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Bonnie & Clod

Alas, poor Clod. We know him well.
Always impeccably prepared for the trail.
A man of taste and discrimination—
except in his choice of books for the
trail. Blockbusters. Backbreakers.
Guides bound in buckram, better left
behind on a library shelf.

In contrast, consider Bonnie,

the going-light girl. Guidebooks? ™
Cookbooks? Bonnie's constitute a
veritable portable library. 4” x 6”,
each fits conveniently into pocket
or pack flap. And the durable

covers are of water-repellent pyroxlin.

Bonnie packs Sierra Club Totebooks.
Because they do make a difference.

Moral: You can always teach old
clodhoppers new tricks.

Food for Knapsackers. By Hasse
Bunnelle. How to purchase, pack-
age and prepare it. 144 pages. $1.80

Cooking for Camp and Trail. By
Hasse Bunnelle with Shirley Sar-
vis. 200 trail-tested recipes. 208
pages. §3.40
Wilderness Skiing. By Lito Tejada-
Flores and Allen Steck. Nordic
and Alpine, technique and equip-
ment. 276 pages. Illustrated. $5.50

Mountaineer's Guide to the High
Sierra. By Hervey Voge and
Andrew Smatko. The peaks and
passes of the Range of Light. 320
pages. §6.95

Climber's Guide to Yosemite Val-
ley. By Steve Roper. 482 ascents,
mostly vertical. 336 pages. $5.50

o |
|

o

s e individual S T (Clod's apparel and all equipment courtesy of
All prices are individual member’s prices. The Mountain Shop, 228 Grant, San Francisco. )

Sierra Club Totebooks

Order your Totes today.
Sierra Club Books, Box 7959 Rincon Annex, San Francisco, California 94120,
Or direct from your Chapter or Group book sales representative,
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The sensitive pastels of the
desert are captured by
Arthur A. Twomey in this
view of Kaibeto Wash in
the Navajo Reservation of
Arizona. Other examples
of Twomey's work will be
Jorthcoming in the
Sierra Club calendar

Jor 1974.
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Brmt/zz'i-zg Space for Los Ange

The Mountains anc

The Santa Monica Monuntains—Ilast unpreserved breathing s
city—still vise in natural splendor beyond such de Mes 7
on the seaward fringes of megalopolis.




JOSEPH E. BROWN

the Megalopolis

N A BALMY spring morning a lizard, in retreat from the sun'’s

increasing heat, slithers beneath a sumac bush. Not far away,

a young gray fox pauses to slake his thirst at a small stream,
flanked by graceful laurels and willows standing motionless on this
breathless, windless day. Then he scurries up a ridge toward a sand-
stone peak. To the southwest, beyond the shoreline at the mountains’
feet, beyond sight or hearing of either lizard or fox but surveyed by a .-
flock of terns, three California gray whales lumber northward. Their
destination: the Arctic, their annual migration to the Baja California
calving grounds fulfilled once again.

There is much more in these Santa Monica mountains, along this
seashore—hidden valleys, steep cliffs, submarine canyons, placid
ponds, and shady groves. Companions of the fox: bobcat, coyote,
ground squirrel, deer. Waterbirds and shorebirds. And an archaeolog-
ical treasure: more than 600 Indian sites dating back nearly 7,000
years identified so far, possibly only a tenth of the number still
awaiting discovery.

The Santa Monica Mountains, running roughly east-west parallel
to the meandering Pacific shoreline, rise abruptly out of the agricul-
tural Oxnard plain in the west; and in the east the range buries its
feet beneath the asphalt of freeways and the concrete and glass
of highrises almost at the heart of downtown Los Angeles. To the
north lies the sprawl of the heavily populated San Fernando Valley,
but to the south the range adjoins one of the most outstanding marine
areas left between Santa Barbara and San Clemente, containing an
extremely rich marine biota, kelp beds, and a spectacular stretch of
sand beaches and rocky headlands. Together, mountains and shore
contribute to Los Angeles’ physical identity, provide a clean airshed
for smog-contaminated inland cities, offer recreational alternatives to
overused Southern California beaches, and support a surprising
variety of plant and animal species.

They are not Alps, these mountains. One would hesitate to equate
them with some of California’s other natural wonders—Lake Tahoe,
for example, or Yosemite, or the giant redwoods. Yet to the ten
million residents of the Los Angeles megalopolis, the 46-mile-long,
10-mile-wide, 220,000-acre Santa Monica mountain range and its
neighboring shoreline are far more important. For Los Angeles has
less public lands and parks than any other American city, including
New York. Worse, open space continues to shrink as the population
expands. (Although 1970 marked the first time that more residents - . .
left Los Angeles County than arrived, adjacent Orange and Ventura {;’i‘;*‘;f,f;,,f;f;”},’,;’,ﬁf}"ﬁffﬂf:fff;ﬁzdm
ranked as California’s fastest-growing counties of the sixties.) The writer in Southern California.




Santa Monicas constitute the last sur-
viving unpreserved open space close
by the nation’s second most populous
urban area. So to Los Angeles’ mil-
lions, this geologically, biologically,
and geographically diverse mountain
range is a backyard Big Sur, an Every-
man's Sierra Nevada—so close that
from downtown Los Angeles, the
most distant point of the range is only
90 minutes away by automobile.

Ironically, the very attribute that
makes this range especially valuable
as open space—its proximity to a
giant urban area—also makes it at-
tractive to developers. And now, as
never before, these mountains and the
adjacent seashore are threatened by
mindless development. If they are
lost, not only will Los Angeles and
California be poorer, but the entire
nation as well, for this society can no
longer afford to squander its resources,
especially when the welfare of one of
its largest cities is at stake. Los An-
geles needs all the open space it can
get, and if the Santa Monicas are lost
—when the need to preserve them is
so clear and the means of doing so
near at hand—what hope for other
cities and regions to preserve the
lands necessary and dear to them?
Setting aside open space adjacent to
urban areas is essential if our cities
are to retain even the semblance of
livability. The precedent for doing so
exists in the two recently established
national urban recreation areas in
New York and San Francisco, and in
many smaller open-space programs in
other cities. It only remains for en-
vironmentalists to persuade federal,
state, and local governments that such
examples should be emulated in every
urban area. Right now, the need for
doing so is nowhere greater than in
Los Angeles.

The bulldozer is at work on the
Santa Monicas at the eastern end, near
the heart of megalopolis; on the
north, close to the heavily trafficked
Ventura Freeway; and increasingly
along the scenic Pacific Coast High-
way to the south, Already, homes and
apartments occupy about 32,000 acres,
only 1,000 acres less than city, coun-
ty, and state governments, and private
property owners have been thoughtful
enough to set aside for recreation and
open space. Another 1,000 acres now
supports a welter of commercial and
industrial enterprises, ranging from
shopping centers to gas stations and
from movie studios to warehouses.

Still another 5,800 acres remain as
farmland. Only 150,000 acres—most
of it in private ownership—remain in
the Santa Monicas for badly needed
open space. In another month or two
—possibly three—the stage will be set
for what possibly could be the Santa
Monicas’ last chance for survival as an
open-space resource.

For years, the Sierra Club and other
conservation organizations have ad-
vocated preserving the Santa Monicas
as open space. Now, action finally
seems possible. In January, 1973, for
the second year in a row, California
Senator John Tunney introduced a
bill which would create a 100,000-
acre Santa Monica Mountain and Sea-
shore National Urban Park. This leg-
islation, almost identical to another
Tunney bill which wasn't heard in
Congress last year, gives special pri-
ority to acquiring areas of “scenic,
recreational, and open-space value." It
initially appropriates $30 million for
land-use study and acquisition, and,
just as significantly, urges considera-
tion of a regional commission to put
the program into motion, Italso urges
rigid land-use controls as safeguards
against the “"grow or die” philosophy
to which local governments are rradi-
tionally prone. Although the exact
boundaries for the park would not be
determined until later (a derterrent to
land speculators), the giant park
would generally encompass the area
east of the San Diego Freeway along
the crest of the range to Griffith Park,
and west of the freeway from Sunset
Boulevard to Point Mugu. It would
also include portions of the beaches
and coastal canyons of Santa Monica
Bay.

Senator Alan Cranston coauthored
the Tunney bill, and Los Angeles area
congressmen Barry Goldwater, Jr.,
and Alfonzo Bell introduced duplicate
legislation simultaneously in the
House. Committee hearings on both
bills should be scheduled soon—
probably by summer.

The Sierra Club supports the Tunney
bill, as do other conservation groups.
Both the city and county governments
of Los Angeles have endorsed the
concept, but while there appears to be
local unity for the park itself, devel-
opers are certain to fight tooth and
nail against the recommendation for
regional controls. That the majority
of Californians obviously approve of
the regional concept was indicated by
passage last November of the monu-

mental coastal protection initiative.
While the initiative at last established
sensible, rigid control machinery for
the seaward portion of the proposed
mountain-seashore park, its authority
ends at the ridge crest. A separate re-
gional agency, originally proposed by
a state study commission and inferen-
tially endorsed by Tunney's bill, is
needed to assure that haphazard de-
velopment does not continue on the
Santa Monicas’ northern slopes.
Arguing for the need for federal
action, Senator Tunney last August
cited the narrowing gap between Los
Angeles’ increasing population and
dwindling open space. "Daily this
process of uncontrolled urban sprawl
into our de facto open space continues
and the reality of a permanent, pro-
tected open-space and recreational
area is slipping from our grasp,” he
said. “The enormity of the problem,
and the expense of acquiring large
areas and developing them for large-
scale recreation—atotally new problem
from the time when large scenic areas
could be acquired for a pittance—
necessitates federal involvement.”
The Santa Monica Mountains repre-
sent precisely that sort of terrain on
which development should not occur.
Seventy-eight percent of the slopes
west of the San Diego Freeway are in
gradients over 25 percent; nearly half
of them, 50 percent or more. Building
on slopes this steep requires extensive
cuts and fills which destroy the



ecology of an area and contribute to
further weakening of already pre-
carious strata. The highly erodible
soil and rock formations of the Santa
Monicas' steeper slopes present a
formidable slide hazard even without
human meddling. Furthermore, fires,
floods, and earthquakes scorch, soak,
and shake the range at distressingly
frequent intervals.

When the warm, dry Santa Ana
winds sweep this area each fall, and
humidity drops below ten percent,
fires are inevitable and living in these
mountains is a calculated risk. In the
past 40 years, 37 major fires have
blackened 400,000 acres of the Santa
Monicas. It is as if the entire range
had been burned almost twice over.
As an example of how disastrous these
fires can be, the September 1970 Bel
Aire-Brentwood fire was stopped only
after it had razed buildings worth $25
million. "It is not a matter of wil/ the
Santa Monica Mountains burn, but
when,” said one official of the Depart-
ment of the Interior, which recently
completed a land-use study of the
range.

Winter rains come to the Santa
Monicas only a couple of months after
the brushfires of fall, and the steep
slopes that fire has stripped of vegeta-
tion become torrents of mud. The
most spectacular flood conditions oc-
cur in the Malibu Creek area north of
the beach community of Malibu, The
average annual runoff of the creek is
67,000 acre-feet, and during a record
deluge in 1969, runoff soared to an
astonishing 33,760 cubic feet per
second.

And of course there are the earth-
quakes. The damage caused by the
disastrous Sylmar tremor of February
9, 1971 —which occurred in another
range near the Santa Monicas—under-
scores the constant danger of the
ragged-branching fault lines that bi-
sect all the mountains of this region,
including the Santa Monicas. Hun-
dreds of quakes have occurred in this
range over the years, many of them
along the Malibu Faulg, a close cousin
to the one that rauled Sylmar two
years ago.

But in the Santa Monicas, nature can
also be benevolent. Because of clean,
prevailing winds blowing off the
Pacific Ocean, the mountain range
serves as a valuable airshed, diluting
the already critically polluted air over
the Los Angeles basin. Development
of these mountains would not only

add new smog as more and more two-
and three-car families commute to
work, school, and store from their
split-level hillside perches, but would
also remove the giant natural air
cleaner that keeps pollutants in the
metropolitan basin from becoming
worse than they are.

Development also would obviously
place great pressure on the mountain
ecosystems, drastically altering their
ability to support native plants and
animals. Natural landforms, geolog-
ical formations, and archaeological
sites would be invariably altered or
obliterated.

Finally, development of any area—
especially an area like the Santa Mon-
icas where topsy-turvy terrain carries
such a high price tag—is almost cer-
tainly irrevocable. As the Interior De-
partment study observed in what was
perhaps the understatement of the
year: "After huge sums of money are
invested in development, a site is for
practical purposes permanentlyaltered
and prohibitively expensive to buy
and convert back to such a use as
recreation or open space.”

Yet despite the hazards and the
costs, the bulldozer is ever on the
move in these mountains.

Although the Santa Monicas once
supported some of the densest popu-
lations in aboriginal North America—
Chumash, Fernandeno, Gabrielino,
and Tongua Indians, for example—
these pre-Hispanic communities lived
simply and left no lasting scars on the
land. Even after 1848, when California
was ceded to the United States, the

area’s ability to replenish itself kept
ahead of man’s ability to destroy. The
gap narrowed with the opening of the
transcontinental railroad in 1876,
First, the immigrants filled the central
Los Angeles basin, but as more were
lured west to bask in a Mediterranean-
like climate, they began spilling into
adjoining valleys and nibbling at the
foothills. Dissolution of the huge
Rancho Malibu and opening of the
coastal highway in the 1930’s spurred
growth along the coast. The popula-
tion of the San Fernando Valley just
north of the Santa Monicas increased
rapidly in the forties and fifties, and
suburbs began creeping up the can-
yons and gentler slopes of the nearby
range.

With increasing development, open
space throughout the Los Angeles area
rapidly dwindled so that today, pres-
sures on remaining lands are acute.
Development continues apace in this
already congested region, and existing
recreational facilities are insufficient
for the huge population. “Beaches are
continually crowded and camping
sites for hundreds of miles around
often require reservations and trn
thousands away on popular week-
ends,” Senator Tunney reminds us.
“Los Angeles residents are equally
discouraged by the teeming crowds at
the few local recreational areas, and
by the crowded highways leading to
facilities in outlying areas.” As a case
in point, Tunney cites what happened
at a county park in the Santa Monica
Mountains. “Its facilities were so con-
sistently overused that officials were



forced to close the area to overnight
campers.”

Los Angeles conservationists, long
alarmed over this trend, began years
ago to protect the diminishing, pre-
cious natural resource of the Santa
Monicas and the adjoining seashore,
Considering the enormous opposition
from developers, who are abetted by a
tangle of tax dollar-hungry local gov-
ernmental jurisdictions, even the con-
servationists’ smallest victories today
loom as milestone achievements. In
1968, for r-.-xamplc, thcy m:umged to
block plans to “upgrade” Mulholland
Drive to what is deceptively called a
“scenic drive”—as if it weren’t al-
ready. Their argument was devastat-
ingly simple: how “scenic” can any
road be when it is converted to a mini-
freeway. They also convinced the state
to remove the proposed Malibu and
Pacific Coast freeways from future
maps, and their outspoken concern for
the Santa Monica Mountains was
given heavy credit for passage of the
state’s 1964 park bond act. (Though
that still appears something less than a
full-blown victory, for only a portion
of the promised park has materialized.)

The idea of utilizing the Sanra
Monica mountain range for some kind
of urban park, preserving its open
space for future generations, was
kindled in the late 1960’s and caught
fire at the start of the present decade.
At a conference at UCLA in 1970,
those interested in preserving this
urban resource proposed such a plan,

and much of the community has rallied
behind the idea. About the same time,
Interior Secretary Walter Hickel an-
nounced that his department was lay-
ing groundwork for a national system
of urban parks—14 altogether, one of
them the Santa Monica Mountains and
seashore. Exhaustive, three-phase stud-
ies of each proposed park was as-
signed to Interior’s Bureau of Outdoor
Recreation, which issued its prelim-
inary Santa Monica report last August.
The report recognized that Los An-
geles open space was diminishing at a
time when it was needed most, but
recommended acquisition of only
35,500 acres. Furthermore, the report
proposed acquisition not by the fed-
eral government, but by state and local
agencies, on the grounds that the
Santa Monicas are good for “high
quality but not high quantity use,” and
therefore do not qualify under existing
statutes. The Santa Monica Mountains
received greater priority under Hickel
than they do today, even though badly
needed open-space lands are now be-
coming increasingly developed, yet
ever more expensive to acquire. But as
disappointing as this decline in pri-
ority may be, the coalition of urban
park supporters hailed the bureau’s
recommendation for regional con-
trols of the area, especially significant
because the bureau suggested no other
alternative.

Regional controls for the Santa
Monicas are indicated because the
range straddles two counties (Los

Six thousand trees will
soon shade the Malibu
campus of Pepperdine
University, but is the
violence to the land a
Sair price for even a
“good” plan? The
terraced house plots
below the university sell
for up to $65,000—
enaugh to fund a brigade
of bulldozers.

Angeles and Ventura), and five cities
(Los Angeles, West Hollywood, Bev-
erly Hills, Thousand Oaks, Camarillo).
Jurisdiction over recreational activi-
ties alone is divided between seven
government agencies. Finally, we
mustadd other existingand anticipated
forms of regional government, such as
the six-county, 106-city Southern Cali-
fornia Association of Governments
(SCAG).

As Interior’s study points out, local
governing bodies continually seeking
new tax sources are most susceptible
to pressure from developers, and fiscal
considerations rather than environ-
mental or human needs usually deter-
mine who gets what. The Srate En-
vironmental Quality Control Council
made this point following a hearing
in Malibu in 1969. After listening for
two days to a dozen local officials who
gave a dozen different opinions of how
Malibu should grow, the council con-
cluded: “Each agency pursues its own
narrow objectives, as required by
law, which, as we have seen, generally
fails to consider environmental qual-
ity.”’

At the same Malibu meeting, noted
systems ecologist Kenneth Wart effec-
tively punctured the one notion that
most local agencies do¢ manage to
agree on—that only progressive de-
velopment, by supposedly spreading
the tax load among more people, can
keep taxes down. Taxes not only do
not go down when this happens,
Professor Watt argued, they often go



up because the additional population
requires additional government serv-
ices, which more than offset additional
tax revenues. One study shows that in
costly-to-build mountain areas like the
Santa Monicas, each new dwelling
costs the taxpayer between $5,000
and $10,000 for such services as
roads, sanitation, and fire and police
protection.

Although the Interior study en-
dorsed the regional concept, the
Ventura-Los Angeles Mountain and
Coastal Study Commission, which first
proposed it, did not survive long
enough to see it implemented. In its
final report issued last March, com-
missioners asked the state legislature
for a two-year extensionand $700,000
to complete their work, but the bill to
implement this request died in the
1972 session.

Still very much alive, however, are

organizations to promote develop-
ment in the Santa Monicas, such as
Advocates for Better Coastal Devel-
opment (ABCD) and its spinoff, Con-
cerned Citizens for Local Government
(CCLC), which hastily came into
existence in an effort to counter the
Ventura-Los Angeles commission’s
recommendations. ABCD and CCLC
argued that existing land-use controls
are adequate for proper development
of the Santa Monica Mountains and
adjacent coastal zone, a ludicrous
view in light of the area’s past history
of haphazard development. The or-
ganizations were supported in their
position by Commissioner Merritt
Adamson who, in an outraged minor-
ity report, sputtered that the commis-
sion’s proposals—which included a
moratorium on building during a
further study period—would have
a “devastating effect” and result in

It would seem impossible that bulldozers could rearrange what nature made in the Santa Monicas.

“enormous economic loss
developer.”

Tunney’s bill, which would place
“substantial reliance” for land-use
planning on the cooperation of fed-
eral, state and local governmental
agencies, nevertheless would direct
the Interior Department to give se-
rious consideration to the Ventura-Los
Angeles commission’s recommenda-
tions, which include, of course, the
regional-control concept.

The $30 million Tunney seeks to
implement his mountain-beach urban
park legislation won’t do the whole
job; at today’s prices it will buy only a
small slice of the 100,000 acres en-
visioned for the long-sought, des-
perately needed mountain-seashore
greenbelt. Although property in re-
mote, less accessible sections of the
Santa Monicas can be purchased today

continned on page 21
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Wins in the West—
What of the Rest?

The New
Tide of
Coastal
Legislation

NORMAN SANDERS

Norman Sanders is assistant professor of
geography at the University of
California, Santa Barbara. He studied
near-shore oceanography as a Fulbright
Fellow at the University of Tasmania
and is chairman of Santa Barbara
Citizens for Envivonmental Defense.
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HE COASTAL AREAS of the US

are under attack as never before.
As our population grows and our per-
capita consumption rises, our society
places more and more stress upon all
our resources. However, it is the very
limited area of the coastal zone that
bears the brunt of the assault. Oil pro-
duction, pollution or filling of bays,
harbors and estuaries, construction of
hotels, apartments, and second homes
have all taken their toll. Unfortunately,
control over these projects is usually
vested in local governments who find
it next to impossible to turn down any
scheme which will “broaden the tax
base.”

In the struggle to halt overdevelop-
ment of America's coasts, 1972 was a
significant year. On October 28, Presi-
dent Nixon signed the federal Coastal
Zone Management Actand on Novem-
ber 7, voters in the states of California
and Washington passed coastal initia-
tives put on the ballot by citizen peti-
tion drives. These bills had all been
under consideration for years, but by
1972, the problems had become so
apparent that the people demanded
action.

Increasingly, citizen action is forc-
ing national, state and local govern-
ments to coordinate coastal develop-
ment on a regional basis, planning for
the maximum beneficial use of all
coastal resources. Government and
business traditionally have cooperated
in the hasty exploitation of coastal
areas for short-term financial advan-
tage. The battle to change this situa-
tion is intense, because the oil, land-
development, and utility industries,
among others, depend on present
loose controls for rapid return on
their investments.

The federal Coastal Zone Manage-
ment Act uses a system of rewards,
rather than punishment, to attain
proper management of the coastal
resource. If the act receives the neces-
sary funds, states will be offered grants
to assist in developing a coastal
management program. Once that
program is established, additional
federal money will be available to
help administer the program.

Specifically, the states must develop
"a comprehensive statement in words,
maps, illustrations, or other media of
communication, preparedand adopted
by the coastal state . . . setting forth
objectives, policies, and standards to
guide public and private uses of lands
and waters in the coastal zone.” In

addition, legal means must be estab-
lished to regulate land and water use
and control coastal development.
Whether or not the federal act
works depends heavily on the willing-
ness of the individual states to come to
grips with coastal land-use problems.
Many states have yielded to citizen
demands to the extent of passing laws
to protect coastal wetlands, but basic-
ally ignore other lands adjacent to the
coast. Such states include Connecticut,
Georgia, Maine, Massachusetus, Mich-
igan, New Hampshire, New Jersey,
New York, and North Carolina. Del-
aware has legislation that bans new
heavy industry and port facilities from
the coastal zone, but does not cover
subdivisions, commercial develop-
ments or intensive recreational facili-

Marin Co;u!y
ties. Hawaii, the first state to institute a
statewide land-use program, requires
a building permit only within a 20- to
40-foot setback from high tide mark,
a zone that environmentalists consider
too narrow for effective coasral land-
use control.

In 1969, Minnesota passed a law
requiring all counties to enact land-
use control ordinances for all shore-
lands in unincorporated areas. The
counties administer the act, with the
state exercising only limited control.
Oregon gives the public unrestricted
use of beaches to the vegetation line,
but coastal controls inland from that
point are only now being considered.
Rhode Island passed an act in 1971
establishing a 17-member coastal
management council, but the state’s
quite strict controls covering manage-
ment of wetlands are offset by weak
land-use provisions that do not cover
subdivisions, private-home construc-
tion, and some types of industrial de-
velopment. Wisconsin's Water Re-
sources Act is intended to protect the
shorelines of inland lakes, and an
inventory of Lake Michigan's coast



has already been prepared. Observers
report, however, that many inadequa-
cies have developed in the enforce-
ment apparatus.

Untill November 7, 1972, all the
above states had stronger coastal
legislation than did California, even
though the Sierra Club and other
environmental groups had long been
fighting to obtain the needed legisla-
tiop. But the opposition had been too
powerful, so the situation had de-
generated to the point where only
about 263 miles of California’s 1,072-
mile coastline were legally accessible
to the general public. Finally, on elec-
tion day, the people corrected this
situation by passing a coastal protec-
tion law themselves, using the initia-
tive process to bypass the foort-
dragging legislature.

California’s successful Coastal Zone
Conservation Act—called Proposition
20 on the ballot—is a direct descen-
dant of the series of bills that environ-
mental organizations had been trying
to have passed by the state legislature
for several years. Shepherded prin-
cipally by Assemblyman Alan Sieroty
of Beverly Hills and helped along by
Sierra Club lobbyist John Zierold and
Janet Adams of the Coastal Alliance,
the bills had cleared the Assembly
only to be stalled repeatedly in hostile
Senate committees.

John Berthelson, a reporter for the
Sacramento Bee, found out why the bills
kept dying. A group called the “"Com-
mittee Opposed to Ecology Issues”
had been meeting for several years and
had as its main goal the blockage of
coastal legislation. The committee
consisted of 34 industry lobbyists,
including representatives of Southern
California Edison Company, Standard
Oil, the California Real Estate Associa-
tion, and various other organizations

Seattle

who benefit financially from poorly
controlled coastal land use.

The California Coastal Alliance,
directed by Janet Adams, was the
umbrella group that served as a co-
ordinating agency for the efforts of the
Sierra Club and some 60 other Cali-
fornia environmental organizations

during both the legislative and initia-
tive campaigns. The Sierra Club itself
declared passage of strong coastal
legislation to be a primary goal for
1972.

Realizing in the spring of 1972 that
the coastal bill would again die in
committee, the Sierra Club and the
Coastal Alliance decided to go direct-
ly to the people. California is fortunate
in having a constitutional provision
that gives voters the opportunity to
pass their own laws, circumventing
the normal legislative process. In
order to qualify a proposition on the
ballot, itis necessary to obtain petition
signatures from ten percent of the
state’s registered voters. The first
petition fell short of the required
number of valid signawres, but the
Coastal Alliance obtained enough
additional names during an extension
of the filing period to qualify for the
ballot. The volunteers who circulated
the petition collected a staggering
total of 408,815 signatures during the
drive.

When a spot on the ballot was as-
sured, the forces that had opposed
coastal legislation in Sacramento
swung into action to defeat the initia-
tive. The usual coalition of oil com-
panies, developers, utility companies,
and others with a vested interest in
coastal profits hired the San Francisco
political public relations firm of
Whitaker and Baxter to conduct a
"No on 20" campaign. Whitaker and
Baxter was still flushed with its victory
in the June primary when it scared
Californiavotersintovoting againstan-
other environmental initiative, Prop-
osition 9, the Clean Environment Act.
The firm reported spending $2.4 mil-
lion of its clients’ money on bill-
boards, newspaper ads and saturation
radio and television messages, which
hammered away at the themes of un-
employment, power blackouts and
insect plagues if Proposition 9 passed.

Whitaker and Baxter, promised a
similar war chest for Proposition 20,
started to work, their main goal being
to confuse voters over the actual pro-
visions of the bill. They bought
hundreds of billboards and bus posters
which screamed: "Don’t let them lock
up your coast. Vote No on 20" and
"Conservation Yes, Confiscation No.
Vote No on 20.” Radio and television
commercials, with sounds of waves
and pictures of unspoiled coastlines,
urged voters to preserve the coast by
voting against the evil Proposition 20.

To further muddy the issue, Clem
Whirtaker prompted an acquaintance,
Newton Cope, to file a lawsuit alleg-
ing that Cope’s nightclub on the
Sacramento River would be adversely
affected by Proposition 20. He and his
coplaintiff, who had property on the
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Ventura County
San Joaquin River, claimed the bill's
language was so vague that not only
would coastal areas be involved, but
vast inland areas along rivers as well.
They asked that Proposition 20 be
taken off the ballot until the wording
had been changed to explain the far-
reaching consequences they alleged.
A judge hastily signed an order to
show cause why Proposition 20
shouldn’t be removed from the ballot,
a move which newspapers favorable to
the "No on 20" camp immediately
interpreted as "Proposition 20 Off
Ballot" in headlines.

Proposition 20 proponents got their
day in court, however, and defused
this phony issue. Arguing against the
Whitaker and Baxter position were a
battery of lawyers from the Sierra
Club, the Coastal Alliance, the League
of Women Voters, the California
secretary of state’s office, and other
governmental agencies. The judge
heard arguments about the true defini-
tions of the coastal zone and the pub-
lic’s right to be allowed to vote on
vital issues, and after deliberating
overnight, finally decided in favor of
the initative’s supporters. Despite
their loss in court, the “No on 20"
forces kept stating in advertising that
the coastal zone extended many miles
inland.

Whitaker and Baxter probably lost
their campaign through overkill. Even
Governor Reagan, longtime foe of
coastal legislation, stated that the "No
on 20" campaign was misleading. An
assembly committee held hearings on
the situation, and the media editorial-
ized against the Whitaker and Baxter
tactics. Newspapers, television and
radio generally favored Proposition
20, in contrast to the earlier Proposi-
tion 9 campaign, when they were
hostile or neutral. They realized the
need for meaningful legislation and
couldn’t help noting the underdog

11



position of the Proposition 20 pro-
ponents.

Supporters of the proposition were
short on money, but long on ideas.
Whitaker and Baxter couldn’t buy the
type of coverage that State Senator
James Mills generated on his bicycle
ride down the coast from San Francisco
to San Diego. Senator Mills and his
band of cyclists (whose numbers from
time to time varied from about 40 to
several hundred) were very visible
Proposition 20 supporters. The op-
ponents generally kept a very low
profile,letting theirmoney talk through
Whitaker and Baxter. One exception
was a letter urging defeat of the Coastal
Initiative sent out by Southern Cali-
fornia Edison Company to its millions
of customers.

Because of lack of funds, supporters
of Proposition 20 waited until the last
few days before the election to adver-
tise their position. Whitaker and Bax-
ter had succeeded in confusing the
voters, but the proponents had several
advantages. For one thing, California
law requires that lists of campaign
contributions be made public before
the election. This information showed
who the opposition was and the vast
sums they were spending. Whitaker
and Baxter's final financial report
showed expenditures of over $1,100,-
000, made up of contributions such as
$50,000 apiece from land developers
Deane and Deane, Inc., and the Irvine
Company. Standard Oil Company
gave $30,000, Bechtel Corporation (a
major contracting firm) donated $25,-
000, and the Union Oil Company
added $10,000 to the “No on 20"
fund.

Proponents used this information to
continually point out the opposition
of the well-financed corporations to
legislation that would benefit the pub-
lic. A typical effective newspaper
advertisement read: "The Sierra Club
supports Proposition 20 . . . Signal
Qil opposes. You can tell a proposi-
tion by the company it keeps.” Ads
also pamed other endorsers of the
bill, including the League of Women
Voters, the California Medical As-
sociation, the Federation of Western
Outdoor Clubs, the United Auto
Workers Union, the American Insti-
tute of Architects, Common Cause, the
American Association of University
Women, and many others.

Sierra Club lawyers persuaded the
FCC to order radio and television
stations to give proponents free time
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to offset Whitaker and Baxter’s satura-
tion advertising. Doris Day, Charlton
Heston, and Lloyd Bridges donated
their services to make tapes urging
voters to approve Proposition 20.
Many candidates for office also urged
passage of Proposition 20 in their
campaign speeches. On November 7,
voters demonstrated that they had
seen through the Whitaker and Baxter
smokescreen by passing Proposition
20 by a margin of 55 percent to 45
percent.

Proposition 20, which implements
regional land-use planning in the
coastal zone of California, will remain
in effect from 1973 to 1976, during
which time a plan for the coast will be
produced. This plan will then be pre-
sented 1o the srate legislature for ap-
proval. In the interim, the proposition
sets up a permit procedure to oversee
coastal development until the plan is
complete, thus taking control over
coastal land-use away from local
governments, much to their dismay.

The coastal zone is defined as the
area between the outer limit of state
jurisdiction three miles offshore and a
line connecting the high points of the
nearest coastal mountain range. In
some areas where the mountain range
is distant—as in Los Angeles, for ex-
ample—the act imposes an artificial
boundary. The permit zone, however,
covers only that portion of the coastal
zone from three miles offshore to
1,000 yards inland from the high tide
line. Since the permits cover offshore
oil drilling activity, oil company op-
position to the bill is understandable,

Aberdeen, Washington

Coastal commissions monitor the
operation of the act. The 15 coastal
counties are divided into six regional
districts, each of which has a commis-
sion of 12 members. Six of the mem-
bers are public and six are representa-
tives of local government, elected by
local governmental bodies themselves.
The public members are appointed as
follows: two by the governor, two by
the speaker of the Assembly, and two
by the Senate Rules Committee. The
system looks unwieldy, and it is, but

it is an attempt to break the hammer-
lock that industry has had on appoint-
ments handed out by the governor
alone. In addition to the regional
commissions, a state commission
exists to oversee the operation, in-
cluding the acral planning process.
The state commission also has 12
members, six public appointees and
six delegates elected by the regional
commissions.

Coastal Alliance victory celebrations
didn't last long after the election.
While the citizens were congrarulating
themselves on a job well done, the
“No on 20" group was lining up its
appointees to the commissions. Lob-
bying was intense in the state capital
and local government offices. The
Standard Oil Company prepared a
blacklist of well-known environment-
alists who would be unwelcome to
them as public members on commis-
sions. They also presented another
collection of names more to their
liking—for example, university pro-
fessors who had worked as consultants
for the oil companies and uatilities.

The Los Angeles City Council set
the tone for local government shortly
after the election by appointing Coun-
cilman Louis Nowell, an outspoken
enemy of Proposition 20, to the re-
gional commission. The Los Angeles
Times responded with an outraged
editorial and environmentalists im-
mediately set out to defeat Nowell in
the 1973 city elections. The time is
passing when local governments can
operate in a self-created vacuum,

These “last hurrahs” for the vested
interests took place on other parts of
the coast. In Santa Barbara County,
the lame-duck board of supervisors
elected Supervisor Curtis Tunnell to
the regional commission. Tunnell,
who also opposed the proposition,
represents the smallest area of Santa
Barbara coastline, and is himself a
building contractor. When he was
elected to the commission, developers,
contractors and representatives of the
Southern California Edison Company
actually cheered and applauded in the
board's meeting room. They normally
work behind the scenes, but came out
in the open after seeing the handwrit-
ing on the wall. The 1973 board of
supervisors won't be under their con-
trol in Santa Barbara County because
the people elected two new repre-
sentatives on November 7, both en-
vironmentally oriented and pledged
to support Proposition 20.



California’s Proposition 20 cam-
paign built upon itself with a positive
feedback effect. As the issue became
widely publicized, people started tak-
ing more interest in what was happen-
ing to their own surroundings. They
got involved not only in the Proposi-
tion 20 battle, but also in local elec-
tion issues. This increasing public
interest swept environmentalists into
a number of county and city offices in
many parts of the state. These new,
responsible members of local govern-
ment, backed by the people and armed
with legislation such as the Coastal
Zone Conservation Act, can do much
to halt the rapid deterioration of Cali-
fornia's quality of life.

Residents of Washington state also
got fed up with the inaction of their
legislators and decided to do some-
thing about it. During the period from
1967 to 1970, six bills had died in the
capital at Olympia. Environmentalists,
led by the Sierra Club and the Wash-
ington Environmental Council, had
fought hard in 1970 for the passage of
a seacoast management act, only to see
their efforts defeated by concentrated
pressure from county and port com-
missioners, real-estate developers, and
the Association of Washington Bus-
iness. The developers weren't ad-
amantly opposed to all legislation, as
they were in California, but instead
wanted a weak law that would subvert
a 1969 court decision by the Supreme
Court of Washington state. The court
had ruled in the case of Wilbour vs
Gallagher that the public’s right to use
the surface of state waters can be
restricted or regulated only as a result
of legislative action requiring com-
prehensive planning for the shore-
lines of navigable waters. Without
such a law, the court said, filling within
state waters and over-water construc-
tion was effectively prohibited.

The net result of the 1970 special
session tug-of-war in the Washington
legislature was a resolution to refer
the Seacoast Management Act to the
legislative council for development of
a bill for the 1971 meeting. Mean-
while, environmentalists were pre-
paring an attack on another front,
Along with California and a number
of other states, Washington offers
voters the opportunity to institute their
own legislation through the initative
process. The Washington Environ-
mental Council set out to get the
112,000 valid signatures required by
October 1, 1971. Called “Initative

Measure No. 43, the official title of
the petition was “Regulating shore-
line use and development.”" In an effort
to hamper signature gathering, shop-
ping centers soon prohibited peti-
tioners from operating on their prem-
ises. The environmentalists took the
case to court and got a temporary
restraining order from the Federal
District Court that kept shopping
center owners from interfering with
the right to perition guaranteed by the
US Constitution.

By the last week of December, 1971,
over 160,000 registered voters had
signed the petitions for shoreline
management regulations. Attention
now shifted to the state legislature.

Mendocino County

Under the law, they had three options:
Enact 1-43 without change; do noth-
ing, in which case 1-43 would auto-
matically be submitted to the people
for a vote; or enact a substitute law on
the same subject. The lawmakers,
choosing the third alternative, enacted
alternate No. 43B, a bill somewhat
stronger than 1970 versions, but still
less desirable environmentally than
1-43. It was now up to a vote of the
people in the November, 1972, elec-
tions to decide whether they wanted
43, 43B, or nothing at all.

House Bill 584, the official designa-
tion of 43B, became effective on June
1, 1971, and like any incumbent had
an advantage on the ballot. The 1972
campaign shaped up with the environ-
mentalists supporting I-43 and the
developers boosting 43B. The devel-
opers felt that 43B was stricter than
they liked, but feared the consequences
of the Wilbour vs. Gallagher decision.
In addition, 43B kept control of per-
mits in the hands of local government,
which the developers felt they could
satisfactorily influence.

I-43 and 43B shared a number of
very significant points. Both bills
assumed that the shorelines of
Washington must be protected from
needless, selfish, or thoughtless de-
struction. Both bills also required

comprehensive planning for shoreline
areas and established a permit system
to authorize conforming develop-
ments. They also prohibited highrise
buildings over 35 feet along the shore-
line without a permit, prohibited oil
drilling in Puget Sound, imposed re-
straints on clear-cutting of timber
along the shorelines and gave citizens
the right to bring class actions in
damage suits.

Compared to the high-pressure
Proposition 20 campaign in Cali-
fornia, the 1-43, 43B controversy was
almost gentlemanly. Few billboards
appeared, and although debate was
heated, the media were not saturated
with ads. The battle resolved itself into
the classical confrontation berween
supporters of regional control and
proponents of the local-government
status quo. The Sierra Club, the Wash-
ington Environmental Council, the
Initiative 43 Committee under Tom
Wimmer's chairmanship, and the
Seattle Post Intelligencer lined up be-
hind 43. Industry, labor, local govern-
ment and the Seattle Times supported
43B. On election day, the voters joined
the latter.

Even though the people selected
43B over 1-43, environmentalists were
not discouraged. As Tom Wimmer
pointed out, "Initative 43 was one of
the major pressure tactics forced upon
the legislature. It has served its pur-
pose.” Washington state now has more
comprehensive controls over its coast-
line than any state in the US. Not only
are its ocean areas controlled, as in
California, but also all lakes over 20
acres in size and all streams of more
than 20 cubic-feet-per-second flow.
All developments within 200 feet of
these bodies of water come under the
act. The machinery is there. Now,
with the momentum gained in the
election, environmentalists are going
to make it work.

Citizens in other parts of the coun-
try can build upon the California and
Washington experiences in protecting
their own coastal resources. The
federal Coastal Zone Management
Act of 1972 will give impetus to their
efforts to expand wetlands manage-
ment to the entire coastal zone and
establish sound coastal management
programs. The land developers, oil
companies, utilities and other vested
interests are powerful, but not in-
vincible. Average citizens, armed with
the determination to defend the en-
vironment, can win,
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How Did Your Bird Vote?

Legislative Birdwatchers

OLITICIANS LOVE to stand on
their records, as if these were mat-
ters of common knowledge. For the
most part, they are not. Few voters
know how their representatives voted
on any but a few issues. Floor votes are
seldom widely publicized, and com-
mittee votes must surely be among the
most obscure secrets in our otherwise
information-flooded society. If legisla-
tors do not want informed feedback
on their actions from the electorate,
they are in an excellent position to
take advantage of protective foliage.
Obviouslythese birds must be watched.
This task was undertaken in 1970
by a small group of Sacramento con-
servationists who despaired over the
way in which California’s state legis-
lature continued to ignore the need
for solid and progressive environ-
mental legislation. Officially organized
and incorporated as the Legislative
Birdwatchers, these non-partisan vol-
unteers have spent the last two legis-
lative sessions faithfully attending the
hearings of various Assembly and
Senate committees. The votes that
legislators cast on major environ-
mental bills are then given statewide
publicity, so that the people back
home can find out exactly what their
representatives are doing in Sacra-
mento. For the legislator who is
serving special interests instead of his
constituents, this kind of publicity can
spur a laggard conscience.

The reason for these conservation-
ists’ interest in legislative committee
votes is based on the premise that
most solutions to environmental prob-
lems must come through the legisla-
tive process. Despite some important
court decisions favoring the environ-
mental cause, such victories generally
provide only temporary relief. Courts
can only interpret the law and see that
it is complied with. In most environ-
mental martters, what is really needed
is new and better laws, and it is the
job of the legislature to develop them.
Since most voters generally sympa-
thize with the environmental cause, it
is in our best interest 1o make the
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legislative process work as openly and
responsibly as possible. The biggest
part of this rask is to open up and
improve the committee system.
While the committee system is an
essential means of dividing the legis-
lature’s huge workload into manage-
able tasks, it is also the most secretive
and least responsible part of the legis-
lative process. For it is in the com-
mittees, run by a handful of seniority-
encrusted legislators, that many bills
that would easily pass a vote of the full
house are ambushed. It is no wonder

that those special interests that oppose
environmental measures concentrate
their resources to lobby just a few
legislators on the key committees.

A few statistics reveal the death-
dealing power of legislative commit-
tees. Of the more than 5,000 bills
introduced into the California legis-
lature in 1971, nearly half died in one
of the committees of the house of
origin. Of the survivors, nearly half
died in a committee in the other house.
Of the quarter of the original bills
which passed all committee hurdles,
less than one percent was killed on
the floor of either house. Clearly, the
committee is the graveyard of legis-
lative proposals, and the committee
system is where conservationists must
focus their efforts for exposure, pub-
licity, and reform.

The major problem with commit-
tees in most of our state legislatures is
the obscure nature of their operations.

In too many states, it is difficult to find
out when and where a specific com-
mittee will meet and what is to be dis-
cussed at any given meeting. Commit-
tee rules of operation on such marters
as the quorum, agenda changes, proxy
votes, hearing cancellations, subcom-
mittee powers, executive sessions, and
other such matters are often unwritten,
unknown, or subject to change with-
out notice. But assuming that one does
find out when and where the commit-
tee meets and that public observation
is permitted, the biggest problem still
lies ahead—finding out just how the
legislators on the committee cast their
votes on the bills that concern you.

Counting votes sounds easy, asimple
matter of observation. The problem is
that there is usually nothing to ob-
serve. Historically, in California’s leg-
islative committees, a roll-call vote or
a show of hands was unheard of. In-
stead, the most inscrutable methods
were used. Sometimes legislators in-
dicated their vote by a slight nod of
the head or a twitch of the finger. If
ayes and nays were called for, one
heard two successive blurs of sound
from barely moving lips. Based on his
evaluation of the vote, the chairman
authoritatively determined which side
had the majority, announced the death
or passage of the bill, and moved on
to the next item of business.

In their first year of operation, the
Birdwatchers spent most of their
effort organizing themselves and learn-
ing the arcane processes and proce-
dures by which the legislature oper-
ates. Some hearings were attended
and the votes recorded as accurately
as possible, with the legislators’ offices
called to cross-check the many votes
that were not clearly seen. This re-
cording of votes incurred the wrath of
many legislators, who condemned the
Birdwatchers as snoops and spys who
had no business asking how they
voted, The biggest howl came at the
year's end, when the voting record for
the entire session was published and
released to the press, accompanied by

continued on page 24



Boise Cascade Retreats

COMMENTARY

The 2nd-Home Bubble Bursting?

STEVE WHITNEY

The vacation home boom probably started
in Califormia, and with any luck will start to
end there as well. Recent events suggest that
this plague upon the land has begun to
turn on its masters, for the largest of these
has now fallen desperately ill. Boise Cas-
cade, the Idaho forest products company
turned glamour-conglomerate, the General
Motors of recreational subdivisions, now,
according to Forbes magazine, faces pos-
sible bankruptcy, or at least a tremendous
reduction in the size of its operations,
directly stemming from disastrous losses in
the firm’s recreational land business.

Hounded by delinquent receivables on
property already sold and faced with six
classactionsuitsin California (which charged
Boise with false and misleading sales prac-
tices), Boise halted its recreational land
business as of July 1, 1972, and was lorced
by creditors to take a $200 million write-off
to cover the costs of the retreat. Last Octo-
ber, Robert Hansberger, Boise’s board
chairman and chiel executive officer, the
man who masterminded Boise's rapid
growth, was forced to resign as the firm’s
financial plight became increasingly clear.
Finally, in December, 1972, Boise agreed to
a $58.5 million settlement of the six Cali-
fornia lawsuits. Boise now is trying to sell
all of its remaining property to other devel-
opers and complete its commitments—
lakes, golf courses, clubhouses, etc.—to
existing projects. It hopes to be out entirely
in five years, but some observers are not
optimistic and say that the company may
have to take further write-offs upwards of
$100 million.,

The story of Boise Cascade’s plight is
fascinating for what it reveals about the
recreational land business. After all, Boise
was not peculiarly inefficient or unscrupu-
lous; if anything, it was probably one of the
more reliable operators in a business shot-
through with small, fly-by-night developers.
What sort of enterprise is it where a large,
financially responsible corporation, with
millions of dollars in assets, thousands of
stockholders. and a large staff’ of experts
should fall so low while dozens of tacky
operations continue to thrive? Boise’s ex-
perience confirms what many have known

all along—that the recreational land bus-
iness, dealing in a largely unnecessary
product that few people can afford. usually
must rely for its success on glib salesmen
and naive consumers.

The sales pitch is twofold and is so com-
mon among recreational land promotions
that one suspects it was composed by com-
mittee. It appeals to both the dreamer and
the speculator in us, The dreamer is en-
couraged to get away from the noise and
blight of the city to the fresh woods and
pastures new of Walden Lake, only two
hours from the city and minutes from near-
by resorts. He can build a second home
there to use on weekends and vacations or

can one day retire to a life of country leisure
on land of his very own. The speculator 1s
reminded that land values in California and
other attractive areas have risen steadily
and often spectacularly, He is assured that
he can hardly lose and stands to make a
substantial profit on the resale of his land.
This promise also appeals to the dreamer
who figures he can duck out at a profit
should plans change or financial obligations
grow too large.

The realities of owning recreational land
seldom match the promises. Tax assess-
ments are often so high that middle-income
owners find they cannot even pay for the
land, much less build & home on it, They
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seem to have overlooked that the promise
of an expanded tax base is often the bait
used by developers to secure the approval
of local officials for proposed subdivisions.
Those who buy land with an eye 1o turning
a profit are often disappointed to find that
they may have to wait a long time before the
value of their land has risen enough to
overtake the inflated price they paid and
make up for taxes paid in the meantime.
As John E. Hempel of California’s Depart-
ment of Real Estate said, “*‘People believe
real estate is a healthy investment, and it is,
But there’s a lot of land in the West. And
people often buy it figuring the path of
progress will catch up to them. Often the
profits won't come in their lifetimes.”

The situation of the few who manage to
build that second home—whether it be an
A-frame or something more ambitious—is
scarcely better. How many people can af-
ford one home, much less two? That
second home drives property taxes even
higher, of course, and often the owner is
forced to go into the rental business just to
break even. If his home is at Lake Tahoe.
he may experience little difficulty in renting
it, but if, as is usually the case, his house is
in the middle of nowhere, he may be dis-
appointed. As one outraged victim an-
nounced, **The second home is the dumbest
idea since the second car.”

When the realities of owning recreational
land catch up with the promises, complaints
increase and income drops off as more and
more owners discover they cannot afford
their property—or just plain don't want it,
Furthermore, the effect i1s contagious: other-
wise happy owners and prospective buyers
may be frightened away from a project, and
banks may grow skeptical about providing
financing for future developments. Owners
who stick it out may find to their sorrow
that as a result of bad publicity their land
has suddenly depreciated in value. Fear of
this snowballing effect was what drove
Boise Cascade to agree to the $58.5 million
settlement of the six California class-action
suits, Already in trouble financially, Boise
could better afford the settlement than it
could the increased losses that might result
from a growing lack of confidence in the
company's integrity.

In agreeing to the settlement. Boise was
careful to emphasize that it did not admit of
wrongdoing. A wise move on Boise's part,
for had litigation continued only to find the
company guilty in fact of committing the
alleged misrepresentation, the result might
have been even higher rates of delinquency
with virtually no prospects for additional
sales. It is hard to say whether Boise sales-
men indeed misrepresented the facts about
the company's projects, but given the built-
in disadvantages to most people of buying
recreational land, it is difficult to believe
that over 40,000 Californians could have
been persuaded to do so without at least
some elaboration on reality.

Boise should have left the recreational
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land business to the fly-by-night operators
who get in and out of a development as it
suits them, ripping ofl the quick buck,
promising the sizzle but seldom delivering
the steak. Faced by lawsuits and rising de-
linquency rates, these outfits simply disap-
pear, perhaps turning up again somewhere
else under another name, taking with them
whatever profits can be skimmed off the top.
But Boise had nowhere to run, even if it had
wanted to. There were stockholders to con-
tend with and creditors anxious about the
company’s billion-dollar indebtedness. Fur-
thermore, Boise has the money to make
suing 1t worthwhile. Unlike the small opera-
tor, it could pay—through the nose 1l
necessary. Boise’s mistake was in trying to
compete in an inherently sleazy business.
As Forbes magazine recently suggested, the
company got into trouble because it started
believing its own spiel—a fatal mistake in
the recreational land business.

It may be hoped that Boise Cascade’s
misfortunes will dissuade others from fol-
lowing its example, because for all the flack
put out by developers about caring for the
environment, the fact is that usually the
environmental damage resulting from rural
subdivisions is serious and often irreparable,
A report issued in January, 1972, by the
California Division of Soil Conservation
makes this clear. According to the study,
more than 500,000 acres of rural California
were subdivided between 1960 and 1970,
resulting in such significant problems as
“water pollution, loss of fish and wildlife
habitat, damage to watercourses, lakes, and
reservoirs, impairment of recreational op-
portunities, and sediment and flood damage
to property.”

Fortunately, the future for recreational
land developers in California is not good.
The state’s attorney general has promised a
crackdown on developers who engage in
misleading advertising and sales pitches,
and even now several suits against other
developers are in preparation. Environ-
mentalists are also moving in on the in-
dustry. The McCarthy Act of 1971 requires

environmental impact statements on all de-
velopments of over 50 units and has already
hindered many ill-conceived projects. This
legislation was recently reinforced by the
California  Supreme Court’'s Mammoth
Lakes decision, which held that the provi-
sions of the state’s 1970 Environmental
Quality Act, requiring environmental im-
pact statements wherever there is cause to
believe that significant environmental dam-
age would result, apply to private as well as
public projects. Finally, several rural coun-
ties in the state, including some that have
been hardest hit by rural subdivisions, have
adopted emergency ordinances forbidding
lot-splitting (the process whereby a devel-
oper can subdivide large parcels of land)
until more effective zoning measures and
land-use ordinances are adopted. Caught
between angry consumers, unsympathetic
environmentalists, and ever more enlight-
ened local governments, the second-home
boom may well be over in California and
headed for the same well-deserved fate in
the rest of the nation.

Boise Cascade’s experience in California
has national implications, for as Peter Bor-
relli pointed out in a recent Bullerin article,
the second-home blight has reached the
East. Boise's withdrawal from the field does
not spell the end for recreational land
schemes. but it should provide a worthy
example for other large developers who are
imitating Boise’s methods. Furthermore,
California’s attempts to control rural sub-
divisions through legislation, while limited
and still not entirely effective, should serve
as useful models for other states that do not
wish to follow California’s example.

Finally, the successful class-action suits
brought against Boise Cascade provide a
precedent that consumers and environment-
alists in other states will no doubt be
pleased to follow. Ultimately, of course,
these separate efforts must be replaced in
each state by a thorough restructuring of
tax laws to discourage land speculation
and by the introduction of comprehensive
planning for all remaining open lands.

Water Policy and Modern Times:
National Commission Report

Joun McCowms

In 1968, Congress created the WNational
Water Commission and directed it to re-
view the nation's water needs, resources,
and problems, to identify alternative ways
of meeting those needs, and to recommend
policies that would enable the nation to
better use its water resources. Late in 1972,
the commission released a 1.122-page draft
of their final report which is due by Septem-
ber, 1973,

The report is by far the most comprehen-
sive of the many studies of water policies

which have been conducted in the past 50
vears, Implementation of the recommenda-
tions contained in the draft report would
radically change the missions and project
orientations of the federal water resource
agencies, such as the Corps of Engineers,
the Bureau of Reclamation, the Soil Con-
servation Service, and the Tennessee Valley
Authority. Because of their far-reaching
implications, many of the recommendations
have been strongly attacked by those who
benefit from traditional dam and ditch

continued on page 30
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“Something will have gone out of us
as a people if we ever let the remaining
wilderness be destroyed; if we permit
the last virgin forests to be turned into
comic books and plastic cigarette cases;
if we drive the few remaining members
of the wild species into zo0s or to
extinction; if we pollute the last clear
air, dirty the last clean streams and
push our paved roads through the last of
the silence, so that never again will
Americans be free in their own country
from noise, the exhausts, the stinks of
human and automotive waste.

**And so that never again can we have

the chance to see ourselves as single, separate, vertical and individual in the world, part of the
environment of trees and rocks and soil, brother to the other animals, part of the natural world and

competent to belong in it.”

WALLACE STEGNER

Why the Sierra Club was founded

Wallace Stegner’s words express the same in-
stinct that caused John Muir to found the
Sierra Club in 1892. Muir knew that the Amer-
ican spirit can only survive in a land that is
spacious and unpolluted.

John Muir founded the Sierra Club to enable
more people to explore, enjoy and cherish the
wildlands that are their heritage. He felt that
man should come as a visitor to these places—
(the mountains, river canyons, coasts, deserts,
and swamps)—to learn, not to leave his mark.
He wanted the Club to rescue these places
from those who see them only as wasted space.

From experience we know that these places are
only as safe as people knowing about them
want them to be. That is why we work to let
more people know about them.

Time has proven that the people the Club takes
to the mountains, rivers and other wild places,
become their most determined defenders.

Through them, the Club helped bring the Na-
tional Park Service and the Forest Service into
existence; played a leading role in the estab-

lishment of such national parks as Kings Can-
yon, Olympic, Redwoods, and the North Cas-
cades; was instrumental in creation of the
wilderness preservation system and the wild
and scenic rivers system; and led the defense
of Yosemite and Grand Canyon national parks
and Dinosaur National Monument against
dams.

The Sierra Club Today

The Sierra Club membership now totals 140,000
in 42 chapters throughout the United States.
The Club maintains offices and staff in New
York, Washington, D.C., the Pacific North-
west, the Southwest, Rocky Mountain states,
the Midwest, Alaska, and many places in Cali-
fornia. In addition, the Club’s first chapter
outside the United States was recently formed
in Western Canada. Why a Canadian chapter?
The answer is simple: conservation knows no
boundaries.

While much has been done to ensure that wild-
lands will not vanish completely from our lives,




too little has actually been saved. Man’s rising
tide everywhere threatens to engulf remaining
unprotected islands and the quality of his life
correspondingly diminishes.

Protected areas must now be expanded, while
it is still possible. We need more national and
provincial parks, wilderness areas, wild and
scenicrivers, natural areas, and wildlife refuges;
endangered species must be protected, estu-
aries safeguarded, scenic shorelines conserved,
and open space reserved around our cities.

The environment of our cities desperately
needs help: we must be more effective in com-
bating air and water pollution and the preva-
lence of chemical contaminants, noise, con-
gestion, and blight. Technology must be chal-
lenged to do a better job in managing the part
of the planet it has already claimed.

What the Club Offers:

In addition to the Bulletin, each chapter and
many groups put out their own newsletter.
And numerous books are published by the club
which are available at discount to members.
(Send for a catalog if you wish further infor-
mation on Club publications.)

Educational opportunities are provided through
talks, films and exhibits, and conferences are
scheduled by chapters, groups, and club com-
mittees. Recently several pilot inner city pro-
grams have been established to help increase
environmental awareness within our -cities.
And an outing program is designed to both
keep you in touch with what needs to be safe-
guarded, and to enable you to better and more
wisely enjoy what has already been preserved.

Most important is the conservation work car-
ried on by the club. In addition to an adminis-
trative staff, the club maintains a fulltime
contingent of researchers, lobbyists, and attor-
neys in eight regional offices to carry on the
battle daily. Ultimately, however, the club is
dependent upon its membership. It is up to the
individual member to initiate and follow
through on specific issues. You can be as active
as you want—our conservation campaigns need
all the help they can get. We value your mem-
bership alone, however, because it shows you
care, and it allows us to carry our message to
more people.

The Future

In the recent past the Sierra Club has played
key roles in: getting DDT banned, persuading
Congress to drop the SST, stopping poisoning
of predators, extending Everglades National
Park, setting aside lands of national value in
Alaska, forestalling the destruction of unpro-
tected wilderness areas, and most recently,
creation of parks in the Gateway area in New
York and the Golden Gate area in California.

Now the club is campaigning to prohibit land
destruction via stripmining, to obtain federal
legislation regulating power plant siting, to
protect coastal resources, and to reform public
land laws, particularly the Mining Act. The
Sierra Club will continue to work affirmatively
with other conservation organizations at local,
regional, national, and international levels to
obtain a healthful environment for all and to
support beneficial change. Our motto is: “Not
blind opposition to progress, but opposition to
blind progress.”

All of these endeavors are costly, and it is pri-
marily the dues members pay and the contri-
butions they make which provide the funds
necessary to continue. The administration of a
membership organization the size of the Sierra
Club is costly. The average cost of providing
member services and meeting the Club’s over-
head is $7.23 per member. (This figure also
includes the Bulletin subscription.) Moreover,
five percent of the Club’s 140,000 members
change their address each month. At this rate,
70,000 changes are entered every 10 months at
a cost of close to 20 cents per change. Part of
this expense is due to frequent misunderstand-
ings between the postal service and the mem-
ber himself regarding the member’s new ad-
dress, often causing several address changes
for a single move. (One way you can help is to
notify us 6 weeks in advance of address
changes.)

The Club is continually working to reduce
costs and we are meeting with success, but the
need for income grows as the cost of defending
our environment from accumulating threats
multiplies. We hope that we can count on your
continuing support, and that you will endeavor
to enlist others as members when the oppor-
tunity arises. The strength of our membership
is the strength of the Sierra Club.




Washington Report

Supergovernment?

W. Lroyp TuPLING

Any doubts about who is in charge here
n the nation's capital were dispelled early
in January by White House action. Presi-
dent Richard Nixon made crystal clear his
intention to turn the show his own way—
desires of the Democratic Congress not-
withstanding — by concentrating govern-
ment control in the executive office building.

The decision to tighten presidential con-
trol was shown in related moves. He created
a supercabinet along the lines of his 1970
proposals to Congress for government re-
organization, dispersed key White House
aides as replacements for executives ousted
from top departmental posts, and broad-
ened the authority of his high-ranking staff
members. Nixon's sweeping changes were
reminiscent of the power grasped by Frank-
lin Roosevelt in the first 100 days of his
long regime.

Under the supercabinet alignment, nat-
ural resources policy will be directed by
Agriculture Secretary Earl L. Butz, who was
confirmed a little more than a year ago by a
close Senate vote, 51 to 44. Dr. Butz's juris-
diction will extend over forest, land and
mineral resources, environmental protec-
tion, outdoor recreation, navigation and
reclamation projects, parks, and wildlife, in
addition to his agriculture duties. The Presi-
dent has accomplished by fiat what he was
unable to do through legislation. For all
practical purposes, the new authority given
to Mr. Butz creates a de facto department
of natural resources, because one man is
now apparently in charge of two historically
separate departments.

Mr. Nixon further cemented the reorgan-
ization by naming his environmental ad-
visor, John Whitaker, as Under Secretary of
the Interior, and announcing the “return to
private life” of Interior Secretary Rogers
Morton's assistant secretaries for water and
power, public lands, and minerals.

Of Morton’s long-time associates, only
Assistant Secretary for Parks and Wildlife,
Nathaniel Reed, survived the house clean-
ing. If Senator George McGovern had won
the presidential election, it is doubtful the
turnover in Interior’s top echelon would
have been more complete.

Expansion of Secretary Butz’s authority
increased speculation that Interior Secretary
Morton would depart the Administration,
perhaps opening the way for elevation of
Whitaker to the secretaryship, so as to
facilitate coordination on natural resources
matters.

Selection of Butz rather than Morton
puzzled many Washington observers. Dur-

ing the election campaign, Morton covered
the nation on behalf of the President, ex-
tolling his proposal to bring together related
agencies in a new Department of Natural
Resources. Apparently, Morton'sreluctance
to fully acquiesce to the desires of corporate
interests in administering Interior programs
counted against him,

How the reorganization under Secretary
Butz will set with members of Congress was
unclear at this writing. Mr. Nixon's move
clearly circumvented the wishes of Con-
gress, which turned a cold shoulder to his
reorganization plan. Moreover, the action
obscured the usual channels for determin-
ing the Administration’s position on legisla-
tive proposals. Morton would ordinarily be
looked to for views on a new national park
proposal, but this may no longer be the case.

Capital News

During his confirmation hearings in 1971,
Secretary Butz was questioned at length
about his agribusiness affiliations. He had
been a member of the boards of directors of
Ralston-Purina Co., International Minerals
and Chemical Corporation, Stokely-Van
Camp, Inc., and J. 1. Case and Company.
He had made scores of speeches for the
General Motors Foundation, all during the
time he was a dean of continuing education
at Purdue University.

One Washington columnist described ele-
vation of Dr. Butz to the super post as “an
astounding choice,”” But no one who fol-
lowed the election campaign, its financing,
and the returns on November 8th should
have been surprised. Mr. Nixon won a land-
slide victory. He does not have to concern
himself with election to public office in the
future. In some ways, he is freer of restraints
than at any time in his past. In the next four
years, he intends to implement plans artic-
ulated over a long career, If some of his
political supporters benefit in the process,
then that 1s to be expected. That is the way
the game 1s played here. Many people might
not like it. However, victors do win.

EPA Chief Ruckelshaus Suggests
Gas Rationing for Los Angeles

The Environmental Protection Agency
formally proposed an 80 percent cut in car
travel in the Los Angeles basin accom-
plished by gasoline rationing as the only
certain way to meet federal air quality
standards by the 1977 deadline—the most
far-reaching proposal to emerge from two
years of implementation of the Clean Air
Act of 1970, Resulting from a federal court
order, the proposal was subject to change
by public hearings. Ruckelshaus indicated
he did not expect such a measure to be put
into effect. He said if the federal require-
ments proved impossibly stringent, people
could resort to ‘‘the political process.”
Other states had until February 15 to file
transportation strategies necessary to meet
Clean Air Act requirements,

In Detroit, Ford and Chrysler kept up
their attacks on the Clean Air Act, Chrysler
President John Riccardo called for suspen-
sion of the 1975-1976 standards enacted by
Congress and transfer of authority for
establishing new standards to the Environ-
mental Protection Agency. Riccardo urged
suppliers to make their concern known to
Congress, and contended that proposed
California emission standards would add
only about $170 per car, as opposed to $350
to $3500 if federal standards were met.

Meanwhile, EPA deferred final action on

lead-free gasoline. It issued a decision re-
quiring lead-free gasoline to be available
in service stations by mid-1974, but held up
for 60 days final action on other proposals
to lower the quantity of lead in all gasoline
by 1975. EPA Administrator Ruckelshaus
said the waiting period was provided so the
agency can receive comments on the wide
differences of opinion over health effects of
lead emissions,

Forest Service
proposes 235 wilderness
study areas

“It’s far from being enough, but it's some-
thing we didn’t have before,” said Sierra
Club Executive Director Michael Mc-
Closkey after Agriculture Secretary Butz
announced that 11 million acres of roadless
national forest land—235 areas—would be
studied as possible additions to the Na-
tional Wilderness Preservation System
starting next year. Butz had announced
that an environmental impact statement
describing the 235 areas was delivered to
the Council on Environmental Quality and
would be subject to public comment and
suggestion for 90 days, after which the final
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Editorial
Conservation in one world

HE VIGOR AND SKILL of our international committees have enabled us to expand

Sierra Club influence at the same time that governments are recognizing that environ-
mental problems are international and, perhaps, apolitical. Our invitation to represent part
of the private sector in negotiations with Russia for pooling environmental efforts illus-
trates both trends, and gave us the bonus of opportunities for insights and perspective.

When Marshall Goldman said that the USSR was having environmental problems
similar to our “capitalistic™ ones, his words were met with retorts from Soviet govern-
mental officials as indignant as those which here met my first editorial on corporate re-
sponsibility. They contended that communism was in a much better position because the
“interests of enterprises do not run counter to the interests of society but are subordinated
to them.” Quere?

Interestingly, the environmental movement began in Russia. as in the United States,
with controversy over a great natural wonder. Conservationists took up arms over the
proposal to build a pulp mill near Lake Baikal which would drain pollutants into this lake
of hitherto crystal pure water. Also, as with us, concepts expanded. By 1969 the controlled
Soviet press was quoting Boris Bogdanov, head of the natural resources department of the
Ministry of Agriculture, in an elogueat condemnation of the pollution of rivers, the im-
pairment of natural preserves and hunting grounds, the erosion of agricultural lands from
wind and water, the oil slicks in and around the Caspian Sea, the ravaging of productive
land by industrial sprawl and strip mining, the unrestored forests destroved by logging, and
the contamination of subsurface waters by sewage. By 1970, Brezhnev, himself, was saying
“the thrifty and zealous use of natural resources, concern for all land, forests, rivers and
pure air and for our vegetation and animal world . . . represent a very vital communist
worry."”

In 1970, the government announced a comprehensive legislative program to preserve
water, prevent pollution, and curb the threats to Lake Baikal. The production of DDT was
banned, duck hunting was canceled, and an 800 million ruble project was undertaken to
protect the remaining recreational and scenic values of Lake Savan in Armenia from the
results of draining water for hydroelectric plants.

The subsequent ups and downs of Soviet environmental efforts were characterized by in-
creasingly stringent legislation, a coupling of party with governmental decrees—and further
statements of faith in the system. The latest edicts, circa March 1972, decreed the elimina-
tion of water pollution on the Volga and Ural Rivers by 1980. A drift from doctrine may be
signified by the separation of the functions of promotion and enforcement through creating
a Committee of the People to watchdog progress. (Lessons for AEC and FPC!)

In spite of the expenditures of substantial sums in furtherance of these legislative policies
in Russia, and claims of similar efforts by private industry in the US, they still have their
Caspian Sea and we our Erie; they their Magnitogorsk and we our Los Angeles; and both
of us, our strip mines. In each country the ascendancy of industrial expansion over con-
servation lingers.

This was the stage for our visit to Moscow, which resulted in the execution of documents
that the International Institute for Environmental Affairs described as what “may be the
most remarkable agreement ever signed between the superpowers, opening long-closed
doors and promising a degree of cooperation normally undertaken only by the closest of
allies. . .."

The atmosphere of the meetings in Moscow and the expedition with which understand-
ings were reached were promising, The open exchange of information called for by the
agreements can benefit the technologies of both nations, However, as Dr, lgor Petryznov
has said. “Technologies of avoidance may be available but it is also a matter of readiness
and desire to apply them in practice.”

In the United States, as in the USSR, there has occurred an appreciable change in the
mental set of the public and of members of the governments in a very brief period of time.
Nevertheless, the process of changing priorities so that environmental considerations pre-
empt economic ones demands continuing pressure, because this process of revising priori-
ties may test the resilience and adaptability of both forms of political and economic
structures.

Raymond J. Sherwin, President.
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list of new study areas would be drawn up.

“At first glance,” McCloskey said, “we
were encouraged. At second glance, it was
not all it seemed.” Included in the 235 areas
were 51 primitive area additions and other
areas mandated by Congress. “Despite the
statistical smoke screen.” McCloskey said,
“there appears to be little overall change in
the Forest Service recommendations of last
spring. In California, in fact, it was a net
setback.”

Is the Concorde’s
racket all right?

The British-French supersonic transport
Concorde won't be banned from US air-
ports, President Nixon is reported to have
written British Prime Minister Edward
Heath and French President Georges Pom-
pidou. Nixon reportedly assured the two
leaders that to the extent his administration
has control, it would “assure equitable
treatment for the Concorde,” and that the
fleet noise rule to be issued by the Federal
Aviation Administration “will be in a form
so as o make it inapplicable to the Con-
corde.”

Concurrently, the Sierra Club wrote
Senator William Proxmire, chairman of the
joint economic committee, that the Club
supports a pending FAA regulation pro-
hibiting civil aircraft from flying over the
US at supersonic speeds. The Club con-
tended that environmental protection and
public health require a reduced maximum
noise level of ten equivalent perceived noise
decibels (PNdB) for both subsonic and
supersonic planes. Maximum level for sub-
sonic planes 1s now 108 PNdB.

Earlier, French aviation officials were
quietly lobbying in Washington to try to
make sure the Concorde could land at US
airporis. At the same time, Nixon Adminis-
tration witnesses invited to testify at joint
economic committee hearings on plans for
possible revival of US supersonic transport
subsidy programs failed to appear, and
Chairman Proxmire wondered aloud,"*What
is the Administration trying to hide?"”

Club urges impact
statement on sewage
treatment cut

Environmental impact studies should have
been made before the federal government
announced it would save money by alloting
states only 45 percent of the $11 billion
authorized by Congress for sewage plant
building through June, 1974, the Club
charged in a letter to Environmental Pro-
tection Agency Administrator William
Ruckelshaus. The federal aid cut “will
seriously retard the renewed national effort



to improve waler quality,” Club Executive
Director Michael McCloskey wrote Ruck-
elshaus. The Club said it might sue Ruckels-
haus if he didn’t quickly announce plans
to comply with the National Environ-
mental Policy Act of 1969, which requires
major federal decisions having possible
greatl environmental impact 1o be preceded
by a detailed statement of their unavoidable
adverse effects and possible appropriate
alternatives to them, Predominance of the
cost cutting motive doesn’t exempt a de-
cision from NEPA requirements, McClos-
key wrote, but instead reinforces the need
for a statement on what environmental
progress may be given up to save money.

“When presented with all the facts,” the
letter said, “Congress. the President, or
even your agency may well decide that the
price of continued environmental deteriora-
tion is simply too high a price to pay for a
modest improvement in the federal bud-
getary picture.”

Interior’s geothermal
regulations inadequate

The Interior Department’s revised regula-
tions on geothermal leasing and operating
are “still seriously deficient in the same
respects as originally noted,” the Club told
the department. The Geothermal Steam
Act of 1970 authorized the Interior Depart-
ment to facilitate and supervise the ex-
ploration, development and production of
federally owned geothermal resources—
which may eventually affect areas of several
million acres. Large areas of public land in
the western states may soon be leased to
private corporations for geothermal pro-
duction of electricity.

The Club charged that the revised regu-
lations failed to provide public and en-
vironmental protection, didn’t satisfy the
National Environmental Policy Act, and
failed to provide for public participation in
deciding when and where geothermal oper-
ations might be allowed on public lands.

AEC holds nuclear
fuel cycle hearings

To answer the question of whether nuclear
fuel cycle questions should all be handled
alike by the Atomic Energy Commission
or raised separately in local interventions,
the Atomic Energy Commission is holding
legislative rulemaking hearings this month
(February). The hearings deal with such
parts of the fuel cycle as mining uranium
ore, milling and refining the ore, enrich-
ment by gaseous diffusion, fabrication of
nuclear reactor fuel, management of high
and low level radioactive wastes, including
long-term waste storage, and transporta-
tion of material. An environmental survey
of the nuclear fuel cycle, describing the

effect of each stage of the cycle for a model
1,000-megawatt nuclear reactor, can be ob-
tained from the Deputy Director for Fuels
and Materials, Directorate of Licensing,
US Atomic Energy Commission, Washing-
ton, D.C. 20545.

Butz tapped as natural
resources superchief

Expanding the authority of three Cabinet
members to achieve objectives of the execu-
tive reorganization he proposed in 1970,
President Nixon announced that in addition
to his agriculture duties Agriculture Secre-
tary Earl Butz would have jurisdiction over
natural resources policy, including land use,

News View

water projects, mineral development, en-
vironmental protection, outdoor recreation,
forestry, parks, and wildlife resources.

Somewhat diminished was the influence
of Cabinet members such as Interior Secre-
tary Rogers Morton, who previously had
jurisdiction over areas now coordinated by
Dr. Butz, who was confirmed as Agriculture
Secretary by a narrow 51-44 Senate vote
after opponents criticized his ties to cor-
porate agribusiness.

William Ruckelshaus, head of the En-
vironmental Protection Agency, announced
he would remain during President Nixon's
second term because the President wants to
maintain a “strong, independent” agency
to enforce air and water pollution abate-
ment laws.

But Nixon's housecleaning sent four men
in Interior’s top echelon into a “‘return to
private life.” They were James R. Smith,
assistant secretary for water and power,
Hollis M. Dole, assistant secretary for
minerals, Mitchell Melich, solicitor, and
Ellis Armstrong, commissioner of reclama-
tion.

Census Bureau sees
slower growth ahead

New population growth projections were
1ssued by the Census Bureau showing a US
population of 250 million to 300 mullion
in the year 2000—some 20 million lower
than previous forecasts. The projections
were based on a sharp decline in the birth
rate to 2,040 children per 1,000 women,
compared with the postwar high of 3,770
children per 1,000 mothers in 1957. But
despite the trend to smaller families, zero
population growth won't be achieved until
about 2050, the bureau said.

Club Directors Call for End to
Energy Industry Subsidies

The Sierra Club’s board of directors
adopted as Club policy a package of energy
economics reforms calling for rapidly phas-
ing out of all economic subsidies to energy
industries.

Such subsidies, the directors said, include
depletion allowances on oil and other ex-
tracted energy resources, which should be
replaced by allowing companies to re-
cover only amortized investment costs. The
Club also said the government should
phase out the favorable tax treatment on
imported oil in which royalty payments
made to foreign governments are deducted
from US taxes.

“Current and past economic policies

with regard to energy are a major cause of
the problems we face with respect to en-
vironmental impact and energy supply and
demand,” the policy statement says. **New
economic policies can be a major factor in
bringing about a more rational and less
environmentally destructive pattern of
energy development and use.”

“The Sierra Club believes that the prices
of all forms of energy should cover energy’s
true costs,” the directors said. “This will
favor those energy sources which have min-
imum environmental impact while penaliz-
ing those with the most serious impact. It
should also blunt the growth of energy
demand.”
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Other subsidies the directors recommend
phasing out include the tanker subsidy
program, and the subsidization of hydro-
electric projects “*by means of specious
calculations of recreational and flood con-
trol benefits and the use of a discount rate
less than the opportunity cost of capital.”

The directors also said pollution should
be taxed with taxes high enough to curb it
and to pay for all direct and indirect costs
of pollution to society.

“The industry, and ultimately the user,
should be required to pay for the costs of
pollution abatement and adherence to
strict regulations to protect the health and
safety of workers,” including full compen-
sation to victims of job-associated injuries
and diseases, such as the victims of black
lung disease. The Club said rate structures
should be changed to make sure that energy
is priced at its full marginal cost—the cost
of bringing in new energy supplies. Higher
rates should be charged during peak de-
mand periods to cover the higher costs of
providing energy at such times, the Club

said. “Rate discrimination which results in
large users paying less than the full costs of
providing new capacity and energy must
be prohibited.”

Possibility of windfall profits for energy
companies from such reforms should be
eliminated by imposing an energy tax to
divert surplus revenue to the government.
After energy subsidies are phased out, the
directors said, severance taxes should be
imposed on the extraction of nonrenewable
energy resources.

Also, the directors said, the fuel import
quota system should be terminated and re-
placed by a tariff system *‘if some system
for reducing fuel imports is considered
important for reasons of national policy.”

Revenues from the new energy taxes
should be spent on government programs
to develop less wasteful and environ-
mentally damaging ways of producing and
using energy, Lo pay for surface restoration
of old mine workings, and to cover the
costs of monitoring and regulating health,
safety, and environmental impact.

Down East, where we build Herman boots, most things are made a little better. Partly
it's pride in craftsmanship. But mostly, because things up here have to be made a
little better. That's why we build Herman Mountaineers out of the best materials we can
find. Tough, green pebble-grain full grain rawhide vamps and quarters for long wear.
Soft full grain green leather shafts and tongue for suppleness.
Ensolite® insulation for warmth, Even at —20°. Tan full grain
cowhide lining . . . right down to the cushioned insole. And once
the upper is built, we lock it to the surest footing you'll find:
The Vibram® sole and heel. 8” Boot in green rawhide, #7197.
Mountain shoe in green rawhide, #4606. Vibram sole and heel.
When you're looking for the best, hunt up a pair of Hermans.

J. M. HERMAN SHOE COMPANY, DEPT. 34, MILLIS, MASS. 02054

SINCE 1879 tlhd like to l;y a pair of Survivors for myself. Send me your catalog and
e name of my nearest Herman dealer, 5C-MB-3-2
Name = e
Address -
City _ el State Zip =
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The directors said special effort should
be made to ensure that poor people don't
suffer from the generally higher energy
prices which would result *“from having the
user of energy pay energy’s true costs.”

The Club said it expected its proposed
reforms to fall heavier on large users of
electricity than on the poor. “However,
until our society devises an effective pro-
gram to address the economic needs of the
poor,” the directors said, *‘special provision
must be built into the energy rate structure
to assure all domestic users a minimum
quantity of energy to meet basic needs at
rates that will not adversely affect the
poor.”

Judge holds mining
not fit for wilderness

Since mineral exploration and development
are inherently incompatible with wilderness
values, a federal judge held that the federal
government can and must exercise its
zoning powers to exclude mining in the
Boundary Waters Canoe Area in northern
Minnesota, whose approximately one mil-
lion acres comprise one of the country's
largest designated wilderness areas. The
permanent injunction issued by the judge
closed one of the nation’s longest pending
environmental lawsuits. Applauding the
decision, environmentalists geared up for a
major effort to defend the North Country’s
famed canoe waters not only from mining,
but also from logging and snowmobiling.

Court requires impact
statement for supertankers

The Commerce Department’s Maritime
Administration agreed to provide environ-
mental impact statements on oil tankers
built in the federally subsidized shipbuild-
ing program, under terms of settlement of a
suit brought by environmentalists, The
Environmental Defense Fund, National
Parks and Conservation Association, and
National Resources Defense Council
claimed the government failed to comply
with the National Environmental Policy
Act, and asked that subsidies for tanker
construction be halted. The new settlement
stipulates that hearings will be held in May
on resubmitted applications for ten vessels.
New subsidy applications must include al-
ternative major design changes, including
double hulls, double bottoms and smaller
tanks.

More pipelines for
Alaska and Canada

Investigation of a possible pipeline-tanker
natural gas route from Alaska to the Pacific
Coast was announced by El Paso Natural
Gas officials. At the same time Canadian



Arctic Gas revealed that pipeline deliveries
from Canada's MacKenzie Delta region
and Alaska’s North Slope were needed to
fill Canadian and midwestern US needs. El
Paso said an $11-million feasibility study
was underway on its proposed line, which
would parallel the long-delayed hot oil pipe
across Alaska to Valdez. Gas would be
liquefied at the Alaskan seaport for ship-
ment in cryogenic tankers. The 23-firm
Canadian group, which says it has spent
$25 million on economic, engineering, and
environmental studies, expects to file con-
struction permit applications in mid-1973
with US and Canadian regulatory author-
ities.

Interior finds plants
may damage Four Corners

Coal-burning powerplants in the South-
west's Four Corners area may increase
widespread air pollution and other en-
vironmental damage, according to an In-
terior Department environmental impact
statement. The report suggested the federal
government intervene to keep plants from
being built too close together, and thus
minimize violation of state clean air stand-
ards. Meanwhile, another report said re-
moval of sulphur from power plant stack
gases was technologically feasible in com-
mercial-size installations. The report, pre-
pared by the Environmental Protection
Agency, the Commerce Department, the
Federal Power Commission and White
House staff members, said the electric util-
ity industry 1s far behind in installing
sulphur scrubbers.

shores and associated canyons,

The $300-million pricetag for the
proposed 100,000-acre urban park is
staggering to be sure, but the cost of
preserving the Santa Monica Moun-
tains to the ten million residents of the
Los Angeles area and eight million
annual visitors is only about $17 per
person. Few could deny they would be
getting one of the world's great bar-
gains.

Santa Monica (continued)

for as little as $300 per acre, the beach-
front pricetag at Malibu sizzles up to
$3,000 per front foot. Using the Bu-
reau of Outdoor Recreation’s modest
$3,000-per-acre figure, acquisition of
100,000 mountain and seashore acres
today would cost $300 million, and
the longer action is postponed, the
higher the price will be.

Therefore, Tunney has proposed a
system of acquisition priorities, con-
sidering first those sites that have
unique “‘scenic, recreational or open-
space value.” These include the Point
Mugu-Pacific View-Boney Mountain-
Hidden Valley complex; Zuma, Tran-
cas and North Ramirez canyons;
Malibu Canyon and Century Ranch;
Cold, Tuna and Santa Maria canyons;
areas north and west of Will Rogers
State Park; Caballero Creek; the 55-
mile, winding Mulholland Highway
(for development as a scenic corridor
the length of the range); and sea-

SIERRA CLUB ELECTION

Each year, the annual national election
of the Club is on the second Saturday of
April as prescribed in the By-laws., On
April 14, 1973, five directorships will be
at issue, A ballot, information brochure,
and return envelope (not postage-paid)
will be mailed by March 9 to each eligible
member. Those packets for members
living outside the 48 contiguous states
will be sent airmail. With the exception
of Junior members (under 15), all those
listed in the Club records as members in
good standing as of January 31 (about
140,000) will be eligible to vote.

The nine candidates for Directors are,
in order of appearance on the ballot:
Kent Gill, Dwight Steele, Edgar Way-
burn, Bruce Collier, Vicki Mattox,
Theodore Snyder, Jr., George W. Pring,
Ted Schultz, Holway Jones. Members
should vote for not more than five
candidates.

The information brochure will contain
a statement from each candidate regard-
ing pertinent background and his or her
views as to the direction the Club should
take, together with a picture.

If you do not receive a ballot by mid-
March, or you mismark it, do this:
Write a note of explanation to the fol-
lowing, and enclose the voided or
mutilated ballot if you have it: CHAIR-
MAN, JUDGES OF ELECTION, Sierra Club,
Department E, 1050 Mills Tower, San
Francisco, Calif. 94104. If addressed any
other way it will get delayed attention.
After appropriate checking, an attempt
will be made to send you a replacement
ballot in time for it to be returned by the
date of the election. This procedure is
under the control of the Judges of Elec-
tion. Ballots are to be mailed back to
Elections Committee, Post Office Box
12975, Oakland, Calif. 94604, They will
not be opened until the time for counting.

The prepunched holes at the bottom
of the ballot card will indicate to the
computer that the ballot comes from a
member eligible to vote. However, the
unique, random number bears no rela-
tion to a particular member or member-
ship number. Thus secrecy of voting is
assured.

Lewis F. Clark
Chairman, Judges of Election

a brand-new
way to learn

about getting along
away from civilization

OUTDOOR
SURVIVAL

a about
wilderness skills

for indoors anywhere—the all-family
pastime challenge that teaches out-
door basics as it's played

Dozens of real-life situations are in
the five basic games—LOST, SUR-
VIVAL, SEARCH, RESCUE, PURSUE
—in this one big game. For 2, 3, or 4
players or teams, it sharpens what-
ever skills anyone may have or pin-
points tips to be remembered if
needed while outdoors. Large, fold-
out game board represents 13,200
square miles of woods, rough terrain,
mountains, plains, rivers, and lakes.
Full scenario cards for each of the five
basic games allow player adaptation
limited only to depth of imagination.
Includes 24-page Outdoor Survival
primer of the latest technigues for
staying alive in the woods, for brows-
ing before or after playing and cer-
tainly before any planned wilderness
trip. Perfect gift for anyone who
ventures into any away-from-the-city
place $10.00
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Regional Reps Report

Rockies

Green Water for New Pollution

LaNEy HICKS

Use it or lose it is the name of the water
game in Wyoming—und the Green River,
headwaters of the Colorado, is up for grabs.

The 1922 Colorado River Compact, the
1945 Mexican Water Treaty, and the 1948
Upper Colorado River Compact are the
guiding and limiting factors for water plan-
ners. Insulated in their engineering offices,
those planners turn out report after report
comparing the various reported annual
flows of the Colorado River, calculating
how much each state can have under each
agreement and how to use that entire
amount within the agreement state.

Wyoming, like other Basin states, has
developed a fixation on hoarding its entire
portion (whatever it may be) and has be-
come almost paranoid about the possibility
of losing its share to downstream states,
should Wyoming not be able to show a need
for the water. Until a few years ago no one
was worried that Wyoming was using only
half of its apportionment, but the possibility
for industrial development of coal and oil
shale has suddenly galvanized state and
federal planners into action to “‘preserve”
the state's right to its share of water. Two
years ago the governor tried to push through
a bill authorizing state financing for two
dams on the upper Green River, but it was
defeated by concerned ranchers and en-
vironmentalists. In its place the legislature
passed a bill to conduct a feasibility and
financing study on the use of Wyoming's
Colorado River water allocations in the
Green River Basin and of excesses in other
basins of the state.

This study has just been released. Like an
earlier state water plan, it calls for a large
storage dam and transbasin diversion from
southwest to northeast Wyoming where the
state’s large coal reserves are awailing
“development.” The most significant new
recommendation is for locating water-
impoundment facilities farther downstream
than previously proposed. (This would
place the 360,000 to 460,000 acre-foot Plains
Reservoir water storage facility on Bureau
of Land Management lands, thus requiring
a full environmental study under NEPA.)

However, there's a slight catch in the
whole scheme. Wyoming's apportionment
could be much lower than the Upper Basin
Compact described, which would make
new storage facilities difficult to justify,
since existing ones could supply almost the
full share. In this case the current and future
needs of the basin would consume the total
allotment, and the Plains Reservoir would
not be needed. It only becomes feasible if
allotments are maximized and transbasin
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diversion is an assumed ohjective. But the
forward-looking experts who produced the
new plan circumvent real shortages by pro-
posing weather modification and augmenta-
tion of the Colorado River flow “to relieve
in some degree the constraints imposed by
nature.” All this is made to seem reasonable
in the report, which suggests that the na-
tion's welfare will make development of the
fossil fuel resources imperative.

Environmental considerations in the
feasibility study are limited to mentioning
certain broad effects and a lot of talk about
the benefits to be enjoyed from a new lake.
Considering that 100,000 to 300,000 acre-
feet of water might be transported from the
Green to another basin for industrial de-
velopment, suggesting a whole range of
probable environmental problems, this
coverage seems a little narrow, to say the
least. For example, the economically feasible
route for diversion would use the meander-
ing, historic, and beautiful Sweetwaler
River, and there is no way the existing river
channel could handle a doubling or tripling
of its flow without severe damage to the
environment, not 1o mention the impact on
ranches along the way.

Salinity problems also receive short shrift
in the study. A diversion of 200,000 acre-
feet is said to increase salinity by 25 to 150

Facelift for the Forest

parts per million, which is said to be minor
compared to agricultural runoff. Possible
salt-loading through leaching of soils in the
proposed reservoir area is disclaimed de-
spite evidence that irngation of similar lands
produces large quantities of salt compounds.

Evaporation from this reservoir alone
would be equal to half the amount alloted
for the Colorado River storage projects.

The proposals in this water study are in
line with other plans bent on damming,
diverting, and piping this resource to the
coal fields. If we are to believe and accept
the forecasts of water and power develop-
ment in Wyoming, then we must also accept
the degradation of the state’s air, water, and
habitats. What a farce, then, for the water
feasibility study to claim that water and
industrial development “will generate di-
rect local and statewide benefits that will be
far greater than the social costs associated
with development of the mineral resources
of the region.”

East
Service

PETER BORRELLI

“There i1s a profound difference between
public involvement as an active, participat-
ing influence and the enduring Forest
Service belief that professional objectivity
alone is enough to maintain the integrity
between sound resource management and
public need.”

There is nothing particularly revolution-
ary about such an observation, except for
the fact that it was made some months ago
by the eastern regional office of the Forest
Service in an arty little document entitled
*. .. A Little Rebellion, Now and Then.”

While conservationists are reserving
judgment about the Forest Service's pro-
fessed enlightenment, the rhetoric generated
by the Forest Service in the East may be
more than a clever ploy to parrot public
concern.

Some sign of the changing times can be
seen in the progress being made with the

new area-guide and unit-planning process.
The new management system emerged from
the Forest Service about the time of the
National Environmental Policy Act. "NEPA
penetrated the bureaucratic structure like a
whiplash. Not since women received the
vote,” reports the Forest Service, “had the
discretion of government been so thoroughly
bruised.” The two key points of the act
most injurious to the service focused on
demands for greater public involvement in
the decision-making process and for an
interdisciplinary approach to land and re-
source management., There is still some
question as to whether certain forest super-
visors and rangers have ever heard of
NEPA, but the slow fltering-down has
begun,

The new system of management was first
hinted at in a document entitled “*Frame-
work for the Future,” which outlined new
policy and objectives for the 1970's, and
later in a document entitled “System for



Management of the National Forest in the
East.”

The new approach provides for (1) mak-
ing master planning paramount, (2) making
plans responsive to the social and economic
needs of people, (3) separating the planning
und doing processes, with planning done at
higher levels by interdisciplinary teams who
prepare total plans for specific land areas,
and (4) involving the public in the planning
process itself,

It all sounds unnecessarily cybernetic
and bureaucratic, but essentially it boils
down to this: in place of management sys-
tems contrived primarily from administra-
tive boundaries and regulated through the
formulation of separate functional plans,
the new approach is based on natural bound-
aries and interdisciplinary analysis.

The Forest Service has already designated
several planning areas, each of which in-
cludes forests with similar characteristics
regardless of national forest or regional
boundaries. Thus in region nine, two forests
in New England have been included in one
planning area and eight Great Lakes forests
in another, Similarly, in the Southern
Region, such obviously related forests as
those of the coastal plain have also been

included in a single planning area. In Appa-
lachia both East Coast regions of the Forest
Service have joined together to study the
similar forests of the Appalachian chain that
lie within both jurisdictions.

With the use of interdisciplinary study
teams, the Forest Service expects to draw
up “area guides” for each of these new sub-
regions. The purpose of the guides is to
spell out in general terms the relationships
between such things as availability of re-
sources, future demands on these resources,
population trends, and other social and
economic conditions.

Each of the forests is then expected to
identify major land units within its bound-
aries and to produce specific unit plans
which meet the resource needs identified in
the area guides. To date, the area guide for
the Appalachian forests has been completed,
and guides for several areas in both regions
eight and nine are nearing completion, A
few plans for particularly controversial
units such as the boundary-waters canoe
area and the Meadow Creek unit of the
Monongahela National Forest are already
complete, but it is expected that the entire
unit-planning process will take about ten
years. The first plan embracing an entire
national forest has been completed for
Florida’s Ocala National Forest, and simi-
lar forest-wide plans are expected to precede
unit plans in many other forests.

What happened on the Ocala, one of the
most heavily used forests in the country,
reflects a long-held belief of many eastern
conservationists that the nontimber values
of the eastern national forests far exceed
their timber values. The Ocala unit-plan
seemingly accepts this premise without
question and sets about the task of planning
for a variety of scattered recreational oppor-
tunities. The plan undoubtedly can be im-
proved upon, but it suggests that on other
heavily used forests in the East, similar
commitments to preservation and public
recreation may be in the offing,

What all this means for conservationists
in the East is that the national forest system
is undergoing a face-lifting of enormous
proportions. The “*System for Management
of the National Forest in the East™ could
result in some of the substantive changes
long called for by conservationists, but
without sufficient public involvement in the
process, professional “objectivity” may
prevail. The new system provides numerous
opportunities for active involvement, and
while 1t is not clear what weight public
opinion will be given, conservationists
should begin immediately to exercise and
influence as surrogate planners.

There is a faint ghmmer of hope that the
times are changing indeed, but after mean-
dering through a maze of Forest Service
bureaucratese about this new management
system, it is clear that the eventual outcome
rests more with the public than with the
experts. One is reminded of the computer-
world adage—""Garbage in, garbage out.”
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In addition to our regular Colorado River trips in
1973, Grand Ganyon Dories will conduct small
expeditions down these wild rivers:

ring runs of five

Owyhee River, Oregon. Two
ay 14, $250 per

days each, starting May 7 and
person.

Rogue River, Just the roadless section, Grave Creek
Ioorllnhe. Three high-water trips of four days each,
starting May 21, 26, and 31, $180 or $220 per
person, depending on whether you spend nights in
camp or riverside fishing lodges. Group and youth
discounts. Free airline terminal pickup and return,
Of 1O your car.

Santiago River, Mexico's finest, wildest whitewater
stream, in gorgeous canyon. Two autumn trips, ten
days each, starting October 10 and 24, more in
November, December, January; $500 includes pre-
trip lodging.

GRAND
CANYON

DORIES

P.O.Box 5585
Stanford, California 94305

Rattlesnakes

Their Habits, Life Histories, and
Influence on Mankind
Second Edition, Revised
Laurence M. Klauber

“Everything on the subject that need
ever be said — everything that an am-
ateur or professional snake fancier or
snake dreader would ever want to
know."” —Scientific American

“The clarity and simplicity mean that
anyone who is the least bit interested
in natural history can open the book
and read with fascination almost any-
where.” —Science

223 illustrations 1588 pages

Buckram bound in two volumes $50.00
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Birdwatchers (continued)

text labeling certain legislators as
“murderers” of environmental legis-
lation, and accusing others of being
their "accomplices.” A bit heavy-
handed, to be sure, but it id get their
attention.

With a year of experience behind
them, the Birdwatchers devoted the
second year to following a larger
number of bills and getting berrter,
more extensive, and more current
press coverage of the information
theydeveloped. Many legislators again
raged against this incursion into their
sanctuary, and some went so far as to
assert that their votes were their own
private business and not the public’s.
At the end of the second year a tem-
perately worded but equally revealing
voting summary was issued as the
1971 Environmental Voting Index, which
received statewide distribution and
went through two printings at two
dollars a copy.

At the beginning of the third year,
the impossible happened—a concur-
rent resolution was introduced in the
Senate to compel both houses to record
committee votes. The conventional

Two books that
everybody
should re_a_d

PAUL BROOKS
House
Th:f Life

K
RACHEL CARSON AT wo:k
ngound 10 pe the ?_asic bo
on Rachel CaErson‘ iy TEALE

pWIN
l'.iustratad. $8.95

The famous b
Osiﬁver 4
a E’qt your pookstore

HOUGHTON MIFFLIN COMPANY
2 Park Street, Boston 02107
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wisdom held that no legislator would
ever dare to introduce such legisla-
tion, since the enmity he would receive
from his colleagues would make such
an act a clear case of political suicide,
Yet there it was, SCR4, introduced by
liberal Republican Peter Behr, fresh-
man Senator from conservation-
minded Marin County. And, with
more support than had been suspected,
SCR4 easily passed its first committee
hurdle.

While the Assembly rejected the
Senate measure, it did adopt its own
resolution, which contined points
both weaker and stronger than those
in the Senate resolution. This done,
Senator Behr dropped his concurrent
resolution and reintroduced the idea
as SR9, a resolution which applied
only to the Senate rules of operation.
An idea whose time had come, SR9
passed quickly. As a result, both legis-
lative houses now have solid, if some-
what different rules for making public
the votes taken in their committees.
These votes are published weekly in
the legislative journals of the two
houses, documents which are available
to the public,

Though the original objective of
the Legislative Birdwatchers has been
achieved, there is a good deal left to
be done. To have the committee votes
recorded and published is one thing,
but to bring this information to pablic
attention is another. Because they are
often difficult to read and have limited
circulation, the legislative journals do
not provide an adequate medium for
publicizing the commirttee votes they
contain, To better disseminate this
information, the Legislative Bird-
watchers are now restructuring their
organization to provide a reporting
service to the media and to subscrib-
ing groups. Unless the public knows
how its representatives vorte, soon
after they vote, there is no way to allow
for the kind of public response that
keeps legislators alert and responsive.
The recording of committee vortes
cannot be just a passive bookkeeping
function with the results published
annually, but must be publicized
promptly and widely so as to keep the
voters fully informed and in a position
to quickly react.

The voters in the majority of the
other 49 states apparently now live in
darkness, with scarcely a clue as to
how their state legislators vote in
committee, Birdwatcher inquiry shows
that, in addition to California, there

are currently only eight state legisla-
tures that record legislative committee
votes in any manner at all. And al-
though such votes are a matter of
public record in most of these eight
states, the record is often kept in the
files of the commirttee secretary or
printed in obscure publications that
are almost impossible to find.

In 41 of the states, then, there is
practically no usable information on
legislative committee votes, and in
eight of the other nine states such in-
formation may exist but is often dif-
ficult for individuals or citizen groups
to obtain. What is badly needed is
nationwide public pressure, not only
to have committee votes recorded but
also to develop the means to have this
information reported widely to the
voters back home in the legislators’
districts, This effort need not be
limited to environmentalists reporting
votes on environmental issues, but
could (and should) be joined with the
efforts of those supporting a host of
other public causes, The broader the
base of supporrt, the better the chances
of success. Nor should such reform
and reporting efforts be limited to
state legislatures. Legislative Bird-
watchers are badly needed to deal
with the legislative bodies of every
major city and county in the country,
bodies which produce more environ-
mental legislation than most people
seem to realize.

Inonly three years, the Birdwarchers
have achieved a good deal in working
with the California state legislature.
The same thing can also be accom-
plished in any of the other states if the
voters, particularly those living in and
around the capital city of the starte,
will band together, organize, and dig
into the job. Experience in Sacramento
has shown that dedication is far more
importantthan specifictechnical skills,
which can be acquired in the course
of doing the work. If Sacramento's
Legislative Birdwatchers, a diverse
and disparate band of housewives,
students, and retired people, can suc-
ceed in three years and with less than
$400 in actual expenditures, so can
other groups in other places. It can be
done—by the same people who have
the time and interest to read this ar-
ticle. And if they don’t do it, who will?

Bruce Kennedy, long-time Sierra Club
activist, Is an economist for the
California Department of Parks and
Recreation in Sacramento.



Wilderness Plan
for Yellowstone

GREGORY RAY

HEN YELLOWSTONIE, the first of the world’s great national

parks, was created a hundred years ago, it was dedicated to a

purpose that has been repeated over and over in the creation of
other parks in this and other lands, a single purpose that has contained
a contradiction increasingly apparent in the last two decades. The
idea was to preserve a natural environment for all people to enjoy.
This great idea, brilliantly achieved in many respects, has been
jeopardized in the last few decades by the bald fact that when too
many people come to enjoy the place and when too much is managed
for their casual convenience, the wonders we sought to preserve
become both different and less than they were in nature.

Yet while the pressure of the public, its machines, and its needs all
but overwhelm the most popular areas in Yellowstone, the genuinely
unspoiled areas are immense. Yellowstone has some two million acres
of primitive land, divided only by the existing roads, such as the
Grand Loop and the park entrance access. The National Park Service
is now considering a plan to maintain and enhance the natural aspect
of these tracts, setting them aside from the popular and developed
corridors of the park as wilderness areas, where the native flora and
fauna will exist as they did for centuries before white Americans dis-
covered the wonders of the regions and began to build roads and
lodges, overlooks and restrooms.

The idea is not to convert every inch of Yellowstone to wilderness
—which is impossible anyway—but to emphasize the wilderness
nature of the park by altering and/or removing existing facilities.
Unfortunately, buffer zones around the park, as well as land adjacent
to developed areas, would be excluded from wilderness classification,
but in all, 88 percent of the park would be designated as wilderness.

The existing road system divides the park into ten roadless areas,
of more than 10,000 acres each. These regions comprise approxi-
mately 2.2 million of the park’s total 2,221,773 acreage. The roadless
areas considered for wilderness designation vary considerably in size,
from the smallest, of 11,500 acres within the Grand Loop Road, to
the largest, of 483,000 acres in the southeastern part of the park
encompassing Yellowstone Lake, the Thorofare country, and Two
Ocean Plateau. Many of the larger roadless areas adjoin national

Back to Nature
In Our Oldest
National Park

Gregory Ray is an information
specialist for the Wyoming Fish and
Game Commission. He has written
several articles for magazines and
newspapers and has bad one-man photo
exhibits in Reno, Nevada, and
Columbus, Ohio.
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forests, thereby forming some of the
biggest blocks of primitive land in
the continental United States.

Under the wilderness plan, the ten
roadless areas within Yellowstone
Park would be formed into an equal
number of wilderness regions:

e Unit One, one of the smallest road-
less areas in the northwestern part of
the park, adjoins the Gallatin Game
Preserve, and would make up a wilder-
ness region of 10,600 acres.

e From the second roadless area of
325,000 acres, Unit Two would be
shaped into nearly 305,000 acres of
wilderness preserve. This area in-
cludes the Madison Valley and major
portions of the upper Gallatin River
and Specimen Creek drainages. Here,
interspersed with stands of pine and
spruce, some 20 peaks rise above
9,000 feet. Lying off the southeast
corner of the proposed unit is the
spectacular Gibbon Geyser Basin,

® An unbroken expanse of forest
nestled in the upper portion of the
Grand Loop forms the third proposed
wilderness unit of 122,000 acres,
which includes the Washburn Range,
Grebe Lake, and part of the Solfatara
Plateau.

@ Including the spectacular Black
Canyon of the Yellowstone and nu-
merous lakes and streams, Unit Four
contains about 85,000 acres border-
ing the Absaroka Primitive Area in
the northern reaches of the park.
Adjacent to this region is a rugged
area of nearly 50,000 acres including
five peaks over 10,000 feet.

e An extremely primitive region with
only two trails, Unit Five encompasses
418,600 acres, including the Grand
Canyon of the Yellowstone, Mirror
Plateau, and the western slope of the
Absaroka Range.

® The vast Central Plateau, covered by
lodgepole pine forest, is the home of
grizzlies, bison, and deer, and forms
the seventh proposed wilderness. En-
compassed by the southern half of the
Grand Loop connecting Old Faithful,
Yellowstone Lake and Canyon, Unit
Seven contains more than 180,000
acres of primitive lands suitable for
wilderness classification.

e Situated in the southwestern region
of Yellowstone, marked by heavy
forest and extensive volcanic phenom-
ena, Unit Eight is the second largest of
the proposed wilderness areas. It con-
tains the Madison and Pitchstone
plateaus, as well as Shoshone Lake
and the Bedhler River Basin, and is
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crossed by an extensive network of
backcountry trails connecting with
national forest trails to the south and
west.

e Thesmallestsection of the proposed
wilderness, Unit Nine lies within the
Grand Loop Road and is surrounded
on three sides by Yellowstone Lake.
® The southeastern section of Yellow-
stone bordering the South Absaroka
and Teton wilderness areas is the
most popular backpacking area of the
park. This region, combined with
adjacent wilderness lands and rugged
primitive areas, covers a total of more
than 1.5 million acres of nearly virgin
mountain country. Heart Lake, Two
Ocean Plateau, the Thorofare, and the
upper headwaters of the Snake River
make this one of the most scenic areas
in the park.

Together, the ten proposed wilder-
ness units tell the fantastic history of
the park’s geology. Precambrian gran-
ite, gneiss, and schist, ranging in age
from two to three billion years, are
found in the northern part of the park.
Examples of the Mesozoic era are
found on Yellowstone's Mt Everts,
while volcanism during the early
Tertiary, about 50 million years ago,
created the Absaroka Range on the
eastern edge of the park. Volcanic
activity during the Tertrary buried
some 27 successive forests on what is
now known as Specimen Ridge. Ev-
idence also indicates that the present-
day flora and fauna are relatively new.
Glaciers scoured the area three to four
times in the past 300,000 years, with
the most recent activity ending only
about 11,000 years ago.

Lodgepole pine has prospered in
the park and now makes up more than
three-fourths of its forest area, Engle-
mann spruce and subalpine fir grow in
the higher elevations, with whitebark
pine, Douglas fir, Limber pine, Rocky
Mountain juniper, and aspen occupy-
ing other niches throughout the park.
Mindful of the natural development of
these forests and the important part
they have played in providing a variety
of cover for the park’'s wildlife, park
officials are exploring the prospects of
introducing controlled fire as a natural
control of forest growth.

It is believed, for example, that fre-
quent wildfires in the grasslands at
lower elevations in the northern part
of Yellowstone helped keep these
areas open and free of heavy forest
growth. Lightning fires occurring on
the high forested plateaus every 30 to

100 years in the postglacial period
may explain the existence of the vast
stands of lodgepole pine and the
absence of less fire-resistant trees.

While it is thought that techniques
duplicating the end results of natural
burning might be introduced roday,
the exact methods and the feasibility
of the entire idea are still under study.
It is acknowledged in the park's wil-
derness study that “wildfire will be
controlled as necessary to prevent
‘unacceptable’ loss of wilderness val-
ues, loss of life, damage to property,
and the spread of wildfire to lands
outside the wilderness.”

Approaching fire in their destruc-
tive potential, insects might be allowed
to play a natural role in a park free of
any attempts at human control except
in areas “where protection of the
vegetative motif is of primary im-
portance.”

As in the case of insects, wildlife
species of the park may also be re-
stored to the srate of nature, and the
possibilities of reintroducing natral
predators within the northern elk-
herd range are being explored. The
begging black bear, almost synony-
mous with Yellowstone, is now being
forced back into theundeveloped areas
since the park has closed its dumps
and installed virtually bear-proof gar-
bage cans throughout the park. Al-
though there are complaints from
tourists that “they didn’t see a single
bear" after driving the entire Grand
Loop, Bill Dunmire, chief park natu-
ralist, said the idea was to transform
the black bear from a zoo-like road-
side beggar into the more reclusive
animal he once was. Realizing that
Yellowstone's ecosystem was in bal-
ance eons before western man began
tampering with the area, the park’s
master plan seeks to reestablish this
equilibrium by reducing or eliminat-
ing human influences and letting the
resource manage itself narurally when-
ever possible.

Hand in hand with this “return to
nature” philosophy of park manage-
ment is the problem of how to inte-
grate natural values with throngs of
urban-oriented sightseers. The hum of
cars pierces the wilderness as crowds
of people flock to the park each year
to see the thermal wonders that have
made Yellowstone famous. More than
two million sightseers whizzed
through the gates last year and stood
shoulder-to-shoulder to see Old Faith-
ful erupt. The pressures exerted by



this many visitors to a fragile thermal
area are hard to imagine, yet with
Yellowstone, as with all national
parks, the original intention was that
the land should be set aside for enjoy-
ment by people—even over two mil-
lion of them.

But in addition to being a "pleasur-
ing ground for people,” as outlined in
the Establishment Act of 1872, Yel-
lowstone was also set aside “'for the
preservation from injury or spolia-
tion, of all timber, mineral deposits,
natural curiosities . . . and their reten-
tion in their natural condition.”

Balancing these two demands is
difficult. As did Yosemite, Yellow-
stone is probably nearing a summer
tourist saturation point. And as at
Yosemite, park officials in Yellow-
stone are considering some drastic
changes in order to accommodate the
annual flood of visitors and yet pre-
serve the natural features of the park.

What park officials are striving for
is not only to find ways to accommo-
date ever-increasing numbers of peo-
ple, but also to help them experience
quality rather than quantity in their
tours of the park. Realizing that a
large number of tourists set destina-
tions and deadlines on the features
they want to see in a day, the master
plansuggests alternative tour methods.
The major objective of the program
will be to communicate an under-
standing of the park’s individual
features, to explain how these features
fit into Yellowstone's total ecosystem,
and in turn how this system relates to
the world.

“The challenge,” according to the
master plan, “is one of communicating
the value of 3,400 square miles of
wild land to the predominantly urban
visitor, who in recent years has be-
come increasingly insulated within his
automobile while touring the park,

and especially to the first-time visitor
who typically has allotted a minimum
amount of time for his visit. The crux
of the problem is to kindle a new

sense of environmental awareness
within the visitor, and to do so we
must get him out of his automobile.
The visitor must be made to see that if
Yellowstone’s unique wilderness es-
sence is to survive, he must be willing
to accept nature on her own terms,
rather than his own, contrived within
the framework of contemporary
ethics.” The traditional “resort com-
munity”’ concept is being abandoned
to emphasize the “wilderness expe-
rience.”

The park's master plan proposes a
system of ‘“nawral environmental
zones” which would provide an in-
troduction to the park’s wilderness.
Currently, vast areas of Yellowstone
remain largely unexplored by back-
packers. The idea behind the plan, of
course, is not to get everyone to take
up backpacking, but to instill new
values in the auto-oriented tourist.

At present, the park is using short-
range transmitters that send messages
to car radios encouraging visitors to
take advantage of the variety of nature
trails. Although such radio transmis-
sions inform park visitors to a limited
extent on the various thermal features,
the master plan advisory team realizes
such educational aids still do not
necessarily get people out of their cars.

To achieve this end, Yellowstone's
master plan proposes a series of “hos-
pitality centers” located in the gate-
way towns outside the park. Such
centers will be designed to educate
visitors on the park’s varied features
and to stimulate interest in a more in-
depth tour of the park. Itis hoped such
a system will direct the first-time visi-
tor, in particular, so that he won’t find
himself wandering aimlessly around

the 150 miles or so of park roads.

Proposed for use in conjunction
with the visitor-information centers is
a fleet of “interpretive vehicles” de-
signed to provide an introductory
park tour, as well as special tours
oriented toward such themes as pho-
tography,wildlife viewing, or geology.
The vehicles, either accompanied by a
park naturalist or equipped with some
electronic information-imparting de-
vice, would make frequent stops and
encourage park visitors to explore
the natural features on foor.

Such interpretive vehicles would
serve the dual function of informing
visitors and relieving traffic conges-
tion. With a freeway-style overpass al-
ready greeting visitors on the Old
Faithful bypass road, the park service
is trying to prevent further major
expansion or relocation of existing
roads. A variety of solutions to the
traffic problem has been suggested,
including dualizing the existing roads
to form two one-way highways, or
maintaining the present loop but
restricting it to one-way traffic. These
possibilities have been rejected as
cither unworkable or immensely cost-
ly in both money and wilderness
values. The problems encountered in
managing a finite natural resource in
such great demand are not easily
solved. Balancing human needs against
those of the natural phenomena of the
park and attempting to harmoniously
mix the two is what the master plan
for the future of Yellowstone is all
about.

“With each passing year, Yellow-
stone becomes more and more valu-
able as anisland of wilderness serenity
in the midst of a world suffering from
the pollution of air, water, and land;
from the destruction of animal and
plant life; and from overpopulation.
And as urbanization and mechaniza-
tion spread, this island will become
more and more precious—providing a
memorable glimpse of the deer and
elk, the bison and antelope, the bear
and beaver, the trumpeter swan, and
the lovely valleys, lakes, rushing
streams, and dense forest that once
covered so much of this land.

“But if Yellowstone is to survive the
next 100 years, a new equilibrinm
must be achieved—the irreplaceable
park resources must be weighed
against the human impact upon them
and a new balance struck.” (Taken
from the prologue of the Yellowstone
Park Master Plan).

27



SIERRA CLUB FINANCIAL REPORT

To the Members aof the Sierra Club
The financial position of the Club at Sep-
tember 30, 1972 showed an improvement in
net worth of $99,433 over the previous year.
Attributing to this were two unusual sources
of income, one being a major bequest.
Throughout the year ended September 30,
1972, continuous action was taken to cor-
rect the conditions which accounted for the
Club's 1971 operating loss and resulting
negative net worth. The action was success-
ful in several areas, and is still continuing.

Although the 1972 improvement was sig-
nificant, the Club did remain in a position of
negative net worth. Our fiscal aim must be
to restore the Club to a positive position,
and this is our immediate objective. As is
necessary, the operating budget adopted by
the Board of Directors for the current year
provides for a surplus that must be achieved
to strengthen the Club financially.

Reviews of actual performance against
budget will take place at appropriate levels
throughout the year in order to take what-
ever steps are required to maintain the in-
tegrity of the budget. In addition, increased
efforts are being made to improve the effi-
ciency of services and reduce operating

EXPENSES.  CuarLEs B. HuEsTis, Treasurer

Davip W. Harris, Controller

REPORT OF INDEPENDENT
ACCOUNTANTS

To the Board of Directors and
Members of the Sierra Club

In our opinion, the accompanying statements of
financial position and the related statements of
revenues and expenses and of changes in fund
balances present fairly the financial position of
the Sierra Club at September 30, 1972 and 1971,
the results of its operations and changes in fund
balances for the years then ended, in conformity
with generally accepted accounting principles
consistently applied. Our examinations of these
statements were made in accordance with gen-
erally accepted auditing standards and accord-
ingly included such tests of the accounting
records and such other auditing procedures as
we considered necessary in the circumstances,
including at September 30, 1972 and 1971, con-
firmation of marketable securities owned by di-
rect correspondence with the custodian, It was
impracticable for us to extend our examination
of contributions received from the general public
beyond accounting for amounts so recorded.
PRICE WATERHOUSE & Co.

DeceMBEr 18, 1972 )
San Francisco, California

NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
SEPTEMBER 30, 1972

Note 1—Swummary of significant accounting
palicies and chapter organizations :

The accounts of the Club are maintained gen-
erally on the accrual basis except that members’
dues, which are billed in advance, and gifts and
bequests from the general public are recorded as
revenue on a cash basis when received; land,
buildings, furniture and equipment owned by
the Club and held or operated for use by its
members, guests or the public are expensed
when purchased by the Club.

FINANCIAL STATEMENTS AND AUDITOR’S REPORT

STATEMENTS OF FINANCIAL POSITION

ASSETS:
Cash (Nore 2)

S?,(_Jrember 30

Accounts receivable, publications, less allowance
for doubtful accounts of $37,000 in 1972 and

$65,000 in 1971
Other receivables

Inventories, principally publications, at the lower of

cost (first-in, first-our) or market

Marketable securities, at cost, market value
$511,000 in 1972 and $491,000 in 1971, pledged as

security for notes payable to bank (Note 2)

Advance royalties, travel deposits and other

deferred charges

LIABILITIES:

Notes payable to bank—secured by marketable

securities (Note 3)
Other notes payable (Nore 3)
Accounts payable
Accrued salaries and other expenses

Advance travel reservations, royalties, publication

sales and other deferred revenues

NET (deficir) ASSETS

FUND BALANCES:
Unrestricted fund (deficir)
Restricted funds
Permanent fund

1972 1971
S 47161 S 16470
100,602 191,071
204,942 108,700
278,158 459,758
369,166 399,116
117,715 143,617
L6 1315052
315,690 294,609
178,000 49,322
417,293 811,670
135,687 142,715
128920 177,695
1,175590 1,476,011
(857.846)  (8157,279)
(5796,410)  ($880,571)
186,539 188,014
552,025 535278
NES,0800: bl i)

During August of 1972 the Club was notified
by the executor of an estate, of which the Club is
a beneficiary, that securities with an approxi-
mate market value of $100,000 had been desig-
nated as distributable to the Club; a contribu-
tion in that amount was recorded in fiscal vear
1972. The first distribution of securities, which
had a market value of $59,100, was received in
October 1972,

The Club’s various chapter organizations are
accounted for separately and are not included
in the accompanying financial statements except

that chapter allocations, amounting to $313,019
in 1972 and $261,059 in 1971, are included as
expenses. The combined net assets, largely cash,
of the chapters and their combined revenues and
expenses were:

1972 1971

(Unaudited)
Net assets—at year end $186,000 $188,000
Revenues—fiscal year  $492,000 $425,000
Expenses—fiscal year  $494,000 $369,000




FOR THE YEARS ENDED SEPTEMBER 30, 1972 AND 1971

STATEMENTS OF REVENUES AND EXPENSES

Year ended September 30

REVENUES: 1972 1971
Dues and admissions $1,647,912 §1.451,644
Sale of publications 622,040 676,388
Trip reservations and fees 783,391 893,090
Contributions 329914 276,218
Royalties 129,260 159,809
Life memberships 16,747 35,731
Other revenues and investment income 233,693 77,992

3,762,957 3,570,872

EXPENSES:

Salaries and employee benefits 845,281 768,830
Charter transportation and other outings costs 479,000 599,153
Qutside contract services 421,167 526,984
Cost of publications 336,477 377,496
Printing 221,090 293,582
Chapter allocations (Note 1) 313,019 261,059
Office supplies and mailing 296,871 277,691
Travel, meetings and elections 215,220 290,424
Royalties 108,888 108,529
Rent and office expenses 142,467 144,581
Photography and exhibits 12,415 38,925
Telephone 96,622 93,905
Advertising 68,973 66,193
Insurance 41,442 59,885
Interest 15.204 16,432
Provision for doubtful accounts 3,998 58,448
Other expenses 45,390 58.585

3,663,524 4,040,702

EXCESS OF REVENUES OVER EXPENSES
(expenses over revenues) $99,433 (5469,830)

STATEMENTS OF CHANGES IN FUND BALANCES

Years ended September 30, 1972 and 1971

Unrestricted Restricred Permanent

FUND BALANCE AT ~ Fund _ Funds _ Fund ~ Total

October 1, 1970 (§ 373,283) $186,287 $499,547 § 312,551
Revenues 3,533,341 1,800 35,731 3,570,872
Expenses 4040629 - P 4040702
Excess of revenues over
expenses (expenses over
revenues) (507,288) 1,727 35,731 (469,830)

FUND BALANCE AT

September 30, 1971 (880,571) 188,91_41 535,278 (157,279)
Revenues 3,745,410 800 16,747 3,762,957
Expenses 3,661,249 2,275 3,663,524
Excess of revenues over
expenses (expenses over
revenues) 84,161 (1,475) 16,747 99,433

FuUND BALANCE AT

Seprember 30, 1972 (5796,410) $186,539 §552,025 _ (857,846)

NotEe 2—Restricted cash and marketable securities:
Cash on deposit of $42,637 at September 30, 1972 and $4,162 at September 30, 1971 represents
proceeds from the sale of securities and is restricted to reinvestment in securities,

Marketable securities comprised:

September 30,

1972 1971
Cost Market Cost - Market
U.S. Government bonds § 40,020 $ 40,400 $ 40,020 $ 40,000
Corporate bonds 54,943 42,600 54,943 41,500
Preferred stock 10,000 9,100 26,269 32,600
Common stock 264,203 418,900 277,884 376,900
$369,166 $511,000 $399.116 $491,000

NoTE 3—Notes payable :
At September 30, 1972, the Club had a revolving
line of credit of $350,000 with a bank at the
bank’s prime interest rate. Subsequent to Sep-
tember 30, 1972, the line of credit was increased
to $450,000 with the interest rate remaining at
the bank’s prime rate. Borrowings are secured
by the Club's marketable securities.

The other notes payable at September 30,
1972 are unsecured and are due in fiscal year
1973 with interest at 314% and 7%.

NoTE 4—Tax status:

The Club qualifies for tax-exempt status under
Section 501 (¢) (4) of the Internal Revenue Code
as a civic organization operated exclusively for
the promotion of social welfare. Under this
section of the Code, a contribution to the Club
is not deductible for tax purposes by the donor.
Previously, the Club qualified for tax-exempt
status as an educational and scientific organiza-
tion under which contributions were deductible.
The Internal Revenue Service revoked this
exemption in 1968, The Club does not concede
the validity of the revocation; however, there
are no definite plans for legal action to contest
the revocation.

NoTE 5—Pension plan:

The Club has an insured pension plan covering
employees who have been engaged for more
than one year and are thirty years of age. Par-
ticipating employees contribute a portion of
their salary in addition to contributions by the
Club. The total pension expense for 1972 and
1971 was $5,828 and $6,298 respectively, which
includes amortization of prior service cost over
a 30-vear period. The estimated unfunded prior
service liability at that date is approximately
$16,000.

NoTE 6—Lease commitments:

The Club’s office facilities and certain account-
ing equipment are leased under agreements ex-
piring 1973-1975. These leases provide for
minimum annual rental payments of approx-
imately $90,000.

Note T—Contributions from The Sierra
Club Foundation:

The Club receives contributions from The Sierra
Club Foundation in support of programs that
are nonlegislative in nature. In addition, during
the vears ended September 30, 1972 and 1971,
the Foundation paid directly on behalf of the
Club approximately $310,000 and $240,000,
respectively, of such nonlegislative expenses;
these direct payments have not been included in
the accompanying financial statements.

Note 8—Settlement of threatened litigation:

During the vear ended September 30, 1972 liti-
gation was threatened against the Club for
claims resulting from cancellation of a data
processing service contract. This matter was
satisfactorily resolved by an agreement to pay
certain charges for services rendered to the Club.



Water Plan (continued)

water projects. What happens to the recom-
mendations will depend on the degree of
support they receive in the coming months,

Two basic themes underlie many of the
commission’s recommendations. The direct
beneficiary of a water project should be
required to pay the full cost of the project,
thus eliminating to a large degree the
federal subsidy that has been an integral
part of such activities in the past, Secondly,
the responsibility for planning and con-
struction of water projects should be
shifted from the federal government to the
states.

While the conclusions and recommenda-
tions of the commission cover the entire
spectrum of water policy-related topics,
several specific recommendations have re-
ceived the bulk of attention from developers
and environmentalists.

The report notes that “despite the more
than $8 billion that the federal government
has spent to reduce those [flood] losses, the
total loss continues to grow.” The com-
mission recommends that much more em-
phasis be placed on discouraging building
on flood plains. It suggests a drastic change
in the cost-sharing policy from the present
100 percent federal subsidy of flood-control
projects to a policy requiring the people
who are protected to assume the full project
costs. The report states that this reform
would “eliminate the unconscionable wind-
fall gains accruing to some landowners
when protection provided at no expense to
them results in large increases in the value
of their lands.”

“Subsidization of new irrigation projects
should be discontinued,” according to an-
other of the commission’srecommendations.
This was based on the finding that “there is
adequate productive capacity in the nation’s
agriculture to meet food and fiber demands

. at least until the year 2000. . . . On the
contrary, such measures as irrigation and
drainage of new lands . . . have added to the
excess productive capacity of agriculture
and have thereby contributed to the high
costs of crop support and land retirement
programs.” The commission could just not
find any justification for using tax dollars to
bring new land into production when we are
simultaneously spending taxes to buy up
agricultural surpluses.

The commission’s cost-sharing philos-
ophy also dominates their recommenda-
tions on federal navigation projects. For
existing canals and waterways, a combina-
tion of fuel taxes and user charges should
be instituted “sufficient to cover the entire
federal annual expenditure for operation
and maintenance.” In addition, they would
also require the construction costs to be
repaid on new navigation projects. This
would be a drastic departure from present
policy where the federal government as-
sumes the entire cost of navigation projects.

The commission noted that there is a
built-in conflict of interest when construc-
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tion agencies such as the Corps of Engineers,
who are promoting projects in order to
justify their continued existence, are simul-
taneously charged with evaluating the same
projects. They suggest an independent
board to review all federal water-develop-
ment proposals and to advise on their need
and feasibility,

The developers are understandably op-
posed to these recommendations, since they
would drastically reduce the size and num-
ber of federal water projects. Although
environmentalists are enthusiastic about the
recommendations in general, they find some
faults in the report.

Particularly deficient are the commis-
sion's recommendations on water pollution
which attempt to undercut the Water Pollu-
tion Control Act amendments passed by
Congress just last October over the Presi-
dent’s veto. The commission argues against
the “no discharge goal™ set for 1985 and
suggests instead that attention be given to
the assimilative capacity of streams—in
other words, the ability of a stream to
perform as a sewer. Experience with the
latter concept proved that it hindered the
cleanup of our waters, and Congress
adopted the policy of eliminating or con-
troling each individual polluter to the
maximum degree possible.

Environmentalists also disagree with the
commission’s endorsement of essentially
the present formula used to determine the
interest rates utilized in project evaluation
and repayment. This is 5.5 percent now, and
enables developers to justify many marginal
projects.

It is impossible to do justice to the entire
report in any summary. A compilation of
just the conclusions and recommendations
fills 84 pages and does not include any
background or supporting material. The
important question is what happens after
the commission sends its final report to the
President and Congress. The commission
can make recommendations. Only strong
public interest and support can transform
these recommendations into actual changes
in water policies.

The Sierra Club's 3rd Annual Conserva-
tion Education Conference, entitled *En-
vironmental Awareness” will take place
Friday, February 23 at 4:00 p.m. until
Sunday, February 25 at 1:00 p.m. at The
Asilomar Conference Grounds in Pacific
Grove, California. The price will be
$48.00, which includes room and board
at Asilomar. Participants will also be
able to earn one semester unit of credit
for an additional $7.50.

The Conference is for teachers, or
anyone who works with young people,
There will be numerous workshops in
many fields of conservation and conser-
vation education, plus several excellent
films on the topic.

Please contact Andrea Freeman at the
Sierra Club for further information.

Directory

Like the Saragoy, we have sturdy, well-
built pouches. .. except ours fit on your
back. We manufacture backpacking and
mountaineering equipment. .. our
catalog is 25 cents.

SIERRA DESIGNS, Dept. SCB-8
4th and Addison Sts., Berkeley, CA 94710

color

JOIN US HIKING AND CLIMBING
Wild flower hikes. Camera trip including
camera, film, and instruction by nationally
known photographer. August 6-17. Write
for brochure, Northwest Alpine Gg_ide Serv-

ice, Inc., P.C. Box 80041SC, <3
Seattle Wash. 98108. L
PADDLE-YOURSELF

2 DAY KINGS RIVER

WHITE-WATER TRIPS
Brochure: WEI, Dept. SC, O

1127 Rock
YAKING

Springs Hollow, c
Escondido, CA 92026

> B
S -
ALL RIVER TRIPS ARE NOT THE SAME!
Learn how to tell them apart.
Write or Call ARTA for the Facts

A 20 year tradition for quality and trip member
satisfaction on the wild rivers of the West
FAMILY & GROUP RATES.

Ame)u' caw Riven Tow A&lﬂﬁiﬂm

1016 Jackson St., Oakland, CA 94607
(415) 465-9355




the official PENTHOUSE highway
emergency

kit

the second nicest traveling companion you
can have for long-distance motoring,

Be prepared! You can’t afford to plan
your road trip without including this
deluxe quality product. Featuring essential
aids that prevent or minimize driving
mishaps. A fantastic buy at only $19.95!
Take along the Penthouse Highway
Emergency Kit and leave highway head-
aches to somebody else!

The fine-grained Texon carrying case sports a handy tote-strap and sueded
red lining. Fits snugly into trunk.

Kit includes these most-needed emergency accessories:
8’ length Booster Cables — Copper plated steel clamps with color coded
insulated handles.

Professional size Aerosol Tire Inflator — Inflates and seals flat tires instantly
with up to 25 Ibs. pressure.

Aerosol Fire Extinguisher — Effective for all types of small fires — electrical,
oil or grease.

Emergency Blinker — Held intact with suction cup base. Blinker warning
light visible for miles.

High Intensity Auto Spot Light — Plugs into standard 12 volt dashboard
cigarette lighter. Easily pinpoints road signs or destination.

909 THIRD AVE., NEW YORK, N.Y, 10022

Gas Siphon Pump — More than 6 ft. in length. For emergency conditions

PLEASE SEND ME ____ PENTHOUSE DELUXE HIGH- when your car runs out of gas.

WAY EMERGENCY KIT(S). | ENCLOSE $19.95 PLUS
$2.00 TO COVER POSTAGE & HANDLING FOR EACH
KIT ORDERED. ENCLOSED IS A CHECK OR MONEY
ORDER IN THE AMOUNT OF §

First Aid Kit — A must for driver and passengers. Contains essential items
for minor injuries.

highway emergencies.

|
|
|
{ First Aid Book — 25 pages providing important information on handling
|
|
I

IAAME = Complete Instruction Sheet — Explicit pointers for use of accessories.
ADDRESS____ S

THE OFFICIAL PENTHOUSE HIGHWAY EMERGENCY KIT
CITY STATE _ __ZIP Have One For The Road!

I R e RS 0 S T S (and don’t forget to order for friends)



By Dennis Stock. From Edge of Life: The World of the Estuary.
A Sierra Club Landform Book by Peggy Wayburn. $14.95.

Order your copy today. Sierra Club Book Order Dept., Box 7959 Rincon Annex, San Francisco, California 94120.




