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1976: A Memorable Wilderness Year 

Conservationists, hikers, fishermen, 
peak baggers, big-wall climbers, 

cross-country ramblers, canoers, 
white-water daredevils, backpackers, 
birdwatchers, naturalists, nature pho
tographers, equipment manufacturers 
and retailers, and miscellaneous wil
derness enthusiasts all have reason to 
celebrate 1976, which not only brought 
them the elections, the Olympics, and 
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STAFF REPORT 

the surface of Mars, but more acres of 
new designated wilderness than in any 
year since the passage of the Wilderness 
Act in 1964. Thirty-six new wilderness 
areas, totalling more than 2.2 million 
acres, were added to the National Wil
derness Preservation System. Fifteen 
other areas in national parks and for
ests were designated for study and 
future consideration. In addition, 

three new units were added to the 
national park system, several existing 
parks were expanded, and five rivers 
(totalling about 500 miles) were pre
served as Wild and Scenic Rivers. 
We here salute the bicentennial year 
with photographs of some of the new 
parks and wilderness areas established 
in 1976. For a complete list, turn to 
page ten. 

New mining claims were banned from Death Valley National Monument, California 



/33,910-acre Eagles Nest Wilderness 
established in Colorado 

15,000-acre Congaree National Preserve 
established in South Carolina 
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131,880-acre wilderness established in Isle Royale Naiional Park, Michigan 
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662,000-acre Hells Canyon National Recrea1ion 
Area esiablished in Oregon and Idaho; includes 
193,910 acres of wilderness 

393,000-acre Alpine Lakes Wilderness es1ablished in Washington 



3,663 acres added ro Indiana Dunes National 
lakeshore, Indiana 
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Below: 159 miles of the Missouri River in 
Montana were designa1ed Wild and Scenic 

393,000-acre Grea/ Bear Wilderness Study Area, Momana 
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New River, Norlh Carolina; 26.5 miles 
designaled as a Wild and Scenic River 

4, 170-acre Rockpile Mounlain Wilderness 
S1udy Area, Missouri 
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Bishop Pine Forest, Point Reyes National Park Wilderness Area 

Legislative Scoreboard-the 94th Congress 
INTRODUCTION 

Now that the hectic last days of the 94th Congress are over, it is possible and 
desirable to step back and review what environmentalists have accomplished 
in Congress over the past two years. We here present a summary of some of 

the more important congressional actions-and failures to act-on environmental 
bills on which the Sierra Club worked hardest. Overall, we can feel proud that our 
efforts helped to produce solid achievements in many areas of utmost interest to the 
Club. Of the twenty-two legislative priorities for the 94th Congress adopted two years 
ago by the board of directors, our Washington, D.C., staff reports favorable results 
with most of those on which Congress acted. Our setbacks were primarily failures 
to persuade Congress to act (e.g. Redwoods National Park expansion, Alaska 
National Interest Lands, strip-mining controls, Clean Air Act amendments). For 
the most part, these setbacks can be turned into victories by hard work in the 
95th Congress. 

Some of the results shown on the next pages capped many years of effort-such 
as Hells Canyon, the Toxic Substances Control Act, the BLM Organic Act. In other 
cases, we were able to capitalize on opportunities that weren't apparent even two 
years ago-the controversy over new mining in Death Valley, for example. As you 
review this summary, please take satisfaction that your membership and activity in 
the Sierra Club helped to achieve the favorable results you see. 
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L~gisla1ion 

Public Lands 

Federal Land Policy & Man
agement Act "The BLM 
Organic Act" 
Land & Water Conservation 
Fund Amendments 

National Forest Management 
Act 

Omnibus National Park 
Wilderness Act 
Omnibus Forest and Refuge 
Wilderness Act 

National Parks Mining Act 

Game Range Act 

National Park System 
Additions 
Ski Area Permit Legislation 

Alaska National Interest 
Lands 
Alaska Native Claims Settle
ment Act Amendments 

Alaska Gas Pipeline 

Alaska Petroleum Reserve #4 

Mineral King 

Redwood National Park 
Expansion 
Indiana Dunes Expansion 

Congaree Swamp National 
Preserve 

Tallgrass Prairie National 
Park 
Alpine Lakes Management 
Act 
Hells Canyon National 
Recreation Area 
Colorado Wilderness 

Mining Law Reform 
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LEGISLATIVE SCOREBOARD 
94th Congress 

Result 

Despite some compromises, a basically 
strong bill passed. 

Funding to be Lripled to $900 million by 
l 980; important for future park ex
pansion 
Achieved potentially useful improve
ments in forestry law in exchange for 
inevitable loss of court decision halting 
clearcutting 
Adds almost a million acres of national
park lands to the wilderness system 
Designates almost one million acres of 
national-forest and wildlife refuge lands 
as "instant'' or "study" wilderness 
Closes six national parks and monu
ments, including Death Valley and 
Glacier Bay, to new mining claims; im
poses new regulations on existing claims 
Provides new statutory protection for 
national game ranges 
Additions to Bandelier, Cuyahoga, 
Olympic and others 
Troublesome bill to lift 80-acre limita
tion in national Forests failed. 

Some hearings, but no action 

Settlement negotiated to resolve con
flicting claims on Admiralty Island, at 
Cook Inlet, and Aniakchak Caldera; an 
acceptable compromise 
Acceptable bill passed governing route
selection process 
Bill authorizing exploration in this 
North Slope reserve contains some pro
tection for surface values 
No action by the Congress, but local 
congressman and senior senator now 
support national park protection for 
area 
Bill introduced and oversight hearing 
held 
Achieves some, but not all, of the de
sired additions 
15,000 acres of remnant bottomland 
forest preserved; a signal victory in the 
Southeast 
No action, although National Park 
Service planning progressed 
Establishes 392,000-acre Wilderness 
Arca; a major victory for the Northwest 
New NRA includes 193,910 acres of 
new wilderness; future dams banned 
Two bills establish. 235,230-acre Flat 
Tops Wilderness and 133,910-acre 
Eagles Nest Wilderness. 
Awaits completion of action on strip
mining 

Legislation 

New River 

Energy 

Energy Policy and 
Conservation Act 

Energy Conservation and 
Production Act 

Synthetic Fuels and Oil Shale 

Oil Depletion Allowance 

Coal Slurry Pipelines 

Breeder reactor 

Price-Anderson Act 

Nuclear Exports 
Financing for Private 
Nuclear Fuel Enrichment 

OCS Lands Act Amendments 

Coastal Zone Management 
Act Amendments 

Strip Mining 
Coal Leasing 

Petroleum Reserve 

ERDA Funding 

Electric Rate Structure 
Reform 

Pollution 

Toxic Substances Control 
Act 
Clean Air Act Amendments 

Water Pollution Control Act 
Amendments 
Oil Spill Liability 
Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act 

Resu_lt 

North Carolina's New River won a last
minute reprieve from hydroelectric 
development. 

Establishes mandatory auto fuel
economy standards, appliance labeling, 
and state energy-conservation programs 
Establishes mandatory building stan
dards for energy conservation and pro
vides funding for retrofitting 
Loan guarantees for these environ
mentally damaging technologies nar
rowly defeated; other subsidies also 
defeated 
Terminated for major producers; tax 
credits for foreign royalties reduced 
Bills to grant eminent domain were 
fortunately sidetracked. 
Efforts failed to limit funding for 
Clinch River Demonstration Facility. 
This nuclear subsidy was unfortunately 
renewed. 
Weak bill defeated 
Bill we opposed narrowly defeated 

Favorable bills passed both houses and 
conference, but were recommitted at 
last minute. 
Acceptable measures passed to com
pensate coastal areas affected by off
shore energy development 
Good bills passed but were vetoed. 
Major overhaul of federal leasing pro
cedures passed over Ford veto 
Petroleum storage system enacted as 
hedge against another embargo 
Bill containing substantially increased 
funding for solar energy failed, but not 
for this reason 
Bills were introduced, but no action 
taken 

A landmark bill passed 10 protect 
public and environmental health. 
Favorable bill defining significant dete
rioration emerged from conference only 
10 be defeated by filibuster 
Amendments to weaken the act killed 
in conference 
Inadequate bill died in the House 
A major bill passed requiring haz
ardous-waste regulations and providing 
incentives for solid-waste management 
plans. Credit other groups for this 
victory. 



_ _ Legislati_· o_n _______ _ Result 

Other Issues 

United Nations Environment 
Programme 

Public Disclosure of 
Lobbying Act 

Lock and Dam 26/Waterway 
User Charges 

Marine Fisheries Conserva
tion Act 

NEPA "defense" 

Pesticides 

Tax Reform Act 

Marine Mammals Protection 
Act "defense" 

National Land Use Bill 

Railroad Revitalization Act 

Federal Aid to Highways Act 

U.S. co111ribu1ion increased to $10 
million 

Conferees failed Lo resolve differences 
between troublesome Senate bill and 
favorable House version 

Waterway-user charges and authoriza
tion for expanded lock system deleted 
from the Water Resources and Develop
ment Act 

Extends U.S. regulation of fisheries to 
200 miles, with acceptable impact on 
Law of the Sea negotiations 

Procedural questions involving delega
tion of federal NEPA responsibilities to 
stales were satisfactorily resolved. 

Most weakening amendments to federal 
pesticide law failed, but some passed. 

Permits conservation groups that take 
tax deductible contributions to do a cer
tain amount of lobbying 

Pressure 10 overturn coon decision 
protecting porpoises was successfully 
countered 
Early casualty of first session 

Sets up Conrail and provides $6 billion 
to assist railroads 

Proposals to end Highway Trust Fund 
failed 

Wilderness and National Park 
Systems Additions 

Area or Unit 

Wild and Scenic Rivers 
1. Flathead (N., Mid., and S. Forks), 

Montana 

2. Housatonic, Connecticut (designated 
a study river) 

3. Missouri, Montana 

4. New, North Carolina 

5. Obed, Tennessee 

National Forest Wilderness Areas 
1. Alpine Lakes, Washington 

2. Eagles Nest, Colorado 
3. Fitzpatrick (Glacier), Wyoming 

4. Fial Tops, Colorado 

5. Hells Canyon, Idaho-Oregon 

6. Hercules-Glades, Missouri 

7. Kaiser, California 

Acreage/MiJeage 

219 

so 
159 

26.5 
46.2 

500.7 miles 

393,000 
133,910 

191,103 
235,230 
193,840 

12,315 
22,500 

I, 181,898 acres 

Area or Unit 

National Forest Wilderness Study Areas 
1. Bell Mountain, Montana 

2. Elkhorn, Montana 

3. Great Bear, Montana 

4. Paddy Creek, Missouri 
5. Piney Creek, Missouri 

6. Rincon MounLain, Arizona 
7. Rockpile Mountain, Missouri 

8. Sheep Mountain, California 
9. Snow Mountain, California 

National Park Wilderness Areas 
1. Badlands, South Dakota 
2. Bandelicr, New Mexico 

3. Black Canyon of the Gunnison, 
Colorado 

4. Chiricahua, Arizona 
5. Great Sand Dunes, Colorado 

6. Haleakala, Hawaii 

7. Isle Royale, Michigan 

8. Joshua, California 

9. Mesa Verde, Colorado 

10. Pinnacles, California 

11. Point Reyes, California 

12. Saguaro, Arizona 

13. Shenandoah, Virginia 

Park System PotentiaJ Wilderness Areas 
1. Great Sand Dunes, Colorado 
2. Haleakala, Hawaii 

3. lsle Royale, Michigan 

4. Joshua Tree, California 

5. Pinnacles, California 

6. Point Reyes, California 

Wildlife Refuge Wilderness Areas 
1. Agassiz, Minnesota 
2. Big Lake, Arkansas 

3. Chassahowitzka, Florida 
4. Crab Orchard, lllinois 

S. Fort Niobrara, Nebraska 

6. J.N. "Ding" Darling,Florida 

7. Lacassine, Louisiana 

8. Lake Woodruff, Florida 

9. Medicine Lake, Montana 
10. Mingo, Missouri 

11. Red Rock Lakes, Montana 

12. San Juan Jslands, Washington 
13. Simeonof, Alaska 

14. Swanquarter, North Carolina 

15. Tamarac, Minnesota 

16. UL Bend, Montana 

Acreage/Mileage 

8,530 

77,346 

393,000 

6,888 

8,430 

62,930 
4,170 

52,000 

37,000 

650,294 acres 

64,250 

23,267 

11,180 

9,440 

33,450 

19,270 

131,880 

429,690 

8,100 
12,952 

25,370 

71,400 

79,579 

919,828 acres 

670 

5,500 

231 

37,550 

990 
8,003 

52,944 acres 

4,000 
2,600 

23,360 

4,050 

4,635 

2,825 

3,300 

1,146 

11,366 

8,000 
32,350 

355 
25,141 

9,000 

2,138 

20,890 

155, 156 acres 
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The Right to Write 
Some Suggestions on Writing to Your Representatives in Congress 

MORRIS K. UDALL 

We would like to 1hank Congressman Udall 
for permission to reprint /his article, which 
first appeared in the January 20, 1967 issue 
of Congressman's Report, a newsletter pre
pared for his constituents. The Editor 

S urprisingly few people ever write 
to their United States senators 
or congressional representatives. 

Perhaps ninety percent of our citizens 
live and die without ever taking pen in 
hand and expressing a single opinion to 
the people who represent them in Con
gress. This reluctance to communicate 
results from the typical and under
standable feeling that legislators have 
no time or inclination to read their 
mail, that a letter probably won't be 
answered or answered satisfactorily, 
that one letter won't make any differ
ence anyway. Based on my own exper
ience, and speaking for myself at least, 
I can state flatly that these notions are 
wrong. 

I read every letter written to me by a 
constituent. A staff member may proc
ess it initially, but it will be answered, 
and I will insist on reading it and per
sonally signing the reply. On several 
occasions, a single, thoughtful, fac
tually persuasive letter did change my 
mind or cause me to initiate a review of 
a previous judgment. Nearly every day 
my faith is renewed by one or more in
formative and helpful letters giving me 
a better understanding of the thinking 
of my constituents. 

Mail to modern-day members of 
Congress is more important than ever 
before. In the days of Clay, Calhoun, 
Webster and Lincoln, members of 
Congress lived among their constitu
ents for perhaps nine months of the 
year. Through daily contacts with con
stituencies of less than 50,000 people 
(I represent at least ten times that 
many), they could feel rather com
pletely informed about their constitu
ents' beliefs and feelings. Today, with 
the staggering problems of government 
and increasingly long sessions of Con
gress, senators and representatives 
must not only vote on many more 

Congressman Morris K. Udall (D-Ari
zona) is chairman of the House Interior 
Committee. 
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issues than early-day members, but 
rarely get to spend more than sixty days 
in their districts. Thus, their mailbags 
are their best "hot lines" to the people 
back home. 

Some Fundamentals 

• Address it properly: "Hon. __ , 
House Office Building, Washington, 
D.C. 20515," or "Senator __ , Sen
ate Office Building, Washington, 
D.C. 20510." This may seem funda
mental, but I once received a letter 
addressed like this: "Mr. Morris K. 

of the House and 100 senators, who 
cast votes for other districts and other 
states. If you happen to be acquainted 
personally with a member from, say, 
Nebraska, he or she might answer your 
letter, but there is a "congressional 
courtesy" procedure which provides 
that all letters written by residents 
of my district to other members will 
simply be referred to me for reply, and 
vice versa; 

• Be reasonably brief. Every work
ing day the mailman leaves some 150 
or more pieces of mail at my office. 

-~ ., 
E a 
~ 
~ 
~ 

-~ 
~ 
'§ .__ _____________________________ __.;;. 

Udall, U.S. Senator, Capitol Building, 
Phoenix, Arizona . . . Dear Congress
man Rhodes ... "; 

• Identify the bill or issue. About 
20,000 bills are introduced in each 
Congress; it's important to be specific. 
If you write about a bill, try to give the 
bill number or describe it by popular 
title ["BLM Organic Act," "Toxic 
Substances BiJI," etc.]; 

• The letter should be timely. Some
times a bill is. out of committee, or has 
passed the House, before a helpful let
ter arrives. Inform your representative 
while there is still time for him or her 
to take effective action; 

• Concentrate on your own delega
tion. The representative of your district 
and the senators of your state cast your 
votes in the Congress and want to know 
your views. However, some writers will 
undertake to contact all 435 members 

Tomorrow brings another batch. All of 
this mail must be answered while I am 
studying legislation, attending commit
tee meetings and participating in debate 
on the House floor. I recognize that 
many issues are complex, but your 
opinions and arguments stand a better 
chance of being read if they are stated 
as concisely as the subject matter will 
permit. It is not necessary that letters 
be typed-only that they be legible; the 
form, phraseology and grammar are 
completely unimportant. 

In the course of my years in Con
gress, I have received every kind of 
mail imaginable-the tragic, the touch
ing, the rude, the crank; insulting, per
suasive, entertaining and all the rest. 
I enjoy receiving mail, and I look for
ward to receiving it every morning; in 
fact, my staff people call me a "mail 
grabber" because I interfere with the 



orderly mail-opening procedures they 
have established. Whatever form your 
letter takes, I will welcome it, but to 
make it most helpful I would suggest 
the following "do's" and "don't's": 

Do's 

• Write your own views-not some
one else's. A personal letter is far better 
than a form letter, or signature on a 
petition. Many people will sign a peti
tion without reading it just to avoid 
offending the circulator; form letters 
are readily recognizable-they usually 
arrive in batches and usually register 
the sentiments of the person or lobby
ing group preparing the form. Form 
letters often receive form replies. Any
way, I usually know what the major 
lobbying groups are saying, but I don't 
often know of your experiences and 
observations , or what the proposed bill 

will do to and for you. A sincere, well
thought-out letter from you can help 
fill this gap; 

• Give your reasons for taking a 
stand. Statements such as "Vote against 
H.R. 100; I'm bitterly opposed" don't 
help much, but a letter which says, for 
example, " I 'm a small hardware dealer, 
and H .R. 100 will put me out of busi
ness for the following reasons ... " tells 
me a lot more. Maybe I didn't know all 
the effects of the bill, and your letter 
will help me understand what it means 

to an important segment of my con
stituency; 

• Be constructive. If a bill deals with 
a problem you admit exists, but you 
believe the bill is the wrong approach, 
tell me what the right approach is; 

• lf you have expert knowledge, 
share it with your congressional repre
sentatives. Of all the letters pouring 
into a legislator's office every morning, 
perhaps one in a hundred comes from 
a constituent who is a real expert in 
that subject. The opinions expressed in 
the others are important, and will be 
heeded, but this one is a real gold mine 
for the conscientious member. After 
all, in the next nine or ten months, 
I will have to vote on farm bills, de
fense biJls, transportation bills; space, 
health, education, housing and v~t
erans' bills, and,a host of others. I can't 
possibly be an expert in all these fields. 
Many of my constituents are experts in 
some of them. I welcome their advice 
and counsel. 

• Say "well done" when it's deserved. 
Members of Congress are human, too, 
and they appreciate an occasional 
"well done" from people who believe 
they have done the right thing. 1 know 
I do. But even if you think I went 
wrong on an issue, I would welcome a 
letter telling me you disagree. lt may 
help me on another issue later. 

Don't's 

• Don't make threats or promises. 
Members of Congress usually want to 
do the popular thing, but this is not 
their only motivation; nearly all the 
members I know want most of all to do 
what is best for the country. Occasion
ally a letter will conclude by saying, 
"If 9ou vote for this monstrous bill, 
I'll do everything in my power to defeat 
you in the next election." A writer has 
the privilege o f making such assertions, 
of course, but they rarely intimidate a 
conscientious member, and they may 
generate an adverse reaction. Members 
of Congress would rather know why 
you feel so strongly. The reasons may 
change their minds; the threat prob
ably won't; 

• Don't berate your representatives. 
You can't hope to persuade them of 
your position by calling them names. 
If you disagree with them, give reasons 
for your disagreement. Try to keep the 
dialogue open; 

• Don't pretend to wield vast politi
cal influence. Write your senators or 
representative as an individual, not as 

a self-appointed spokesperson for your 
neighborhood, community or industry. 
Unsupported claims to political influ
ence will only cast doubt upon the 
views you express; 

• Don't become a constant "pen 
pal." I don't want to discourage let
ters, but quality, rather than quantity, 
is what counts. Write again and again 
if you feel like it, but don't try to 
instruct your representative on every 
issue that comes up. And don't nag if 
his or her votes do not match your pre
cise thinking every time. Remember, a 
member of Congress has to consider 
all of his or her constituents and a ll 
points of view. Also, keep in mind that 
one of the pet peeves on Capitol Hill is 
the "pen pal" who weights the mail 
down every few days with long tomes 
on every conceivable subject; 

• Don't demand a commitment be
fore the facts are in. If you have written 
a personal letter and stated your rea
sons for a particular stand, you have a 
right to know your representative's 
present thinking on the question. But 
writers who "demand to know how 
you will vote on H. R. 100" should bear 
certain legislative realities in min d: 
( l ) On major bills there usually are two 
sides to be considered, and you may 
have heard only one; (2) The bill may 
be l 00 pages long with twenty provi
sions in addition to the one you wrote 
about, and a representative may be 
forced to vote on the bill as a whole, 
weighing the good with the bad; (3) It 
makes little sense to adopt a firm and 
unyielding position before a single wit
ness has been heard or study made of 
the bill in question; and (4) A bill rarely 
becomes law in the same form as intro
duced; it is possible that the bill you 
write about you would oppose when it 
reached the floor. The complexities of 
the legislative process and the way in 
which bills change their shapes in com
mittee is revealed by a little story from 
my own experience. One time several 
years ago, I introduced a comprehen
sive bill dealing with a number of mat
ters . I was proud of it, and I had great 
hopes for solving several perennial 
problems coming before Congress. 
However, after major confrontations 
in committee and numerous amend
ments, I found myself voting against 
the "Udall Bill." 

Your senators and representatives 
need your help in casting votes. The 
"ballot box" is not far away: it's 
painted red, white and blue and it reads 
"U.S. Mail." 
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National Water Quality 
Assessing the Mid-course Correction 

JOHN R. QUARLES 

J 
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This article is adapted from a speech deliv
ered by Mr. Quarles to the Water Pollution 
Control Federation Government Affairs 
Seminar in Washington, D.C., on April 6, 
1976. 

T he Federal Water Pollution Con
trol Act Amendments of 1972 
established an extremely compli

cated, highly ambitious program to 
clean up the nation's waters. The act 
established strict deadlines, which in 
some cases have been impossible to 
meet, and authorized a variety of spe
cific activities, some of which have not 
yet been successfully implemented. It 
laid down detailed requirements as to 
how the programs should be carried 
out, some of which have impeded prog
ress toward the act's principal goals. 

John R. Quarles is Acting Administrator 
of the Environmental Protection Agency. 
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The report of the National Commis
sion on Water Quality intensively ana
lyzes what has happened under this 
law, spotlights a great many problems 
and makes many recommendations for 
change. 

The 1972 act emphasized industrial 
and municipal "point sources" of 
water pollution, directing that regula
tory requirements on these sources be 
sharply tightened, that enforcement be 
streamlined and that the federal grant 
program for sewage treatment-plant 
construction be ambitiously expanded. 
Long strides toward these goals have 
been made. 

Today, the Environmental Protec
tion Agency (EPA) and state agencies 
have issued regulatory permits setting 
strict abatement requirements for over 
20,000 industrial plants. These permits 
have been individually drafted to re-

quire each plant to achieve "best
practicable-control" technology and 
also to comply with water-quality 
standards, and they require regular 
monitoring of discharges and public 
disclosure of these data. Eighty-nine 
percent of the major industrial dis
chargers now have final permits, and 
of these, eighty-three percent are in 
compliance with their abatement sched
ules. Permjt conditions are being care
fully monitored and vigorously en
forced . In half our states, legislation 
has been adopted to strengthen water
pollution control programs. In three 
and one-half years we have advanced 
dramatically from an earlier day when 
the prevailing standard was the vaguely 
understood catch-phrase, "secondary 
treatment or its equivalent," when en
forcement was lax and when ''slip
page" was all but universal. 



"Construction of pollution-control facilities has created in 
essence a new industry, providing many more jobs than 
were lost. . . . '' 

With respect to the municipal-con
struction grant program, the 1972 act 
called for a new three-step procedure 
for all projects and added many new 
requirements in the planning and ap
proval of new plants. EPA, state and 
local officials and others have labored 
to expand levels of construction while 
meeting all these new requirements. In 
fiscal year 1975, EPA obligated $3.6 
billion for construction of these facili
ties. This year we hope to obligate $4.5 
billion, far less than the statute called 
for, but more than twenty times the 
level provided in 1970. 

We are now seeing visible improve
ments in water quality in many critical 
waterways. In Lake Erie, the Cuyahoga 
River, the Buffalo River, the Hudson 
River, Escambia Bay, San Diego Har
bor and many other places, significant 
progress is evident. Fish are returning, 
beaches and shellfish beds are being 
reopened, the foul stench of pollution 
is disappearing and the water looks 
cleaner. 

This progress has not wreaked havoc 
in the national economy. Industrial ex
penditures for water-pollution control 
have risen markedly, though not to the 
extent that many experts predicted. 
Very few plants have been forced 
to close because of these financial 
burdens . Construction of pollution
control faciLities has created in essence 
a new industry, providing many more 
jobs than were lost, or even threatened, 
by the application of the Water Pollu
tion Control Act. 

The act called for many programs in 
addition to the two I have mentioned. 
Some have moved forward satisfac
torily; others have not. Some changes 
doubtless are needed, and in the overall 
effort, certainly, we need now to focus 
much more aggressively on nonpoint 
sources and on toxk discharges than 
we have so far. But we should not lose 
sight of this basic fact: the 1972 act has 
achieved its major objective- to get 
this country moving to control water 
pollution. We are making progress 
toward the goals of clean water Con-

gress established, goals that are clearly 
in the public interest. 

As we review the range of program 
activities called for by the statute, it is 
clear that the administrative burden on 
EPA and on state and local govern
ments exceeded their capacity to per
form within the statutory deadlines. 
This does not necessarily mean, how
ever, that such programs won't work. 
We must ask in each case whether there 
is a need for change or merely a need 
for time to complete the work. In many 
cases we simply need to be more real
istic in our expectations as to timing. 

I would now like to turn to several of 
the commission's major recommenda
tions. First, it recommended that the 
1977 deadline for industrial and munic
ipal dischargers be relaxed on a case
by-case basis. It also recommended 
that the 1977 requirements be waived 
altogether in cases where the adverse 
environmental impact would be mini
mal and costs are disproportionate to 
projected environmental benefits. 

Regarding the extension of the 1977 
deadline, while there may be a few 
exceptional cases where such action is 
warranted, extensions should not be 
granted as a matter of course. To do so 
would be tantamount to rewarding 
those who have intentionally delayed 
complying with the 1977 requirements. 
It would be totally unfair to the ma
jority of companies that have made a 
good-faith effort to meet the dead
line. Experience indicates that, in gen
eral, the 1977 deadline for industrial 
dischargers was realistic and can be 
achieved. Its integrity should be pre
served. In some cases flexibility will be 
necessary, but where extensions are 
necessary, Congress should consider 
imposing some form of economic in
centive to encourage the discharger to 
achieve compliance as rapidly as pos
sible. Such an approach is now being 
actively considered under the Clean Air 
Act, and it may be useful in the water
pollution program. 

Second, and far more serious, the 
commission recommended that the 

1977 requirements be waived altogether 
in selected cases. A cost/benefit analy
sis would be undertaken for each 
discharger who is having difficulty 
meeting the requirements and if the 
costs appear to exceed the benefits, the 
discharger should be exempted. This 
would open a Pandora's box. Congress 
specifically rejected such an approach 
in passing the 1972 amendments. The 
reason was simple: it is administra
tively impossible to measure the bene
fits of specific abatement actions by 
every individual discharger on every 
specific waterway. Therefore, Congress 
adopted a uniform, technology-linked 
standard for all industrial dischargers. 

Moreover, the proposal to exempt 
certain dischargers is, at this stage, out 
of the question. Implementation of the 
1977 requirements is already far ad
vanced. By the time such a change 
in requirements could be adopted by 
Congress and implemented, the July l, 
1977, deadline would be long past. 
Once again, the relief provided would 
be a reward to the recalcitrant and a 
penalty to those who in good faith have 
complied with the law. 

Even the prospect of Congress en
acting such a change would create a 
nightmare for EPA and the states. Such 
a provision would encourage virtually 
every discharger to hire economic con
sultants to prepare studies showing that 
the cost of meeting the 1977 standards 
exceeds the benefits for his particular 
facility. Someone, presumably EPA, 
would have to evaluate each of these 
studies. Meanwhile, no action would 
be taken to achieve compliance with 
the existing permit. This could become 
the most powerful engine yet devised 
for further delay. Once this door is 
opened, there can be only one result 
- a wholesale effort to undermine the 
1977 requirements. 

The commission's most important 
and troubLing recommendations deal 
with Phase II of the program Congress 
established in the 1972 act. The com
mission recommends that the 1983 goal 
of "fishable, swimmable" water be re-
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"The question is not whether we are able to obtain clean 
water, but whether we want to." 

tained, but suggests, in the same breath, 
that requirements needed to attain the 
goal be delayed for not less than five 
nor more than ten years after 1983. At 
the same time, the commission sug
gests that controls on toxic pollutants 
be accelerated and that a new round of 
abatement requirements on toxics be 
implemented not later than October 1, 
1980. I find these recommendations 
mutually inconsistent, undesirable and 
hopelessly impractical. 

There is little or no support in the 
staff report for the commission's pro
posal that the achievement of fishable, 
swimmable water and best available 
treatment be postponed by a decade. It 
does recommend some delay, but not 
five or ten years. Had the staff found 
that the cost of achieving the 1983 re
quirements was exorbitant, there might 
be some basis for the commission's rec
ommendation. However, in one of the 
major findings of the study, the staff 
found that the cost of complying with 
the 1983 requirements was actually 
lower than the cost of complying with 
the 1977 requirements. This suggests 
there are no insuperable economic or 
technical barriers to achieving the 1983 
requirements. 

Having recommended a substantial 
delay in the attainment date for the 
1983 requirements, the commission 
recommended a number of "interim" 
steps, which it suggested as conditions 
for approving the recommended delay. 
Basically, these amount to a periodic 
review and upgrading, where possible, 
of the 1977 requirements, particularly 
in those areas where they are inadequate 
to achieve water-quality standards. 
What this means is that dischargers 
would be encouraged to fight every ef
fort to tighten the requirements, rather 
than install better treatment technol
ogy. Also, this means that regulatory 
agencies would be saddled with a heavy 
burden of proof and forced to cross all 
the hurdles of cumbersome procedures 
for each individual case. 

We must now take a hard look at the 
proposals concerning toxics. The com
mission correctly points out that toxic 
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pollutants pose an especially great haz
ard and there have been delays in 
developing effective controls for this 
class of pollutants. The commission 
recommends that "effluent limitations 

problem with scant success ever since 
the passage of the 1972 amendments. 
The chief problem is the existing statu
tory framework. This is one place in the 
act where a major overhaul is needed, 

• ~ j 
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based on technology to eliminate the 
discharge of toxic pollutants in toxic 
concentrations into the nation's waters 
[be] implemented as soon as possible, 
but no later than October 1, 1980. '' 

There is no question that control of 
toxic pollutants is needed as soon as 
possible. EPA has struggled with this 

and the comm1ss1on apparently has 
recognized the problems in the exist
ing statutory provision, Section 307(a). 
Under current law, EPA must set na
tional toxic-effluent standards based 
partially on the existing quality of the 
waters receiving the pollutants . Be
cause of the tremendous differences 



''There is little or no support for the proposal that the 
achievement of fishable, swimmable water . .. be postponed 
by a decade.'' 

between "receiving waters" and the im
pact of toxics in the different water
ways, it has been virtually impossible 
to do so. As the commission has rec
ognized, we need technology-based 
standards for this class of pollutants. 

This is not, however, the only prob
lem with Section 307(a). The current 
provision requires that any toxic
effluent standard promulgated by the 
agency take effect within one year after 
it is published. In many cases, this is 
an impossible deadline for industry to 
meet. In addition, the current provision 
requires the administrator to hold a 
formal adjudicatory hearing with full 
rights of cross-examination prior to the 
promulgation of any effluent standard. 
These hearings drag on for months, 
further delaying the process. For all 
these reasons, Section 307(a) must be 
amended if EPA is to effectively con
trol toxic pollutants. 

Control of toxic polJutants cannot be 
disconnected from the general pr~gram 
to control industrial pollution. Indus
tries must be able to plan and carry out 
abatement programs in a predictable 
and orderly fashion. Nearly all major 
industries now have permits issued dur
ing 1974 and 1975 setting forth their 
pollution-control obligations. Those 
permits will generally expire in 1978 
and 1979. As those permits are re
newed, they will spell out the second 
round of tighter control that the law 
requires to be completed by 1983. EPA 
is now preparing to emphasize toxic 
control in that second round. We are 
beginning an ambitious effort to devel
op best-available-treatment standards 
to control toxic pollutants, industry by 
industry. These standards will be com
pleted at various times from 1977 
through 1979. On the basis of our ex
perience in setting effluent guidelines 
for the traditional, better-understood 
pollutants, and in view of the extreme 
complexity of dealing with huge num
bers of toxic pollutants, schedules 
for completing effluent guidelines for 
toxics cannot be shortened. The proc
ess of translating national standards or 
guidelines into thousands of permits 

for individual plants, allowing time for 
public hearings, administrative appeals 
and judicial review will also inevitably 
require one to two years at best. 

As permits are reissued throughout 
the 1978-79 period, they will in many 
cases embody the new effluent-guide
line requirements for toxics. Where 
those standards have not been com
pleted, toxic controls can be individ
ually drafted for specific plants to 
apply the statutory objective. In either 
situation, the stricter requirements will 
be imposed in an intelligent, orderly 
manner, affording industry the fairness 
of a predictable schedule for control 
and moving forward effectively toward 
the goals of clean water that Congress 
has established. 

Any effort to jump ahead on the 
control of toxic pollutants will disrupt 
this orderly process. The regulatory 
agencies are not ready to move ahead 
that fast, and even if they were it would 
throw a monkey wrench into the exist
ing abatement programs. On the other 
side, any delay in the 1983 standards 
would also be extremely disruptive. 
Achievement of tighter control over 
toxic pollutants is heavily dependent 
on imposition of the best-available
technology standards . Any thought 
that we could accelerate the former 
while delaying the latter is bound to be 
disastrous. 

Backward steps 

There is one other major weakness in 
the commission's proposals: they would 
return the national water-pollution 
program to the days of the "moving 
target." As Jong as I have been in the 
government, critics have always com
plained that environmental standards 
kept getting changed. Congress finally 
answered that criticism by establishing 
an orderly, two-phase, ten-year pro
gram. Now some of the same critics 
want to bring back the moving targets. 
It just doesn't make sense. 

I generally support the commission's 
recommendation that control of the 
water-pollution program be further de-

centralized as long as the states have 
adequate resources and the necessary 
commitment to get the job done. I also 
agree that Congress should reexamine 
the rationale and actual performance 
of the user charge, industrial cost re
covery and p retreatment provisions of 
the act. Our experience has shown that 
these are good ideas on paper, but have 
been difficult to implement in practice. 
The commission has also raised several 
important questions concerning the 
entire program for municipal sewage 
treatment-plant construction. 

If Congress were to adopt the most 
far-reaching proposals by the National 
Commission on Water Quality to knock 
several loopholes through the 1977 re
quirements and to postpone the 1983 
objectives by as much as ten years, it 
would undermine the entire national 
effort to control water pollution. The 
psychological impact of such changes 
would blunt the momentum of every
thing we are doing today to restore 
clean water to the American people. I 
believe that this type of backward step 
is unnecessary from a financial view
p oint, destructive from an environ
mental viewpoint, and in terms of the 
overall public interest just plain wrong. 

We have been working in this coun
try for several decades to achieve an 
effective water-pollution control ef
fort. Now we are in the middle of a 
comprehensive program that seems to 
be achieving success. We can see visible 
progress, but we know we have a long 
way to go. Many of our waterways 
continue to be dreadfully polluted. We 
must also worry about future economic 
growth offsetting the gains we have 
made. We know that far greater con
trol can be within our grasp without 
disruptive economic or social effects 
and that many severe pollution prob
lems still urgently demand attention. 
Now, more clearly than ever before, 
the question is not whether we are able 
to obtain clean water, but whether we 
want to. If we truly want to restore the 
fresh, sparkling vitality of our nation's 
waters, surely now is not the time to 
start to walk off the job. SCB 
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{Commentary) 

The Coming Clean Water Campaign 

Since passage of the 1972 Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act 
Amendments (PL 92-500, com

monly known as the "Clean Water 
Act"), implementation has been half
hearted. Though some progress has 
been made, pollution is still increasing 
in many waterways across the nation. 

• Thousands of industrial discharg
ers are contesting permit limitations 
and are continuing to dump wastes 
into the nation's waterways; 

• Sewage treatment facilities of most 
cities and many federal installations 
are still violating federal water pollu
tion control requirements; 

• Surface runoff, carrying silt, fer
tilizers, pesticides, petroleum products 
and other materials from urban and 
agricultural areas, contaminates water 
resources, yet control programs are 
barely under way. 

The primary objective of the Clean 
Water Act is "to restore and maintain 
the chemical, physical and biological 
integrity of the nation's waters." To 
this end, it provides a comprehensive 
program for eliminating discharge of 
pollutants into the nation's waters by 
1985, and sets an interim 1983 goal for 
achieving fishable, swimmable waters 
wherever attainable. The Act (1) pro
hibits the discharge of toxic pollutants 
in dangerous amounts; (2) requires 
state and local governments to prepare 
and implement areawide waste treat
ment management plans for control of 
all pollution sources; (3) authorizes 
federal construction grants for publicly 
owned waste treatment facilities and 
for research to eliminate discharge of 
pollutants; (4) establishes uniform 
standards with deadlines for compli
ance; and (5) creates programs to regu
late the discharge of pollutants both 
from discrete ("point") sources and 
generalized ("non-point") sources, in-

Rhea Cohen is a Sierra Club Washington 
representative and Clean Water Coalition 
coordinator. 
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eluding that of dredged and fill mate
rials into wetlands. The Act also directs 
that public participation in the deci
sion-making process "shall be provided 
for, encouraged, and assisted." Fur
ther, any citizen may sue for apparent 
violation of any effluent standard, 
limitation, or order, or when the EPA 
fails to perform a nondiscretionary 
duty under the Act. Additionally, there 
is opportunity for public comment on 
environmental impact reviews under 
the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA), which applies to the issuance 
of construction grants and new dis
charge permits. 

This year, the public's role will be 
especially important because special 
interests will lobby heavily to weaken 
the Clean Water Act-to limit its goals, 
undermine standards, extend compli
ance deadlines, create loopholes, and 
curtail vital programs under the guise 
of "decentralization." Aiding this at
tempt will be the National Water Qual
ity Commission's 1976 report to Con
gress, which recommends the following 
"mid-course corrections": (1) extend 
the July 1, 1977, compliance date for 
industry and publicly owned treatment 
facilities; (2) postpone for five to ten 
years the 1983 deadline for applying 
best available technologies; (3) 'decen
tralize control efforts by turning over 
the construction grant program to the 
states; (4) assure a steady flow of con
struction funds for a fixed number of 
years; (5) abandon the Act's 1985 goal 
of eliminating pollutant discharges; 
and (6) allow variances and exemptions 
for irrigated agriculture. 

In response to the report, and also 
because construction funds have run 
out for some localities, the House and 
Senate public works committees will 
hold hearings early this year to con
sider amending the Act. Before any 
substantive amendments are consid
ered, however, the Clean Water Act 
should be given a chance to operate 
under an administration expected to be 

sympathetic to its goals. There is ample 
authority in the Act for a highly effec
tive program, which the new adminis
tration should be urged to initiate early 
in its first year. Among the administra
tive actions that could be taken at once 
under various sections of the Act (indi
cated in parentheses) are the following: 

(1) In dispensing construction grants 
(Section 201) for publicly owned waste 
treatment facilities, the EPA should 
promote innovative sewage recycling 
methods. So far, the agency has spent 
99. l percent of its construction funds 
on conventional technologies, which 
are energy and capital intensive. By 
contrast, recycling systems are labor 
intensive, conserve both energy and 
capital, and often generate income to 
offset operating costs while eliminating 
discharge of pollutants to waterways. 
Although these grants should be re
served for cleaning up existing pollu
tion, the EPA has allowed municipali
ties to build facilities larger than they 
need, thereby subsidizing land specula
tion and unplanned growth, which in 
turn create new pollution. 

(2) To assure effective implemen
tation of areawide waste treatment 
management plans (Section 208), upon 
which the Act's major programs ulti
mately depend, the EPA should make 
future construction grants conditional 
upon compliance with the plans. Also, 
the EPA should require state and local 
planning agencies to use ten percent of 
the planning grant for public participa
tion; to protect drinking water. supplies; 
to consider recycling technologies; and 
to require strict management practices 
to control pollution from urban storm
water discharges and from agricultural, 
forestry, mining and construction 
activities. 

(3) To reduce the menacing flow 
of toxic pollutants (Section 307) into 
the nation's waters, one of the new 
administration's first priorities should 
be to issue final toxic-substance stan
dards, which have been due since 



October 1974. A June 1976 court order 
requires EPA to promulgate long
overdue final standards for a minimum 
of sixty-five toxic pollutants in twenty
one industrial categories. The EPA 
should go beyond that directive and 
develop standards for additional toxics 
without further delay. 

(4) The wetlands protection pro
vision (Section 404), under which the 
Army Corps of Engineers issues per
mits for the discharge of dredged and 
fill materials into the nation's rivers, 
streams, lakes, wetlands and coastal 
areas, should be allowed to operate for 
at least a year after taking full effect 
this July before any substantive amend-

ments are considered. This program is 
strongly opposed by coastal developers, 
forest road builders, state highway 
officials, gravel miners, barge haulers 
and others, all of whom would prefer 
to cut back Section 404 jurisdiction 
and delegate authority for a weakened 
permit program to the states. 

Many industries and some states 
have been urging that both the wet
lands-permit and construction-grant 
programs be turned over to the states. 
They point to inept federal administra
tion and duplication of review require
ments, but in many cases such argu
ments merely mask hostility to the 
concept of federal regulation. Decen-

"Today I'd like to talk on troubled 
waters. Both inland and coastal." 

( Commentary) 

tralization would quickly wipe out 
hard-won provisions for environmental 
review, public participation and citizen 
suits, which now apply to these pro
grams. Few states, even those that sup
port the intent of the Act, have work
able counterparts of all these measures. 

One of the most important and con
troversial sections of the Act requires 
dischargers to meet effluent limitations 
based on "the best practicable control 
technology" (BPT) by July 1, 1977, 
and on "the best available technology 
economically achievable'' (BAT-Sec
tion 301) by 1983. Industry wants a ten
year delay of BAT, contending that BPT 
requirements are adequate. In fact, 
however, they would not reduce toxic 
discharges enough to protect drinking 
water supplies, fish and wildlife. 

Contrary to industry claims, there is 
no economic justification for postpon
ing the 1983 deadline. The National 
Commission on Water Quality esti
mated the additional costs of meeting 
BAT requirements to be less than two
thirds that of meeting the BPT require
ments. The commission also estimated 
that for the years 1975 through 1984, 
jobs created to satisfy the requirements 
of the Clean Water Act would exceed 
jobs lost by a net average of 759,000 
a year! 

To defend the Act and ultimately to 
promote improving amendments, more 
than thirty national conservation, con
sumer, labor, professional and recrea
tional groups are now forming an 
ad-hoc Clean Water Coalition. While 
developing position papers and con
tacts in Washington, D.C., the coali
tion seeks grassroot support. Readers 
are encouraged to engage their local 
groups in vigorous campaigns to pre
serve the Clean Water Act. Those inter
ested in receiving further information, 
including legislative updates, should 
write to: Clean Water Task Force, 
Sierra Club Conservation Department, 
530 Bush St., San Francisco, CA 94108. 

The writer wishes to thank Khris Hall and 
Judy Campbell Bird (National Resources 
Defense Council); Al Slap (Public Interest 
Law Center of Philadelphia); David Zwick 
(Clean Water Action Project); Lee Daneker 
(National Wildlife Federation); and Blake 
Early (Environmental Action)-a/1 of 
whom greatly assisted in the preparation 
of this article. 
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(Commentary) 

Editorials 
''The bill was watered down." 

"Some of the teeth were taken 
out of it." "They gave us only 

half a loaf." Have we been the victim of 
another compromise in Congress? 

As one Congress ends and another be
gins, it is well to ask whether we and other 
groups like us are solely the victims of 
compromise. Might we not more properly 
be viewed as beneficiaries as well, and 
really, as time goes by, more beneficiaries 
than victims? 

Obviously, we would rather not compro
mise. It usually leaves a bitter taste, be
cause we set our sights high and represent 
no selfish interest. We are thinking of the 
long run and the interests of all Jiving 
things. But in facing compromise, we are 
not usually dealing with principle, we are 
merely having to accept limited gains 
toward desirable goals. When judging the 
final result, we must remember too that we 
are not the only legitimate interest in so
ciety, and we are not alone in thinking 
of the common good. We may not have 
thought through to the best melding of all 
interests, nor can we always accurately per
ceive how environmental interests are best 
served. To put it simply, we are not infal
lible. So, under the best of circumstances, 
the outcome may properly be other than 
we initially soughl. 

Even under the worst circumstances, the 

Are Compromises Bad? 
Michael McCloskey 

real question is: "What is the alternative?" 
Critics of compromise must believe there is 
some better solution-that whole victories 
could be achieved if different stratagems 
were employed. They are rarely specific, 
except to suggest that we hold out longer. It 
is true, one should be wary about premature 
compromise; the debate needs to be held 
and public support sought diligently before 
compromise is considered, and then one 
should strive to hold losses to the minimum. 

But advice to hold out suggests analogies 
with battles and lawsuits that might not be 
apt. Soldiers may not want to lay down 
their arms before satisfactory peace terms 
are drawn, but their ability to fight on gives 
them bargaining strength. So also, those 
pressing a lawsuit can hold out in negotia
tions with the threat of cominuing to press 
their suit. But those pushing for new laws 
do not have automatic leverage on a situa
tion equivalent to arms or suits. Their only 
leverage is public support and good will, 
elusive at best, that cannot be easily turned 
into pressure on legislators to hold out. 
Most important, we are not actual parties 
to the bargaining session. The real partici
pants-members of Congress-may not 
want to hold out. They can go ahead with
out us. 

The time comes when someone must de
cide whether "this is the best we can get for 
now." Once the judgment is made that the 

political outlook is not going to get better, 
the test becomes whether or not the com
promise represents an advance over the 
status quo. When we seek a new program 
or to improve an existing one, "half a loaf" 
still represents a fifty percent gain. Incre
mental progress is about the only way. we 
achieve forward movement in the world of 
public policy. Dreams of sweeping "ideal" 
victories by which we get everything we 
want are usually just that-"dreams." 

However, we can return after a period of 
waiting. Over the course of twelve years, 
we ha,ve come back four times on the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund to get fund
ing increased to more adequate levels. One 
compromise did not throw away all future 
opportunities to get more. In fact, some
times a strong measure can only be achieved 
by stages. Experience at each stage shows 
why another is needed. 

Of course, compromise will not result in 
any forward progress if we are defending a 
value or place that is threatened by bad 
legislation. In a defensive campaign, we of
ten need to be unyielding-unless it would 
result in an even worse setback. If we are 
trying to keep a poorly conceived dam, 
canal, or pipeline out of a fragile area, 
there may be no room for compromise
one compromise after another can lead to 
total loss of the resource. 

But these cases need to be distinguished 

Alert for Alaska! The Coming Struggle 

W ith the introduction of HR. 39 
(Congressman Morris Udall, D
Arizona) on the first day of the 

Ninety-fifth Congress, the crucial stage of 
the battle for Alaska's National Interest 
Lands has been entered. The Sierra Club, 
already deep in this battle, now faces the 
most significant opportunity and challenge 
in its history. The fate of more than 110 
million acres of Alaskan land-the nation's 
greatest remaining unprotected natural her
itage-will be decided in the next two years 
by Congress. What it decides will be a meas
ure of our strength and our commitment. 

Until Alaska became a state in 1959, its 
land was almost entirely in federal owner
ship. At that time, 104 million acres of 
Alaska's 375 million acres were granted to 
the new state by Congress, along with an 
additional 40 million acres of tidelands. In 
December 1971, Congress passed the Alas-

Edgar Wayburn is a member of the Sierra 
Club Board of Directors and chairs its 
Alaska Task Force. 
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Edgar Wayburn 
ka Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA), 
which initiated the final classification and 
disposition of all remaining federal lands 
in the state. It allotted 44 million acres to 
Alaska's native peoples as their private 
property under corporate ownership. It 
also directed in Section l 7-d-2 that up to 
80 million acres of unreserved public land 
be set aside for study as potential "National 
Interest Lands," to be administered by fed
eral conservation agencies. (The rest were 
classified under Section 17-d-l as "Public 
Interest Lands.") The act specified that the 
final disposition of these critical lands, 
which belong to all Americans, be settled 
by the Congress by December 1978. Thus, 
the Ninety-fifth Congress will make the 
crucial decisions. 

Since the passage of ANCSA, the Sierra 
Club has been actively involved with con
cerned Alaskans, with federal agencies, and 
with other national conservation organiza
tions in investigating and studying the po
tential of the National Interest Lands. We 
believe that the more than 110 million acres 
specified in HR. 39 must be protected as 
National Parks, National Wildlife Refuges 

and Wild and Scenic Rivers. This acre
age contains magnificent landscapes and 
unique ecosystems-the habitats of the last 
great wide-roaming wildlife populations in 
the United States and of migratory species 
that travel to Alaska from every comer of 
the earth. And it makes possible the con
tinuation of the Alaska Natives' traditional 
ways of life, which is now threatened as 
never before. 

As of February 1, HR. 39 had seventy
five cosponsors in the House, and a com
panion bill is being introduced in the Senate 
by Senator Lee Metcalf (D-Montana). Our 
efforts to gain their passage will require 
every ounce of our strength and all the re
sources we can possibly muster. Opposi
tion to the mythical "lock-up" of land for 
protection is strong among Alaskan and 
non-Alaskan developers of the old school. 
Vested interests are campaigning actively 
against any sizable withdrawals. Indeed, 
there are global pressures to exploit vir
tually every acre of Alaska. You can be 
sure that Congress will hear from those 
with economic interests in Alaska. Con
gress must hear from us as well. We need 



from affirmative campaigns to bring new 
systems of protection to environmental 
values. In such cases, environmentalists 
bear the burden of sustaining the forward 
momentum of the campaign and clearing 
all obstacles. To succeed here, we need 
allies and supporters, and they cannot be 
attracted by too rigid and unyielding a cast 
of mind. The job of putting together a co
alition behind a positive reform program 
and moving it along usually involves one 
set of compromises after another. 

Viewed in this sense, compromise is the 
key to progress. It can spell the difference 
between having an ideal program on paper 
and adopting a real program. It was just 
this difference that allowed us to have a 
Wilderness Act, a Toxic Substances Act, 
and strong air and water pollution control 
laws. Without compromise, those measures 
would never have become law. 

Compromise is the key because it is the 
means by which legitimate interests in a 
democracy come to understand that they 
are being given fair consideration. Ac
commodations among contending interests 
build confidence that our institutions are 
listening. If we want these considera
tions for ourselves, we must accord them 
to others. SCB 

every member of the Sierra Club- and 
many more Americans- to be involved. 
Please become informed about the enor
mous environmental stakes in Alaska. 
Learn what the National Interest Lands 
are, and what they can mean to you. Pre
vious Sierra Club Bulletins and other Club 
publications contain important facts about 
Alaska, and more will be coming. Mean
time, the Club's Alaska Task Force will be 
glad to answer your questions, and invites 
you to join it, and to take an active part in 
the Club's effort. 

I! may rightly be said that the Alaskan 
campaign is the one for which the Sierra 
Club has been building since its founding. 
In 1889, John Muir visited Alaska and was 
so overwhelmed by its beauty that he de
clared he had never before "been em
bosomed in scenery so hopelessly beyond 
description." Were John Muir alive, he 
would be in the from rank of our current 
battle. Surely there would be no greater 
tribute to his memory than to win it. And, 
surely, there could be no greater conser
vation contribution to today's and tomor
row's world. SCB 

We put your comfort fint 
because it's the last thing you 

should worry about. 

( Commentary) 

That's why Woolrich garments are full-cut for freedom 
of movement. With functional features like tunnel belt loops 
that won't tear off .. . buttoned flap pockets to keep small 
gear intact •.. lap seams & safety stitching. 

We utilize the toughest, most durable fabrics 
available. Like nylon-reinforced wool. polyester-cotton 
blends and super-absorbent cotton chamois and 
flannels. 

At Woolrich comfort comes first. Because 
when you're facing rough terrain or turbulent 
white water, it's the last thing you should 
worry about. 

For a copy of our new 
Backpacking booklet. see your 
nearest dealer or write: 

Woolrich, Inc. Woolnch. Pa. 1m9 

Goldcneye Edittons. Inc 
Dept S1-2. Box 60 
Aourtown. Pa 19(\, I 

• Please send me __ limited edition 
pnnt(s) of Golden Eagle to the 
address below. I enclose $55.00 plus 
$3.50 postage and handling, 

Addrr .. ,. 

The 
Eagle has 
Landed! 
Wildlife artist George Founds' 
magnificent Golden Eagle in 
b lack and sepia on white. 
23" x 29". $55. Each art 
reproduction individually signed , 
numbered and registered to the 
owner. To o rder o r for more 
information about other wildlife 
p rints, mail the coupon below to: 

Goldeneye Ed itions, Inc. 
Dept. S1-2, Box 60 
Flo urtown, Pa. 1903 1 

Limited Ed ition of 650 

• Plea,c selld me more information 
about this and other wild life pnnts 
of George Founds work. 
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(Commentary) 

Regional Reports 

New York: Wilderness and the Winter Olympics 

Thomas H. Friedman 

T he 1980 Winter Olympic games have 
been scheduled for Lake Placid in 
the heart of Adirondack Park in up

state New York. These games will again 
focus world attention on this resort town, 
which hosted the Third Olympiad in 1932. 
The Sierra Club and the entire wilderness 
movement in the East have in the past 
several years spent much time trying to 
ensure that the park's wilderness flavor 
is preserved, and they are now deeply in
volved in trying to prevent further erosion 
of the "forever wild" provisions in the 
state constitution that have helped to pro
tect the area since the nineteenth century. 

The Club's objectives regarding the 
Olympics are not to see the games moved 
to another locale, but to ensure that they do 
not adversely affect the Adirondack's park 
and wilderness character. Its three major 
goals are (1) to prevent any increase in the 
capacities of Adirondack highways, (2) to 
develop management schemes for the state
owned lands so that the increased crowds 
attracted by the games will not further ex
acerbate the problems of overuse, and (3) to 
relocate the ninety-meter ski-jump, which 
has been called the "visual equivalent 
of putting an illuminated twenty-six-story 
apartment building in the mountains." 

The 1980 games will be paid for mainly 
by a federal grant funneled through the 
Economic Development Administration of 
the U.S. Department of Commerce. The 
use of federal funds necessitates full envi
ronmental disclosure under the National 
Environmental Policy Act. In addition, all 
projects on state lands require a state im
pact review. Because of its height, the 
proposed ninety-meter ski-jump requires a 
permit under the Adirondack Private Land 
Use Plan. 

In November 1976, the Department of 
Commerce held hearings on the draft envi
ronmental impact statement (dEIS) in both 
Lake Placid and Albany to gather material 
for evaluating the environmental impact of 
this project. The Sierra Club delegation at 
Lake Placid consisted of Sam Sage, north
east regional vice president; Jim Dumont, 
chairperson of the Olympics Task Force of 
the Atlantic Chapter; and F. Menz of the 
National Economics Committee. The Club 
reminded both Congress and the Lake 
Placid Olympic Organizing Committee not 
to forget their pledges to prevent environ-

Thomas H. Friedman is studying Journal
ism at Syracuse University. 
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mental nightmares from coming true in the 
Central Adirondacks. 

Dumont told a packed room at the Lake 
Placid Olympic Arena, " Our analysis of 
the dEIS prepared by the U.S. Commerce 
Department reveals that the beauty and iso
lated atmosphere of the High Peak area of 
the Adirondack Park may be forever lost 
if present Olympic plans go unchecked. 
There will be an illuminated ski-jump tower 
protruding 266 feet above the top of a hill 
which would be visible from New York's 
most treasured wilderness-the High Peak 
area. Passing lanes will be added to what 
are now park-like roads. There will be an 
additional ten to twenty thousand summer 
visitors each year to this wilderness already 
threatened by overuse." 

Frederick Menz warned residents of the 
Adirondacks against misleading predic
tions of windfall profits from the Olym
pics. Menz's own detailed analysis of the 
dEIS has led him to conclude that local 
housing shortages, inflation and tax in
creases are as likely to result as economic 
benefits. 

Since its establishment, the Sierra Club 
in New York State has focused on the six
million-acre Adfrondack Park-a region 
the size of Vermont and almost a million 
acres larger than Yellowstone, Yosemite, 
Grand Canyon, Glacier and Olympic na
tional parks combined. The Club devoted 
much time to helping develop controls for 
further use of the public and private lands 
that make up this vast area, efforts that 
culminated in 1971 with the establishment 
of the Adirondack Park Agency to admin
ister the far-reaching Adirondack Park 
State Land Master Plan. All state land 
wiihin the park is guaranteed "forever 
wild" by the New York State Constitution. 
The State Department of Environmental 
Conservation administers this land accord
ing to a plan approved by the governor. 

Although the dEIS hearing gained na
tional attention for the Sierra Club as an 
Olympic spoiler, the Club's main concern 
was to ensure that the final statement is the 
"full disclosure" device required by law. 
Many problems are adequately addressed 
in the dEIS, yet there unfortunately remain 
several that need discussion and adequate 
attention. 

The most important gap in the statement 
is the absence of a discussion of "objec
tives" of the Adirondack Park State Land 
Master Plan and the Adirondack Private 
Land Use and Development Plan. Since 
the statement does not mention the land
use objectives of these plans, it is not 

known whether Olympic development plans 
conflict with long-range planning for the 
Adirondacks. 

The effects of Olympic-induced growth 
on the High Peaks region was glossed over 
in the statement. Most visitors to this wil
derness believe its trails, mountains and 
canoe routes are already overused. Will the 
Lake Placid Olympics attract large num
bers of people who might exacerbate this 
problem? 

Transportation plans for the Olympic 
period are inadequately specified in the 
dEIS, an omission discussed in the Albany 
hearings by Phil Hansen, former chairper
son of the Atlantic Chapter, who noted in 
particular that it would be nice to know 
exactly where highway curves may be re
aligned, where shoulders will be streng
thened to allow short passing lanes, where 
parking lots will be located and how much 
bus service is anticipated. 

The Club gained admittance as a full 
party to the evidentiary hearing before the 
Adirondack Park Agency on the proposed 
ninety-meter ski-jump at lntervale, hoping 
to get the jump moved to a less conspicu
ous site where other environmental impacts 
(wildlife, noise, water, etc.) would also be 
lessened. The agency's hearings took place 
in December. Its decision, issued in Janu
ary, that the ski-jump should be built at the 
Intervale site, was awaited before issuance 
of the final EIS. 

The current timetable envisions release 
of the final EIS sometime in January 1977, 
with CEQ acceptance toward the end of 
February, followed by release of federal 
funds and construction to start in March. 
The Sierra Club has specific objectives
not to defeat, but to modify certain parts 
of the overall plan-and if the necessary 
groundwork has not been done, this time
table might be extended. At this writing, 
the International Olympic Committee is 
rumored to be considering relocation of 
the Olympics outside the United States. 
Further developments are expected before 
plans are completed. The Club intends 
to monitor all proceedings and to remind 
constantly the Lake Placid community 
and the country as a whole that the Adiron
dack environment should not be sacrificed 
to the thirteenth Winter Olympic games. 

This goal will require a major effort on 
the part of the entire Sierra Club. Interested 
readers can obtain a detailed fact sheet by 
writing to Sierra Club, 50 West 40th St., 
N. Y., NY l 0018. Contributions are needed 
and will be deductible if the check is made 
to the Sierra Club Foundation. 



( Commentary) 

Southeast: It's Time to Stop the "Tenn-Tom" Waterway 

Sherrill M. Clemmer 

D own South, the quiet Tombigbee 
River flows from northern Missis
sippi to the Gulf of Mexico at Mo

bile, Alabama. An example of an old or 
mature river, the Tombigbee makes up for 
its lack of rapids with an abundance of 
fauna, approximately 115 species of fishes 
and fifty-two species of mussels, the sec
ond richest concentration of riverine fauna 
in North America. Such diversity is hard to 
come by in this day of so-called "stream 
improvement," a practice that has de
pleted most other rivers in the Southeast, 
leaving the Tombigbee as one of the largest 
unimpounded, unchannelized rivers in the 
region. 

A resource of this size and quality is 
never safe from the eye of the developer, 
and river engineers have been fondly gazing 
at the Tombigbee since the eighteenth cen
tury. Helped along by long-tenured south
ern politicians since 1972, the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers has been building the 
"Tenn-Tom Waterway," its last great proj
ect. The 253-mile watercourse which will 
link the Tennessee and Tombigbee rivers to 
carry toll-free traffic, consists of a twenty
seven mile divideacut section, a forty-five 
mile "chain of lakes," and 168 miles of 
canalization and riverbed straightening, all 
serviced by ten locks and dams. In the 
divide-cut the Corps must dig to a depth of 
175 feet and dispose of 250 million cubic 
yards of dirt, an amount substantially 
greater than that removed from the divide
cut of the Panama Canal. 

The cost, like the project, is substantial 
-$1.8 billion in 1976, up $580 million from 
just last year. The continually dropping 
benefit-cost ratio has settled at 1.08 to 1.00, 
down from its all-time high of 1.6 to 1.00 
in 1971. Still less than ten percent com
plete, a projection of the economic trends 
to the planned 1986 completion date assures 
a multibillion-dollar construction cost and 
a benefit-cost ratio that will be only mar
ginal at best, even given the clearly inflated 
"benefit" figures used by the Corps. In an 
attempt to boost the benefit-cost ratio, the 
Corps has now proposed the need for addi
tional work at the southern end of the proj
ect, including bend widenings, cutoffs and 
replacement of two locks and dams in Ala
bama. This unauthorized extension of the 
financially dubious project would increase 
the waterway's tonnage capacity, which the 
Corps seems to believe will make the project 
economically more attractive. Reminiscent 
of the "rehabilitation" the Corps has pro-

Sherrill Clemmer is an active Mississippi 
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Tombigbee River near West Columbus, Missouri 

posed for Locks and Dam 26 on the Missis
sippi River, the extension is just one of 
many changes it has made in the Tenn-Tom 
project sinca its inception. 

The unauthorized changes are the basis 
for companion lawsuits filed by environ
mentalists and the railroads in late No
vember. Charging the Corps with violation 
of nine federal statutes, the plaintiffs assert 
that the project now under way differs 
radically from that authorized by Congress 
in 1946. The lack of congressional author
ization has not stopped the Corps from 
including a number of dams and locks not 
envisioned in the original proposal, nor 
from converting a forty-five-mile section 
planned as a perched canal into a "chain 
of lakes" requiring twice as much acreage. 
None of the changes was addressed in the 
1971 environmental impact statement. 
Congress approved a kitten but is getting a 
hungry lion. 

The project now would require 75,393 
acres of land, of which 58,093 is in timber 
and 17,300 in agricultural use. The impact 
statement refers to the acquisition of only 
40,000 acres. Moreover, the statement 
totally ignores the matter of deposition of 
the dirt extracted from the divide-cut area. 
Present plans call for filling fifty-one val
leys at the northern end of the project with 
the spoil, promising a host of siltation and 
revegetation problems. 

In addition to the project's appetite for 
land, the construction and operation of the 
waterway would result in a large energy 
loss through reduction of the power-gen-

erating capacity in the Tennessee system 
and through tremendous use of petroleum 
products in building and maintenance of 
the waterway. Although the Tombigbee 
dams have no power-generating capacity 
themselves, a net loss would occur because 
of diversion of water from the Tennessee 
River to the Tombigbee system. Secondly, 
the project itself will consume approxi
mately I 60 million gallons of gasoline just 
in construction, not to mention the on
going maintenance needs of the canal over 
its fifty-year life. 

While consuming enormous amounts of 
money, land and energy, the waterway will 
supply a surfeit of one commodity-flood
waters. The project contains no provision 
for flood protection; its dams are designed 
only for low-water levels. Both the exten
sive tributary channelization associated 
with the project and the inevitable encour
agement to build close to the canal lend 
credence to the Corps' own prediction that 
"the increased rate of runoff resulting 
from the replacement of woods by urban 
developments and agricultural land-use not 
designed in accordance with good conser
vation procedures, will induce more rapid 
accumulation of waters and h'tgher crests 
in times of flood." 

The many economic and environmental 
problems associated with the Tenn-Tom, 
the largest public-works project in the 
country, remain unresolved. Plaintiffs now 
hope the lawsuit will force a halt to con
struction until Congress can re-evaluate 
the project. 

SlERRA CLUB BULLETIN 23 
I 



{Commentary) 

Southwest: No Wilderness In Utah 

John McComb 

U tah is alone among the eleven West
ern states in having not a single 
acre of wilderness designated un

der the Wilderness Act. It is a fact: the 
state that contains the Escalante canyons, 
the High Uintas, Canyonlands, etc., has no 
protected wilderness. Protection for the 
abundant wilderness resources of Utah is 
a prime Sierra Club goal. The purpose of 
this report is to outline the status of those 
efforts. 

Politically, Utah is less sympathetic than 
most states to the concept of wilderness. 
The reasons are familiar : misinformation 
and misunderstanding of what wilderness 
is and what the Wilderness Act requires are 
prime factors behind the strong opposition 
to wilderness that exists in many areas of 
Utah. A few examples follow. 

In 1973, the National Park Service en
countered massive opposition to its wilder
ness proposal for Zion National Park. 
More than 1,000 people responded with 
letters, testimony and petitions opposing 
any wilderness for the park. Typical of the 
misinformation disseminated about wilder
ness was the Utah Travel Council's state
ment that " The development of water 
resources, grazing, timber, and mineral 
rights, recreational potential and right-of
way access to private lands would be 
'locked up' under the wilderness concept." 
In fact, wilderness designation in Zion 
National Park would do none of these 
things, with the sole exception of placing 
restrictions on additional recreational de
velopment. Probably the most accurate 
comment on the proposal came from State 
Representative Sidney Atkin, who opposed 
wilderness for several reasons, one of 
which was " There seems to be a lot of 
confusion .... " 

In October, 1976, the Forest Service con
tributed to this confusion when it released 
a draft environmental impact statement 
(dEIS) on a land-use plan for the Marka
gunt Plateau Planning Unit in the Dixie 
National Forest. Although there are several 
areas on the Markagunt Plateau that de
serve wilderness status, most of the rest of 
the planning unit is not suitable and no re
sponsible conservationist is suggesting oth
erwise. Unfortunately, the Forest Service 
has labelled alternative "A," which would 
virtually shut down the entire planning unit, 
as the "wilderness" alternative. Under this 
alternative, logging would nearly cease, 
most roads would be closed, and no new 
developments of any kind would be al
lowed. There was no alternative presented 
that would seek to protect wilderness values 

John McComb is the Sierra Club's South
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only on qualifying lands. No wonder the 
local people are sometimes confused about 
and opposed to wilderness. 

When this kind of misinformation is 
added to the strong development bias of 
many Utahans, along with the state's tradi
tional hostility to the federal government, 
the result is a tough uphill battle to save 
some wilderness. Just where are we in that 
battle? 

In the late 1960s, the Forest Service held 
hearings and then transmitted to Congress 
a recommendation for a 322,998-acre High 
Uintas Wilderness. Starting with the road
less-area-review process in 1972, the Forest 
Service and conservation groups all realized 
that substantial acreages adjacent to the 
proposed High Uintas Wilderness were not 
considered in the original study. As a re
sult, the Forest Service has designated three 
new wilderness study areas adjacent to the 
existing High Uintas proposal, and conser
vation groups are revising their own rec
ommendations. The end result could be as 
much as six to seven hundred thousand 
acres of High Uintas wilderness. 

When most people think of wilderness in 
Utah, they think of the Escalante canyons. 
This fascinating remnant of Glen Canyon 
contains perhaps 700,000 acres of wilder
ness, much of it within Glen Canyon Na
tional Recreation Area. The legislation 
establishing this area included a require
ment that a wilderness study be completed 
by October, 1974. Because of the problems 
in planning for this large new unit of the 
park system, the National Park Service 
missed that deadline, but indicated it would 
complete the study by October, 1975. It 
also missed this deadline. We hope some 
sort of wilderness recommendation for 
Glen Canyon and the Escalante will be 
transmitted to Congress this year. The 
Bureau of Land Management Organic Act 

mandates wilderness study for roadless 
areas on BLM lands. This should begin the 
process of providing wilderness designation 
for that large portion of the Escalante can
yon country that lies outside Glen Canyon 
National Recreation Area. 

Wilderness recommendations for Arches, 
Capitol Reef and Canyonlands national 
parks were also due by the end of 1974, but 
as of this writing, they are still waiting for 
the President to send them to Congress. 
The wilderness proposals for Bryce Canyon 
and Zion national parks, along with Cedar 
Breaks and Dinosaur national monumen~, 
have been transmitted to Congress, but 
there has been no action on any of them 
yet-not even hearings. 

Lastly, the Forest Service just recently 
completed the recommendation for the 
Lone Peak area near Salt Lake City. This is 
the first area in the United States listed by 
the chief of the Forest Service as new 
wilderness study areas, yet the service has 
recommended that no wilderness be estab
lished in the Lone Peak area because of a 
supposed need for primitive sanitary facili
ties and because the area is too close to the 
sights and sounds of Salt Lake City. Con
servation groups reject both arguments and 
continue to seek wilderness designation for 
Lone Peak. 

This tale of hostility and delay may sound 
pessimistic, but there is hope. The governor 
and half the congressional delegation have 
changed. While outright support for wilder
ness may not be forthcoming from them, 
at least there is opportunity for a fresh 
start, free from the legacy of antagonism 
and confusion that has existed heretofore. 
More important, there is growing support 
within Utah for wilderness, especially as 
Utahans become more aware of their price
less wilderness heritage, and the many real 
threats to it. Still, our work is cut out for us. 



(Commentary) 

New England: Offshore Drilling and the Argo Merchant 

The wreck of the Argo Merchant 

Tom Arnold 

0 
ne hundred miles offshore from 
New England in the North Atlantic 
lies Georges Bank, one of the 

largest and most productive fishing areas 
in the world. The bank produces one-eighth 
of the world's offshore fish catch and is a 
major spawning ground for eleven species. 
Historically, New England has depended 
on Georges Bank for food and livelihood. 
In recent years, however, the Bank has be
come overfished, and many species have 
been depleted by foreign fleets. In 1976, 
Congress enacted the Fishery Conservation 
and Management Act, which restricts for
eign fishing in U.S. coastal waters within 
200 miles of the shore. It was hoped this 
restriction would allow regeneration of de
pleted species of fish. Now, a new and 
equally serious threat to Georges Bank is 
materializing. Pursuant to an accelerated 
program for leasing the Outer Continental 
Shelf (OCS), the Bureau of Land Manage
ment (BLM) is planning to hold the North 
Atlantic lease sale in the summer of 1977. 
BLM would sell leases for tracts of land on 
Georges Bank to oil companies interested 
in exploration and development. 

Last December environmentalists, fish
ermen and other interested citizens voiced 
concern about the proposed lease sale to 
the BLM when public hearings were held 
on its four-volume draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (dEIS). Environmental
ists focused on the failure of the dEIS to 
describe adequately the environmental con
sequences of anticipated oil spills, ·as well 
as the weak and ineffective federal regula-

Tom Arnold chairs the New England Chap
ter of the Siella Club. 

tions governing oil-company activities. The 
governors of Massachusetts, Connecticut 
and Rhode Island, although basically in 
favor of controlled oil exploration, were 
critical of the dEIS. They felt it inade
quately addressed the potential environ
mental effects on specific areas along the 
coast and apparently used little of the in
formation previously sent to BLM by New 
England state officials. John McGlennon, 
bead of the Environmental Protection 
Agency's regional office and an outstand
ing advocate of responsible governmental 
protection of the environment, pointed out 
several weaknesses in the dEIS. He favored 
reducing the area to be leased by twenty
three percent, deleting tracts potentially 
most damaging to commercial fisheries, 
resort beaches and bird-nesting areas. In
dustry spokesmen and some government 
officials supported OCS development and 
assured the public that oil development 
would be compatible with the fishing and 
tourist industries if it were conducted in 
accordance with tough environmental con
trols. One week later, on December 15, 
1976, it became clear that such controls 
were totally inadequate or nonexistent. 

On the morning of Wednesday, Decem
ber 15th, the Argo Merchant, a 691-foot 
tanker of Liberian registry bound for 
Salem, Massachusetts, with a cargo of 7 .5 
million gallons of number-six fuel oil, went 
aground on Nantucket Shoals. Despite the 
efforts of the Coast Guard, the ship broke 
in half and released its entire cargo into 
the North Atlantic. (The dElS had pre
dicted total spills of 4,368,000 gallons from 
tanker casualties over a twenty-year pe
riod.) Northwest winds pushed the oil out 
to sea and spread it across Georges Bank. 
Oil-containment booms and other equip-

ment designed for the GuJf of Mexico were 
totally inadequate to cope with the fifteen
foot winter seas experienced twenty-five 
miles off Nantucket. December tempera
tures made the oil so thick it could not be 
pumped from the Argo Merchant without 
first being heated. A coalition of the Sierra 
Club and other Massachusetts environmen
tal groups called on Governor Dukakis and 
the New England congressional delegation 
to seek a delay of the North Atlantic lease 
sale until more stringent safeguards and 
preventive controls are provided. Specifi
cally, the coalition demanded tougher nav
igational controls, the use of pipelines 
instead of tankers to bring OCS oil ashore, 
and the swift passage of oil-spill liability 
legislation. Environmentalists planned to 
meet with fishermen, tourist-industry busi
nessmen and other interested groups to plan 
a political strategy for 1977. Yet even as 
such planning went forward, it was be
coming clear that the further the oil drifted 
away from the New England coast, the 
more difficult it would be to obtain such 
new safeguards and controls. 

For more information, contact Tom 
Arnold, chairman, New England Chapter 
OCS/ CZM Task Force, 3 Joy Street, Bos
ton, MA 02108. 

University in the Wilderness 
Backpacking field courses in the 
Sierra, Canyonlands, Grand 
Canyon, North Cascades and 
Canadian Rockies. Spring and 
summer trips, short and long, 
stressing personal freedom , 
self-reliance and learning-by
doing. Academic credit optional. 
Phone (408) 429-2822 or write: 

University of California 
Extension 

Santa Cruz, CA 95064 

Northwest River 
S I • ..- upp1es~ 

Northwest River Supplies 1977 Catalog of Rafts,. 
Kayaks, Wetsuits, Life Jackets, Oars, Paddles, 
Books, etc., with Pictures, Descriptions and 
Recommendations. Send for Free Catalog, P.O. 
Box 9243S, Moscow, Id. 93943. 

~ COLORADO ROCKY 
dl• Mt! MOUNTAIN SCHOOL 
Ii, IN M~ coed grades 10· 12 college prep 
A Senlo, App,enlice Program. Sl)O(:lal projects penod. an onnoducto,y 
W,lderness Sessron lor new s11lden1S. and tllps lo tho mountains and 
C3nyonlands comploment the traditional curriculum. 
Admissions 8o1 S. CRMS. Cubondate, CO 81623 (303-963·2562) 
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Sierra Club Financial Report 

Siem:, Club Financial Report 

To the Members of the Sierro Club: 
The hscal year ended September 30. 1976, showed a loss in the Club's 

operations. Operab.ng results of $6.473,418 m revenues (105.9% of bud
get) and $6,548,579 m expenses (112.9% of budget) produoed a deflClt 
of $75,161, reducing fund balances to$416,83l. 

Contributions from trusts and foundations in fiscal year 1976 fell 
$302,100 short of budget and $189,000 short of the fiscal year 1975 level. 
Heavy inllabonary mcreases in the costs of paper, post.age and travel and 
unanticipated overruns m program costs of ma1or conservahon campaigns, 
Bullelln, and general services contributed lo expenses in excess of budget on 
an overall baslS While the Club was able lo partially correct for the impact 
of these factors, we still fell $317,700 short of OUT budgeted operab.ng goal 
for capital fund restoration m the year 

Membership dues and admissions were 2.5% over budget and 9.6~ 
higher than the preVlous year Membership increased dunng the year by 
7.0% to a new high of 163,661 The Board of Directors has adopted an 
aggressive memberslupdevelopmenl plan to further this growth. 

The Club's cash now pos1bon was tightened over the year with the defi
cit, and current llabllihes at year end were up $210,884 from the prior 
year end 

Fiscal year 1976 saw the Club lase some of the progress made m f1SCal 
year 1975 m moving further toward financial strength Tight budgets and 
liscal restraint will continue to be necessary to achieve our financldl goals 
as a sound base for our program goals. 

Dunng fiscal year 1976, the Club achieved a new level of hnaooal sl.a• 
bil1ty in the books program, set new goals for fund raising and membership 
development, and for fiscal year 1977 established more real1Stic budgets 
for eXJSb.ng program 

Lowell Smith. Treasurer 
Allen E. Smith. Controller 

Report of Independent Accounlonts 

November 24, 1976 
To the Board of Directors and 
Members of the Sierro Club 

In our op1rnon, the accompanying balance sheets and the related state
ments of revenues and expenses and changes m fund balances and of lunc
bonal expenses present fairly the financial pos1bon of the Sierra Club at 
September 30, 1976 and 1975, and the results of tis operations and the 
changes m its fund balances for the years then ended, in conformity with 
generally accepted accounting pnnc1ples cons1Stenlly applied Our examina
tions of these sli!.temenl.!i were made m accordance with generally accepted 
audib.ng standards and accordingly mcluded such tests of the accounting 
records and such other audib.ng prooedures as we considered necessary 
m the cll'Cl.lmstances. 

Price Waterhouse & Co. 
San Francisco, Calil 

Fiscal Year Ended September 30, 1976 

Source of Funds 
Fiscal Year 1976 

Total Funds 
$6,548.579 

Equals 100c 

Use of Funds 

Ouhngsand 
Lodg11f'eee 
$1,308,071 

26 FEBRUARY 1977 

Member D.ies 
$2,119.755 

32c 

20c 

Book Sales 
and Royalbes 
$1.310.120 

Outdoor 
Acovibes 

Sl.Jl2.475 

& ,ile!in Adv811isements 
$116,686 

lnfonnahon 
& Education 
$1,689,670 

26c 

Charts are graduated ln cents/ dollar of funds for source and use of funds 
and show actual funds as well as cents/ dollar 

Studying& 
lnOuenc,ng 

PubhcPohcy 
$1,322.899 

.dRa:s: 
$ .9'1.631 



Sierra Club Financial Statements September 30, 1976 

Current oBSels, 

Cash 
Accounts reoelvable-pubhcabons 
Other receivables, less atlow611ce for doubtful aocounts of 

$4,976m 1976and $8,496!n 1975 

ASSETS 

lnvenlones-pnncipally publications, al the lower of cOO! (first-tn, hrst-oul) or marke1 
Marketable secunhes. pledged as secunly for note payable lo bank (Note 2) 
Royalty advances Oess aUow&1Ceof $37,929 Ill 1976 and $30,479 m 1975) 

and prepaid exper,oes 

Total current assets 
Property and equipment, less accumulated depieciahon (Nole 3) 

Curren! liabilthes. 
Note payable to bank (Note 4) 

Other note payable (Note 4) 

LIABILITIES AND FUND BALANCES 

Obligations under cap,talw.ed leases {Note 7) 
Accounts payable 

Accrued salanes and other expenses 
Advance travel reservabons, royalties, pubhcation sales and other deferred revenues 

Total current llabtbhes 

Long-term obhgahons under capitalized leases (Nole 7) 

Fund balanoes-
Unrestrlcted (Note 9) 
Restricted 

See occomponyirlg notes to lin011c:ial slntements. 

September 30 

1978 1975 

$ 116,650 $ 38,569 
370,620 322,998 

47,120 71,467 

301.228 389,046 

601.l09 571,552 

202,904 157,068 

1,639,631 1,550,700 
189,219 52,107 

$1,828,850 $1,602,807 

$ 400.000 $ 218,609 
100,000 100.000 

18,858 
426,178 391.279 
215,694 182,531 

160,969 218,396 

1,321,699 l,l l0,815 

90,320 

377,633 425,841 
39,198 66,151 

416,831 491.992 

$1,828,850 $1,602.807 
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Statement of RevenuN and Expenses and Changes In Fund Balances 
Year ended September ":/0 1976 with comporofivt· t<Jtals for 1975 

Total 

Unrostn-:-ted Restricted 1918 1915 

Rcvcooes: 
Member dues end !Sdm;sS1C>n loos $2,119,755 $2,119,755 $1,928 427 
Contnbuhons (Nole 8) 1,002,431 523,829 1,526,260 1,680 226 
Outlngs and lodge .--rvations and fees l.308.071 1,308,071 1 208150 
Sales, pnoc,pally o! ~l!Ons 966.078 966,078 809774 
Royalbes on pubhc~bons 344,042 344,042 306,390 
Advnrtwng, tnvestmenl and or her tne0rne 208412 800 200,212 95,528 

5.948789 524 629 6,473,418 6.028,495 ---
Expenn'l'I 

Prouram servJc,; 

Studytng and infb~ p,;blic policy r,35 263 337,636 1,322899 l 081.671 
Information and educ:atiOn 1,521,156 168.514 1.689,670 l 580,382 
Outdoor acilvahe!I 1,308,940 3,535 1 312.475 1,201.181 
Pubhcl.,w 509729 23638 533 3S1 553,159 

4,325 088 533.323 4,858,411 4,416,393 

Supr,ort servtoes 

General and ftdmlnlslraove 825 795 15,654 841,-149 660,109 
Membenlnp 646.896 4 192 651,088 612,795 
Fu,.d raismg 197,631 197,631 119,509 ---

1.670 322 19,846 1,690 168 1,392.413 -
5,995 4)0 553,169 6.548579 5,808,806 

Exec:, (de!icfency) o! reven1Ms over expenso:i (46,621) (28,540) (75.161) 219689 
T ran::!or cl lunch (I 5871 1.587 
Fund b.slancei, boganrung of year 425,841 66,151 491,992 272,303 

Fund b41iillces, end of year $ 377,633 $ 39,198 $ 416,831 $ 491.992 

See ocr:ompanytng no/ell lo fmonc,o/ s10tements 

Statement of Functional Expenses 
Year ended September 10, 1976 
with comporohve totals for 1975 Program WrVlCE!S Support 

Stu<lyir,g ,md ln!ormataon Tota: 

anlluancmg and Outdoor Public. C'-.eneral an<l Fund 
pub!lcpolicy ed\K'.abon actJvtoos 1a ... admir.istrabve Membership ra:smg 1916 1915 

Sa1anes and employ beoohts $ 533,915 $ 192,486 $ 136,396 $ 16594 $373,407 H41.728 $ •10,533 $1 435,0·,9 $1253289 
Outsid, contract rorv1ces 148.537 275,703 17.231 3138 122.444 52,686 11963 631 702 593 247 
Leg., rorvk:es prov1d<.x! by Sierra aub 

UlQal ~ien:;o Fund N:>!e8 509,729 509.729 527,644 
Lodgo 11nd outtngs field oxpensa 901 262 901.262 799983 
Cost 01 sab. pr:ncaJ)(ltly of public,tlons 398,491 4,267 2 421 405 179 437 644 
CopymQ a.nd p.v.llng expenses 92624 12022 9,248 64 9916 18650 17734 160258 110.598 
Bulletin production t'xpense 212,542 212,542 152,059 
Ofhc, soppl:es dncl m ul,ng 113,679 15q_095 35,558 ,. 91850 43,005 103,094 546.284 37ti,751 
T ravei and mee!mgs 222,577 40532 5A 700 420 82545 55 7430 40825ll 430852 
Roy allies on~ 168,652 ,68.652 136031 
Rent 1111d c,tbce expenses 46,583 39.0?.4 15752 942 68,547 23,399 4,772 199.019 123.3(11 
Advartls\ng '111d prornchon 5974 l56.380 47 315 2.966 26.747 23 239 405 229.50, 
Chaµer dues allocations 343 746 343 746 341.720 
Telephone 85,604 8285 I 407 1,937 34,350 783 2.631 :34,997 113,23"1 
lnsurltnre 570 4 718 53,665 13.580 69 72.602 47860 
ln•erost 10116 19.957 30073 25.031 
0,hcr CXJ)(l:130S 72.836 11623 35.674 541 19.466 289 9382 149 811 109996 

1,l,~22.B99 '!,I 689,670 $1 312.475 $533,367 $841,449 $65! 088 $197,631 $5 808,806 
- -
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NOTE I -Accounting and reporting policies: 
Basis of oe<::oun/ing 

The financial statements of the Club do not Include the 
financial acbvibes of the Club's vanous seU-dU"eCled chap, 
ter and group orgaruzatiens. 

A number of members of the Club have donated Signifi
cant amounts of time to both the Club and tis chapters, 
groups and committees m furthenng the Club's programs 
and ob1echves. No amounts have been reflected in the 
financial statements for donated member or volunteer 
se!Vlces to the Club inasmuch as no ob)8Cbve baSlS IS 

available lo measure the value of such se!Vlc:es. 
Summary of s,gnilicont occoon/ing po/Jcies 

The hnanc,al statements of the Club are prepared on the 
accrual basis of accounting 

Property and equipment ts recorded at histoncal cost or 
market value at data of bequest, as appropriate. Daprecia
bon expense IS determined using the stra1ght-hne method 
over the estimated useful hves (l 0 lo 30 years) of the n,. 
lated assets 

Marketable secunhes are recorded al cost or farr market 
value al date of bequest, as appropriate. Such reccrded 
value rellecis, where apprcpnate, provision for unrealized 
los$eS rerulbng from permanent lmpamnent m market 
value. · 

Payments made on behall of the Club by The Sierra 
Club Foundation and legal se!Vlces performed on behalf 
of the Club by Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund are re
corded as contn.buhoris revenue with hka amounts charged 
to appropnate expense accounts All contn.bubons are 
cons,dered to be available lor unrestncled use unless 
specilically restncted by the donor. 

NOTE 2-Morketoblesecun'lies. 

September 30, 1976: 
U.S. Government bonds 
Corporate bonds 
Common stock 

September 30, 1975: 
U.S. Government bonds 
Corporate bonds 
Common stock 

Recorded 
value 

$550,545 
50,563 

I 

$601,109 

$496,227 
73,188 

2,137 

Market 
value 

$564,219 
46,625 

$610,844 

$496,395 
56,375 

2,509 

$571,552 $555,279 

Duong fiscal 1976, the Qub realized a net loss on the 
sale of marketable secunbes of $10,596. Dunng fiscal 
1975, the Club reahzed a net loss on the sale of market.able 
securities of $14 ,6 I 7 and recognized an unrealized loo: of 
$25,000 representing what was deemed lo be permanent 
tmpamnent m market value of cerlam corporate bonds. 

NOTE 3-Propertyandeqwpmen/ 
September 30 

1976 1975 

Land $ 3,300 $ 3,300 
Bu1ldmgs and leasehold 

1mprovemenls 18,863 12,000 
Funuture and equipment 67,352 42,850 
I.eased equipment under 

capitalized leases (Note 7) 119,632 

209,147 58,150 
Less-Accumulated deprecia-

bon and amortizabon 19,928 6,043 

$189,219 $52,107 
--- ---

Depreciahon and amortiz.anon included m expenses 
amountedto$14,254 m 1976and $6,0431n 1975 

Sierra Club 
Notes to Financial Statements 
September 30, 1976 and 1975 

NOTE 4-Notespoyob/e. 
At September 30, 1976 and 1975, the Club had an,. 

volvmg Llne of credit of $450,000 with a bank at the bank's 
prime interest rate. Borrowings are secured by the Club's 
marketable sec:urthes. 

The other note payable IS unsecured and bears an mler, 
est rate of 5% and 4½% at September 30, 1976 and 
I 975 00$J)8Chvely. 

NOTE 5-Tox sic/us: 

The Qub has been granted lax-exempt status under Sec
hon 50l(c)(4) of the Internal Revenue Code as a civic 
orgaruzahon operated exclusively for the promotion of 
social welfare and Sechon 23701d of the Cahlomia Reve
nue and Taxabon Code, whereby only unrelated business 
Income, as dehned by the Code$, is subject to income tax. 
For the years ending September 30, 1976 and 1975, the 
Club's unrelated business acbvihes did not produce 
taxable income and. accordingly, the fmancial statements 
include no provlSlorts for federal or state income lax8$. 
Conlnbuhorts to the Club ~re not deductible for tax pur
poses by the donor 

NOTE 6-Pension pion: 

Poor to January I, 1975, the Club had an insured pen, 
s10n plan coveri.ng certam employees who had been 
engaged for more than one year and were al least 30 years 
of age. In addition to contribubons by the Club, participat
ing employees contn.buted a porbon ol their salanes to 
the plan 

Elfecbve January I. 1975, the plan was revised with the 
msuranoe company trostee lo comply with the proVIStorts 
ol the Employee Reb.remenl income Seel.Inly Act cl 1974. 
All employees who have been engaged for more than S1X 

months prov1ding they work at least 1,000 hours per year 
lor the Club and are between 241h and 62 years cl age al 
lhe time of jo101ng are covered by the plan. While not 
requi,ed, employees may contribute a portion of thetr 
salanes m return for increased retirement banebts. 

Pension expense, representing the Club's annual conln
buUon to the plan, was $34,797 m 1976 and $22,936 m 
l 975. Such expense includes the amortization cl prior 
servioa oost over a 30-year penod The Club funds 
pens,on oosts as accroed. 

At September 30. 1976 and 1975, the assets of the plan 
exceeded the present value of vested benefits. 

NOTE 7-leose commitments: 

The Crub's San Francisco and Washlngton, D.C ofhce 
facilities and oerlam equipment are leased under vanous 
agreements expmng between 1977 and 1985. Other field 
offices are leased for periods of one year or less and such 
leases are renewed or replaced m the normal course cl 
business. 

The m1tlal term of the lease lor the Club's San Francisco 
office facilities IS ten years and expires m November I 985 
The terms of the lease provide lor renewal oplloris tor two 
five-year terms alter renegotiation of rental terms, and for 
an option to purchase, at fair market value, the olbce bwld
,ng and the underlying land alter the blteenth year of the 
lease The initial term of the lease for the Washington, D.C 
office IS seven years, commencing m December 1976. The 
terms of the lease provide for a renewal option lor another 
seven-year term 

Excluding the cap1tahzed leases discussed below, al Sep
tember 30, 1976 m,n,mum annual rental commitments for 
office fac1hhes and equipment for the next ten fiscal years 
were as follows: 1977 - $172,734; 1978 - $164,384; 
1979-$165,381; 1980-$168,099; 1981 -$168,099; 
1982-1986- $694,567. 

During fiscal 1976, the Club entered Into two eqmpment 
leases whlch have been aooounled for as capitalized leases 
Al September 30, I 976, lease comrmlment lnlormabon 
relative lo these leases was as follows: 

Annual lease payments 
(fiscal years): 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 

Total annual lease payments 
Less-Amount representing 

future mleresl cost 

Present value of lease payments 

$ 33,429 
33,429 
33,429 
33,429 
14,989 

148,705 

39,527 

$109,178 

The above amount is reflected in the balance sheet as 
currenl and long-term obbgations under capitalized leases 
of $18,858 and $90,320. respectively. 

NOTE 8-Contribubons from The Sierro Club Foundation 
ond Sierra Club Lego/ Defense Fund. 

Conlribuhorts lor the years ended September 30, 1976 
and 1975 mcluded $490,282 and $565,203, respec
tively, from The Sierra Club Foundation, and $509,729 
and $527,644. respectively, from Sierra Club Legal [)e. 

fense Fund Contnbutiorts £rem The Sierra Club Foonda
bon represent direct retrnbursements lo the Club and 
payments on 'behall of the Club m support ol programs 
that are nonlegislattve m nature. ContrtbuHons from S,erra 
Club Legal Defense Fund represent legal se!VIC8S per• 
formed on behalf of the Club. 

NOTE 9-Unrewicted fund: 
Revenues from life memberslups are des,gnated by the 

bylaws of the Club for separate investment as a permanent 
fund, only the mcome of which may be expended for 
general operaborts. In addiboo, the Board of Director.; h.,s 
designated a portion of the unreslncied fund to provide 
for funds m addibon to msurance coverage lo rebuild Clair 
Tappaan Lodgem the event of fire. A S1mdar porhondesig
nated to provide for unanbclpaled adverse rerults of 
opel'Qbons or catastrophic expenses relating to Club lops 
and outings was dlsconbnued in 1976 by the Board of 
Directors as no longer necessary The following IS a sum
mary of the unrestncted fund balance: 

September 30 

1976 1975 

Fund demgnated by Club 
bylaws for permanenl 
Investment $571,022 $527,700 

Designated by Board ol 
Directors for: 

Cla1r Tappaan Lodge 
reserve 82,500 82,500 

Ouhngs reserve 70.000 
Investment in property 

and equipment 80,041 52,107 

733,563 732,307 
Accumulated dehcll from 

general operaborts (355,930) (306,466) 

Unrestncted fund balance $377,633 $425.84 l 
--- ---

NOTE 10-Dismissolofpendmg /itJgolion. 

ln ftSCal 1975, the Sierra Club, lhe Coonly of Sacra• 
mento and others were defendants in a case In the Sac
ramento Supertor Court In which they h.ld been charged 
by the Co=mnes River Protecbve ASSOC>abon and others 
with cert.am acts ol d1Srupb.on and trespass at the Con
sumnes River On June I 0, 1976, a judgment of dismissal 
was entered in the favor ol the Club by the Sacramento 
Supenor Court 
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Sierra Club of Ontario 
Receives $25,000 Grant 

T he Province of Ontario has granted 
the Sierra Club of Ontario $25,000 
to finance its participation in hear

ings to determine future policies for meet
ing electricity demands from 1983 to 1993. 
The hearings are being conducted by the 
Royal Commission on Electric Power 
Planning for the Province of Ontario, 
which was established partly in response 10 

a petition drive by the chapter. In 1975, the 
chapter submitted its recommendations to 
the new commission. 

"We argued strongly that the success 
of the commission depended on diversity 
of input and some reasonable balance 
in strength," said chapter chairman Ric 
Symmes. "Ontario Hydro would over
whelm the hearings unless intervenors were 
given some support in preparing and sub
mitting their cases." The commission 
agreed, and the provincial government 
provided it with funds for the grants. Inas
much as Omario Hydro, the province's util
ity company, is owned by the people and 
government of Ontario, this may be the first 
time utility owners have ever paid an envi
ronmental group to argue against them. 

In the brief time•since its organization in 
1971, the Ontario Chapter ( officially ''The 
Sierra Club of Omario") has been one of 
the most visible and effective spokesmen in 
the province for the conservation of energy 
and the efficient use of electrical power. 
The $25,000 grant, which it received this 
past spring, was the largest given to any of 
the half-dozen public-interest groups par
ticipating in the hearings. 

The hearing process consists of four 
phases: 

I. Establishment of issues; 
2. Some forty public-information hear

ings to present "the facts"-no debate, 
but responses to questions permitted for 
clarification; 

3. The preparation of alternative scenar
ios for electric power development; and, 
finally in early 1977, 

4. The "great debate," in which all partic
ipants will submit evidence and arguments 
in an attempt to arrive at the best plan for 
the province, based on the alternatives. 

As Phase 2 was nearing completion, the 
chapter had used only $8,000 of its grant. 
About half went for preparing briefs and 
sorting out the "volumes and volumes" of 
submissions by others. The other half went 
for a study of ways to reduce the need for 
expanding generating facilities. Work by 
Ronald K. Doctor of the Club's National 
Energy Committee was of great help, ac
cording to Symmes. The chapter's next big 
task is to develop power-conservation 
measures, with emphasis on the most ap
propriate energy-saving uses of electricity. 
T he rest of the grant will be held in reserve 
for the crucial "great debate," which will 
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Robert A. Irwin 

get under way early in 1977 and continue 
for about three months. 

Besides Symmes, other principal activists 
on the chapter's "power committee" in
clude Vice Chairman Jalynn Bennett; Con
servation Chairman Susan Gibson; Dr. Don 
Dewees, a policy analysis specialist; Legal 
Chairman Gregory Cooper; Terry Bisset, 
staff consultant; Chapter Secretary Tim 
Stewart; and Brian Armstrong, director of 
the Sierra Club of Ontario Foundation. 
"We have lots of horsepower," Symmes 
observes, but adds that finding time to ap
pear at all the hearings is the big problem. 

Introducing John Muir 

To a new generation of members, most 
of whom joined the Sierra Club out 
of a concern for the environment 

and/or a yen for outdoor activity, John 
Muir remains a remote semi-deity-vener
ated but unread. The Peninsula Group of 
the Loma P rieta Chapter has begun 10 

rectify this neglect through its sale of The 
Wilderness World of John Muir, a quality, 
332-page paperback of selections of Muir's 
best writings edited by Edwin Way Teale. 

The book has been a successful money
raiser, but even more important, according 
to the group's book-sales committee chair
man, Al Schmidt, it is introducing Muir to 
people who will be inspired to be "more 
conscious and more protective of the world 
we live in" and also to become more active 
and highly motivated members of the Sierra 
Club. For example, Fran Pogue, a member 
from Crescent City, California, late in 1976 
dashed off the following note to Schmidt: 

In the past few months I have become ad
dicted to Muir's love for nature and to his 
writings-now I'd like another of the 
same book to give a friend as a Christmas 
gift! Thanks! 

By year's end, the Peninsula Group had 
sold more than 750 copies and netted a 
profit of over $650. Sales, which started in 
May, 1976, slowly built momentum, and 
then really took off after an ad appeared in 
the October Bulletin. Additional sales have 
resulted from ads placed in chapter and 
group newsletters on a space-available 
basis, for which the Peninsula Group pays 
a commission of 50c on each resulting or
der. Camera-ready ads 3 ½" wide by 4 ¼" 
deep are provided by the group. 

The Wilderness World of John Muir can 
be ordered direct at $5 a copy postpaid 
(plus 30c sales tax in California only) 
from Sierra Club, Peninsula Group, P.O. 
Box 111, San Carlos, CA 94070. Special 
quantity rates are available to chapters 
and groups. 

Volunteers, Ballo ts and the Computer 

Everyone knows the Sierra Club de
pends heavily on its volumeers. At 
the grass-roots level, it could not 

function without them. But few realize how 
important volunteers are to operations at 
the national level. Indeed, some are indis
pensable, especially the "judges of elec
tion" in the annual voting for members of 
the board of directors. (Of course, the di
rectors themselves are nonpaid volunteers.) 

As one of the thirteen judges in the 1976 
election observes, the age o f mechanization 
and computers may be here, but only the 
human hand and eye can extract a ballot 
from an envelope and judge it for its com
puter acceptability. Ruth Bradley, long
time Club activist and a founding member 
of the Sierra Club Council, tells how she 
and the other twelve volunteers put in a 
total of 285 hours "extracting" the 46,315 
ballots in the 1976 voting. It is largely a 
routine and boring task, she says, but one 
that requires a sharp eye 10 set aside any 
ballot known not to be acceptable to the 
computer. (An unacceptable ballot would 
jam and stop the computer, and "down
time" costs money!) All write-in names 
-even such frivolous ones as "Mickey 
Mouse" and "Nobody"-must be listed, 
also by human hand. There were 236 valid 
write-in votes last year. 

The computer cannot handle a ballot 
with: 

• Candidates' names merely crossed off; 
• Glue, jam, tape, or creases in it; 
• Xs instead of punched-out holes; or 
• Hand-punched or extra keypunch 

holes. 
With the mechanically acceptable ballots 

fed into it, here is what the computer can 
do: 

• Count and tabulate the votes; 
• Reject ballots with more than five 

votes; 
• Set aside the write-in ballots that have 

no more than five votes; 



• Print out complete results, including 
the rejections and write-.ins, as well as total 
the number of ballots cast. 

Alaskan members proved themselves the 
most competent voters. All of their 195 en
velopes contained "perfect" ballots from 
the computer's point of view. Of the rest 
of those who voted-29.7 percent of the 
Club membership-only a relatively few 
disenfranchised themselves: 520 with late 
ballots, 276 by voting for more than five 
candidates, 150 by using a hand punch, and 
twenty-nine by returning unvoted ballots. 

Volunteer Bradley's major complaint is 
the difficulty in getting more help, espe
cially during the hectic ten days in April 
when the balJots must be processed. There 
were only thirteen volunteers last year out 
of about 35,000 members in the San Fran
cisco Bay Area! Her final plea is: "VOTE 
-but please be considerate of the work
load of the volunteers." 

Notes and Briefs 

T he Member Services Department, as 
a first step toward determining the 
Club's strength in geographical areas 

with critical environmental problems, has 
analyzed membership by major population 
regions. When all the data are compiled, 
the Conservation Department will be able 
to pinpoint its efforts and alert alJ Sierra 
Club members in any critic.al congressional 
or legislative district. The data also will in
dicate are.as in which to focus membership
development efforts. 

As might be expected, the study shows 
the Pacific region (including Alaska and 
Hawaii) to have the highest (32.9) number 
of members per 10,000 population. The 
Mountain states are next with 9.7, followed 
by New England (6.3) and the Mid-Atlantic 
states (4.5). But in terms of density of 
membership, the Mid-Atlantic region leads 
with 16.2 members per 100 square miles; 
New England follows with 11.2, and the 
Pacific states with 9 .8. 

• • • 
Two recent additions to the list of special 
Sierra Club publications are now available 
from San Francisco headquarters: 

• Alaska Report, a newsletter on Alaskan 
conservation issues put out by the Club's 
Alaska Task Force. If you want to receive 
the report, ask Ceil Giudici at the San Fran
cisco office to put you on the mailing list. 

• Forestry Notes, published by Sierra 
Club Research, provides helpful technical 
and phiJosophical information in support 
of ecologically sound multiple-use forestry. 
The newsletter, which will come out at 
least twelve times a year, will enable mem
bers to participate more effectively in the 
public-participation phases of national
forest planning. Subscription orders, at $10 
a year, should be sent to Sierra Club Re
search at San Francisco headquarters. 

• • • 
If you are a member of a federal advisory 
committee at any level-national, regional, 
or local-or if you know of any Sierra Club 
member who is, the Club's Conservation 
Department would like to be informed. In 
this way, not only will hidden talent be 
uncovered, but coordination of Club con
servation efforts will be improved. Please 
send your data to the Conservation Depart
ment in San Francisco. 

• • • 
An opportunity to watch the annual grey
whale migration along the Pacific Coast is 
being offered by the Sespe Group of the 
Los Padres Chapter in Ventura, California. 
These magnificent mammals have already 
completed the long southward journey 
from the northern Pacific to their "mater
nity ward" in Mexico, but in March they 
will be returning north. Boat trips from the 
Ventura Marina to Anacapa Island, one of 
the better vantage points, are scheduled for 
March 12, 13, 19 and 26. The forty-eight
passenger boat will cruise past some of the 
whales, but not close enough to disturb 
them. Departure time will be 8 A.M.; re
turn, 5 P.M. Cost: $15 for adults, $12 for 
children. For reservations send a check 
payable to Sierra Club, 2600 Miramar 
Place, Oxnard, CA 93030. 

• • • 
Talchako Lodge managers Gary and Dawn 
Miltenberger, looking ahead to their 1977 
season, report that for the first time since 
the lodge was donated to the Club in 1969 
it will be paying its own way. Last sum
mer, as more Sierra Club members became 
aware of the wilderness retreat in northern 
British Columbia, occupancy rates im
proved. In August, cabin reservations were 

requested in such numbers that some people 
bad to be turned away. 

Volunteer help will be needed at the 
lodge again this year during June, July and 
August. Anyone interested in low-key re
sponsibilities in exchange for jovial com
pany, great food and some of the world's 
most spectacular scenery should apply to 
the Miltenbergers at Talchako Lodge, Bella 
Coola, British Columbia, Canada V0T IC0. 

Ending Phone Frustration 

Trying to telephone a chapter or group 
often can be an exercise in frustration, un
less the call is to one of the few that can 
afford a regular, full-time office. Auto
matic answering devices are helpful, but 
can be expensive (especially when it is nec
essary to return long-distance calls), and 
they are absolutely useless when someone 
needs an immediate response. In two chap
ters, ways have been found to end such 
communications breakdowns. 

The Rocky Mountain Chapter, which has 
a Denver office, uses a service that is avail
able in a number of major metropolitan 
areas. The system, known as "call for
warding service," automatically transfers 
incoming calls to any other designated 
telephone in the area whenever there is no 
one on duty in the chapter office. The 
monthly charge is nominal-less than for 
an answering service or recording device. 
Each volunteer willing to take such trans
ferred calls sets a time period to be on hand 
to answer the phone (either at home or in 
the office). When the period is up, the vol
unteer merely dials a code number to plug 
in the phone of the next answerer. 

The Joseph Le Conte Chapter's Central 
Piedmont Group reports another system, 
one that costs a mere $1 .25 a month. The 
group is listed in the Charlotte (North Car
olina) directory using the same number as 
the office of one of its members. Such a 
hookup is possible, however, only if the 
business firm has two or more telephone 
numbers. This service may not be uni
versally available. Check with your local 
telephone company. 

ARE YOU MOVING? 
New address 

_________ (Zip) 

Send with old label to Sierra Club 
Member Services, 530 Bush St., 
San Francisco, CA 94108 
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You Think We're Joking? 

"low tide.· 

l-AKE BL-~-;c H 

"By lloodmg 70,0<XJocresof farmlandupstWJm, we save 30,0<XJ 
acres of farmland from flooding downstream! 11-7lol could be 
more Jogico}r 
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'1t's amazing the way you've captured the o;J sheen on the waler 
and the ribbons of sulphur winding past the cliffs.• 



Woodland Ecology: Environmental For
estry for /he Small Owner by Leon Minck
ler. Syracuse University Press, Syracuse, 
N.Y., 1975. Cloth, $9.50. 

T he debate over how to manage the 
national forests is one of the more 
enduring among the many engaging 

conservationists. The recently passed Na
tional Forest Timber Management Reform 
Act reforms certain practices to which 
conservationists have long objected, but 
few would claim it settles the debate once 
and for all. Rarely have professional for
esters, who seem Lo join together in a tight 
and often monolithic front against change, 
joined conservationists in their calls for 
reform of forest practices. Few have been 
willing to challenge the powers-that-be in 
the profession by setting forth alternative 
goals and directions. A refreshing excep
tion is Leon Minckler, whose book, Wood
land Eco'logy: Environmental Forestry for 
the Small Owner, is an excellent statement 
by a professional forester of what forest 
management should be. 

On the surface, the book seems to have 
been written primarily to assist the wood
land owner in managing property for a 
variety of forest values, but its real signifi
cance is far greater. It develops a series of 
ideas about "integrated forestry" in such 
a clear and common-sense way that it is 
perhaps the best single account so far of 
what modern environmental and ecologi
cal forestry are all about. 

In spelling this out, Minckler is able to 
bring to bear on forest management a long 
store of professional experience. For many 
years, he worked in research at U.S. Forest 
Service experiment stations, where his best
known studies have been on the role of 
sunlight in tree regeneration, and on the 
wood yield from selection cutting. Since 
leaving the Forest Service, he has taught at 
a variety of universities and currently is at 
the College of Environmental Science and 
Forestry at the State University of New 
York, Syracuse. He continues to be a pro
lific writer in professional forestry jour
nals, his most current article being a review 
of the history of forest research. He also 
continues to vigorously advocate the wis
dom of individual- and group-selection 
cutting-rather than clearcutting-in for
est management. 

The woodland owners east of the Great 
Plains, especially those whose lands are 
given over to mixed hardwoods, will find 
much of practical value in Minckler's 
book, though the various chapters do not 
so much prescribe details of management 
as set forth possibilities. There are separate 
chapters on wood, fish and wildlife, rec
reation and aesthetics, and watershed, but 
Minckler also emphasizes the "integration" 
of these values and discusses management 

Samuel P. Hays is chairman of the Pennsyl
vania Chapter's conservation committee. 

New Directions in 
Forest Management 

Samuel P. Hays 

techniques for doing so. Central to his ar
gument, in terms of current management 
controversy, is that selection cutting-the. 
selection of individual trees or groups of 
trees-is the most appropriate harvesting 
method for integrated forestry. · 

An important chapter on woodland ecol
ogy conveys the need to adapt management 
goals and techniques to the characteristics 
of each woodland site and to the mix of 
tree species and ages typical of eastern 
mixed-hardwood stands. A chapter on for
est economi'cs discusses the limited but im
portant role of wood production in relation 
to a variety of other values the woodJot 
owner usually considers more important 
than wood products. Much useful infor
mation on "how to go about it" is pro
vided in the appendices, including a model 
timber-harvest contract that the author 
urges as an example of what owners should 
require of loggers. 

But in the book's concern for integrating 
various forest values, it becomes far more 
than a practical handbook, for Minckler 
articulates the approach to forestry that 
conservationists have long been advocat
ing for the national forests. His concept of 
"integrated forestry" offers a way of 
reconciling the goal of "commodity for
estry," the traditional approach empha
sizing the physical products of the forest 
-wood, water and game-with that . of 
"environmental forestry," which views the 
forest as a total environment with a wide 
range of vaJues and uses. Underlying 
Minckler's integrated approach is "eco
logical forestry," which recognizes that 
maintaining forest ecosystems is essential 
to achieving both long-range productivity 
and a desirable forest envirollment. Thus, 
Woodland Ecology, though intended osten
sibly for the small-woodlot owner, becomes 
an avenue by which to approach the entire 
range of issues pertaining to the manage-

ment of forests, whether public or private, 
large or small. 

The current debate over forest policy 
can be traced to a major shift in percep
tion and social values. Once viewed largely 
as sources of commodities, forests are in
creasingly appreciated for a wide range of 
other social and environmental values
recreation, scenery, habitat, wilderness, 
wildlife, air, and water. The old and new 
points of view have collided mainly over 
the issue of clearcutting, a practice that 
focuses the debate because it destroys en
vironmental values by drastically altering 
the forest itself. Individual- and group
selection cutting, however, maintain both 
commodity production and environmental 
values. 

Selection cutting recognizes the con
straints imposed by underlying ecological 
realities and thus is central to the idea of 
"ecological forestry," which seeks to main
tain forest ecosystems. Ecological forestry, 
according to Minckler, depends on three 
factors: (I) the physical characteristics of 
aspect, slope, temperature and rainfall, 
which together determine the parameters 
of tolerance or stress for species develop
ment; (2) the variety of species, both plant 
and animal, and of age classes among for
est trees, along with the interrelationship 
of these elements; and (3) the patterns of 
natural succession characteristic of vari
ous forest types. Human manipulation of 
the forest, so the argument goes, must be 
carried out within the context of these 
underlying factors, a view that pervades 
Minckler's discussion throughout. It makes 
no sense, he says, to attempt to grow trees 
on sites to which they are not adapted and 
which, therefore, require constant controls 
in order to reduce competition from nat
urally occurring species or to diminish the 
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adverse impact of other environmental 
factors. It makes no sense to destroy 
the variety of age classes over large areas 
by clearcutting. This establishes an "even
age" forest and thereby destroys the eco
logical layers characteristic of mature 
forests, layers that provide a diversity of 
niches for the organisms comprising the 
complex forest ecosystem. 

The concepts of environmental, inte
grated, and ecological forestry provide a 
framework, a useful new language, on 
which an emerging philosophy of forest 
management can be built. They can and 
should replace the outworn concept of 
"multiple use," which provides no guid
ance to the most appropriate uses or to the 
balance among them that should prevail 
from place to place. For the most part, the 
term has served merely to justify accepting 
virtually all uses, regardless of propriety. 
But demands are growing beyond resource 
capacity, and new concepts are necessary, 
with greater potential for establishing pri
orities for and limitations on various uses. 
The terms "environmental forestry," "eco
logical forestry" and "integrated for
estry" have this potential and deserve to 
move to the forefront of the debate over 
forest policy. 

So long as the environmental values 
and the underlying ecological conditions 
Minckler describes apply, then the practice 
of integrated forestry through selection 
cutting is the preferred approach-as, for 
example, in the mixed-hardwood forests of 
the East. In forests that in the course of 
natural succession tend to be dominated 
by a single species, large-scale even-age 
management might be acceptable-if the 
species is useful only for wood production 
and if other values are not thereby de
stroyed. But in any case, the size and scale 
of the opening-the crucial element in 
the entire forest-policy debate-should be 
governed not by commercial factors, but 
by environmental objectives and local eco
logical conditions. These are sound prin
ciples through which we can tackle the 
tough issues of large-scale as well as wood
lot forestry. 

One thing remains to be noted: the in
tensely human and refreshingly humble 
quality of Minckler's book. Woodland 
Ecology reveals a professional forester 
deeply and personally involved with the 
forest. Absent is the modern managerial 
frame of mind wherein forest resources are 
manipulated by bureaucrats in distant of
fices reading computer printouts on the 
statistical calculations of uniform-area 
management. The rapidly emerging envi
ronmental approach to forestry involves a 
distinctive kind of humane quality, an 
affective relationship between the forest 
and the people who use it either directly 
or indirectly. Leon Minckler radiates this 
quality. 

He also displays a humility frequently 
missing in the writings of professional for-
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esters, who so often cavalierly assume that 
the processes of nature can be readily 

replaced with simplistic, " economical" 
procedures developed by modern forest 
science and technology. Professional for
esters for whom the supreme goal is the 
maximum production of wood as a crop 
often display an overwhelming confidence 
in the manipulation of natural forces and 
control of ecological "feedbacks" that too 
often arise, such as the spread of disease 
and pests that comes with species mono
culture. Environmental foresters such as 
Minckler are less confident about such 
manipulation and display more humility in 
the face of the "laws of nature." Much of 
the emotionally charged conflict between 
environmentalists and forest professionals 
has arisen because of these differing atti
tudes. There is a substantial gap between 
the older concept of "commodity for
estry," which still dominates the industry, 
the Forest Service and the profession, and 
those of "environmental" and "ecological 
forestry." Conservationists have an oppor
tunity and an obligation to close this gap, 
to reform the practice of forestry in 
America in response to new social goals 
and newly understood reaHties. Woodland 
Ecology is an important tool for doing so. 

Brief Reports 
Land Use 

Land Use, by Kenneth P. Davis. 324 pp. 
New York: McGraw-Hill, 1976. $14.9S. 
An introductory textbook written largely 
for college classrooms, but also useful to 
the general reader as a primer on land-use 
concepts and problems; includes both 
theoretical discussion and case histories; 
conservationists will find much with 
which both to agree and disagree. 
Land Use and the States, by Robert G. 
Healy. 233 pp. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins 
University Press (Published for Resources 
for the Future), 1976. $10.00 cloth, $2.9S 
paper. 
A thorough examination of the role indi
vidual states have played in the institution 
of land-use planning programs and legis
lation; the author argues that the states 
have taken the lead in the absence of fed
eral initiative in land-use legislation; in
cludes case histories of the Vermont Land 
Use Plan, California Coastal Plan, and 
the Florida Environmental Land and 
Water Management Act. 
Land Use Controls in the United States, 
by the National Resources Defense 
Council (Elaine Moss, ed.). 3S8 pp. New 
York: Dial Press, 1976. $15.95 cloth, 
$7.95 paper. 
A sequel to NRDC's Land Use Controls 
in New York State (1975); a handbook 
for individuals and public-interest groups 
describing how federal laws affect land
use decisions and what citizens can do to 
promote sound environmental planning; 
also discusses the roles of state, regional 
and local land-use control. 

The People's Land, A Reader on Land 
Reform in the United States, Peter Barnes 
(ed.). 260 pp. Rodale Press: Emmaus, 
Pennsylvania, 197S. $9.95. 
A collection of essays on the history and 
problems of land ownership in the United 
States; in the classic American tradition 
of agrarian populism; focuses on pat
terns of ownership and land use in rural 
America; a sourcebook for activists who 
favor family farms to corporate agri
business. 

Public Grazing Lands, Use and Misuse 
by Industry and Government, by William 
Voigt, Jr. 359 pp. Rutgers University 
Press: New Brunswick, New Jersey, 1976. 
$19.95. 
An account of the appropriation and ex
ploitation of millions of acres of the pub
Lie domain by private agricultural and 
industrial interests in the West; a chron
icle of collusion, cupidity, stupidity and 
raw political power; the author formerly 
worked for the Izaak Walton League. 
Promised Lands, V. I: Subdivisions in 
Deserts and Mountains, by Leslie Allan, 
Beryl Kuder, and Sarah L. Oakes. 562 
pp. Inform, Inc.: New York, 1976. $20. 
An exhaustive examination of the land 
subdivision industry's operations in the 
mountain and desert regions of the West. 
Ten planned-community and rural-land 
development enterprises are discussed in 
detail, with special emphasis on their rec
ords in the areas of environmental and 
consumer protection. Most performed 
poorly on both counts. 



Nebraska Refuge 
To lhe Editor: 
We recently read in the November/Decem
ber 1976 issue of your magazine an article 
by Ted E. Hoffman entitled "Nebraska: 
The Mid-state Controversy." In this article 
we were told by the author that the gov
ernor of Nebraska, J. James Exon, had 
vetoed a Platte River Refuge, and having 
once been residents of Nebraska, we at 
once wrote to the governor telling him of 
our concern over his veto of such a pro
gram. We received a letter dated December 
8, 1976, from Governor Exon, in which he 
states, "I have not vetoed the proposed 
Platte River Refuge. We are still studying 
the matter; and, in fact, just last Friday 
had a meeting in Denver with the Fish and 
Wild Ii fe Service on it." 

Needless to say, we were surprised to 
hear that we had been misinformed by your 
magazine, which we receive on a regular 
basis. We are members of the Sierra Club 
and bad assumed that the organization 
would not publish articles before it had 
checked out all the facts beforehand. We 
are disappointed in the statements you 
printed in the Bulletin and would suggest 
you reprint a piece about this issue that 
clearly states the matter, and not encour
age the reader to write letters when in 
so doing he or she would be writing a let
ter from a less-than-complete-and-truthful 
background of data. An organization that 
expects its members to respond to environ
mental alerts by letter writing should be 
absolutely sure of its facts before setting 
down these words in print. 

We are hoping to hear from you on this 
matter very soon and merely wanted to let 
you know our feelings on this topic. 

Dick and Mary Hope Dinneen 
Portland, Oregon 

Ted E. Hoffman responds: 
Regarding Governor Exon's veto of the 
Platte River Wildlife Refuge, I would like 
to assure Mr. and Mrs. Dinneen that they 
were not misinformed. In Governor Exon's 
letter to the Dinneens he says, "I haye not 
vetoed the proposed Platte River Refuge 
we are still studying the matter." The third 
refuge proposal is currently being studied 
and it is true that Governor Exon has not 
vetoed il. This was explained in the article. 

It is, however, a matter of record that 
Governor Exon did approve the original 
15,000-acre refuge in 1974, then withdrew 
his approval when pressure from land
owners and Mid-state interests surfaced. 
The details were reported in the March 28, 
1974, Omaha World-Herald. Governor 
Exon's stated reason was: "l will not be a 
party to throwing farmers off their land 
against their will." Accordingly, with the 
concurrence of the governor, the Fish and 
Wildlife Service (FWS) proceeded to study 
the feasibility of establishing a refuge on a 
willing-buyer, willing-seller and voluntary
easement basis. The study resulted in the 
proposal for the segmented refuge de
scribed in the article. The governor with
held his approval, and the second refuge 
died before it was born. 

I did not say that Governor Exon was 
opposed to the refuge, but meant to imply 
that intense political pressure prevented 
him from approving it. Water-development 
interests are very strong in Nebraska, and 
they have the backing of many of our state 
agencies and of elements in the university. 
Opinion differs on whether the FWS did an 
adequate job of planning for the second 
refuge. The developers say they didn't· the 
environmentalists believe they did. ' 

lt is my belief that Governor Exon is not 
personally opposed to the refuge and would 
welcome strong public support for it. 

According to the Association of Natural 
Resources Districts' Newsletter, a bill will 
be introduced in the upcoming session of 
the state legislature to place approval of 
refuges in the hands of the legislature in
stead of the governor. Environmentalists 
are opposed to this change. Legislation 
dealing with a refuge could be effectively 
bottled up forever in committee. 

Avoiding Whalehide Shoes 

To the Editor: 
In nationwide magazine advertisements 
Kinney Shoes features a shoe made in Brazii 
of whalehide .... 

R. J. Cleaveland 

Inquiries by this office indicate that Mr. 
Cleaveland's charge is correct. The Kinney 
Shoe Corporation, based at 233 Broadway, 
New York, NY /0007, does indeed sell a 
shoe made out of whalehide. The Editor 

Sierra Club Election 

Each year, the annual national 
election of the Club is held on the 
second Saturday of April as pre
scribed by the bylaws. On April 9, 
1977, five directorships and a number 
of proposed bylaw amendments will 
be at issue. A ballot, information 
brochure, and return envelope -(not 
postpaid) will be mailed by February 
25 to each eligible member. Packets 
for members living within the con
tiguous 48 states will be sent by 3rd 
class mail; for members living in 
Alaska, Hawaii, Canada and Mex
ico, packets will be sent 1st class; and 
for all other members, packets will 
be sent airmail. With the exception 
of junior members (under 15 years), 
all those listed in the Club records as 
members in good standing as of Jan
uary 31 (about 170,000) will be eli
gible to vote. 

The nine candidates for directors 
are, in order of appearance on the 
ballot: Theodore A. Snyder, Jr. , 
Lowell Smith, Helen King Burke, 
Samuel H. Sage, Richard A. Cellar
ius, Joseph B. Fontaine, David E. 
Bedan, Marvin W. Baker, Jr., Paul 
G. Salisbury. Members should not 
vote for more than five candidates. 

The information brochure will 
contain a statement from each candi
date regarding pertinent background 
and his or her views as to the direc
tion the Club should take, together 
with a picture. It will also contain 
the text and arguments regarding the 
proposed amendments to the current 
Club bylaws. 

If you do not receive a ballot by 
mid-March, or you mismark it do 
this: Write a note of explanatio~ to 
the following, and enclose the voided 
or mutilated ballot if you have it: 
CHAIRMAN, JUDGES OF ELEC
TION, Sierra Club, Department E, 
530 Bush Street, San Francisco, CA 
9~108. If addressed any other way, it 
will get delayed attention. After ap
propriate 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 pro
cedure is under the control of the 
Judges of Election. Ballots are to be 
~ailed back to Elections Committee, 
Sierra Club, Post Office Box 2178, 
Oakland, CA 94621. They will not be 
opened until the time for counting. 

Lewis F. Clark 
Chairman, Judges of Election 
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News 
High hopes for the Carter Administration 

President Carter's election promises to make the heretofore uphill struggle of environmentalists 
a l ittle easier for the next few years Club leaders were generally encouraged by Carters win and 
equally enthusiastic about Vice President Walter Mondale, who has consistently received high 
ratings from the League of Conservation Voters President Carters views were reported last Sep
tember in a precedent-setting and widely quoted analysis of the records and opinion~ o! both 
pre;idential candidates published in the Sierra Club Bulletin under guidelines set down by the 
Club's new Committee on Political Education (SCCOPE) 

Carter's initial appointments to sensitive environmental po~ts tended to justify environmental
ists' early enthusiasm, particularly his appointment of former Idaho governor Cecil Andrus as 
Secretary of the lntenor, a JOb of crucial importance to environmental concerns Andrus was 
originally elected governor of Idaho largely on the strength of his opposItIon to a molybdenum 
mine In the scenic White Cloud Mountains In 1976, he testified before the Idaho Public Utilities 
Commission against construction of a new 1,000-megawatt, coal-fired power plant nt•ar Boise 
Andru~ Is also credited with taking an enlightened stance on the nondegradation of clean air 

Other appointments of special interest to env1ronmental1sts include· 
• Burton Lance, director of the Office of Management and Budget, Lance is a trustee of the 
Georgia Conservancy, 
• Brock Adams, secretary of transportat ion, Adams has a fairly good overall environmental 
record and has voted with environmentalists on most transportation issues, the notable 
exception being the SST, which was to have been built in his home state of Washington, 
• Robert Berglund, secretary of agriculture, Berglund's environmental record has vaned, 
but he Is regarded as a strong potential ally by people who have worked on some environ· 
mental issues; his posit ion on pesticides, however, has in the past generally opposed that 
of environmentalists, 
• James Schlesinger, assistant to the president on national energy problems, as head of the 
old Atomic Energy Commission, Schlesinger spoke in support of the breeder reactor. more 
recently he said that " nuclear energy should be used only as a last resort after conservation 
initiatives have been taken " 

Other appointments are also important to environmentalists, especially the crucial second- and 
third-level posts in the departments of the lntenor, Agriculture and Commerce and In the energy 
agencies Only the first few months of the Carter administration will show the actual e~tent of 
the progress and redirection that now seems possible 

Club effort to protect cranes 

The Sierra Club and the National Audubon So· 
cIety have pet1t1oned the Fish and WIidiife 
Service (FWS) to protect the mIgratIon habitat 
of the long-endangered whooping crane The 
birds, which now number less than 100, migrate 
each year from the Gulf Coast to Canada 
through the Great Plains, and need feeding, 
resting and weather-protection areas about 
every 200 miles during their trek While FWS 
has protected some of the habitat or "stepping 
stone" areas against harm by federal projects, 
it has not set aside any of the Northern Plains as 
part of the birds' " critical habitat " The exten 
sion of the cnt1cal habitat corridor through the 
Northern Plains Is made more urgent by the 
threat of three proposed Bureau of Reclama
tion protects in the region 

Club testifies on coal leasing program 

Assistant Alaska rep wins ecology award 

Ted Whitesell, the Club's assistant Alaska rep
resentative, has won the Bicentennial Junior 
Tylor Ecology Award for work •·which has had 
an important impact in grass roots, state, and 
national environmental policy." The $10,000 
prize Is part of the large annual Tyler Ecology 
Award which Is offered internationally to the 
person fudged to be doing the most outstand
ing work in ecology Whitesell won the award 
for his work on management problems in the 
Tongass National Forest in southeast Alaska 
He is twenty-five years old and has an environ
mental engineering degree from the University 
of Colorado 

The Federal Coal Leasing Act Amendments of 1975, which became law on August 4 change the 
Department of Interior's coal leasing authority by requiring it to issue coal leases competitively 
and establish a comprehensive set of procedures instructing on how to do so Two month~ before 
the passage of the act, the Interior Department adopted what It considered to be a competIlt~e 
coal-leasing system called Energy Minerals Activity Recommendation System (EMARS) and 
claimed that with some modifications it could be made compatible with the act Sierra Club 
spokesmen disagree, charging that the act nullified the department's EMARS program by requiring 
the secretary to take a different, more discnminating approach to future coal leasing, including 
the cataloging and evaluation of coal and the development of a comprehensive land-use plan 
Testifying before a Senate subcommittee on mines on behalf of the Club, Wilham H Haring ot 
the Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund said the EMARS mod1ficat1ons "reflect neither the ability nor 
the inclination of the department to at last take bold and creative steps necessary to achieve a 
good start in formulating an environmentally sound and meaningful coal leasing program . If 
one transcending issue could be stated, it Is whether the Interior Department Is willing to maintain 
the t1m1d role of a meek d1stnbutor of our nation' s nonrenewable resources or whether an abrupt 
but necessary change Is possible whereby creative, aggressive and Jealous management of those 
resources will pave the way not only to their wisest use where appropriate, but also for that degree 
of preservation which could deserve commendat ion." 



News 
Environmental leaders meet with Carter 

Six environmental leaders met with then President-elect Jimmy Carter in Plains, Georgia on De
cember 16 to discuss environmental appointments in his administration. The talks particularly 
concerned the post of Secretary of the Interior, to which Carter appointed Idaho governor Cecil 
Andrus two days later. Sierra Club Executive Director Michael McCloskey told Carter: " No person 
in the United States can do more to affect the American landscape than the Secretary of the 
Interior. He determines whether millions of acres are leased for oil, coal, oil shale and geothermal 
development and whether the environment is protected in the process." Carter agreed that the 
post was environmentally sensitive and told the environmentalists that " the days of rejection and 
exclusion for you folks are over " When someone suggested appointing a conservationist to serve 
in the White House as an advisor, Carter replied. " Why do you need another? You 've already got 
one in the Oval Office ." 

November congressional results 

Ten of the sixteen candidates supported by the 
League of Conservation Voters were elected to 
Congress, while three of Environmental Action's 
" Dirty Dozen" were defeated. These three were: 
Representatives Sam Steiger of Arizona, who 
lost his bid for the Senate; Burt Talcott of Cali
fornia , who lost to Leon Panetta, who was sup
ported by the League; and Albert Johnson, who 
was defeated by Joseph Ammerman, who had 
actively supported environmental issues during 
his tenure in the Pennsylvania legislature. 

Changes in House leadership are also of in
terest to environmentalists. Speaker Thomas P. 
O 'Neill, Jr.'s LCV rating on environmental issues 
has varied from forty-five to eighty-seven (out 
of a possible perfect one hundred) since 1972. 
The new majority leader, Jim Wright of Texas, 
has had fairly low LCV ratings. His election 
to the post left open the chairmanship of the 
Public Works Committee, which has gone to 
Representative Harold T. Johnson of California. 
As a result, the chairmanship of the Interior 
Committee went to Morris Udall, whom envi
ronmentalists welcome in this important post 

Darien Gap road halted again 

State ballot initiatives- atoms, 
bottles, boondoggles and parks 

Last November's election saw a variety of envi
ronmental initiatives on the ballots of several 
states. As might be expected, the results were 
mixed, with several encouraging victories and a 
number of disappointments. Bottle bills passed 
overwhelmingly in two states-Michigan and 
Maine- but lost 1n two others - Massachusetts 
and Colorado In Texas, voters defeated a $400 
million water bond boondoggle; in Oregon, a 
proposition to abolish the state's Land Conser
vation, Planning and Development Commission 
was voted down; Missouri voters approved 
funding for a Department of Conservation; and 
park bonds passed in Nevada and California. 
Environmentalists were disappointed, however, 
at the defeat of nuclea r initiatives in Ore
gon, Washington, Colorado, Ohio, Montana 
and Arizona. 

The U.S District Court in Washington, D.C., ruling on a Sierra Club suit, has extended the in1unc
tion imposed last year against further construction of the Darien Gap Highway in Panama and 
Coiombia. Judge William Bryant rules that the latest " final" environmental impact statement 
prepared by the Department of Transportation (DOT), which is funding two-thirds of the project, 
still does not meet the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) The court 
charged DOT with taking a " minimalistic approach" to NEPA by failing to fully analyze such 
major problems as (1) controlling the spread of hoof-and-mouth disease, and (2) the impact of the 
highway, along with subsequent exploitation and settlement, on the primitive Choc6 and Cuna 
Indian tribes inhabiting the region. Nicholas Robinson, chairman of the Sierra Club's International 
Committee, called Bryant' s latest ruling " an excellent decision, which further emphasizes the duty 
of federal agencies carrying out projects overseas to ensure that environmental considerations are 
taken." Largely through the Club' s efforts, appropriations for the highway were cut off by Congress 
this summer and are likely to remain so unti l the injunction is lifted. The injunction will probably 
remain in effect until an adequate impact statement is prepared, if the new administration sti ll 
wants to build the highway. 

Club opposes two proposed OCS lease sales-

The Sierra Club recently testified against two proposed Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) lease sales. 
The Club's Alaska Chapter charged that the draft environmental impact statement prepared for 
the Lower Cook Inlet on the Gulf of Alaska lease sale does not sufficiently describe the onshore 
impacts of the proposal, including such natural areas as Kachemak Bay State Park and Katmai 
National Monument. " It deals only with the currently proposed lease sale and ignores the fact that 
the proposed action will likely be just the beginning of oil and gas development in Lower Cook 
Inlet," a Club spokesman said. Milton Oliver, representing the Club's New England Chapter, test i
fied at a Bureau of Land Management hearing in Boston on a proposed lease sale on the offshore 
Georges Bank, an area that produces about 12.5 percent of the world's offshore fish catch Oliver 
said that because so l ittle 1s known about marine ecological processes, " drilling on the Georges 
Bank at this time amounts to playing Russian roulette with our fishing resources "Oliver described 
the quality of data on oil spills and the proposed clean-up contingency plan in the impact state
ment as " totally inadequate," and called for a better coastal-zone-management program com
bined with improved federal energy planning as an alternative to the proposed oil lease sale. 

Giving for Earth's Future 

Those who believe "what a magnifi
cent gesture 1s the natural world" may 
perpetuate their love beyond their Ufe
limes. Deferred guts are the second 
largest source of nourishment for those 
worthwhile Sierra Club programs 
which mean so much to you while you 
are llving and helping. 

One method of accomplishing this is 
through a carefully drawn will. If you 
have already prepared one, you may 
still include the Club, Foundation or 
Legal Defense Fund as a beneficiary 
through a legally executed. codicil. 

Bequests to the Foundation or the 
Legal Defense Fund are tax deduct
ible. Gifts to the Sierra Club do not 
offer this advantage. This may or may 
not be a relevant factor in your estate 
planning, depending on the size of the 
estate, its disposition and other factors. 
You should always consult with yo1:1r 
own lawyer in preparing a will or cod
icil in order to make sure that your 
wishes are carried out in the most ad
vantageous manner. The Club, Foun
dation and the Legal Defense Fund 
would be glad to consult with you and 
your advisors on how your gift can be 
of greatest benefit. 

You can also make a significant gift 
to the Sierra Club Foundation or the 
Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund and 
retain the annual income which the 
donated assets would otherwise earn. 
Depending upon the amount of the 
donation, this can be done through the 
Pooled Income Fund of the Foundation 
or through individual trusts. The bene• 
fits of these programs include annual 
income, a deduction on the federal 
income tax return, and if you use ap
preciated long term securities, there is 
no capital gains lax on the transfer. 
Thus, a person who owns low cost 
securities producing a low rate of 
return can convert these secunties into 
a higher yielding investment. 

All of these methods of deferred giv
ing either under your will, or as a life
time gilt, will help ensure that the Club 
can continue its good work in preserv
ing the environment as well as provide 
tax benefits to you. Gifts by life insur
ance can also provide benefits to both 
you and the organiz.ations you name, 
without their being a part of your estate. 

We welcome and solicit your in· 
quilies. One of our organiz.ations will 
respond promptly and in confidence, 
either by telephone, letter or personal 
visit. 

Brant Cal.kin, President 
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Guest Opinion 
From lime 10 rime in /his space we present "Guest Opinions"-messagesfrom prominent individuals 
who are no1 primarily involved on a daily basis with environmental concerns, bu1 whose voices 
should be heard by those of us who are. Their viewpoints on various conservation issues, while in
herently interesting and important ro us, do nor necessarily ref/eel or represent Sierra Club policy. 

The Editor 

President Carter, Here's Your Problem 
Some Reflections on the Energy Mess 

now. But as far as doing anything practical barrels of oil a month and would tailor the 
to increase the supply of energy and reduce rest of our energy cloth to fit; or that we 

Gladwin Hill 

If all the debate of the last three years our dependence upon foreign sources in the were capable of conserving Y amount of 
about nuclear power, offshore oil, im- foreseeable future, we have done nothing." energy and would start methodically doing 
ported oil, shale oil, solar energy and How did this come about? The answer is so; or that petrochemical companies could 

"exotic" power sources has seemed con- very simple. No decision-making entity in no longer consume quantities of oil to 
summately confusing, no one should doubt government had the insight or the courage make plastic swizzle-sticks and dollhouse 
his or her senses. President Carter wasn't to make and enunciate a firm judgment potties-any of these or myriad other pos-
exaggerating a bit when he kept saying dur- about our real energy needs, our resources sible categorical policy decisions could 
ing the campaign that we have no energy and, as a corollary, our priorities. If you're have provided a firm point of departure 
policy. In the absence of a policy, talk and going to have a picnic, somebody has to from which priorities and actions would 
actions regarding energy inevitably have decide who's going to bring the sandwiches logically flow. 
resembled the Mad Hatter's Tea Party. and salad, who's going to make the punch Instead, an immense amount of talk and 
Project Independence, launched with such and who will organize the car-pool. Until extravagant money-throwing at various 
fanfare as a purported energy policy, was these decisions are made, you can't have a parts of the energy structure have served 
as fraudulent as a good many of President picnic. In regard to our energy supply, no- primarily to camouflage the fact that the 
Nixon's gestures and as bemused as a lot of body made such decisions. cause really being served was business-as-
President Ford's thinking. Instead, the White House-implicitly usual-business geared to an oil price set 

Project Independence had a lot of im- supported by Congress and the energy by far-away men in burnooses, but fulfilJ. 
pressive charts and numbers, but it was an agencies-engaged in a historic demonstra- ing the requisite of keeping oil-company 
equation with nothing in it but variables. tion of Doublespeak: on the one hand re- profits flowing at record rates. 
Any mathematician will tell you that an peatedly proclaiming a virtual national Oil-shale development foundered, not 
equation like that can't be solved. It was a emergency, on the other tacitly declaring because of any intrinsic fault, but because 
bundle of options: if we do thus-and-so, that it could be resolved by business-as- the price structures couldn't match that 
such-and-such may be the result-like a usual, by the operation of the market-price being quoted by the sheiks. Solar-energy 
map showing twenty-three ways to get to system. If someone had declared that from development has lagged because the cur. 
Pittsburgh, but without any judgment of here on we would import only X million rent cost structure doesn't match that of 
which was the best way to take. Floated 1-------------------1 an alternative power source that in twenty-
nominally as a design for lessening our de- five years will be a vanishing species. Coal 
pendence on imported oil, the so-called extraction has not expanded commensur-
plan after nearly three years has us, as ately with predictable needs because coal 
everybody knows, importing more foreign prices in the main are not competitive with 
oil than ever-and with disappointingly oil prices-of the moment. 
little progress in developing other sources Technically, every offshore-oil project, 
of energy, every nuclear-power-plant project, indeed 

Representative Jim Wright of Texas, any energy project at all launched in the 
head of a House energy task force, said a last three years, has been illegal. The Na-
few days before Congress adjourned: "We tional Environmental Policy Act says that 
have dabbled with oil and gas pricing. We before you embark on one of these projects 
have made more money available for long- you have to make a reasoned examination 
range research, for things like solar energy, of alternatives. But environmental impact 
that may help us thirty to forty years from statements on recent a lternative energy 

Gladwin Hill is the New York Times na
tional environmental correspondent. 
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projects have simply cited the amorphous, 
unanchored pros and cons limned in Proj
ect Independence. -



The frenzied efforts to exploit Alaska oil 
were not dovetailed into any coherent pro
gram of energy supply and demand. The 
offshore-oil leasing program was never 
justified by proof that it would be better to 
consume the oil than husband it. Nuclear 
power projects were not validated as de
monstrably preferable to generation by 
coal, oil, gas, wood or peanut shells. There 
was no rationale for any of these activities 
because no one had constructed a frame
work of the readjustments the nation was 
prepared to make in light of the fact that 
oil available before is not available now. 
We pretended to face the future, but it was 
always with our fingers crossed. We said: 
"We'll prepare for the future-as long as 
we don't have to do anything different 
from what we're doing now." 

We can't have it both ways. We can't 
live, in respect to energy, as if there were 
no tomorrow and still expect to be in good 
shape when tomorrow suddenly appears. 
Living high off the hog means mortgaging 
the future. Safeguarding the future means 
mortgaging the present in some degree. The 
feasible degree is what has to be deter
mined. Manifestly it can't be determined 
solely by the indicators of a market econ
omy geared to thjs week's exigencies. 

Market competition works fine in an 
economy of abundance, to which we are 
habituated: rival entrepreneurs vie to sup
ply consumers with commodities at the 
lowest possible cost. But market competi
tion is intrinsically an impossible, not to 
say foolhardy, way of continuing to provide 

people with a vital commodity that is in 
short supply. Competition may serve to 
some extent to amplify supply (although 
the prospects are certainly dim in the case 
of a resource whose global exhaustion 
is in sight). But in the case of an essential 
commodity such as energy, competitive 
marketing is the antithesis of what is called 
for: by definition it allocates supplies to 
the highest bidders, leaving others equally 
needful literally out in the cold. 

A last-ditch effort 

This brings us to a crucial fact of the 
current situation that many people have 
not discerned and that some have striven 
desperately to conceal; namely, that the 
energy crisis, the sudden advent of an 
economy of scarcity in oil, has changed 
for all time the nature of the oil industry. 
Historically, the industry has been essen
tially a merchandising operation: com
panies pumped oil out of the ground, 
processed it, and sold it, in competition 
with other forms of energy. It was so cheap 
and available that it became the backbone 
of our energy economy. Then, overnight, 
the supply changed from unlimited to un
comfortably limited. Suddenly oil was no 
longer an implicitly optional item of com
merce: it had become an essential of our 
pattern of life, like water, gas and elec
tricity. In other words, circumstances have 
tra!_lsformed the oil industry, willy-nilly, 
from a merchandising oper~tion to a public 

utility. This, some observers suspect, is what 
the no-energy-policy, business-as-usual 
argle-bargle has been all about: a desperate, 
last-ditch effort by the oil industry to levi
tate the myth that competition-will-make
you-free, to escape the regulation that even 
American free enterprise inevitably imposes 
on a public utility. 

This mythology goes a long way, if not 
all the way, toward explainjng the anoma
lies, paradoxes and nonsensicalities we have 
been witnessing: the battle to deregulate 
natural gas prices; the ever-increasing oil 
imports in the face of our stated resolve to 
reduce them; the mad stampede to exhaust 
the offshore oil deposits that actually are 
our last ace-in-the-hole; the blind alleys 
that alternative energy forms, however 
plausible, keep running into. All serve, al
beit suicidally, to keep the market volume 
of oil at near-normal levels, lulling the na
tion into the false- notion that nothing else 
really needs to be done. 

Manifestly, the critical task facing Presi
dent Carter, with all the uncomfortable and 
contentious ramifications it will involve, is 
to dismantle this myth. 

What this may mean in terms of regula
tion, readjustments and sacrifices will have 
to be threshed out in the arena of poljtics, 
"the art of the possible." There will be 
lamentation, compromising and carping. 
But hopefully, out of it will come com
mitments to some basic assumptions and 
clear-cut courses of action-the first and 
essential steps toward fashioning a real na
tional energy policy. 

b======.::.::_:... 

--~--. . . . . 

"It runs on what?" 
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SIERRA CLUB BOOKS 
Box 7959, Rincon Annex 
San Francisco, CA 94120 
Please send me the ti tles I've indicated below. I enclose 
my check or money order payable to Sierra C lub. (Do not 
send cash.) Prices indicated are to members only and in 
clude a 10% discount on regular retail price. (Sierra Club 
pays for postage and handling.) PLEASE PRINT 

NAME 

ADDRESS ____ _______________ _ 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 

SP IN: 

Important Notice to Members: 

MAIL 
ORDER 

FORM 

TOS:2 

This order form replaces all previous order forms. To faclli• 
tate order processing, i t is imperative that members dis• 

CITY ________ STATE. ______ ZIP ___ continue using all order forms issued prior to this one. 

2177 

QUANTITY NEW PUBLICATIONS AMOUNT QUANTITY PAPERBACKS AMOUNT 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!- !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!-

189-1 
148-4 

181-6 

Ascent (197511976) (paper), $8.95 
The Electric War. The Fight Over 
Nuclear Power (cloth), $11.25 
Forests of the Sea: Life and Death 
on the Continental Shelf (cloth), $8.95 

184-0 In the Throne Room of the Mountain 
Gods (cloth) (available In June), $15.75 __ _ 

182·4 A Place to Begin: The New England 
Experience (cloth), $13.45 

192-1 Windslnger (cloth), $7.15 

QUANTITY TOTE BOOKS~ AMOUNT 

- - -
---

---
---
- - -

099-2 Best About Backpacking, $6.25 
147-6 Climber's Guide to the High Sierra, 

$7.15 
048-8 

066·6 
085-2 
049-6 
102-6 
068-2 
095-X 
095-Y 

127·1 
092·5 
078-X 

081-X 
190-x 
103-4 
172-7 

125·5 

069-0 

Climber's Guide to Yosemite Valley, 
$7.15 
Cooking for Camp and Trail, $3.55 
Fieldbook of Nature Photography,$6.25 
Food for Knapsackers, $3.55 
Foot-loose in the Swiss Alps, $7.15 
Hiker's Guide to the Smokies, $7.15 
Smokies Map replacement (paper),$1.75 _ _ _ 
Smokies Map replacement 
(with plastic envelope), $2.65 
Hiking the Bigfoot Country, $7.15 
Hiking the Teton Backcountry, $4.45 
Hiking the Yellowstone Backcountry, 
$5.35 
Hut Hopping in the Austrian Alps, $4.45 __ _ 
Huls and Hikes In Iha Dolomites, $4.45 
Reading the Rocks, $7.15 
Starr's Guide to the John Muir Trail, 
$3.55 
To Walk With a Quiet Mind: Hikes in 
the Woodlands, Parks & Beaches of 
San Francisco Bay Area, $5.35 
Wilderness Skiing, $6.25 

QUANTITY NATURALlsrs GUIDE SERIES AMOUNT 

186-7 

187-5 

190-5 

183-2 
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A Sierra Club Naturalist's Guide to the 
Deserts of the Southwest (cloth) 
(available in May), $8.05 
A Sierra Club Naturalist's Gulde to the 
Deserts of the Southwest (paper) 
(available in May), $4.45 
A Sierra Club Naturalist' s Guide to the 
Lowlands of New England (cloth) 
(available in May), $8.05 
A Sierra Club Naturalist's Guide to the 
Lowlands of New England (paper) 
(available in May), $4.45 

QUANTITY 

QUANTITY 

062-3 
113-X 
233-3 
142-5 
096-8 

174.3 
141-7 
146-8 
097-6 

144•1 
191-3 

Action for WIiderness, $2.05 
Alaska: The Great Land, $7.15 
Ecotactics, $ .85 
The Grass Roots Primer, $7.15 
Island in Time: The Point Reyes 
Peninsula, $4.45 
Mind in the Waters, $6.25 
Other Homes and Garbage, $8.95 
Simple Foods for the Pack, $4.45 
Sllckrock: Endangered Canyons of 
the Southwest, $4.45 
Thoreau Country, $8.95 
Walking Softly in the WIiderness 
(available in June), $5.35 

SPECIAL PUBLICATIONS 

555-3 Ascent {1973), $6.00 
555-4 Ascent (1974), $6.00 

016-X 

143·3 
045-3 
006-2 

000-3 

130-1 
170-0 

007-0 

018-6 
051-8 

140-9 
002-X 

HARDCOVER TITLES 

Almost Ancestors: The First 
Californians, $13.50 
A Closer Look, $13.45 
Everglades, $24.75 
Gentle Wilderness: The Sierra 
Nevada, $27.00 
In Wilderness is the Preservation 
of the World, $29.25 
The Lands No One Knows, $8.95 
Mind In the Waters, $13.45 
Not Man Apart: Photographs 
of the Big Sur Coast, $29.25 
On the Loose, $7.15 
Sllckrock: Endangered Canyons 
of the Southwest, $24.75 
Thoreau Country, $29.25 
Words of the Earth, $13.50 

AMOUNT 

AMOUNT 

___ Total Quantity ordered Total Amount of order $ _ _ _ 

+ Sales Tax (if any) $ ___ _ 

Total Amount enclosed $ _ _ _ _ 

Sales tax rates for deliveries to the following areas: California
add 6% (Alameda, Contra Costa, & San Francisco Counties-add 
6 ½%). New Jersey-add 5% (No New Jersey tax on ASCENT). 



The Club, the Cause and the Courts 
Environmental Law in 1976 

I n 1976, the Sierra Club Legal De
fense Fund (SCLDF) completed its 
fifth year of operation as the 

Club's arm for environmental law. A 
review of some of last year's key battles 
can tell us something about the nature 
of environmental law and the Club's 
role as a major force in its development 
during the first half of the seventies . 

John D. Hoffman is executive director of 
the Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund. 

JOHN D. HOFFMAN 

A morning storm at Devil's Tower, Wyoming 

We can also gain some insights into 
what the next several years may hold 
in store. 

The year 1976 was one of striking 
contrasts for SCLDF. Its most impor
tant battle-Kaiparowits-was won al
most before a legal shot was fired in 
anger, but another important initiative, 
this one over Northern Plains coal de
velopment, was rejected by a unani
mous Supreme Court after three years 
of litigation. The battle for nonde-

terioration of air quality in clean air 
regions was seemingly won for the 
second time, yet judging from past ex
perience any claim of final victory 
would be premature. In sou theast 
Alaska's Tongass National Forest, the 
infamous Juneau Unit Timber Sale is 
dead and buried largely because of a 
determined and unflagging legal assault 
by SCLDF and the Club-but here, 
new threats loom on the horizon. 

These four cases well illustrate the 
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intricate mosaic that environmental 
law has become. Attorneys at SCLDF 
and in similar offices fashion their 
cases both from recent federal statutes, 
such as the National Environmental 
P olicy Act (NEPA) and the Clean Air 
Act, and from older laws, such as the 
1960 Mul tiple Use/Sustained Yield 
Act, the I 916 law establishing the Na
tional Park System, and others dating 
back to the last century. Often, such 
congressional acts are blended with 
elements of common law, such as the 
"public trust" theory of resource pro
tection, in an effort to find the combi
nation that will persuade a generally 
cautious judiciary to intervene. 

Geographically, a legal struggle may 
focus on some of our finest national 
parklands, as in the case of Kaiparo
wits, or on important wild lands in the 
huge national forest system, as in the 
Tongass example. But in other cases, 
large regions such as the Northern 
Plains may be involved, or even the 
entire nation, as is the case where non
deterioration is concerned . Finally, an 
issue may transcend national bounda
ries, as SCLDF litigation over exports 
of nuclear fuel and technology and over 
the Darien Gap Highway has done. 

The battleground ranges from the 
United States Supreme Court down 
through the federal court system to the 
complex of federal administrative and 
regulatory agencies, and laterally into 
their counterparts throughout the fifty 
states, often shifting back and forth 
among these entities as a particular 
controversy unfolds. Nondeteriora
tion, for example, has taken SCLDF 
before the EPA and a ll levels of the 
federal judicial system. The ultimate 
resolution of this issue may yet take 
place before the courts and agencies of 
several key states. 

By taking a closer look at the four 
cases mentioned above, we can see how 
these various factors have operated in 
some speci fie instances of great im
portance to Club members and other 
conservationists. 

Kaiparowits 

The proposed 3,000-megawatt Kai
parowits plant was an outlaw-a Jesse 
James among power plants. Environ
mentalists accustomed to challenging 
such projects in proceedings for a fed
eral license and/or a state cert ificate of 
public convenience and necessity were 
startled to learn that Kaiparowits might 
not need either of these and that its 
sponsors had no plans to obtain them. 
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Although power was to be generated in 
Utah, transmitted across Nevada, and 
used in Arizona and California, the 
Federal Power Commission did not 
have licensing jurisdiction over Kai
parowits. (SCLDF had no need to test 
this somewhat surprising legal proposi
tion, having learned it first-hand from 
the U.S. Supreme Court in litigation 
over the Four Corners Plants.) The 
Utah Public Service Commission was 
the next logical candidate since the 
plant would be constructed within that 
state, but only Utah's environment
neither its power companies nor its 
consumers-was involved. (Even if 
jurisdiction technically existed in Utah, 
that state's enthusiasm as an environ
mental guardian could reasonably be 
doubted.) This left California, where 
the great bulk of the power was to be 
consumed, but except for transmission 
lines, there was to be no construction 

(PUC) asking it to exercise full licensing 
j urisdiction over Kaiparowits, which 
would entail public hearings, official 
findings as to the need for the plant, 
enviconmental review under Califor
nia's equivalent of NEPA, and no 
construction until completion of the 
proceedings and PUC certification. 

When the PUC hearings on the peti
tion opened last April, a full-scale 
battle over jurisdiction was expected. 
Rumors were rife that Interior Secre
tary Kleppe would announce any day 
his approval of Kaiparowits' construc
tion on federal lands, but as the hear
ings began in Los Angeles, the sponsors 
of Kaiparowits rose a nd announced 
they were dropping the plant from their 
construction schedules. 

The utilities gave several reasons for 
this decision, including increased costs, 
reduced rate of growth in power de
mand , and the strong opposition to 

Kaiparowits Plateau, Utah 

within that state's borders. It is argu
able that California's environment 
would even benefit from Kaiparowits, 
at least insofar as other coal-burning 
or nuclear projects within the state 
would be postponed or perhaps can
celled if Kaiparowits went forward. 

Ultimately, a petition was filed on 
the Sierra Club's behalf with the Cali
fornia Public Utilities Commission 

Kaiparowits' construction on environ
mental grounds. Also mentioned prom
inently by the utilities, however, was 
the rising interest of the PUC and the 
California State Energy Commission in 
supervising out-of-state power-plant 
construction. Inasmuch as the PUC 
staff had recommended to the full 
commission that it take jurisdiction 
over Kaiparowits, the utilities may 



have anticipated an adverse decision 
from the commission. In any event, a 
dramatic victory was won. Kaiparo
wits had waived extradition and sur
rendered. 

Northern Plains Coal 

The Northern Plains litigation was 
an attempt to simpli fy and rationalize 
the legal/environmental situation aris
ing from development of federally 
owned coal in that region. NEPA was 
to be the vehicle for this effort. SCLDF 
reasoned tha t individual environmental 
analyses dealing only with relatively 
small pieces of this development proc
ess would not come to grips with the 
basic policy issues involving reclama
tion, mining and transport methods, 
water use, and so forth. Lawsuits chal
lenging such narrowly focused analy
ses would probably be feckless also, 
whether they were won or lost. 

SCLDF therefore filed suit in 1973, 
advancing the novel but not implaus
ible theory that NEPA required the 
Department of the Interior to proceed 
on the basis of a region-wide environ
mental assessment to exercise its mani
fold supervisory responsibilities over 
coal development and related activi ty 
in the Northern Plains region. After an 
initia l setback in the U.S. District 
Court (not an uncommon occurrence 
when sailing uncharted legal waters), 
an appeal was taken to the U.S . Court 
of Appeals in Washington , D.C., which 
divided sharply o n the issue, both 
when it issued a preliminary injunction 
against Interior 's approval of four key 
mining plans in Wyoming and later in 
its final decision. The court majority 
upheld the substance of SCLDF's posi
tion in formulating a legal test for 
determining the required scope of envi
ronmental analysis in such situations, 
one that emphasized the substance of 
the actions being taken by the govern
ment and discounted the bureaucratic 
verbiage by which these actions were 
officially described. Concluding that a 
region-wide environmental analysis for 
coal development was needed in the 
Northern Plains, the court of appeals 
then ordered the district court to deter
mine whether the time for the analysis 
was ripe. 

The elation of SCLDF over this 
achievement was brief, for the U.S. 
Supreme Court short-ci rcuited the 
process by taking the case up for im
mediate review on petitions by the 
government, several utilities and other 
development interests who had inter-

vened. It rejected SCLDF's legal theory, 
laying down some interpretations of 
NEPA that may sharply limit its use
fulness as a legal and governmental 
instrument for getting at the most 
intransigent environmental problems
those that cut across geographical 
boundaries, that involve several proj
ects or that otherwise defy the neat 
compartments in which we try to cap
ture reality. The Supreme Court did 
affirm that so-called programmatic 
impact statements are a necessary and 
appropriate tool for exa mining the 
combined impacts of related develop
ment proposals, but at the same time, 
it appeared to concede to federal agen
cies such a broad discretion in deter
mining the scope and timing of these 
statements t ha t their actual effect on 
the decision-making process may be 
quite small. 

ln contrast to a first-strike victory 
such as Kaiparowits, litigation like the 
Northern Plains case must be seen as a 
capital investment, teaching us that 
some very important environmental 
issues may be beyond the effective 
reach of the law as currently interpreted 
and administered . Whether conserva
tionists and their counterparts in gov
ernment can convert this bit of wisdom 
into the needed institutional reforms is 
for the future to tell. 

o nde teriora lio n 

SCLDF's nondeterioration litigation 
introduces a not uncommon variation 
of environmental law in the mid-I 970s 
- the encore. It began in 1972 when 
the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) sought to abandon its previous 
policy of protecting areas of relatively 
clean air from s ignificant deteriora
tion. SCLDF filed suit, and in less than 
one year t he case progressed from the 
bottom rung of the federal court sys
tem to the top, with the Supreme Court 
affirming by tie vote the lower-court 
judgment in SCLDF's favor. 

More than three years later, the mat
ter is still in the courts, making its way 
up the ladder for a second time, but 
with two important differences. The 
lightning pace of the first trip has been 
reduced to the customary crawl, and 
what started out as a legal face-off 
between the Club and EPA has now be
come something of a courtroom donny
brook, with the participants numberi ng 
about fifty. 

Although greatly burdened by pro
cedural and other complexities, the liti
gation is still faring reasonably well. 

T he court of appeals in Washington has 
strongly reaffirmed, over a vigorous 
counterattack by industry, that a policy 
of nondeterioration is mandated by the 
1970 Clean Air Act. This means that 
the Supreme Court has truly become 
the "court of last resort" for our op
ponents. In upholding the regulations 
that EPA had finally adopted in re
sponse to the first round of court deci
sions, the court of appeals did reject 
SCLDF's contention that all six major 
pollutants, not just sulfur dioxide and 
part iculates, must be covered . The 
court also allowed EPA to retain its 
class III category, which gives indi
vidual states the option to permit de
terioration to the national secondary 
ai r-quality s tandards in des ignated 
areas for economic and social reasons. 
These points are significant and will be 
pursued if there should be further liti
gation before the Supreme Court, but 
they do not gainsay the importance of 
establishing that nondeterioration must 
be national policy. 

Congress this year was on the brink 
of adding specific nondeterioration 
standards to the Clean Air Act until the 
effort perished by filibuster. Even if 
further litigation and developments are 
favorable, it may still require such leg
islative intervention to make nondeteri
oration effective in practice. The EPA 
regulations have now been "law" in a 
sense for over two years, but their 
actual impact thus far has been insig
nificant. This does not mean that the 
immense litigation effort on nondeteri
oration has not been worthwhile. With
out the Club's long legal battle and the 
public attention it has focused on this 
issue, the quiet burial the Nixon ad
ministration was prepared to give the 
nondeterioration policy in 1972 might 
now be afait accompli. 

Tongass Natio nal Forest 

SCLDF's Tongass National Forest 
litigation resembles Kaiparowits in that 
it ended by a private decision rather 
than a court ruling, but here the resem
blance ceases. The Tongass case began 
in early 1970, before SCLDF was even 
founded, and did not end until 1976. 
The sui t was designed to force at least a 
major reconsideration of the fifty-year, 
8.75-billion-board-foot Admiralty Is
land/ Juneau Unit timber sale, largest 
in the history of the U.S. Forest Service. 
It achieved even more-an agreed can
cellation of the contract by the Forest 
Service and Champion lnternational, 
the contract ho lder. How this a ll came 
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about is a fascinating story that has 
been told elsewhere (SCLDF Environ
mental News, Spring 1976). The legal 
record, however, shows two major 
trials-:-one lost and one that remained 
undecided for well over a year after 
final evidence was submitted-plus an 
intervening appeal that was never de
cided because of newly discovered evi
dence that resulted in the second trial. 
In retrospect, it was this new evidence 
-a devastating critique of the sale's 
effect on wildlife habitat issued after 
the first court decision by consultants 
for Champion itself-that turned the 
case around and led to its eventual 
conclusion. 

But though the "Tongass case" has 
ended, the controversy continues, and 
SCLDF is a lready involved in fresh liti
gation over Admiralty Island that in 
some ways is more complex than the 
original. Various native groups have 
asserted conflicting claims to key areas 
of the island, including many formerly 
covered by the Juneau Unit sale. These 
competing groups have strongly differ
ing views concerning the nature and in
tensity of the uses to which they would 
put these lands; the aims of some are 
highly compatible with the Club's envi
ronmental goals, but others envision 
major timber-harvesting operations not 
unlike those once planned by Cham
pion. Although not quite so immedi
ately threatened as they once were by 
the Juneau sale, vital conservation in
terests are again at stake, and SCLDF 
is in the middle of the battle. 

A full review of SCLDF's scoresheet 
for the past year would require a 

good bit more space. There have been 
important gains, especially in the areas 
of wetlands protection, nuclear energy 
and the application of NEPA to export 
activities and projects outside the U.S. 
But there a lso have been disappoint
ments in litigation involving Meremec 
Dam, the Boundary Waters Canoe 
Area and the Six Rivers National For
est, though none of these is yet a lost 
cause. Rather than survey the field at 
length, it would be more useful to iden
tify a few key attributes of environ
mental law as it stands today and as 
SCLDF expects to practice it over the 
next several years. 

• The Supreme Court is beginning to 
exercise a major influence on the de
velopment of environmental law and 
will no doubt continue to do so . For 
almost three years after its mid-1972 



decision in the Mineral King case, the 
court issued no decision of comparable 
interest to environmentalists. In the 
past two years, however, it has been 
issuing such decisions regularly on 
matters as diverse as attorneys' fees, 
NEPA and the Clean Air Act. What is 
more, almost a ll the decisions have 
been adverse, except for a few in which 
environmental groups were not directly 
involved and in which the court upheld 
the government's regulatory position 
vis-d-vis private industry. Some of the 
latter, though, may prove very helpful 
to the Club in its future environmental 
battles. 

So far as the Supreme Court is con
cerned, then, the appropriate axiom for 
environmental lawyers in the next few 
years may be "he who litigates least 
litigates best." Unfortunately, one does 
not always have a choice in these mat-

as opposed to laws, such as NEPA, that 
primarily regulate the manner in which 
environmental decisions are made. This 
should be true even in the case of land
use conflicts, which until now have 
been fought on broader and more dif
fuse legal grounds. The Kaiparowits 
case and SCLDF's current litigation 
involving the proposed Dow petro
chemical complex in Solano County, 
California, are both good examples of 
this trend. 

The ascendancy of pollution-control 
laws can be traced to several causes. It 
has taken time, as well as considerable 
litigation effort, to get a basic regula
tory framework established under the 
Clean Air Act and the federal Water 
Pollution Control Act, but this proc
ess is now well advanced, even if not 
completed. These laws now mean 
something, and increasingly they pre-

Tongass Na1io11al Fores/, Alaska 

ters. But the message is clear that envi
ronmental lawyers must do everything 
in their power to see that only well
conceived cases are taken to the na
tion's highest court, and that the cases 
that do reach the judicial summit are 
presented with the highest degree of 
skill and professionalism. 

• PoUution-control laws and other 
statutes that place definite limits on the 
conduct of government and private 
parties are likely to dominate environ
mental litigation in the late seventies, 

sent major roadblocks in the path of 
projects that conservationists find ob
jectionable on these as well as broader 
environmental grounds. 

NEPA, on the other hand, has under
gone a transformation, at least from 
the lawyer's standpoint. Its role is not 
unlike that of the erstwhile star player 
who can still perform brilliantly in a 
back-up role, but no longer can carry 
the team. A few years ago, a sort of 
consensus began to form in the appel
late courts regarding the outer limits 

of NEPA. In general, the courts con
cluded they would not second-guess 
government agencies' substantive deci
sions on proceeding with their projects 
and would not require them to refute 
conflicting expert opinion in their en
vironmental impact statements, only to 
report it. Once this judicial consensus 
became apparent, it was only a matter 
of time before NEPA yielded its stellar 
position. Now NEPA's main value to 
environmental lawyers lies in the infor
mation impact statements disclose, 
however murkily, and in the safeguards 
the E IS process erects against environ
mental ambush. 

• The growing importance of "pol
lution-control" cases will have several 
significant corollaries. For one, the 
three-ring circus in which industry, 
government and conservationist each 
urges a sharply divergent interpretation 
of a statute upon the same court (the 
nondeterioration suit and several other 
SCLDF cases) will have numerous per
formances. Common sense and case 
law to date both suggest government 
will win more of these frays than either 
of the other participants, which means 
the real battle may not be in court, but 
long before, when EPA or whatever 
agency is involved arrives at its admin
istrative position. Thus environmental 
lawyers may increasingly find them
selves arguing their cases in conference 
rooms rather than courtrooms. 

• The shift in emphasis to interpre
tation and enforcement of regulatory 
statutes in environmental law means 
that larger national groups such as 
SCLDF and the Sierra Club have an 
increased responsibility to the rest of 
the environmental movement. Such 
groups are in the best position to iden
tify key administrative rulings that may 
be decisive in later applications of a 
statute to specific controversies, and 
to marshal the scientific and technical 
resources that may be needed to chal
lenge effectively an erroneous official 
position. The success of local citizen 
groups in environmental litigation will 
decline if the results of their cases are 
foreordained by prior adverse adminis
trative interpretations, or if their ef
forts turn on having access to a high 
degree of sci en ti fie expertise not readily 
available to them. Even more than in 
the past, then, SCLDF must continue 
to perform these and other tasks in or
der to play the role of vigilant pioneer 
in environmental law. SCB 
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