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!il tlilnliag is in response to questions raised at the publie
' Jinﬁgr’ 24. It contains new ideas and opinions, &s well
ion some of our statementes which may possibly have
Fb request that this be made a part of the

n of back country tourist camps, we would not
le, The congeption &nd sdministration, however,
, % ched very carefully to avoid problems such as those
1, the present system of camps in Yosemite. These problems include:
"!ﬁﬁr léﬁhtion {on or near tiails; in ecologically fragile

ce: too close to roads, thus encoursging inappropriate

_% ‘on lakeshorec, thus asggravating the pollution problem).
—consumption of firewood supplies in some areas.

regement of incompatible activities, as in the case of
ball courte.
: ﬂhrl to haul out refuse, even thouzh this is (properly)

aired of back packers. This results notonly in esthetie
f,tian, but also imperile the public safety because of
attraction of bears end the development of aggressive
lor in them.

1aitollation of water supply systems in back country
. that this would be unacceptable primarily because
en very little effort mede to remove the cause of the
- Toilets should have been instzalled years ago in some
mpts at public education have been minimal. e are
" any significaent attempt having been made to minimize
stoek; regulation seems to have been conceived almost
3thn point of view of forage problems and meadow damage.
reason why stock should not be excluded entirely from
if a simple canplng prohibition is insufficient to prevent

water is still found to be contaminated, after all possible
7. been taken to remove the gasuse of the pollution, then it
ar that the point has been reached at which a quota system
;_‘i blished to limit the numbers of people and/or stock., We
‘}A!lly that a quota system must eventually be established,
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but would object vigorously to its institution merely for the sake
of administrative convenience.

Even if a water system were installed at Rae Lakes, for example,
what provision could be made for the many miles of stream and river
valley below that point? If the water is polluted at its source, it
would appear that pollution would be a problem at any point downstream.
The provision of water systems throughout this entire drainage would
be an immense undertaking. The effort and money would be far better
spent in preventing the cause, rather than in attempting to alleviate

the symptoms.

The question of buffer strips around wilderness areas was raised.
In view of the faect thst there is no statutory provision for classi-
fication of land to "buffer" status, the protection that such
elassification would give is highly questionable. Under present
law, the only way in which land can be protected from over-development
is by ineclusion within the National Wilderness Preservation System.
Mach of the land which is execluded from the system now will come under
pressure for develcpment in the future. Lacking statutory protection,
there is no reason to think that the "buffer" zones will be able to
resist this pressure. While the concept of a buffer, threshhold, or
transition zone is desirable, the failure of the present law to
acknowledge it mekes it impractical.

We spoke favorably of the recently issued FPark Service road
policy statement., We specifically mentioned the desirability of
roads being designed to provide an enjoyable and informative experience.
Of course we were referring to the conversion of existing roads in order
more fully to meet these objectives. 1In genersl, we would oppose the
opening of roads currently closed to the publie, or the construetion
of new ocnes. We avoided use of the term "motor nature trail™ because
of the controversy which hes surrounded this concept. We feel that
much of the criticism stems from the Park Service's misapplication
of what is basically a sound idea.

We spoke several times of the damage to back country environment
caused by the proliferation of fire secarc. We mentioned that one
helpful measure would be to encourage the carrying of small gas stoves
by visitors. Of course people would still tend to build warming fires,
Just as we recommend regulation of cooking fires, we also recommend
regulation (and prohibition where necessary) of warming fires. A
warming fire is rarely a matter of health or safety in the Sierra
Nevada, and the needless scarring of terrain should not be tolerated
simply for the sske or visitor convenience.

We recommended that the Park Serviee discontinue the use of stock
in its own operations, and instead use helicopters and mechanieal trail
vehicles. By the latter we meant the so-called "mechanical mules”
which are used to transport equipment and supprlies, but not people.

We were not advocating the use of four-wheel drive vehicles or
"trail bikes".

We spoke of population pressure as being the basis of most of
the problems of over use., We should also have mentioned inereasing
leisure, greater affluence and mobility, and the desire to escape the
inereasing complexity of our society as being factors whieh compound
the basic problem of increasing numbers of people. Even if our
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population were to remain static, these other factors would result in
inereased pressure on the national parks. Since it would be undesirable
or impracticsl to attack these other factors, it is even more imperative
that the birth rate be brought into balance with the death rate. An
effective attack upon this problem awaits a greater public awareness

of it. Since ™the single abiding purpose of the national parks is to
bring man and his environment into closer harmony"*, we believe it to be
one of the responsibilities of the interpretive programs to make the
public aware of the impacet of their own numbers upon the park environment,

Since a solution based on population control will be slow in coming,
we feel that the only hope for the parks lies in the development of
recreational facilities in the regions surrounding the parks. We were
appalled at the almost complete lack of comment upon this by thosewho
spoke at the Study Team's public meeting of January 24th, particularly
since it has been repeatedly stated that regional considerations were
to be undertaken by the Study Team. Quite tc the contrary, msesny who
spoke obviously were thinking only in terms of what should be done
within the park boundaries. The narrowness of such thinking is extremely
disturbing, for the size alone dictates that Sequoia-Kings is incapable
of absorbing everyone who may wish to enter it in the future.

One gentleman repeated an often-heard argument. He cited the
example of the Canadian national parks, and spoke in glowing terms
of the tramways, hotels, four-lane highways, ete. He was obviously
referring primerily to Banff and Jasper Natlional Parks. It was
unfortunate that he didn't go on to mention that these two parks
have a combined area of 6,800 square miles, compared to 1,300 square
miles for Sequoia-Xings. The Canadian parks are so huge that they
can have all the "amenities" of civilization and =till have large
reserves of untrammeled wilderness. Those who espouse comparable
developments in Sequoia-Xings should first go to Congress and obtain
a five-fold increase in the size of the park. There would then be
little objection to the developments they seek.

In the meantime, a much more feasible solution is to develop
mass recreation facilities in the region surrounding the park. Most
of this development would probably best be done by private enterprise,
although certainly agencies such as the U. 8., Forest Service could
play 8 much greater role in recreational development than they have
in the past.

We feel confident that 1f such development were diligently
encouraged and assisted, the pressures for "developing™ the parks
and "opening up" the back country would largely disappesar.

Very truly yours,

Gébr e W. Whitmore
Conservation Committee Chairman

*N.FP.S5. road policy statement.



P. 0. Box 485
Kingsburg
Celifornis 93831

25 May 6°
Glenn E. Beerline
Conservetion Chairman, Kern-Keweah Chepter
212€ Chester lLane

Bakersfield
Gal ifornie Q9TX04

Dear Glenn,

Zane Smith, Supervisor of Cierra National Forest, has
asked Tehipite chapter to advise him »n a r endad route
for the Pacific Crest Trail in the stredeh/ Yhemite x% and

Kings Canyon Net, Perk, He is apporently under pressure to
submit a mecommendation soon, =0 there is some urgency in the

matter.

I bring this to your sttention on the chance that John
MeLsughlin and Jim James mey not have contagted you, just as
lawrence Headley of Yosemite has not contactd us. Pessibly
there are same BIM lands involved in your areea; BIM hae become
active in planning and bulldine trails in our ares.

You may want to contsct these preople. Remember that,
at leact in the fierrs Net. Forewt, little time remsins,

Sincerely,

George Y. Whitmore
Conservation chairmen, Tehipite Chapter

ee. Jim Clark



P. 0. Box 485
Kingsburg
California 93631

15 July 1969

Zane G, Smith, Jr.
Supervisor, Sierra National Forest

Federal Building
1130 "Q" Street, Room 33504
Fresno

Californla 93721 Subjeect: Pseific Crest Trail
proposed route and
John Muir Trail reloecation
Dear Zane,

Thank you for seeking our advice regarding selection of a
route for that portion of the Pacifie Crest Trail which will 1lise
between Yosemite and Kings Canyon Nstional Parks. I have consulted
with other members of our group, and thus ¢an now give you some
ideas arrived at jointly, as opposed to what would otherwise merely

have been my own personal opinion,

Unfortunately, we are handiecapped by not having @ copy of
the National Trails System lew, Even if we did have this, there
would undoubtedly still be a problem of interpretation. Because
of ungertainty over all the implications and ramifications of this
legislation, we approach the problem of making a reecommendat ion
with a gertain amount of uneasiness.

In particular, we are uncertain whether there might eventually
prove to be some eonfliect with the terms of the Wilderness Act.
It seems possible that designation as a National Seenic Trail might
be construed to be authorization for developments or usages whigh
would be in conflict with a wilderness c¢lassification; this could
result in impairment of existing wilderness, or prevent wilderness
eclassification of new areas whigh would otherwise be qualifled.

0f course, we would not wish unwittingly to begome & party
to degradation of present or future wilderness areas. Keeping
this qualification in mind, you ean meke what use you wish of the
following recommendations.

We feel that the Pagcifie Crest Trail should follow the route
of the John Muir Trail, but with the provision thet the John Muir
Trail should be re-routed in one or two areas. In other words,
we envision the same route for both trails, but this route would



differ from the present route of the John Muir Trail in one or
two respects.

One of these concerns the Devils Postpile~Reds lMeadow complex.
As I indiecated to you eerlier, we feel very strongly that the trail
should be routed completely away from the influences of e¢iviliza-
tion in this area. Backpackers traveling what is supposedly a
wilderness trail should not be needlessly subjected to the sights
and sounds of civilization only a stone's throw away, nor to the
swarms of casual walkers milling about at the foot of the basalt
columns, nor to the complete desecration of the wilderness concept
by having & road cross the trail, as is presently the case.

We feel that this portion of the John Muir Trail is an in-
sult to the men and that for whieh he stivod. This is especially
true sinece the offense could so easily have been avoided., It
could still be rectified very easily by re-routing the trail to
the west side of the river, (Middle Fork of the San Joaquin)

We have indicated this proposed change with a red line on
the accompanying maps. Since the exaet location of the trail
would be determined by the lay of the land, rock formations, ete.,
our line is intended only to shcow the general area we propose,
and not the pregise twists and turns of the trail.

Also, it would be negessary to construclt a new bridge, and
the logcation for this cculd be determined properly only by someone
more familiar with trail construetion standards and teehniques.
If a suitable crossing is not available below the mouth of Boundary
Creek, we would suggest that the Rainbow Falls spur road be elime-
inated and a parking area gloser to the main road he developed.
The purpose of this would be to minimize the influence of automo-
biles, which would otherwise be very close even to a re-routed
trail if it should prove necessary to ceross the main river north
of the mouth of Boundary Creek.

Because of uncertainty over the erossing site, we have shown
a discontinuity in our red line in this area,

Of course, the objection will be raised that new trsil con-
struection would cost money. To overcome this objeetion, we suggest
that the route be properly designated, even though construection of
it may have to wait for a few years. This in itself would help,
because at least the prineiple would have been established that
these trells should not be subjected to the unnecessary influences
of eivilization. Also, we would like to point out that the Sierra
Club has been providing volunteer trail corews in selected areas in
recent years. This area would seem to be & prime choice for such

attention.

In addition to the problem of the Devils Postpile-Reds Meadow
area, we have a further suggestion which does not involve any new



construetion at all, bdbut merely involves re-designation of exis-
ting trails, We feel that the wisdom of having the designated
route go high, past Red Cones, Duck ILeke, Purple Lake, and Virginia
Lake is questionable. We feel there is something to be sald for
re-designating the route to go down Crater Creek and around the
corner into the lower end of Fish Valley, thence up Fish Creek

all the way to the Junction with the John Muir Trail at the head
of Cascade Valley. We have marked this rcoute in red on the
accompanying map. This was the original trsil through this erea,
and we feel that the primary use should revert to this route
because it would be better able to accommodate the ever-inereasing
numbers of people who are using this area. From recent experience,
we gather that many hikers, and especially stock parties, use this
route even though the "officiel™ route is along the slope above
the valley. We believe their reessons include more numerous camp-

sites, better grazing, end better fishing.

Particularly in view of our uncerteinty over the implications
of the Pacifiec Crest Trail, we would welcome the opportunity to

consult further with you on this.
Sincerely,

George W. Whitmore
Conservation Chairman



P. 0. Box 485
Kingsburg, Calif. 93631

9 Oct 69

Robert Hackamack

Chairman, Tuolumne River Study Committee
5100 Parker Road

Route 1, Modesto, Calif. 95350

Dear Bob,

By now you may be under the impression that you, as a person,
were attacked at our Executive Committee meeting last night. This
was not the case, even though the Yokut representatives interpreted
it this way. I wish you could have been hhere to hear the discussion

first hand.

What we did eriticize was the breakdown of interchapter commun-
ications on what should have been an interchapter matter -- specifically
the Tuolumne River study. In addition to eriticizing this communica-
tions breakdown, we also spoke in praise of the enthusiasm with which
you attack conservation problems, and admired your energy. We only
wish that some of it could be devoted to building and maintaining a
better interchapter relationship. It might take a little longer that
way, but I think that a unified voice would be a stronger one.

We had hoped to participate in the development of the Tuolumne
River study, but were disappointed to find that you had proceeded
independently. In particular, it seems it would have been desirable
to schedule regular meetings. This would have given you an easy way
of notifying us of the opportunity to participate.

But that is apparently water over the dam, if you will pardon
the expression. Our main concern now is that we be permitted to see
a copy of your preliminary report. I would like to repeat the
request that I made at the NCRCC meet ing on September 6th, and ask

that you send me one.

We really do not feel that we can vote for approval of this
report at the next NCRCC meeting unless we have had an opportunity
to study it in detail, and make some contributions to it if we feel

that some are called for.

May I reiterate that those of us who know you admire your
enthusiasm, and wish that the Sierra Club had more people willing
to work as hard as you. I don't feel our problems are insurmountable,
it's just that I think all of us (and that includes Tehipite Chapter)
need to work a little more at pulling together for the common good.

Eincerely,

//
A Qe

b
: GéLrge W, Whitmore
ce. Tony look Conservat ion Chairman

Hulet Hornbeck Tehipite Chapter
Mother Iode Chapter Ex, Comm,

Yokut Wilderness Group Management Comm.
Tehipite Chapter Ex. Comm.

Merced Group Ex. Comm.



13 Qctcber 1969

JOINT COMMITTEE on OPEN SPACE LANDS of the CALIFORNIA LEGISLATURE
Honorable John T. Knox, Chairman

TEBIPITE CHAPTER, SIERRA CIUB
P. 0. Box 5396, Fresno, Celifornia 93755

: SEMI-FINAL REPOKT of the CITIZENS: TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
- (dated esugust 1969)

of the Sierra Cilub. I am the chairmen of our chapter's

on Committee. Our chepter hes approximately six hundred

alley. At your final publle hesring a spokesman from

lever, we are also concerned with many other environmental

ms, and we coasider one of the most important of these to be

lons of our territory. dNot only do we, ourselves, spend the

of our lives close to home. but we also realize that there are
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ininultural lands, just as we are over the squandering of any other

i Hﬁﬁnurce essential to the well-being of the humen race.
: - We concur with those portions of the Semi-Final Report which

r to the inadequecies of present zoning law and practice. The

In the case of a .

; @ plan adopted in the first place.

e has been sesking means of giving local government guidance
state and regional levels, we would be inclined to say that
“ﬁhay are on the right track.

1 basis. Iocally, the construction of the "“estside Freeway
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'vyct the machinery for planning, and for implementing the plans,

s not to exist,

i“ ﬁb are concerned over some of the idees expressed in Recommendation
7 (Comprehensive Land-Use Regulation). Our impression is that this
unlar recommendation warrsnts closer scrutiny, but we will

1d further comment pending edditional study.

hough the femi-Final Heport does not deal directly with the

on Act, we will include a comment on that act because of the
'ilhuuﬁrates. We find that, although the purrose of the act
’_gva agricultural lands for their economic and open space

)f taxes for the farmer was the purpoce of the act, and to
7¢§jaet. we feel that this misconception is dsngerous because
imately result in an attack upon the vwilliamson asct, and

@8 reform could suffer. The lecsson is that it is not sufficient

1?) I would like to cite the effect upon me during & peried in
8 when 1 was deprived of "open space". During two years of
.sérvice I was stationed in the southeastern United ftates.

At respite from the confinement of my military duties by turaning
the wide open spaces I had been accustomed to in the west.
3ahagrin, these free eénd open vistas were not to be found. This

anate discovery, combined with a lack of access resulting from
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m« of confinement. In those two years I developed & much
5meeiation for the value of open space. Having been
‘of it, I came to realize its necessity.

urge thet the residents of Californis not be subjected,

; m miscarriage of the legislative process, to a similar

end this committee, and its Citizens Technical advisory
for the work you are doing to help achieve a better

m us and for the generstioas to follow. Ue assure
support of the Sierra Club as you strive toward

R

T e A e . | TR

LR T i e s e L e



P. 0. Box 485
Kingsburg
California 93631

14 Oct 69

Linda Billings
Sierre Clud

Dear Linda Billings:

Enclosed are four copies of the statement which I presented
yestersday at the public hearing held by the state legislature's
Joint Comuittee on Open Space lands.

You will note that I kept the comments in genersl terms,
and avoided either approving or disaprroving of eny specifie
recommendation contained in the Technical advisory Committee's
Semi-Final Report. Overall, however, I put us on record as
being in favor of open space lands.

KMJ radio news reported that the"tierra Club"™ supported
the proposels, while the Calif. Real Fstate Assoeciation opposed
them, so it seeme likely thst something similar appeared in the
Fresno Bee, although 1 have not yet seen it,

A lot of testimony seemed rather muddled and irrelevant,
amd most of it tended to xmm oprose the Semi-Fimel Report.
There was very little support for either this specific report

or for open spece generally.

Consequently, it seems very important that the Sierra Club
give an intelligent comrentary on the report, and #ive strong
suppert to these ideas whiech are scceptable., Tkexe

There are some things in the repcrt which sound bad to me.
I refer specifically to Recommendation No. 7. This portion of
the report needs particularly close scrutiny by someone femilier
with land use law,

Thank you for pursuing this matter. It is quite apparent
that, except for your efforts, the Cierra Club would not be
following this as closely as it should.

Sincerely,

George VW, Whitmore
Conservation Committee Chairman
Tehipite Chapter



To: Michael McCloskey From: F. O. Box 485
- gonservation Director, Sierra Club Zingsburg, Cslif 9062

16 October 1869

' Subject: MODIFICATION OF HMIGRANT WILDERNESS PROPOCAL
No ¢ hearing record i1s open uncili Ocvooer &i.

appareatly does not take into account the possibility that
ecisco may wish to raise the level of Cherry lske at some time
'jikiuro is is most unfortunete. If we wish San Francisco

2 the Lake Eleanor dam, es it appears we do, then we have no
 needlessly complicating their alternatives.

you will recall, I brought this problem to your attention in
iphone conversation of September 19.* Since I hsvs heard nothing
¥ I can only assume that the mettor got overlcoked in

<lﬂf z:%&nosc. This would be perfectly understosndadble, and I
to be critical if this ic what has happened.

7, if it has been decided that the Sierra ¢lub should say no-

!inply let the originel Forest Service proposcl stand, then I

st vigorously. This would be & horrible blunder and one which,
Itter, inevitably would come back to haunt the Sierra Club.

ite Chapter feels very strongly that the Sierra Cludb must

rd as favoring some modification of the Cherry Crzek addition.
@ enclosed proposal is not satisfactory to vou, then consider

g for deletion of everything below the 4,960 foot contour. The
of acreage this would encompass would be trivial, but the

iple involved has enormous implications.

aps there is some reason why you do not wish to put the Sierra
record on this matter. In this case, is there any objection to
| Chapter presenting the modification, exactly as ”rl ten herein,
g the proposal of Tehipite chapter only? This would be consiutent
3 idea, which I have heard expresssd by club off‘cials, that the
S can take positions which go beyvond those of Mills Tower, so long
do not conflict wilth establiiched volicy. I consider the present

xr
o

‘have no objection, and proceed accordi

Mother Lode chapter

posal to fall in this category. It is consistent with club policy, and
¥ coneists of an elaboration upon it. Also, even t.Jn,h Cherry lake
_ i Mother lode territory, lake fleanor is within Tehiy;ia taj_l‘ovv
A ~&ﬁne the two developments are very closely releted, it is impossible in-~
i igently to comment upon ons without elso taking the other into sccount.
If we do not hear from you within onf weelk, we will assvme thet
ol

e
v oL

Yokut Vilderness Group nan, Tehipite Chap
180 brought it to the attentior rness study "rouD;
ta Bob Hackamack, in t“\ Colur at an informal
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P.O0. Box 485
Kingsburg
California 93631

24 Qct 69
Lawrence . Hadley, Superintendent
Yosemite National Park

Yosemite
galifornia 95389

Dear lr. Hadley:

You may find the enclosed material of some interest, singe
it relates rather closelv to the lLake Eleanor problem,

Apparently several individusle have written to Herry Grace
regariing the problem of Cherry Lake being erowded rather closely
by the proposed wilderness boundary. As & group, however, the
Sierra Club has not comuented upcan the situation.

I declded to bring it to your etbtention on the chaance that
you might want to speak to Harry Grece about it. As you are
undoubtedly aware, the public hesring record closes on Qetober 31,

1 thought you should hsve an advance copy of the enclosed
article regarding a Glagier Polut serisl tramway. This will
appear in our chapter newsletter (Tehipite Toples), whieh will
probably eome ocut about November 1lst,

You should be receiving the Tehipite Topies. If you are
not receiving it, let me know and I will see to it that you do.

Sincerely,

George Ww. whitmore
Conservation Chairman

98%8°
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P. O. Box 485
Kingsburg
California 93631

29 October 1969
Harry D. Grace, Supervisor
Stanislaus National Forest
175 South Fairview Lane
Sonora
California 95370

Dear Mr. Grace:

I have received various indications that you are aware that
there has been some discussion regarding the Cherry Creek addition
to the Emigrant Wilderness proposal. Since I probably have a more
comprehensive knowledge of the situation than any other single
individual, I hope that I can clarify the matter for you. I have
not written you previously in this regard because I had been awaliting
further clarification myself. At this point I feel that the dust
has settled enough so that it is now possible for me to write.

A number of people have been concerned over the complications
which would ensue if San Francisco wished to raise the level of
Cherry Lake at some time in the future. As you are probably aware,
this possibility was discussed in a Report on Proposed Additions to
the Hetch Hetchy Power Supply System, published by the City

ounty of San Francisco, April 1968. The problem,of course, lies in
the fact that the proposed Emigrant Wilderness boundary comes very
close, both in elevation and in horizontal distance, to the present

reservolir. It would take a relatively small increase in elevation
of the reservoir to back it into the proposed wilderness.

Because San Francisco apparently does not plan, at this time,
to raise the Cherry Valley Dam, the Sierra Club decided not to
comment upon the situation. The decision was to defer comment, if
any, until such time as San Francisco's intentions become more apparent.

As you are aware, neither Tehipite Chapter nor the Sierra Club's
national headquarters has submitted to you, either for the record or
off the record, any comment or recommendation regarding the situation
described above. Tehipite Chapter has decided not to submit any such
recommendation, and the Sierra Club's national headquarters made a
similar decision. The only boundary adjustments which have been
recommended are those contained in the statement submitted by the
S8ierra Club at the September 30, 1969 public hearing in Sonora.

However, a great many people were involved in the discussion
of this problem. Of course most of them were Sierra Club members,
but the situation also came to the attention of people who are not
Sierra Club members. I know that some of these people wrote you



expressing various opinions. I also know that some of these people
made the mistake of assuming that either the Slerra Club or Tehipite
Chapter had decided to submit for the hearing record a boundary

ad justment recommendation for the Cherry Lake area which differed
from that of the Forest Service. Consequently, I am sure that you
were confused by some of the letters, and I apologize for the
difficulties which this has probably caused you.

At the same time, I urge that you consider those letters in the
vein which their writers intended. They reflect the thinking of
responsible citizens who were sufficiently concerned about the
management of our National Forest lands to let you know their thoughts.
Over the years I have seen many letters written by concerned citizens
to our public officials, and it is not uncommon for such letters to
contain misstatements of fact. I feel that this is inevitable, and
that it would be unreasonable to expect perfection of knowledge before
a citizen were permitted to express his opinion. At the same time,

I must make it clear that these individuals were writing only in

theilr capacities as private citizens. If anyone stated that he was
writing in some capacity involving the Sierra Club, this was completely
erroneous.

I regret that I was not in a position to write you earlier,
and thus prevent the confusion to which you were subjected. Again,
my apologies for this. If you have any questions on this, or on
any other matter, I would be pleased to try to assist you in whatever
way I might.

Sincerely,

George W. Whitmore
Conservation Chairman
Tehipite Chapter
Sierra Club

(Please include this letter in the Emigrant Wilderness public
hearing record.)



TO: Sierra Club leaders (selected) 10 Nov 69

FROM: George #. iywhitmore, Conservation Chairmen
Tehipite Chapter, Sierra Club

SUBJECT: lmigrant wilderness proposal

There has beeun considerable confusion over Tehipite Chapter's
Proposal regarding the Cherry Creek addition of the Emigrant '"ilderness
proposal. This appears to have stemmed from a failure by some people
to recognize that every Sierra Club chapter has an obligation to assist
the club in seeking the best possible coanservation policies, and this
includes bringing real and potential errcrs to the club's attention in
the hope that the club will rectify the errors. There also seems to
have been a failure to recognize that a fierra Club member has at least
three different means of expressing himself on public issues:

1. Through the Sierra Club's national headquarters.

2. Through his locul chapter.

3. By speaking out as a private citizen, taking care not to
involve the fierra Club either directly or by implication.

In the case at hand, Tehipite Chapter made a proposal to the
Sierra Club in the hope that it would be adopted., The Sierra Club
failed to adopt the proposal, and instructed Tehipite Chapter that
"any communication of your recommendatlion for a change in the boundaries
should come from individuals in the Tehipite Chepter, and should not be
made in the name of the c¢lub or any of ite components.” In anticipation
that this would be the Sierra Club position, this chapter had reauested
its individual members to do precisely that.

In an attempt to clarify matters further, we recuest that you
carefully reud the attached letter, and refer again to the material
- previously distributed (dated 16 Oct 6€). This will reveal several
facte to the discerning resder:

1. The attached letter to Harry Grace, 29 Qct 69, is the only
comminication submitted by Tehipite Chapter to the U. .
Forest Service which states this chapter's position with
regard to the Emigrant Wilderness proposal.

2. The attached letter neither advocates nor oproses any changes
in the Emigrant wildernsss boundary as proposed by the U. S.
Forest terviece. There is an implied endorsement by Tehipite
Chapter of the boundarv changes proposed by the ESierra Club
at the 30 tep 69 public hearing held in Sfonora.

3. The material of 16 Oct 69 basically consisted of a five page
letter to MNike NecCloskey. As such, it was a communication
which was internal to the Sierra Club. The last paragraph on
page two of that letter mekes it entirely clear that Tehipite
Chapter was recommending that the Sierra (lub adopt a pa“tlcalar
position with regard tc the Cherry lLake problem. At no point
is there sny indication that this mesterial was an expression
of Tehipite Chapter policy to be disseminated for the public record.

Since there was reason to bglieve that the Sierra Club's adoption
of this position would come toc late for inclusion in the imigrant
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Wwilderness hearing record, if at all, we gave the material of 16 Oect 69
widespread distribution. Since page oneg deall primarily with problems
internal to the tierra Club hierarchy, we omitted it from most of the
distributed copies. An additional cover letter was included which
requested the recipients, “after studying the attached material®, to
write individual letters for the hearing record.

This distribution was made to everyone who had participated in
the discussions, to the involved chapters and groups, and to other
Selected members of the fierra Club. In addition, I gave a copy of
it to one conservationist who is well known to me, although not yet
a8 gclub member. One club member (not a member of any committee and
not acting in any official capacity) apparently made and distributed
additional copies of the material. 1 learned of this after the fact.
The effort was well-intentioned, and it is entirely possible that
no harm came from it.

Apparently a copy of the 16 Qct 69 material was given to Stanislaus
National Forest personnel. This was by a person or persons uanknown to
me, and consequently I have no way of trying to assess the person's
motives. It is entirely possible that the motivation was unfriendly,
or even that the person merely thought he was being helpful. In any
event, the material was self-explanatory, and careful reading by the
Stanisleaus National Forest people would have made clear to them that
it had not been intended for public distribution.

In view of the above considerations, we fail to understand the
basis for the ill-will, hatred, and vitriol which has been directed
toward Tehipite Chapter. For those who will claim thet their hostility
is directed toward me personally, and not toward the chapter, may I
point out that our Conservation Committee has been speaking for the
chapter on the basis of a standing authorization from our Executive
Comnmittee (an suthorization which was reviewed, and renewed, at my
request in recent months). This authorization involves no delegation
of policy-making authority. Many matters are reviewéd in preliminary
form by our Executive Committee, even though they ultimstely go out
over the Conservation Chairman's signature. Our Emigrant proposal
was in this category.

For those who will criticize the mistakes made by some of the
individuels who received the 16 Oct 69 material, may I comment that
this is one of the hazards of demccracy. May I also point out that
the direct participation of our individual members is the Sfierra Club's
unique source of strength.

, It is the intention of Tehipite Chapter to contimue to work, -
within the framework of club policy, in striving toward cludb and chapter
goals. Vie intend to do this by involving our members to the fullest
extent possible. An oligerchy might be more efficient, but we feel
that member participation is worth the imperfections that somet imes

accompany it.
%[)SQ,Q.M) ik e E\'th‘-a\-"-—
(

Ggorge '.. Whitmore
Conservetion Chairman
Tehipite Chapter



P. 0. Box 485
Kingsburg
Calif 93631

28 Dec 69
Mrs. W. V. Graham Matthews
Box 381
Carmel Valley, Calif. 93924
Dear Corky,

Thank you very much for sending the letters to the Stanlslmas
National Forest and to Yosemite N.P. concerning the situation at
Lake Eleanor/Cherry Lake. And thank you for sending me coplies of the
letters. I find it is of immense help in my role as conservation
chairman if people send me coples of letters they send and recelve.
It 1s really the only way to know what is going on. Of course the
various "news" media are hopeless; and I do not get a balanced view
if the only letters I see are those I write myx on my own.

I would very much like to see the answer you got from Hadley
when you asked him what the Yosemite N.P. policy was re. the Lake
Eleanor situation. The answer was probably unsatisfactory, but at
least it would help if I couxld get that confirmed. If ymm it is not
convenient for you to copy the letter, perhaps you could send it to me
and let me make @ copy: prompt return of the letter is guaranteed.

Regarding the Glacier Pbhnt aerial tramway. We have heard again
that permission kad been requested to build it, even though Hadley told
newspaper reporters that this was not correct. ZThm It was Curry co,
according to this latest source; and the NPS turned them down. This
same source stated that the Yosemite N.P. Master Plan Study Team has
declded against the tramway; however, I will believe that when I hear
them say it themselves. I am always fearful of letting down our guard
prematurely.

I am disturbed over your comments re. tramway discussions with
Ventana people, including your conservation chalrman. It sounded as
though he was not aware that the Slerra Club had already gone on record
in opposition to the tramway. Or if he was aware of it, he did not
realize that the chapters are required to adhere to policy which the
Directors have establismhed, as on this matter. I am enclosing a copy
of the relevant Beoard action, incase you probably wouldn't know exactly
where to turn to find it. (Minutes of the Executive Committee of the
Board of Directors, 25 June 1969; this axm action was, to my knowledge,
ratified by the full Board 4t their September meetinge-such ratification
is apparently practically automatic.) Of course it would be possible
for Ventana Chapter to seek to have the policy changed, but in the mean-
time chapter statements and actions have to be within the context of the
established policy. (If there is some attempt made to obtain the Board's
reversal on this, of course we would like to know about it as soon as you
get wind of it.)

We have been with in-laws at Palm Springs. Nomw we are headed for
Joshua Tree Nat. Monument. Last year we discovered that it is chockfull
of what looks like good rockelimbing--somewhat on the order of a granite
Pinnacles N.M., except on a much grander scale. We will sooon find oute-
we are loaded for bear with hard hats, bolt kits, etec. We are curious to
know whether anything has appeared in print re. routes, ete. If you hear
of such be sure to let us know.

Sincerely, George
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