Nevada Task Force 

... 



Ttbipitt Domt by W. A. Starr 1896 

TEHIPITE CHAPTER 
SIERRA CLUB ~ 
P. 0. Bax 5396 
Fresno, California 93755 

5 September 1975 

Superintendent 
Sequoia end Kings canyon National Perks 
Three Rivers 
CSlifornia 93271 

Sir: 

The following comments on the Development Concept Planning Alterna­
tives for the Cedar Grove area of Kings canyon National Park have been 
prepared by the ~ehipite Chapter on behall of the Sierra Club. 

Alternative 1 £No Action): 
We tend to fin this alternative undesirable, in part because ot 

the reasons stated in the Planning Alternatives booklet. An additional 
11aJor reason is that we feel the present concessionaire facilities, and 
the activities associated with them, disrupt the natural atmosphere 
which should surround the visitor center/ranger station area. We therefore 
teel .that these facilities should be relocated. 

Alternative 2 (Day Use OnlY): 
Ii' the Cedar Grove area were to be considered out ot context, this 

would appear to be a desirable alternative. But, in view of the relation­
ship or Cedar Grove to the surrounding park lands, we feel it would not 
be practical to convert it to a day use area. It appears that such 
management would interfere severely with the use of the area as a back­
country trailhead; it should be kept in mind that this is a very major 
use ot Cedar Grove-Copper Creek, and that there are !!2. substitute trail­
heeds which could be used in its place. 

Additionally, Cedar Grove's isolation (in time and distance) rrom 
other existing or po~entiel developments would appear to render it 
unsuited for conversion to exclusive day use. 

Alternative 3 (Upfrade Facilities): 
We tend to favor his alternative, rut with certain reservations. 

These are--
(1) Overnight capacity or guest roams (20 rooms/SO prople). 

We note that these figures were arrived at on the basis 
that they are "the maximum that could be maintained by one maid in order 
to provide the most economical unit" ·(emphasis added). We feel the 
figures should perhaps be based on the optimum, and not the maximum. 
It is apparent that whenever something ~ es wrong the one maid would not 
be able to keep up with the work load. This would necessitate the hiring 
ot e second maid. Applying t~e original rationale, this would then result 
in pressure to increase the eocomodations in order to make the operation 
more eftioient, etc., eto. 

Additionall.Y, it is unclear why someone has to work 
exclusive].y as a maid, and consequently has to be kept busy by having 
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enough rooms to care for. surely the maid oould have other duties, thus 
letting the decision as to the most appropriate level of accommodations 
be based upon more significant and appropriate criteria. 

In view of what is apparently a rather limited demand for 
the presentlY available tent-cabins (aoout five), we feel that a foui­
told increase (in number of rooms) is probab].y unrealistically high. 
In particular, it seel!l.8 there 1s significant risk that having unused 
capacity would lead to promotion of the area for the purpose of filling 
the accommodations. We feel this would be in direct conflict with the 
purpose for which the park was established, and ~st be avoided. 

Summary: For various reasons, 20 rooms/80 p8(!1lple is probably 
too high. 

(2) While we feel that replacement and telooation of existing 
tac111tles with new structures is probably appropriate, we have misgivings 
regarding architectural design. We trust that there would be opportunity 
tor publia input in this regard, thus minimizing the possibility of 
architectural indiscretions such as have occurred elsewhere in the 
llational Park system. 

(3) Our greatest concern, alluded to under item (1) above, is that 
ot protection against inappropriate pressure for future expansion. 
Many people fear that any new construction at all would simplY be the 
opening wedge for future urbanization or the valley. We feel this is 
a very valid concern, end wish to see some assurance from the Park Service 
as to how this problem is to be handled. In the absence of reasonable 
assurance regarding the future, we vould withdraw our present provisional 
support for .Alternative 3. 

Alternative 4 (Maximum Develo 
e genera lY concur w mos o e statements in the Planning 

Alternatives booklet whioh indicate that this level of development 
• would be excessive, and therefore we op)oseAllternative 4. 

We appreciate the opportunity to participate in land use planning 
tor Kings Canyon National Park and commend the Park Servioe for making 
the ertort to obtain publio input in their planning. 

Sincerely, 

lb ~a~-L~~ 
Harold E. Thomas 
Conservation Chairman 



Bill Baden, Jistrict Ranger 
Hume Lake Ranger iJistrict 
~,equoia :-Jational Forest 
Miramonte, CA 93641 

Dear Bill, 

P. O. Box 485 
Kin~sbur g , CA 93621 

15 December 1975 

Re. Hume Planning Unit " ... :anagenent Alt er nat ives. • 

You i:idicated an interest in knowing in 1t1hat wa ys my think ing ght 
or might not differ from that of the Sierra ~lub. Bec ause of your 
expression of interest, I have de(!ided to a ddress my com.Tents on the 
Hu.me .P.U. U. .. :anagement illternatives" directly to J'·ou. I am also sending 
a copy of this letter to Charles ?ickering in the Porterville office, and 
I trust that he will treat this letter just as though I had a ddressed it 
to him directly. 

I have been gone several days, and returned home late last night. 
Upon reading the c ierra Club statement, which was sent to .. :r. :t-•ic::ceri:ig 
over the week end, I find ~hat I Agree with it in substance, but I do 
have some comments which you might find of i:it erest. To facilitate a 
comparison, I will follow the same format used in the c,ierra Club state­
ment, a copy of which is enclosed. 

Before starting, I should note that while I concur with reost of the 
Sierra Club thinking I would perhaps have chosen to express it so"'Tlewhat 
differently had I written the stateraent myself. Also, you will note 
several minor inaccuracies. I do not consider these to be substantive, 
and therefore I will not comment upon them. I trust that the Forest 
fervice, too, will not become distracted by such minor details but instead 
will concentrate upon the philosophy which has been expressed. 

Introductory. 

I concur. I should point out that at the Sequoia N.F. public meeting 
helfe.in Fresno on June 6, 1974 I stated that I felt that Ki~gs Canson should 
be considered as a complete entity and not be artificially split dow~ the 
middle. Gordon Heebner assurred me that this would be done, and that both 
sides or the canyon would be considered regardless of where the line was 
drawn. But I now find no evidence that this has been done. 

As to the failure to consider the wilderness alternative for all 
contiguous roadless lands at the same time (ie. now, when only some of 
the contiguous lands are beh1g considered), I pointed out the s~flaw 
when it occurred in the Kern Plateau P.U. Manag ement .A lternatives several 
months prior to publication of the Hume alter~atives. It was suggested 
both to me and to Joe Fontaine t hat this had been en oversight. But if 
that was the case, why was the same "oversight t1 then repeated in the Hume 
alternatives? 

I am quite disturbed by the Forest f.ervice's failure to do ths t which 
they said they would do (ie. treat the entire canyon as a complete entity). 
I am also disturbed by the seeming inability to correct "oversights" 
(eg. to consider the wilderness alternative for all contiguous roadless 
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lands in the canyon instead of only some of them), ijspeciollY wh n ~hese 
oversights involve violation of the Forest Service's ovm reguletio~s as 
cited in the ~ierra Club tatement. 

Alternatives. 

I concur.. The alternatives have ge:1erallY been structured i!'"1 such 
a way as to appeal only to those Nho hsve very narrow points of view. 
There is o:.1ly one alternative which is even remotely reesonable, v1h1ch 
in effect mea!:1.s that we !lave been. presented with a pi:o;'oced plan , and not 
with a set of possible a lt ernat ives . In o~her · ,ords , the plannin:-:, proce'ss 
has failAd to achieve its ~tated objective, and there is not a r ang e of 
options from which a reasonable person could select. 

Camping. 

I concur. 

Backpacking nd Hor£eback Riding. 

I concur . 

Trailbike and Four-~heel Drive Riding. 

I generally concur. 
I strongly concur in support of limiting ORV's to designated routes 

throughout the Hume Lake Ranger District. 
I strongly concur in criticism of the jeep t2ail from Crabtree to 

Rancheria, and the proPosal to extend it up Verplank Ridge. 
I strongly concur 1~ criticism of the proposed jeep trail from Cabin 

cr~ek Grove down to the Kings River. • 
I stronglJ concur that motorcycles should be prohibited in most if 

not all of the Jennie Lake Roadless Area. 
(Although it was not stated, the cierra Club is opposEed to formal 

designation of motorcycle routes within the Ver:plank a:id ~1gnew Roedless 
Areas, and I concur in this.) 

I am sure that there are routes which both the Sierra Club and I 
would fi~d acceptable for ORV use. It is unfortunste that most of the 
routes (:'.uggested by the Forest Service are not acceptable. 

Cross-Country Skiing and fnowshoelng. 

I concur. 

Snowmobiling. 

I concur. 

Ski i1reas. 

Here is one where I differx significantly with the Sierra Club. 
I feel that it should be possible to come to at least a entative conclusion 
as to the enviro~mentel ac~eptability of a i~tchell Peak ski development 
~efore a fi~al EI S is completed. It would seem that preliminary studies 
could form the basis for a preliminary conclusion, with the final studies 
providing ~he basis for a fi~al coJclusion . 
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I trust you w1:1 ote hat the rier~a ~lub is not o~~osing a ski 
development, but rather is reserving the right to do so pzendin the 
outcome of adequate studies. 

I concur t hat 5,000 to 8,000 skiers per day seems like too many. 

Fish and ~ildlife. 

I concur. It is regretable ~hat so m~ny peo le (includi~g the 
agencies) seer:i to thi rik that ''wildlife•· mea:is .. deer . • , 'Even if co :1verting 
the fierra ·Jevoda to a deer f a rm were an acceptable goal , I challenge the 
simplistic (and therefore widely held) view that more asphalt, dirt, and 
clearcuts equals more deer. 

Livestock Grazing. 

I concur in general, but not·unalterablY." ~he Sierra rtlub statement 
was perhaps not entirely clear in distinguishing between conversion to 
reestablish natural conditions as o p~9sed to conversion which destroys 
natural conditions. ·,','e endorse the former, while of course we oppose the 
latter. 

~he Sierra Club statement should perhaps have pointed out ~hat we do 
not oppose grazing in classified wilderness areas. 

It should be clear from the above remarks that ., he Verplank, Oat 
Mountain, and Rodgers Ridge areas could be used as prime grazing lands 
even if they were to be classified as wilderness. .\·ould they be equally 
valuable for grazing if t hey were overrun by motorcycles a~d jeeps? 
Some of the more enlightened cattle ranchers have come to realize that 
wilderness classification is o::1e of the beat ways of preserving grazing 
lands. I~ other words, we object to the Forest Eervice assumption that 
utilization of the Kings Ganyon grasslands for grazing would be incompat-
ible with wilderness classification. 

Timber Harvest. 

I concur. As an individual, I can go somewhat beyond the 8ierra 
Club in advocating some forms of intensive management in order to increase 
growth of wood fiber:--~he main reason the Sierra Club is reluctant to 
discuss the issue is because nobody seems to be able t o provide a reliable 
definition of"intensive management." 

I note that ma~y people (including some within the Forest Service 
and the industry) feel that it should be possible to increase timber 
production on the public lands while at the same time also n greatly 
increasing the amount of land i~ wilderness or other non-commodity 
ola ssitications. 

~s an example, the present draft of the u~rs Northern 0allfornia 
Planning Area Guide alter~atives suggests that all roadless areas could 
be classified as wilderness while at the same time increasing timber 
production. 

Why was such an alternative not presented for the Rune P.U.? {Bill, 
if You would see to it :hat I receive a personal response to this question 
I would greatly appreciate xit.) 



4. 

hoed ~ravel. 

I concur. :'he Sierra Club perhaps meant to say, "For this purpose 
selective forestry is superior to even-aged forestry." Eut the e;ierra 
Club tends to equate "intensive forectry, and "clearcut ... ingu, and that 
is why they said what they did. 

I peraonall) fe 1 that a forest could be managed on a selective 
BYstem with extreme inte~sity, greatly incressing production over wh t 
we are getti~g now even vith clearcutting. I realize that it might be 
less e:w~~il! economic, but ~hat is another issue which should be discussed 
rather than suppressed as it has been so far. 

Vdlder:iess. 

I concur. Since this ie the ~ierra ~lub's primary interest, it 
seems to me the~ should have discussed ·t first and at greater length. 
I trust that you will ~ot u~derestimate the depth of heir interest in 
the wilderness resource which lies within the ,:ings River-Hume P.U. area. 

Roadless lire as. 

I concur. I would add the same remarks that I have made above under 
"Wilderness." 

Sincerely, 

George W. Whitmore 

cc. Charles Pickering, Forest ?lanner 
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