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e Park, these developments would inundate a very limited

area with far more pecple than cculd reasonably be

The result would be severe problems of
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B we feel they should generally be located in areas which
y.gjﬁ,avhave already undergone scme degreec of¢civilizing".

:u&?_*areas in a relatively natural condition are dwindling

~ =o rapidly that every effort must be made to avoid

“”pmwnt of Silver City would intensify the tregedy

‘The Disney proposal ls bad enouzh by itself. B
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MINERAL XING

A Statement to the Tulare County Planning Commission
December 11, 1970
Tehipite Chepter, Sierra Club

Wy neme is George Whitmore.

I live in Kingsburg, and I am speaking for the Tehipite Chapter
of the Slerra Club.

Our 8hapter encompasses &ll of Mariposa, Merced, Madera, and
Fresno Counties, part of Tuolumne ZJounty, and the mrthom portion
of Tulare County.

We have approximstely 700 membsrs,

We are told thst the purpose of this hearing is to seek faots. -
%e weloome the opportunity to bring some of the faets into the light
of publie serutiny. Opinion will also enter in, but we believe that
yYou are probably seeking that, too.

We have taken note of the specific muestions you have asked,
and will direet our comments to those in due course.

For some Years now we have been told thet the scecess road whieh
the texpayers will have to buy for Disney will ecost in the neighborhood
of 25 million dollarse. Thie hes impressed most people as being mather .
& huge sum of money to spend simply in order to set Disney up in business. _

But reoent inquires by us hsve turned up the faegt that there is an
additional 14 million dollars worth of highway which mast be pro ki
for Disney's benefit. This 1is the stretoh of Highway 188 from
Ressrvoi» to Three Rivers. The Division of Highways hes stated that
this projeot is entirely contingent upon the Disney development. Thus
the true cost to the taxpayers is not Just the 25 million dollars for .
Highway 276 from Three Rivers to Minersl Xing: to this must be addod
the additional 14 million dollars for Highway 198.

We are wondering when, if ever, the news media age going to loﬁ
the public know that the true cost of the highways we must provide for
Disney is 39 million dollars, anmd not a mere 25 million. .

!
\ _
ﬁ

Congressman Mathias regently meiled a questionnaire to all the |
residents of XKern and Tulare Counties. One of his questions wes '
"Do You favor the development of Miners) King into a year-round
recreational area?"
And of course a majority of respondents indicated thst yes, they ,
were in favor of recreational development., This was hardly mrpruing,
because many of us would have answered “yes"™ to thet question.,
But note carefully that the question was not "Do Yyou favor the
present Disney proposal?” with its million people e year, its fifty
mile an hour highway, and its cost to the taxpayers of 39 million dollars
for that access road. It was merely "Do you favor year-round r&oroqtional
development ?% .
What did surprise us was that one-third of those who responded

said "NO", 1n sp 11:0 of the ingessant barrsge of Disney and Forest wviéo




Propagenda which the "news"™ media continually spew forth.

We suggest thet those county officisls who are promoting the
Disney interests so vigorously remember thet one-third of the
voters disesgree with what you ere doing.

Zven though we are continually being told by both Disney snd

the Forest Service that Yoseuite does not provide & valid comparison,

the Disney firm nevertheless hes recently pointed out that Yosemite

Valley now hes more trees then it d4id some yeers ago.
thie well known feet wos cited in an sttempt to convince the

publiec thet Yosemite's infamous esphelt, smog, and congestion must

not be hermful to ite flore, sc why worry ebout Mineral King?

This i8 the type of statement which gausges us to fezyr that the
plenners of this development are woefully ignorsnt of even the most
basic esclogie pPrineiples. The most elementary student reslizes that
the flore of a 4,000 foob elevstion velley such as Yosemite {2 far
more resistent to abuse then is the flors of a fragile 8,000 foot
valley such as Kinersl Xing, or the 10,000 foot basins which sarround it.
4130, we wonder why Yosemite was chosen for this comparisoa when
the people who made 1t , namely the Disney organizetion, have been
telling us for Years that sich & compariscn is not valid beesuse
Mineral King is going to ba "different"™,

We Aldn't realize that they meant 1t was goling to be worse!

We would remind you that, even though Yosemite Valley snd
Mineral Xing Velley ere worlds apart scologlcally, some walid
eomparisons gan still be made in order to help visusllize the
amoynt of area and numbers of people iaw lved.
70 put helf ss many people into NMineral King es into Yosemite,
even though there is only one-seveath to one-eighth the amount of
spage avalilable, means a four-fold inecreasze in gongestion. To speak
of thousands of acres or millions of visitor-days meens nothing to
anjone until it 1s compered to something we sre familier with, and
for this resson 1t i1s m velid to envision Minersl Xing as being
four times more orowded than Yosamites,

It is visions mich as this thst have promptad the New York Times
to ory out thst "The only word to desoribe thils hideoue project is
soandalous. Has Southern Celifornie not been raped, polluted s=nd
desecrated enough slresdy? Heve the Forest Service buresucrsts no
sense of shame about taking s wonderful vortion of the nation's
natural heritage entrusted to their care end surrendering it to the
exploiterse”

Or, in the words of Oongressman Bhillip Burton, "The perversion
of publie laend to private profit through this ugly project is secandalous.

The Slerra Club is not opposed to phe prineiple of private profit.
¥e are oprosed to the giving eway of publioc lands, snd we are also
cpposed to perversion, scandel, end ugliness.

To snswer the Plenning Commission's questions directly, we feel
that both the quentity end quality of wster in the XKeweah will
inevitably be degraded by placing a small metropolis on its headwaters.

fou ocan give it tertiary trestment if you ilke, but the faot remeins
that most downstream users don't like to drink sewage~~even if it hss
been decdlorized, deodorized, send ssnitized.
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~ Regarding the private inholdings, we feel that the best way of

- avoiding the esthetle and tax hazerdes of mountein subdivisions is not
to encourage them, 4nd in this cese the sole encouragement consists
of the Disney development and the high stendard road sccompanying it.
if Yyou eliminate those encouragements, you will sutomatieally have
prevent ed many other problems which otherwise wikould ensue.

We submit that the Forest Service made o grave error of judgment
gome Jears ago when they decided to allocate this rescurece to Disney
without firet seeking the advice of its owners, namely the eitizens
end taxpayers of the United States of imeries.

But rather than progeeding in e headstrong menner, persewering
in the face of oriticism Jthereby compounding the problems, we
' ‘ ring the entire projeset to a standstill,
following 2 suiteble cooling off period, perhaps a fresh beginning
- ocould be made, Hopefully all agencies end eitizen groups eculd then
gooperate in arriving at a completely new plen for this valley--
@ plan which would truly be in the publiec interest and whioh would be
- Worthy of the gplen resource thet is Mineral King.

=
L
i

suggest the Jorest Servigé b
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Sierra Club

1050 Mills Tower
' San Francisco
California

STATEMENT OF GEORGE W. WHITMORE

SIERRA CLUB -
BEFORE THE NATIONAL PARKS AND RECREATION SUBCOMMITTEE

OF THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS
REGARDING THE WILDERNESS PROPOSAL FOR
| KINGS CANYON NATIONAL PARK
MARCH 25, 1974
Mr. Chairman, I am George W. Whitmore from Kingsbury, Califor-
nia. I am representing the Slierra Club. As you know, we are a

national organization with approximately 150,000 members throughout

the entire United States.

Il am pleased to have the opportunity to testify on the p{oposal
for a Kings Canyon National Park Wilderness. I have lived in
Central California for most of my life, and have visited Kingsi
Canyon Nétional Park many times, backpacking and climbing in'many
different parts of the Park.

As you know, this is considered to be one of the finest gems
in the National Park sttem. I trust that ny numerous visits are
ample evidence of the fact that I agree with that opinion.

It is our understanding that the Wilderness plan under consid-
eration today has been proposed by Congressman Bob Mathias, and thét
the Park Service has prepared a map which reflects Mr. Mathias'
wishes. We undertand that this map bears.the number 102 - 20,003 -
A, 1s dated September 1973, and shows a proposed Wilderness of
750,690 acres. The proposal shown on that map is the one we will
respond to.

We wish to commend Mr. Mathias and the Parﬁ Service for what 1s

basically a very fine proposal. They have shown excellent Judgement



in recognizing thast Kings Canyon is essentially a wilderness park,

and that the vast bulk of it should remain in its natural condition

for the benefit of future generations.

We are especially pleased that the present proposal is greatly

inproved over some of the earlier drafts. Most of our previous ob-

jections have been accomodated very nilcely.

There is essentially only one basic principle which leads us
to recommend a further improvement. The principle 1is tﬁét the top
of the cliffs around the valley of Kings Canyon proper should be
protected from possible future pressure for tramways or other devel-
opments. Such development would be inconsistent with the naturél

values which the valley rim presently provides. Since those are

the values for which Congress established the Park, we feel that
Congress should now take steps to help-perpetuate those Valueé. This
means placing the valley rim within the Wilderness.

Our policy calls for bringing the Wilderness boundary to the
base of the cliffs. As a personal note, I would like to add tgat
whether the boundary comes to the base of the cliffs or to a point
several hundred feet off the valley floor appears to be i1mmaterial
from our point of view. However, from the Park Service point of
view 1t apparently does make a difference, since they have previously
stated that they oppose bringing the Wilderness boundary to the valley

floor because it would then be unduly subjected to the influences of

nearby developments.

It appears to me that leaving the boundary a few hundred feet

off the valley floor would satisfy the Park Service objection, and

- i -



an arrangement. 1 earnestly sugg:

conflict be seriously considered.

Copper Creek.

T should note that we are not opposed to tramways OI other

mechanical contrivances per Se. e are ovposed to them 1n locations

to view the back country,

places where such arrangements could be made without undue disruption

of natural and scenlc values.

Two such locations are ILLookout Peak and Mitchell Peak on the Park

These peaks

are excellent viewpoints,

which goes practically all the way to them.

access, I suggest that they get together with the Forest Service and

consider the best possible plan for the development of the Forest

service's Big Meadow area. Some 1lnter-agency contact exists, but

L



the public 1interest would be better served 1f more planning were done

A1l too often the planning seems tO stop at

on a regional basis.
the boundarf of the administering agency.

I have mentioned the desirablility of better inter-agency planning

proposal for Kings Canyon National Park. <~

there 1s a viable alternative to tramways inside the Park. I trust

you will accept these comments in that light.

In closing, let me reiterate that we feel that Mr. Mathias and

t+he Park Service have made what is basically a fine proposal. We

do feel that there is still one major way in which it could be im-

rim of the Kings Canyon valley.

Thank you.



California Wilderness Coalition Kern Plateau A ssociation
P. 0. Box 429 Peo U6 BOX OF
Davis, California 95616 Kernville, California 93238

Testimony of
George VW. Whitmore
Speaking for the Above Organizations
In Support of
H.R. 1771

To Add Mineral King to Sequoia National Park

Before the Subcommittee on Parks and Insular Affairs

llouse Interior Committee
27 October 1577

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, my name is George Whitmore. 1 reside
in Kingsburg, California. This places me in close proximity to Mineral King, and
I have often visited it and its surrounding lands over the years. As an aside,
I might note that I have done my share of downhill skiing in the past.

I am speaking for the California Wilderness Coalition and the Kern Plateau

Association, as well as for myself. We share most of the views expressed by other

supporters of this bill. But, in the hope of avoiding repetition of testimony,

we will limit our remarks to a few of our most strongly felt concerns.

One of the greatest of these is the relationship between Mineral King and the

wilderness lands which surround it. The California VWilderness Coalition strives to

protect all wildlands in California, while the Kern Plateau Association 1s concerned

mostly with the Kern and Little Kern R iver drainages. We are especially concerned

about the fate of those lands which adjoin Mineral King in Sequoia National Park and

the Little Kern River drainage of Sequoia National Forest. Development of the type

proposed for Mineral King would inevitably impact not only the wildlands in Mineral
King, but also the wilderness values which presently exist in the adjoining lands.
Another concern is that Mineral King's present status as an isolated fragment
of National Forest land surrounded on three sides by National Park land is an anomaly
which hampers rational land management planning. Local Forest Service representatives
repeatedly have stated that their mandate is to develop their lands, including Mineral
King, whereas the Park Service is required to preserve National Park lands. This
misguided Forest Service thinking has resulted in the ridiculous situation presently
before us, wherein the Forest Service is hell-bent on establishing a high-density
recreational development in the midst of lands which are otherwise being protected

in a relatively natural state. This is an anomaly which, we believe, most rational

land managers would have long since recognized.

We are also gravely concerned over the prospect of the public being denied

access to its own lands by the imposition of entrance and user fees so high as to
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drive away citizens of modest means. The Mineral King EIS made clear what we had

long suspected--that the Disney development would establish an economic barrier which
would effectively keep out many people who presently use Mineral King, and the burden

would be especially high for families with children.

We note that some supporters of the Forest Service proposal claim that they are
for "equity" in access to public lands. Ve simply cannot buy the concept that the
wealthy should be more equal than the rest of us, and we trust that Congress will not
be misled by this fatuous argument.

These are our main concerns, and we also share the numerous concerns which will
have been expressed by others who advocate addition of Mineral King to Sequoia National

Park.
We believe that the only satisfactory resolution of the many problems created by

Disney and the Forest Service is to add Mineral King to the National Park system.

The Forest Service has long since abdicated its responsibility to manage Mineral King

in the public interest, and it is clear that it is incapable of acknowledging that it
made an error of judgment twelve years ago. We have clearly reached an impasse,

and it is time for Congress to intervene.

We do not accept the concept of a''scaled-down'" development as being the solution.

The topography and climate of Mineral King are such that it would simply not be
practicable to provide winter access unless the existing road were completely re-built.
This would be such a costly undertaking that it could be justified only by having it
lead to a major development. A modest development would prove to be economically
infeasible, and expansion of the facility would be inevitable. Talk of a "scaled-down"

development is misguided at best, and a subterfuge at worst. Ve trust that Congress

will not be misled.

We should make it clear that we are not opposed to large-scale recreational

developments as such. We do feel that they should be located and planned in

acccrdance with sound land management planning concepts, and not simply be determined
by the vagaries of boundary anomalies such as presently exist at Mineral King.

A large-scale recreational development does not belong in a small and fragile
alpine valley such as Mineral King. Such a development would be more appropriate
in a less fragile area, and should be located closer to the large population centers
it 1s intended to serve. The latter point is especially important in view of our
increasing energy problems, and the opportunity to ameliorate them by minimizing
the need for travel.

As for the claimed need to provide more skiing opportunities for those who have

chosen to live in Southern California, it should be pointed out that practicable

alternative sites apparently exist. Slate Mountain (Peppermint) and Sherman Peak--
both in Squoia National Forest--have been mentioned repeatedly, but the only
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Forest Service response has been to say that the Mineral King issue must be resolved
before they will consider other possibilities.

This attitude seems irresponsible, and we suggest that one of the best ways
to get additional ski facilities started in the planning process would be for
Congress to break the deadlock created by the Forest Service's intransigence on
Mineral King.

We urge Congress to settle this matter once and for all by adding Mineral King
to S equoia National Park. The Park Service could then get on with rational land
management planning for the area as a whole, while the Forest Service would be able
to put the whole Mineral King affair behind it and get on with the business of

reviewing other potential ski sites. We believe that such an approach would be

beneficial to the vast majority of the public, and urge its speedy adoption.
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