P. 0. Box 485
Kingsburg
Californias 93631

1l June 1975

Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs
Subcommittee on Publie ILands, Room 1522
House Office Building

Washington, D. C. 20515

Gentlemen:

Last year when I visited your office Mr. Bob Hunt promised to
send me twelve copies of a particular report. I never received these,
and subsequently I learned that Mr. Hunt had left Your staff. I trust
that my request for the report was a casualty of the turnover in
personnel, and will repeat my request fiow since I still need the report.

Could you please send me copies (I can still use at least six) of
the published report of the hearing whiech you held in the 93rd Congress
on the Emigrant Wilderness proposal.

I do not have the date of the hearing, but it was prior to Mareh
of 1974. 1In late March (1974) Mr. Hunt stated that the report was at
the printer, and I later learned that the report became available in
April of 1974.

Thank You very much for Your assistance.

Sineerely,

George W. Whitmore
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Mount Whitney trail.

P. O. Box 480
Kingsburg, CA 93631

8 sugust 19745
Walter B. Powell, Chairman
Calif. Wildlife Federation, Land Use Committee

772 Morada Place
Altadena, CA 921001

Dear Valt:

As a member of the California Wildlife Federation, I am somewhat
concerned by one of the items which appeared in yYour "Land Use Report™
on page six of the August issue of California Wildlife. This is your
item l.¢., which deals with the matter of limitation of visitor use

in Wilderness areas.

1l agree with the idea yYou stated, but I guess what distresses me
is some of the impligations which will undoubtedly be drawn from your
statement by the reader.

For one thing, you didn't ment ion the distinetion between limitations
which are imposed purely for social reasons (eg. to achieve "solitude"),
and those limitations which are imposed for ecological reasons (ie. to
preserve the ﬁueel resource). Because You didn't make this distinetion,
ny guess is that most readers will assume that CWF 1s opposed to any
limitation on Wilderness use, even if it is to awid destruction or loss

of grass and soll by hooves and Vibram soles.
physical
e protective

1 do agree with you that the whole ldea of restrictions to achieve
*solitude" is grossly overdone. More about that later.

Surely CWF is not demanding that the agencies let the
resource be irreversibly demaged or destroyed simply becaus
measures might inconvenience some individuals.

Back to your "Land Use Report"™... JYou seem to be saying that the
demend for "solitude™ is coming from what you réfer to as "purist back-
packers". I feel this is a very unfortunete implication, as it diverts
the reader's concern away from the real issue, which is the tendency of
the agencies to try to re-write the Wilderness Aet in a way which
Congress never Intended.

There is absolutely nothi in the Wilderness Act which says that

8 Wilderness gust provide soII%ude for every visitor. On the other hand,
the Act does say that there will be opportunities for solitude. In other
words, the Aet does not require that éEe visitor experience solitude on
the Mount Whitney tralil on Labor Day weekend. It does recquire that

those visitors who prefer solitude will be able to Tind it somewhere
within the John Muir Wilderness.

As you know, the agenéies are trying to impose "solitude" on the
In so doing they are grossly abusing the law of
the land (the Wildermess 4ic¢t), and I am not aware that they have any
significant citisen support for their misguided efforts. 4nd yet your
"Land Use Report" seems to be blaming the agency actions on "purist
backpackers." As I sald, I feel this is very unfortunate because it
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diverts the reader's attention away from the real issue, which is the -
obstructionist aettitude of the agengies toward the Wilderness Act.

Bagk to Your "Land Use Report"... JYou seem to be saying th-ut
"purist backpackers" are attempting to exclude CWF backpackers, stoek
parties, and fishermen from the Wilderness. Aside from the fact that
"purist backpackers" (people who sympathize with the ageney att empts
to mendate solitude?) are pragtically non-existent, there is considerabls
eross-over from one group to another. Attempts to pigeon-hole people
are generally fresught with error, are non-productive, and are needlessly
divisive., It is the last point which most concerns me, and I will
address it in my closing remarks,

A8 Yyou can seegd, Welt, I sympathize with your hostility to
mandatéd solitude. But I feel that you have expressed Your conecem in
such a way that the reader will:

1. Fail to realize that the eulprits in this scheme are the
agencies (especially the Forest Service) and their refussal
to abide by the Wilderness Act as it was written by Congress.

Think that the fault lies with some unnamed citizem group.
You don't say "Slerra Club”, but I am sure that is the group
the reader will assume You are feferring to.

2.

Bouu&/g e first misconception, the reader will not be able to
direet his concern in productive channels. Je. he will be missing the
mark, or barking up the wrong tree.

ausé of the second misconception, the reader will find it more
d:l.i’tiuh than ever to Join with other c¢citizen-conservationists in
working toward environmental goals which are shared in common.

I feel that it is imperetive that we avoid/tL needless confronta-
tions., The necessity of solving our environmental problems is so

overwhelming that we cannot afford to dissipate our energies fighting
among each other, or even making pointless accusations.

As a Tellow from the local DFG office said recently, while the
eitiso groups continue to fight among themselves, the bulldour- koo
innin hopo Wwe can reverse this unhappy pattern, 1

ttles by working together.
Sincerely,

George W, Whitmore

P.S. My coonments re. agency misinterpretation of the Wilderness Aet
other aspee¢ts 3{ :woy (nia)mg ?t 3 Wildemn
e managemen clu

m‘bb!ﬂcﬁﬂ‘d ; ous aspects of Fore .gas .

Se#vice administrative reg 1ations (which they made up t hemselves) which

verge on criminal malfeasance. Dut that would have to be the subject
of another letter.

The reason I mention this is because of a remark you made to Ted
Kosgkella re., wildlife menagement activities which are supposedly
"proseribed” in Wildemess areas. Most of the problem lies with the
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SI ERRA CLUB Mills Tower, San Francisco 94104

@ August 1975

l"}' Ansel Adams 1 This s the American Earth

Superintendent
Sequoia and Kings CanyYon National Parks

Three Rivers
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 Slerra Club.

Scope of the Study.

We believe the area under consideration for future management
alternatives should be expanded to include the Crant 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
Fark Service plan jointly for management of public land in this entire
area. We are pleased to see there has been more cooperetion recently
between Sequoia-~Kings Canyon National Parks and Sequoia National
Forest in planning, but we believe an ever closer coordination of

planning would serve the public betler.

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

Ve specifically suggest that Stony Creek and Big Meadow be given
very strong consideration for development for visitor service facilitles.
We intend to make the same suggestion to Sequoia National Forest 1in
response to their Hume Planning Unit Alternetives. On page 20 in the
Planning Alternatives booklet it was pointed out that the Stony Creek
site has "fevorable topography, solls, and vegetation for development ,®
lacking only sufficient water and eleotricity. But water can be piped
along the roed from its source, and electricity brought in, These are
the two negessary factors which can be imported to an area where all
other criterias are suiteble, and this should be done!

The Alternatives should also address the possibility of private
faoilities in the Three Rivers area to help serve park visitors, 1ITf
publioc transportation were to be provided from Three Rlvers into the

park, this might be a very praoctical option.
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BY confining the area being studied to the Gliant PForest/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,
fthere 18 a tendengoy to put up a mental barrier that tends to exelude
consideration of land use possibilities in adjacent areas, and thereby
result in a less-than-optimum plan,

Publie¢ Transportat ion,

We strongly support the provision of publle transportation in the
area. Elimination of private automobiles from Giant Forest except for
through traffic on the Generals Highway would greatly enhance the
experlience of visitors to the area. It would also make it possible
and convenlient 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 conceptl of colleecting people should extend beyond the bound-
aries of the park, and most certainly beyond the immediate Iodgepole/
Glant Forest area. Consideration should be given to providing bus
service from Three Rivers and the Grant Grove area, serving Blg 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 becauss
of its other advantages, we feel it would probably be the most appro-
priate location for a staging area.

. If feasible, bus service should be provided for tours of (Crystal
Cave to eliminate private sautos in that area.

Because there 1s apparently insufficient knowledge of the effect
on the Sequola 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 ecould
be done without harm to-the Sequoias. Such studies should ineclude,
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 eould easily be

planned and provided for at some time in the future if it proves to be
desirable and i1f studies eventually show that it could be done safely.

Alternative L

We will not comment at length on Alternative I because we find it
unacceptable, as we are sure will most of the respondents to the alter-
natives. A3 1s polnted out under "Impacts"™ on page 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 atatus quo a viable alternative.




Alternatives II, III, and IV.

We prefer to comment on these alternatives collectively to avold
repetition. Many of our comments apply to all three alternatives.

In so far 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 aree 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 transportation system., This ares has

an additional advantage in that it is within walking distance of Giant
Forest. EmploYee housing could be made a part of the development.

If there is not sufficient space for all the commercisl 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 1inside
the park may need to be reduced if the Wolverton site cannot accommodate

the present pillow count.

The visitor center structure at lLodgepole should be retained. It
gcould serve as an interpretive facility and for other appropriate ad-
ministrative funetions. 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. 7The area is heavily impacted at the

present time,

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

The desirabllity 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
if there are space and opportunity for separstion. 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 mentioned for safety purposes.

If feasible, bicYcle 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 Iodgepole. The replacement of the campground
at lodgepole by concessioner facilities would discriminate in favor of
more affluent park visitors. Furthermore, the dense concentration of
developed facilitles would tend to urbanize lodgepole, one of the major
attractions for most park visitors. |
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In any case we believe the cabins, lodge, restsurant, shops, ete.,
should be removed from Glant Forest. We recognize it would have to be
done over a period of time depending upon economies. The negative
impacts mentioned under Alternative I in the Planning Alternatives
booklet document the need for this actlon.

We appreciate the opportunity to participate in land use planning
for Sequoia National Park and commend the National Park Service for

making the effort to obtain publie¢ input in their planning.

Sincerely,

/ . \ \‘ “) \'-..‘ .“' . -
o ol Blbgoac ASdEN ey £2s.
' "

J'oé Fontaine, Chairman
Sierra Nevada Task Force




Tehlplte letterhead

P. 0. Box 485
Kingsburg, CA 938631

<0 August 1975

Charles M. Clusen, Washintton Representative
Sierra Club, 324 "C" Street, S.E.
Washington, D.C. 20003

Dear Chuck,
Re, Kalser Wilderness Studj

75, H.R. 3656).

ATrea proposel (=5,

Per your request, I am enclosing & copy of the Sierra N.F.
"Periodic Sales Announcement,” and also a copy of a letter from Jim
Moorman to Russell Mayes dated 20 August 1975.

- A8 Jim's letter points out, the Sierra N.F. seems to be implying
that they will hold off on the Kaiser sales "pending outcome o
Proposed wilderness study legislation,” but that their actions cast
?n:t upon the eredibility of their words. Of course Jim says it more

Apparently the Sierra N.F. supervisor (Sotero Muniz) stated in a
letter to John Krebs that the Sierra N.F. would not postpone the timber
sales. We do not have a copy of this letter, buft 1 presume you eould
talk to the people in Krebs' Washington office about this; I trust
that they have a copy.

Perhaps most conclusively, in a personal conversation on August 19
of this Year Sotero Muniz told Harold Thomas that if the Senate and
House committees have not acted by the end of this year (December),
then the Sierra N.F. will proceed with the sales. You will gote from
the enclosed schedule that the first sale (Home Camp) is slated for
January 1976.

1 hope that you will talk to Krebs' staff about this, and let them
know that the House subcommittee staff is under the impression that the
forest Service has agreed to postpone the sales. Our information is

@efinitely contrary to that., I am sure that Krebs' staff can do something
about the probgdm, but first they have to know that the problem exists.

- Thank you for looking after this.
Sincerely,

George V. Whitmore
bece. Hal Thomas
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