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THE WILDERNESS ACT

MONDAY, FEBRUARY 27, 1961
U.S. SFXACr,

COMM C EON INrEROR AND INSULAR A A,
Wa8hington, D.C.

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10 am., in room 3110, New
Senate Office Building, Senator Clinton P. Anderson, chairman of
the committee, presiding.

Present: Senators Clinton P. Anderson, New Mexico; John A.
Carroll Colorado; Frank Church, Idaho; Ernest Gruening, Alaska;
Frank !. Moss, Utah; Oren E. Long, Hawaii; Quenton N. Burdick,
North Dakota; J. J. Hickey, Wyoming; Henry Dworshak, Idaho;
Thomas H. Kuchel, California; and Barry Goldwater, Arizona.

Also present: Benton J. Stong professional staff member; Stewart
French, chief counsel; and Jerry T. Verkier, clerk.

The CR AN. I appreciate the very fine attendance we have here
this morning. I have discussed this bill with various conservation
groups and representatives of the cattle growers association, Amer-
ican Forestry Association, American Lumbermen's Association, the
Farm Bureau, and numerous individuals. The proponents are pretty"
well satisfied with the bill as drafted. They feel they have come
a long way from their original position, but that they have given
up some of the things in the bill that they consider important to
their purposes.

The opposition consists of the Farm Bureau, lumbermen, oil people,
mining people who have opposed the idea of wilderness all along.
However, most of them now-believe the wilderness bill is inevitable,
but urge that it be much more limited than S. 174.

The opponents also insist we should wait until the Outdoor Recre-
ation Resources Review Commission views are reported before any
action is taken. They recommend the following:

1. Primitive areas they say should not be included.
2. The concurrent resolution in section 3(f) should be a joint reso-

lution.
I outline these things in the beginning because I want people who

are opposed to the legislation to speak up and express themselves on it.
During the 4 years or more of discussion of wilderness legislation,

there has been almost unanimous support of the basic purpose of a
wilderness bill-to set aside some of our spectacular scenic, eologic ,
and primitive areas to be maintained in their natural condition.

The debate has been about how this should be done, how much land
area should be committed to wilderness and, once committed, how
rigidly we should require its preservation in its natural state.
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THE WILDERNESS ACT

During the 4 years of debate and discussion the advocates of a na-
tional wilderness system have accepted a number of compromises.
Considerable of the opposition to the measure has been withdrawn
as the measure has been modified and as its provisions have become
better understood.

The bill before thq committee today, S. 174, was prepared in my
office. An effort was made to use the desirable concepts of the Hum-
phrey and Murray bills, to incorporate excellent suggestions in the
O'Mahoney substitute bill and ideas given to the committee by some
of the 500 witnesses -who have appeared on the matter-and then to
write a bill as clearly and simply as possible.

There may be further desirable changes. One or two modifications
for greater clarity have been suggested. On the whole, however, I
believe that we are close to a draft of wilderness legislation which
can and should be reported to the Senate by the committee.

ANALYSIS OF THE BILL

The following is a section by section analysis of the bill:
Section 1 of this draft states its title, the "Wilderness Act."
Section 2 (a) is a statement of congressional policy to preserve for

present and future generations of Americans a part of our wilderness
resources, unimpaired, for future use and enjoyment as wilderness.

Section 2(b) contains two definitions of wilderness. The first sen-
tence is a definition of pure wilderness areas, where "the earth and its
community of life are untrammeled by man * * *." It states the ideal.

The second sentence defines the meaning or nature of an area of
wilderness as used in the proposed act: A substantial area re-
taining its primeval character, without permanent improvements,
which is to Ze protected and managed so man's works are "substan-
tially unnoticeable."

The second of these definitions of the term, giving the meaning used
in the act, is somewhat less "severe" or "pure" than the first. As a
practical matter it has been determined that some economic activities,
such as grazing and motorboating where they are established prac-
tices, should be permitted to continue and some temporary trails roads
and other facilities should be allowed to permit fire, insect, and disease
control when it is necessary.

The differences in these two definitions-the "pure" wilderness "un-
trammeled by man" and the somewhat more practical definition for
the purposes of the act--characterize fairly accurately some of the
concessions which have been made by the proponents of wilderness
during our 4-year discussions, concessions which seem to me to meet
the valid objections which have been made in the past to this proposal.

Section 3 of the act sets out what areas of federally owned lands are
to be included in the wilderness system, and how they shall be in-
cluded. It is intended to provide that every area, before finally con-
firmed as a part of the national wilderness preservation system, shall
have been thrice reviewed: once by the agency having direct juris-
diction over it once by the President, and a third time here in Congress.

Section 3(bS (1) deals with areas already classified as wild, wilder-
ness, canoe, and primitive in the national forests. They contain
14,661,416 acres.
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The wild, wilderness and canoe areas have been carefully studied
by the Forest Service and their boundaries carefully defined. The
Forest Service has determined that the best use of the land within their
boundaries is preservation in its primitive state. This bill declares
them to be a part of the national wilderness system. In enacting the
bill, Congress will complete action as to 14 wild and 28 wilderness
areas, comprising 5,867,000 acres, and one canoe area, in Minnesota,
which contains 979,154 acres.

There also are 40 "primitive" areas in the national forests containing
7,907,416 acres of land. These tracts are temporarily designated as
"primitive" to protect them from exploitation while the Forest Service
surveys and studies them carefully, defines boundaries, and determines
whether they should be finally designated "wild" or "wilderness."

S. 174 gives the Secretary of Agriculture 15 years to complete his
review and recommend to the President whether or not each of these
areas should be finally included in the wilderness system. The Presi-
dent then reviews these recommendations and sends his recommenda-
tions to Conress. Congress then has a full session in which to review
the proposed areas and, if it does not agree with the President's rec-
ommendations, reject them by concurrent resolution.

The 15-year period is designated because the Forest Service has ad-
vised us that such a period will be needed to review the primitive areas
with present staff.

Section 3(b) (2) declares that the purposes of S. 174 supplement but
do not interfere with the purposes of the National Forest Act of 1897
or the Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act which we passed last year--
Public Law 517 of the 86th Congress.

Section 3 (c) deals with the designation of certain park areas as wild-
erness. The Secretary of the Interior is given 10 years to designate
areas within each of the national parks, monuments, and other units
which will be required for roads and service facilities for public en-
joyment. He is then to report his recommendations to the )President
and the President to Congress, in relation to inclusion in the wilder-
ness system of park system tracts of 5,000 acres or more which will be
without roads.

The section provides for public hearings in accordance with the
Administrative Procedure Act after at least 90 days notice, on pro-
posed reservations for roads or service facilities. It contains a further
provision that nothing in the act we are considering shall lower the
standards contained in the National Park Service Act of 1916, the in-
dividual acts creating various parks and monuments, or in other park
legislation.

The provision does modify park legislation in one particular; it pro-
vides that "accommodations and installations" in the parks shall be
"incident to the conservation and use and enjoyment of the scenery
and the natural and historical objects and flora and fauna of the park
or monument in its natural condition."

This is intended to bar from the parks movie theaters, dance halls,
and other types of amusement which have no relationship to the type
of recreation intended to be provided by a national park area.

Section 3(d) deals with wildlife ranges and refuges. It authorizes
the Secretary of the Interior to recommend to Congress areas within
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4 THE WILDERNESS ACT

the refuge and ranges which might be incorporated in the wilderness
system. It is left up to the Secretary's discretion what areas, if any,
shall be recommended. It is to be assumed that he will not recom-
mend designation of wilderness areas where the will interfere with
the primary wildlife purposes of the areas. However, wilderness
and the propagation of many types of game and fish are entirely
compatible and desirable.

Section 3(e) provides that the modification of boundaries of wild.
erness areas may be recommended to Congress, after public hearings
if there is demand for them, and become effective if not disapproved
by Congress. This is intended to cover relatively minor adjustments
of boundaries-not major additions or eliminations to or from a
wilderness unit.

Section 3 (f) provides that the recommendations of original wilder-
ness areas shall be submitted to Congress by the President and become
effective following adjourning of a complete session of Congress if
not disapproved by a concurrent resolution. It provides further that
such a concurrent resolution shall be subject to a provision of the
Reorganization Act of 1949, which makes it possible for any Member
of the House or Senate favoring the resolution to get a vote on a
resolution of disapproval on the floor if it is not reported to the
floor by the appropriate committee within 10 calendar days after
reference to the committee.

Section 3(g) provides for the segregation of areas from appropria-
tion for other uses after public notice is given by the Secretary of
Agriculture or Secretary of the Interior that it is to be proposed as a
wilderness area.

It also provides for the termination of such segregation if the
proposal is rejected by the President or by the Congress, or 5 years
after it becomes effective if the area has not been submitted to Con-
gress as a proposed wilderness area.

Section 3(h) provides that all additions to the wilderness system
or eliminations from the wilderness system not provided for in the
act must be made by act of Congress.

Sections 4 and 5 of S. 174 authorize the acquisition of private lands
within wilderness areas and acceptance of gifts or bequests of land
for preservation as wilderness.

Section 6(a) gives guidelines to the administering agencies for the
management of wilderness areas. Nothing in the act is to be inter-
preted as interfering with the original purposes for which the park,
monument, forest, or wildlife land was set aside, except that the wild-
erness character is to be preserved. The areas are to be devoted to
recreational, scenic, scientific, educational, and historical uses which
are in keeping with the wilderness environment and its preservation.

Section 6(b) prohibits commercial enterprises in the wilderness
areas, use of motorized equipment, landing of aircraft, or the construc-
tion of roads of any kind except the minimum required for adminis-
tration of the area and for the health and safety of persons.

Section 6(c) (1) authorizes continued use of motorboats and air-
craft where these practices are well established, and necessary meas-
ures to control fire, insects, and disease.
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Section 6(c) (2) permits the :President of th4. United States ,to
authorize exploration and mining, including exploration for oil and
gas, the establishment and maintenance of reservoirs and water con-
servation works, and necessary roads, when he determines such use
will best serve the Nation. It also authorizes continuation of graz-
ing where it is well established.

Section 6 (c) (3) makes necessary exceptions for the boundary
waters canoe area in the Superior National Forest in Minnesota, to
keep that area's management in accord with established practices and
the acts under which it was set aside.

Section 6(c) (4) is intended to authorize performance of such com-
mercial services as the provision of guide service and horses within the
wilderness areas-services" "roper for realizing the recreational and
other purposes" of the wilderness system. This is not intended to
authorize dude ranches, commercial stables, or guide service offices
within the wilderness areas, but to permit such establishments, exist-
ing outside the wilderness areas, to perform their services within the
wildernesses.

Section 6(c) (5) assures that the act will not interfere with pur-
poses set out in the Executive orders or legislation creating the wild-
life ranges and refuges.

Section 6(c) (6) is a disclaimer of any interference with State or
Federal water rights.

Section 6(c) (7) is a disclaimer of any interference with existing
jurisdiction or responsibilities of the several States in respect to wild-
life and fish in the national forests. It is intended to maintain the
status quo so far as hunting and fishing in wilderness areas are con-
cerned.

Section 7 of this bill provides that the Secretaries of Agriculture
and Interior shall keep records, maps, -and documents in regard to
the wilderness system, and that they shall annually provide a joint
report to the President for transmission to Congress, on the status of
the wilderness system.

Section 8 authorizes the Secretaries of Interior and Agriculture to
accept contributions or gifts other than land, for the purposes of the
act, and gives such gifts for the use of the United States the same
exemption from Federal income, estate, and gift taxes accorded other
contributions to the Government.

This bill does not establish any new agency. It is intended thatwilderness area lands will remain in the hands of the same admin-
istrative agencies as administer them now. The bill does not require
any new appropriations. It is intended that the work connected with
the wilderness areas be absorbed into the present workload of the
various agencies.

At this point, without objection, I will insert in the record a copy
of S. 174, a copy of a statement by the Secretary of the Interior-in
which he comments on the bill, a copy of a letter and also a statement
by the Secretary of Agriculture, a report from the Bureau of the
Budget, and then finally a report from the Federal Power Commis-
sion with its comments on the bill.
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(The documents referred to follow:)
[S. 174, 87th Cong., lot ses.]

A BILL to establish a National Wilderness Preservation System for the permanent good
of the whole people, and for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and Hou8e of Representatives of the United
State of America in Congress assembled,

SHORT TITLE

SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the "Wilderness Act".

WuERNESS SYSTEM ESTABLISHED

STATEMENT OF POLICY

SEO. 2. (a) The Congress recognizes that an increasing population, accom.
panied by expanding settlement and growing mechanization, is destined to
occupy and modify all areas within the United States and its possessions except
those that are designated for preservation and protection in their natural con-
dition. It is accordingly declared to be the policy of the Congress of the
United States to secure for the American people of present and future genera-
tions the benefits of an enduring resource of wilderness. For this purpose there
is hereby established a National Wilderness Preservation System to be com-
posed of federally owned areas in the United States and its possessions to be
administered for the use and enjoyment of the American people in such manner
as will leave them unimpaired for future use and enjoyment as wilderness,
and so as to provide for the protection of these areas, the preservation of
their wilderness character, and for the gathering and dissemination of In-
formation regarding their use and enjoyment as wilderness.

DEFINITION OF WILDERNESS

(b) A wilderness, in contrast with those areas where man and his own
works dominate the landscape, is hereby recognized as an area where the earth
and its community of life are untrammeled by man, where man himself is a
visitor who does not remain. An area of wilderness is further defined to mean
in this Act an area of undeveloped Federal land retaining its primeval char-
acter and influence, without permanent improvements or human habitation,
which is protected and managed so as to preserve its natural conditions and
which (1) generally appears to have been affected primarily by the forces of
nature, with the imprint of man's works substantially unnoticeable; (2) has
outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of
recreation; (3) is of sufficient size as to make practicable its preservation
and use in an unimpaired condition; and (4) may also contain ecological, geo-
logical, or other features of scientific, educational, scenic, or historical value.

NATIONAL WILDERNESS PRESERVATION SYSTEM

EXTENT OF SYSTEM

SEC. 8. (a) The National Wilderness Preservation System (hereafter referred
to in this Act as the wilderness system) shall comprise (subject to existing
private rights) such federally owned areas as are established as part of such
system under the provisions of this Act.

NATIONAL FOREST AREAS

(b) (1) The wilderness system shall include all areas within the national
forests classified on the effective date of this Act by the Secretary of Agricul-
ture or the Chief of the Forest Service as wilderness, wild, primitive, or canoe:
Provided; That the areas classified as primitive shall be subject to review as
hereinafter provided. Following enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Agri-
culture shall, within fifteen years, review, in accordance with paragraph C,
section 251.20, of the Code of Federal Regulations, title 36, effective January 1,
1959, the suitability of each primitive area in the national forests for preserva-
tion as wilderness and shall report his findings to the President.. Before the
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convening of Congress each year, the President shall advise the United States
Senate and the House of Representatives of his recommendation with respect
to the continued Inclusion within the wilderness system, of each area on which
review has been completed in the preceding year, together with maps and
definition of boundaries: Provided, That the President may, as part of such
recommendations, alter the boundaries existing on the date of this Act for any
primitive area included, to exclude portions not predominantly of wilderness
value or to add any adjacent area of national forest lands that are predomi-
nantly of wilderness value. The recommendation of the President with respect
to each area shall become effective subject to the provisions of subsection (f)
of this section.

(2) The purposes of this Act are hereby declared to be within and supple-
mental to but not in interference with the purposes for which national forests are
established as set forth in the Act of June 4, 189T (30 Stat. 11) and the Multiple
Use-Sustained Yield Act of June 12, 1960, Public Law 86-517 (74 Stat. 215).

NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM AREAS

(c) (1) There shall be incorporated into the wilderness system, subject to the
provisions of and at the time provided in this section, each portion of each park,
monument, or other unit in the national park system which on the effective date
of this Act embraces a continuous area of five thousand acres or more without
roads. Within ten years after the effective date of this Act the Secretary of,
the Interior shall review the units of the national park system and shall report
his recommendations for the incorporation of each such portion into the wilder-
ness system to the President. Before the convening of Congress each year,
the President shall advise the United States Senate and the House of Repre-
sentatives of his recommendations with respect to the incorporation into the
wilderness system of each such portion for which review has been completed
in the preceding year, together with maps and definitions of boundaries. The
recommendation of the President with respect to each such portion shall be-
come effective subject to the provisions of subsection (f) of this section.

(2) The Secretary of the Interior shall include, as part of his recommenda-
tions to the President under the provisions of this subsection, a description of
the parts of each park, monument, or other unit submitted which should be
reserved for roads, motor trails, buildings, accommodations for visitors, and
administrative installations. Such parts shall be determined In accordance
with the procedures for rulemaking under section 4 of the Administrative Pro-
cedure Act (5 U.S.C., sec..1003), except that the public notice required under
such section shall be at least ninety days prior to the determination proceed-
ings. No designation of an area for roads, motor trails, buildings, accommo-
dations for visitors, or administrative installations shall modify or affect the
application to that area of the provisions of the Act approved August 25, 1916,
entitled "An Act to establish a National Park Service, and for other purposes"
(39 Stat. 535, 16 U.S.C. 1 and following). The accommodations and installa-
tions in such designated areas shall be incident to the conservation and use
and enjoyment of the scenery and the natural and historical objects and flora
and fauna of the park or monument in its natural condition. Further, the in-
clusion of any area of any park, monument, or other unit of the national park.
system within the wilderness system pursuant to this Act shall in no manner
lower the standards evolved for the use and preservation of such area in ac-
cordance with such Act of August 25, 1916, the statutory authority under which
the area was created, or any other A.t of Congress which might pertain to or
effect such area, including, but not limited to, the Act of June 8, 1906 (34
tat. 225; 16 U.S.C., sec. 432 and following) ; section 3(2) of the Federal Power

Act (16 U.S.C., sec. 796(2)); and the Act of August 21, 1935 (49 Stat. 666;
16 U.S.C., sec. 461 and following).

NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGES AND GAME RANGES

(d) There Shall be incorporated into the wilderness system, subject- to the
provisions of and at the time provided in this section, such portions of the
wildlife refuges and game ranges under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of the
Interior as he may recommend for such incorporation to the President within
10 years following the effective date of this Act, and such portions of the wild-
life refuges and game ranges added to his jurisdiction after such date but
not later than fifteen years following such date as he may recommend for such
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Incorporation to the President within two years following the date on which
such refuge or range was added to his jurisdiction. Before the convening of
Congress each year the President shall advise the United States Senate and
the House of Representatives of his recommendations with respect to the incor.
poration into the wilderness system of each area recommended for such incor-
poration by the Secretary of the Interior during the preceding year, together
with maps and definitions of boundaries. The recommendation of the Presi-
dent with respect to each area shall become effective subject to the provisions
of subsection (f) of this section.

MODIFICATION OF BOUNDARIES

(e) Any proposed modification or adjustment of boundaries of any portion
of the wilderness system established in accordance with this Act shall be
made by the appropriate Secretary after public notice of such proposal by
publication in a newspaper having general circulation in the vicinity of such
boundaries and public hearing to be held in such vicinity not less than ninety
days after such notice if there is sufficient demand during such ninety days
for such hearing. The proposed modification or adjustment shall then be
recommended with map and description thereof to the President. The Presi-
dent shall advise the United States Senate and the House of Representatives
of his recommendations with respect to such modification or adjustment and
such recommendations shall become effective subject to the provisions of sub-
section (f) of this section.

EFFECTIVE DATE OF PRESIDENT'S RECOMMENDATIONS

(a) Any recommendation of the President made in accordance with the pro-
visions of this section shall take effect upon the day following the adjourn-
ment sine die of the first complete session of the Congress following the date
or dates on which such recommendation was received by the United States
Senate and the House of Representatives; but only if prior to such adjourn-
ment the Congress did not approve a concurrent resolution declaring that the
Congress is opposed to such recommendation. Any such concurrent resolu-
tion shall be subject to the procedures provided under the provisions of sec-
tions 203 through 206 of the Reorganization Act of 1949 (5 U.S.C., sec. 133z-
12--133z-15) for a resolution of either House of Congress.

EFFECT OF PUBLIC NOTICE OF PROPOSED ADDITION TO WILDERNESS SYSTEM

(g) The public notice by either the Secretary of the Interior or the Secre-
tary of Agriculture that any area is to be proposed under the provisions of
this Act for incorporation as part of the wilderness system shall segregate
such area from any or all appropriation under the public land laws to the
extent deemed necessary by such Secretary. Such segregation shall terminate
(1) upon rejection of such proposal by the President, (2) upon approval by
the Congress of a concurrent resolution opposing the incorporation of such
area in the wilderness system, or (3) five years after the date of such notice
if the proposal to incorporate such area as part of the wilderness system has
not been submitted to both Houses of Congress prior to the expiration of
such five years.

ADDITION OR ELIMINATION NOT PROVIDED rOR IN THIS ACT

(h) The addition of any area to, or the elimination of any area from, the
wilderness system which is not specifically provided for under the provisions
of this Act shall be made only after specific authorization by law for such
addition or elimination.

ACQUISITION OF CERTAIN PRIVATELY OWNED LANDS WITHIN THE WILDERNES
SYSTEM

8E. 4. The Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture are
each authorized to acquire as part of the wilderness system any privately
owned land within any portion of such system under his Jurisdiction.
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GIFrTs O BEQUESTS OF LAND

SECo. 5. The Secretary of Agriculture and the Secretary of the Interior may
each accept gifts or bequests of land for preservation as wilderness, and such
land shall on acceptance become part of the wilderness system. Regulations
with regard to any such land may be In accordance with such agreements, con-
sistent with the policy of this Act, as are made at the time of such gift, or
such conditions, consistent with such policy, as may be included in, and
accepted with, such bequest.

USE OF THE WILDERNESS

OTHER PROVISIONS OF LAW

SEc. 6. (a) Nothing in this Act shall be interpreted as interfering with the
purposes stated in the establishment of, or pertaining to, any park, monument, or
other unit of the national park system, or any national forest, wildlife refuge,
game range, or other area involved, except that any agency administering any
area within the wilderness system shall be responsible for preserving the
wilderness character of the area and shall so administer such area for such
other purposes as also to preserve its wilderness character. The wilderness
system shall be devoted to the public purposes of recreational, scenic, scientific,
educational, conservation, and historical use. Subject to the provisions of this
Act, all such use shall be in harmony, both in kind and degree, with the wilder-
ness environment and with its preservation.

PROHIBITION OF CERTAIN USES

(b) Except as specifically provided for in this Act and subject to any existing
private rights, there shall be no commercial enterprise within the wilderness
system, no permanent road, nor shall there be any use of motor vehicles, motor-
ized equipment, or motorboats, or landing of aircraft nor any other mechanical
transport or delivery of persons or supplies, nor any temporary road, nor any
structure or installation, in excess of the minimum required for the administra-
tion of the area for the purposes of this Act, including such measures as may be
required in emergencies involving the health and safety of persons within
such areas.

SPECIAL PROVISIONS

(c) The following special provisions are hereby made:
(1) Within national forest areas included in the wilderness system the use

of aircraft or motorboats where these practices have already become well
established may be permitted to continue subject to such restrictions as the
Secretary of Agriculture deems desirable. In addition, such measures may be
taken as may be necessary in the control of fire, insects, and diseases, subject to
such conditions as the Secretary of Agriculture deems desirable.

(2) Within national forest and public domain areas included in the wilderness
system, (A) the President may, within a specific area and In accordance with
such regulations as he may deem desirable, authorize prospecting (including
exploration for oil and gas), mining (including the production of oil and gas),
and the establishment and maintenance of reservoirs, water-conservation works,
and other facilities needed in the public interest, including the road construc-
tion and maintenance essential to development and use thereof, upon his de-
termination that such use or uses in the specific area will better serve the in-
terests of the United States and the people thereof than will its denial; and
(B) the grazing of livestock, where well established prior to the effective
date of this Act with respect to areas established as part of the wilderness
system by this Act, or prior to the date of public notice thereof with respect to
any area to be recommended for incorporation In the wilderness system, may be
permitted to continue subject to such restrictions as are deemed necessary by
the Secretary having jurisdiction over such area.

(3) Other provisions of this Act to the contrary notwithstanding, the man-
agement of the Boundary Waters Canoe Area, formerly designated as the Su-
perior, Little Indian Sioux, and Caribou roadless areas in the Superior National
Forest, Minnesota, shall be in accordance with regulations established by the
Secretary of Agriculture in accordance with the general purpose of maintaining,
without unnecessary restrictions on other uses, including that of timber, the

66737-41-----a
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primitive character of the area, particularly in the vicinity of lakes, streams,
and portages: Provided, That nothing In this Act shall preclude the continuance
within the area of any already established use of motorboats. Nothing in this
Act shall modify the restrictions and provisions of the Shipstead-Nolan Act,
Public Law 539, Seventy-first Congress, July 10, 1930 (46 Stat. 1020), the Thye-
Blatnik Act, Public Law 733, Eightieth Congress, June 22, 1948 (62 Stat. 568),
and the Humphrey-Thye-Blatnik-Andersen Act, Public Law 607, Eighty-fourth
Congress, June 22, 1956 (70 Stat. 326), as applying to the Superior National
Forest or the regulations of the Secretary of Agriculture. Modifications of the
Boundary Waters Canoe Area within the Superior National Forest shall be
accomplished in the manner provided in section 3 (e).

(4) Commercial services may be performed within the wilderness system to
the extent necessary for activities which are proper for realizing the recreational
or other purposes of the system as established in this Act.

(5) Any existing use or form of appropriation authorized or provided for in
the Executive order or legislation establishing any national wildlife refuge or
game range existing on the effective date of this Act may be continued under
such authorization or provision.

(6) Nothing in this Act shall constitute an express or Implied claim or denial
on the part of the Federal Government as to exemption from State water laws.

(7) Nothing in this Act shall be construed as affecting the Jurisdiction or re-
sponsibilities of the several States with respect to wildlife and fish in the national
forests.

RECORDS AND REPORTS

SEC. 7. The Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture shall
each maintain available to the public records of portions of the wilderness system
under his Jurisdiction, including maps and descriptions, copies of regulations
governing them, copies of public notices of, and reports submitted to Congress
regarding pending additions, eliminations, or modifications. At the opening of
each session of Congress, the Secretaries shall jointly report to the President
for transmission to Congress on the status of the wilderness system, including a
list and description of areas in the system, regulations in effect, and other per-
tinent information, together with any recommendations they may care to make.

CONTRIBUTIONS AND GIrTs

SEC. 8. The Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture are each
authorized to accept private contributions and gifts to be used to further the
purposes of this Act. Any such contributions or gifts shall, for purposes of
Federal income, estate, and gift taxes, be considered a contribution or gift to
or for the use of the United States for an exclusively public purpose, and may
be deducted as such under the provisions of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954, subject to all applicable limitations and restrictions contained therein.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,

Washington, D.C., February 24,1961.
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: Your committee has requested a report on S. 174,
a bill to establish a national wilderness preservation system for the permanent
good of the whole people, and for other purposes.

We urge the enactment of this proposal. We suggest hereafter certain minor
amendments to the bill that we believe would be desirable.

Wilderness resources contain basic values and provide undeniable benefits
to the American people. We believe this has been amply demonstrated from
the previous hearings of your committee on wilderness proposals. In our
opinion, the establishment of a wilderness system, along the lines outlined In
this bill, is in the public interest.

This proposal recognizes equitably the various facets to the problem of wilder-
ness preservation. We believe that it resolves many, if not all, of the objections
that have been raised In the past to widerness proposals. It clearly delimits the
wilderness system to well-defined areas and prescribes an orderly method for
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establishment of the system. It prescribes sound procedures applicable to both
the executive and legislative branches of the Government in determining the
particular areas or parts of Federal reservations to be included in the wilder-
ness system.

The system to be established by this bill would be composed of federally
owned lands. Portions of the national park system, wildlife refuges, and game
ranges administered by the Department and portions of the national forests
administered by the Department of Agriculture would be included in the system.
It should be noted in this connection that the national park system areas, wild-
life refuges, and game ranges that we administer would not be Included imme-
diately following enactment of the proposal in the wilderness system. Portions
of these areas would be selected and included in this system over a 10-year
period, in accordance with prescribed procedures set forth in the bill. In the
case of the national forest areas, however, there would be included in the
wilderness system immediately upon enactment of the legislation those national
forest areas classified by the Department of Agriculture as wilderness, wild,
primitive, or canoe. The primitive group of areas, however, would be subject to
subsequent review over a 15-year period in order to determine which of these
areas should be retained in the system.

One of the major provisions of the bill is contained in section 3(h). This
subsection provides that the addition of new wilderness areas to the system or
the elimination of the areas from the system that are not specifically provided
for by the bill shall be made only after specific authorization by law for such
addition or elimination. We believe this requirement is desirable.

Section 2 of the bill contains a statement of policy that would express the
desire of the Congress to secure for present and future generations the benefits of
an enduring resource of wilderness. Sections 2 and 6 contain the general
provisions that would govern the administration of wilderness areas as well as
prescribe the purposes and uses of the system. Significantly, the bill provides
that the system shall be administered for the use and enjoyment of the American
people, in such manner as will leave the system unimpaired for future use and
enjoyment as wilderness, and so as to provide for the protection of the areas
and the preservation of the wilderness character. This provision is very
similar to the requirements now applicable, pursuant to the basic National
Park Act of 1916 (16 U.S.C. 1-3), to the national park system. On this point
we observe that wilderness-type areas constitute an important segment of the
national park system and have contributed heavily over the years to the enjoy-
ment by the American people of wilderness values.

We' believe that section 6(a) is worthy of special note. This subsection
provides that nothing In the act shall be interpreted as interfering with the pur-
poses stated in the establishment of, or pertaining to, any park, monument, or
other unit of the national park system, or any national forest, wildlife refuge,
game range, or other area involved, except that any agency administering any
area within the wilderness system shall be responsible for preserving the wilder-
ness character of the area and shall so administer such area for such other
purposes and aso to preserve its wilderness character. This provision, we
believe, has the effect of preserving the status quo to the maximum extent in
the management of the Federal reservations in question, subject however to the
overall requirement that the administering agencies carry out the essential
requirements set forth in the bill for wilderness preservation.

While the bill prohibits, consistently with wilderness preservation, as pre-
scribed in section 6(b), commercial enterprises within the wilderness system,
roads, motor vehicles, motorized equipment, et cetera, it provides in section
6(c) (4) that commercial services may be performed within the wilderness system
to the extent necessary for activities which are proper for realizing the recrea-
tional or other purposes of the system.

In addition to the general provisions relating to administration of the wilder-
ness system, there are specific provisions in the bill that are applicable to na-
tional forest areas. These provisions would permit certain uses to continue
that are already well established within the forest areas in question. Also, cer-
tain additional uses may be authorized by the President upon his determination
that such use or uses in the specific area will better serve the interests of the
United States and the people thereof than will its denial.. In the case of wildlife
refuges and game ranges, the bill provides that any existing use or form of ap-
propriation authorized or provided for In the Exeeutive order or legislation
establishing such areas and which use exists on the effective date of the Act,
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may be continued under such authorization or provision. In this connection,
we note that the bill makes no provision for special uses within the national
park system. We believe this is appropriate and is consistent with long-estab-
lished policies and standards, established by the Congress for administration
of that system.

There are other provisions that are worthy of mention. Boundary adjust-
ments may be made in wilderness areas in accordance with certain prescribed
procedures whereby the appropriate Secretary, after public notice and hearing,
subsequent recommendations to the President, and transmittal of such recom-
mendations to the Congress, the boundary adjustment may be accomplished if
the Congress makes no objection thereto. We note that in the case of areas
of the national park system the bill provides for the inclusion of those areas of
more than 5,000 acres where such areas exist without roads. The Secretary
would be required to determine what portions of the parks would be required for
roads, utilities, et cetera. The bill contains no minimum acreage limitations re-
garding wildlife refuges and game ranges to be included in the system.

We recommend the following amendments to this bill:
(1) On page 5, line 7, strike out the word "ten" and insert in lieu thereof the

word "fifteen".
This amendment is suggested in the interest of uniformity. Fifteen years are

allowed in the bill for the review of certain national forest areas to determine
their suitability for inclusion in the wilderness system. We believe that na-
tional park system areas, as well as the wildlife refuges and game ranges, should
be governed by the same requirement.

(2) On page 6, line 16, beginning with the word "Further", strike out the
language in the sentence up to and including the word "area" in line 20, and
substitute in lieu thereof "The purposes of this Act are hereby declared to be
within and supplemental to but not in interference with the purposes for which
parks, monuments, and other units of the national park system are ad-
ministered".

This amendment is desirable in the interest of clarification. It is in har-
mony with a similar provision relating to national forests in section 8(b) (2).

(3) On page 7, line 10, strike out the word "ten" and insert in lieu thereof
the word "fifteen".

As previously explained regarding a similar amendment relating to national
parks, this amendment is suggested for the purposes of uniformity. If this
amendment is adopted, in the interest of promoting further clarification, the next
amendment would be desirable.

(4) On page 7, line 10, insert a period immediately following the word "Act'-
and strike out the rest of the sentence beginning with ", and" in line 10 and
ending with the word "Jurisdiction." in line 16.

(5) On page 8, line 10, following the word "shall" insert ", if found to be
justified by the Secretary,".

(6) On page 9, revise line 8 to read "(g) Public notice when given by either
the Secretary of the".

We consider this amendment to be desirable in the interest of clarification.
Subsection (g) provides that "The public notice by either the Secretary of the
Interior or the Secretary of Agriculture that any areas to be proposed under
the provisions of this Act for incorporation as part of the wilderness system
shall segregate such area from any or all appropriation under the public land
laws to the extent deemed necessary by such Secretary." [Empasis supplied.]
The only requirement for the giving of public notice, however, is contained in
subsection (e) concerning modification of boundaries. We believe the language-
of subsection (g) probably would be limited in application to boundary modifica-
tions under subsection (e). On the other hand, it appears that the intent of
subsection (g) is to have the provision apply also to new areas. Our amend-
ment is suggested in order to permit the giving of notice, and the segregation
of the lands in question from the public land laws pursuant to subsection (g),
in the discretion of the particular Secretary. There would be no need to give
notice or use the authority under subsection (g) to segregate the lands within
the national park system from the public land laws as these areas are already
segregated from such laws.

(7) On page 9, line 22, following the word "any", insert the word "new".
This Is a clarifying amendment.
(8) On page 10, line 7, strike out the words "privately owned" and insert in,

lieu thereof the words "non-Federal".
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This is a clarifying amendment.
(9) On page 10, line 25, and on page 11, line 1, strike out the words ", except

that any", and insert in lieu thereof ". Each".
This amendment is suggested for clarification. So far as the national parks

are concerned, the present language indicating that an exception is required to
preserve the areas for wilderness purposes is inaccurate. These areas, as we
have indicated previously, are administered in keeping with wilderness standards.

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that, subject to your consideration of
the foregoing amendments, enactment of S. 174 would be in accord with the
President's program.

Sincerely yours,
SIwAT L. UDALL,

Secretary of the Interior.

DEPARTMENT OF AGwIcuLTURE,
Walhington, D.C., February 24, 1961.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affaira,
U.S. Senate.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: This is in response to your request of January 17
for a report on S. 174, a bill to establish a national wilderness preservation
system for the permanent good of the whole people, and for other purposes.

We strongly recommend that the bill be enacted insofar as it affects this
Department.

The bill would declare a policy of the Congress to secure for the American
people of present and future generations the benefits of an enduring resource
of wilderness. For that purpose, the bill would establish a national wilderness
preservation system, which would include national forest areas, national park
system areas, and national wildlife refuge and game range areas. The bill
would provide that the federally owned lands within areas of the wilderness
system would be administered in such a way as to leave them unimpaired and
to provide for the protection and preservation of their wilderness character.
It would provide for the gathering and dissemination of information regarding
their use and enjoyment as wilderness.

The bill would include in the national wilderness preservation system all
areas within the national forests classified on the effective date of the act as
wilderness, wild, primitive, or canoe. The areas classified at that time as prim-
itive would be reviewed within 15 years as to their suitability for continued
inclusion in the wilderness system. Recommendations of the Secretary of Agri-
culture following such review would be reported to the President and each year
the President would submit to the Congress his recommendations with respect
thereto. Provision would be made for including in such recommendations ap-
propriate adjustments in primitive area boundaries.

The President would be authorized to recommend modifications or adjustments
of boundaries of areas in the wilderness system.

The recommendations of the President with respect to the continued inclusion
of primitive areas in the wilderness system and for modifications or adjust-
ments of boundaries of areas in the wilderness system would take effect if not
disapproved by the Congress by concurrent resolution within a full session of
Congress following the date the recommendation was received.

The bill would provide that the addition of any area to, or the elimination
of any area from the wilderness system which is not specifically provided for in
the bill could be made only after specific authorization by law. It is under-
stood that this would apply to the addition of a completely new wilderness-type
area to the system or the complete elimination of a wilderness-type area from the
system, and not to additions or eliminations of land areas to an existing wilder-
ness-type area in the system by a modification or adjustment of boundaries.

With respect to national-forest areas included in the wilderness system, the
bill would permit the use of aircraft or motorboats where well established to
continue, and measures for fire, insect, and disease control could be taken. Proe-
pecting and mining and the establishment and maintenance of reservoirs, water
conservation works, and other facilities needed in the public interest within
specific portions of national forest areas in the wilderness system could be au-
thorized by the President upon his determination that such uses would better
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serve the interests of the United States than would their denial. The grazing
of livestock where well etablished on national-forest areas in the wilderness
system could be permitted to continue.

Otherwise, with respect to national-forest areas, subject to existing private
rights, commercial enterprise, permanent roads, use of motor vehicles and equip-
ment, and mechanized transport within areas of the wilderness system would be
prohibited, and temporary roads and structures in excess of the minimum re-
quired for the administration of the area for the purposes of the act would be
prohibited within areas of the wilderness system. Emergency measures for the
health and safety of persons would be permitted within such areas.

The Boundary Waters Canoe Area in the Superior National Forest would
continue to be administered under this and other applicable acts for the general
purpose of maintaining the primitive character of the area without unnecessary
restrictions on other uses, including that of timber.

Commercial services proper for the realization of recreational and other pur-
poses of the wilderness system could be performed within areas of the system.
The bill would not affect the present situation as to the application of State
water laws, nor the jurisdiction or responsibilities of the States with respect
to wildlife and fish.

The bill would authorize the acquisition by the Secretaries of the Interior
and Agriculture of lands within areas of the wilderness system under their
respective jurisdictions and would provide for the acceptance and use of con-
tributions of money to further the purposes of the act. Each Secretary would
maintain public records pertaining to the portions of the wilderness system
under his jurisdiction and would make annual reports to the Congress.

This Department believes that the establishment and maintenance of wilder-
ness-type areas is a proper use of the national forests and has steadfastly main-
tained continuity of policy in this regard for over 35 years. In 1924, the first
area for the preservation of wilderness in the national forests was established.
It comprised a large part of what is now the Gila Wilderness Area in Gila
National Forest in New Mexico. In 1926, parts of the Superior National Forest
in northern Minnesota were given special protection. These areas later became
parts of areas designated as roadless areas and which are now designated as
the Boundary Waters Canoe Area. The first primitive area in the national
forests was established in 1930 under regulations of the Secretary of Agriculture.
By 1939, there were 73 primitive areas and 2 roadless areas, totaling 14.2 million
acres.

In 1939, new secretarial regulations were issued providing for the estab-
lishment of wilderness and wild areas in the national forests. The term "wild-
erness area" originated on the national forests. These regulations provided for
somewhat more stability and protection to the areas established thereunder
than did the earlier regulation for the establishment of primitive areas issued
10 years previously. Wilderness and wild areas provided for in these regula-
tions meet essentially the same criteria except that wilderness areas exceed
100,000 acres In area, and wild areas range from 5,000 to 100,000 acres. Wilder-
ness areas are established by the Secretary of Agriculture, whereas the Chief
of the Forest Service may establish wild areas.

No new primitive areas were established after 1939. Since that time, prim-
itive areas have been managed in accordance with the regulations applicable to
wilderness areas. The Department has been restudying primitive areas and
reclassifying those areas or parts of areas which are predominantly valuable
for wilderness as wilderness areas. We are continuing that study and plan to
complete the study as to all remaining primitive areas. As of this date, there
are the following wilderness-type areas within the national forests:

Kind of area Number Acreage

W ilderness ......... ........ ........ ......... ........ .......--.........- 14 4,888,173
Wild ----------------------------------------------------------------------- 28 979,154
Primitive.. . . . . . . ..-----------------------------------------------------------40 7,907,416
Canoe...................................------------------------------------ 1 886,673

Total................-------------------------------------------------- 83 14,661,416
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In the restudy and reclassification of primitive areas, boundary adjustments

have been made to eliminate portions not predominantly of wilderness value
or add to adjacent national forest lands that are predominantly of wilder-
ness value. Some new areas have been established, including two established
within the last year. Taking into consideration the transfers to national parks
of lands previously within primitive or wilderness areas in the national forests
and corrections in area calculations, the total area of national forest land
classified for administration as wilderness has remained about the same as it
was in 1939.

The wilderness, wild, primitive, and roadless areas of the national forests-
include some of the most remote and scenic areas of the Nation. They have
unique and special values, which have long been recognized by wilderness
enthusiasts, and by the Forest Service. They comprise valuable and essential
parts of the national forests.

The wilderness-type areas within the national forests have been established
and are administered pursuant to administrative action under the regulations
of- the Secretary of Agriculture. Until last year, they had no specific statu-
tory recognition. The establishment and maintenance of such areas has long
been maintained by this Department to be within the concept of multiple-use
management, which this Department has applied to the national forests for
over half a century. For the first time the Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act
of June 12, 1960, Public Law 86-517 (74 Stat. 215), which directs the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to administer the renewable surface resources of the
national forests for multiple use and sustained yield, gave statutory recogni-
tion to wilderness areas. In this act, the Congress declared the establishment
and maintenance of wilderness areas to be consistent with the principles of
multiple use and sustained yield. In inserting this provision as a committee
amendment to the bill which became that act, the Senate Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry made it clear that the enactment of that provision was
not intended as a substitute for the enactment of legislation to establish a
national wilderness preservation policy and program.

There was pending before the Senate at the time the Multiple Use-Sustained
Yield Act was passed, the so-called wilderness bill, S. 1123 (86th Cong.).
This Department, in its report of June 19, 1959, recommended enactment of
that bill, with certain amendments. The substance of these amendments are
accommodated for the most part in S. 174. We have consistently recommended
the enactment of wilderness legislation insofar as it would affect the national
forests ever since our first report on such legislative proposals in the 85th Con-
gress. We strongly believe that not only should wilderness areas be estab-
lished and maintained in the national forests, but also enactment of S. 174 would
be desirable resource legislation and in the national interest.

The Bureau of the Budget advises that the enactment of this proposed
legislation would be in accord with the President's program.

Sincerely yours,
Oiavuxz L. FREEMAN.

ExEcuTIvE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT,
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET,

Washington D.C., February 24, 1961.
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

My DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to your request for the views
of the Bureau of the Budget on S. 174, a bill to establish a National Wilder-
ness Preservation System for the permanent good of the whole people, and for
other purposes.

S. 174 would establish a National Wilderness Preservation System which
would include national forest areas, national park areas, and national wild-
life refuges and game ranges. Lands within the wilderness system would be
administered in such a way as to leave them unimpaired and to provide for
the protection and preservation of their wilderness character. Section 3(f)
provides that any recommendation of the President for addition, modification
or adjustment of a wilderness area shall not take effect until the recommen-
dation has been before the Senate and the House of Representatives for &
complete osession of Congress. Further, Congress may disapprove any addition,.
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modification or adjustment during that session by use of a concurrent
resolution.

The Bureau of the Budget favors the objectives of S. 174. With respect to
section 3(f) the committee may wish to consider shortening the time during
which a Presidential recommendation must remain before the Congress prior
to its effective date. As now written, this period could extend over a year and
a half.

Subject to your consideration of the above suggestion you are advised that
enactment of S. 174 would be in accord with the President's program.

Sincerely yours,
PHIILU S. HUGHES,

Aeseitant Direotor for Leg&lative Referenoe.

FEDERAL PowER COMMISSION,
February 4, 1961.

REPORT ON S. 174, 87TH CONGRESS: A BILL TO ESTABLISH A NATIONAL WILDERNSS
PRESERVATION SYSTEM FOP THE PERMANENT GOOD OF THE WHOLE PEOPLE, AND
FOB OTHER PuRPosEs

This bill, to be known as the Wilderness Act, for the purpose of "securing for
the American people of present and future generations the benefits of an enduring
resource of wilderness," would establish a national wilderness preservation
system comprised of such federally owned lands (subject to existing private
rights) made up from the following: (1) all areas within national forests classi-
fied on the effective date of the bill by the Secretary of Agriculture or the Chief
of the Forest Service as "wilderness, wild, primitive, or canoe," the primitive
areas only being subject to review by the Secretary within 15 years from the
effective date of this act as to their suitability for inclusion into the wilderness
system, the results of which are recommended to the President; (2) portions of
national parks or monuments embracing "a continuous area of 5,000 acres or
more without roads" as may be recommended subsequent to enactment of the
bill by the Secretary of the Interior to the President within a specified time;
(3) such portions of national wildlife refuges and game ranges as may be recom-
mended subsequent to enactment of the bill by the Secretary of the Interior to
the President within a specified period; (4) acquisitions of "privately owned
land within any portion of such system" under either Secretary's jurisdiction,
and, in addition, acquisitions by gift or bequest to the respective Secretaries.

Provisions in sections 3(b) (1), 3(c) (1), and 3(d), provide that the President
shall advise the House and Senate, before the convening of Congress each year,
of the areas he recommends for incorporation into the system. Thereupon, under
the provisions of section 3(f), any recommendations so made would take effect
only upon the day after adjournment sine die of the first complete session of the
Congress following the date or dates upon which they were received by the House
and Senate, provided however, the Congress did not approve a concurrent
resolution in opposition thereto.

This Commission's interest in the bill arises from the fact that it would set up
a wilderness system embracing lands and powersites having existing and poten-
tial power value subject to the Commission's authority under part I of the
Federal Power Act. Section 4(e) of the Power Act provides that licenses shall
be issued within reserved lands of the United States "only after a finding by the
Commission that the license will not interfere or be inconsistent with the purpose
for which such reservation was created or acquired, and shall be subject to and
contain such conditions as the Secretary of the Department" having jurisdiction
"shall deem necessary for the adequate protection and utilization of such
reservation."

Under section 24 of the Federal Power Act ,any lands of the United States
included in a proposed project "shall from the date of filing of the application
therefor be reserved from entry, location, or other disposal under the laws of the
United States until otherwise directed by the Commission or by Congress." In
addition to reservations effected under this provision of the Power Act, other
lands of the United States have been reserved or withdrawn from time to time for
power purposes under other statutes and in the future, lands may be reserved
pursmant to section 24 or under other statutes
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Based upon the available but Incomplete information concerning wild, wilder-

ness, or primitive areas, the hydroelectric generating capacities of the sites,
licensed and potential, which would be affected in those areas are as follows:

Capacity under license: Kilowatts

Existing ----------------------------------------------- 748,900
Under construction---------------------------------------257,000

Other potential capacity ------------------------------------ 2,870,300

Total ---------------------------------------------- 3,876,200

It further appears that about 265,000 acres of powersite lands would be In-
cluded in wilderness type areas that would be established by the bill. The total
area of lands withdrawn for power purposes is approximately 7,217,000 acres as
of June 30, 1960.

The bill would not incorporate In the wilderness system as of Its effective date
any lands presently within wildlife refuges or game ranges, but sets up pro-
cedures under which portions of such refuges and ranges, as well as portions of
primitive areas, may subsequently be Incorporated into the system. It is assumed
that when future recommendations are made to the Congress by the President to
incorporate additional areas into the system, this Commission will be requested
to advise the Congress as to the power potential affected by any such recommenda-
tions.

It is clear from provisions in sections 3(a) and 6(b), which preserve existing
private rights in lands placed in the wilderness system, that the bill would not
adversely affect a licensee's right to continue use of such lands under authority of
a license previously Issued by this Commission. Furthermore, it is noted that
the bill contains no language which would expressly vacate or rescind any power
withdrawal or power reservation created prior to enactment or which would
expressly modify, repeal, or otherwise affect the Commission's authority to issue
licenses in the future to use lands in the wilderness system for power purposes
provided the above-discussed finding of consistency and noninterference can be
made under section 4(e) of the Federal Power Act with respect to the use of
reserved lands.

In order to safeguard the public Interest in the development of waterpower
resources on lands belonging to the United States through licenses under the
Federal Power Act, and to eliminate any misunderstanding that may otherwise
exist, the Commission recommends that the bill be amended by adding a new
subsection 6 (c) (8) to read as follows:

"Nothing in this act shall be construed as superseding, modifying, repealing, or
otherwise affecting the provisions of the Federal Power Act (16 U.S.C. 792-
825r) ."

FEDERAL. POWER COMMISSION,
By JEROME K. KUYKENDALL, Chairman.

THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY,
Washington, March 8.1961.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affaira,
Senate, Washington, D.C.
My DEr. M& CH.ARMAN: This is in response to your request of February 1,

1961, for this Department's views on S. 174 (87th Cong.) entitled "A bill to
establish a National Wilderness Preservation System for the permanent good
of the whole people, and for other purposes."

S. 174 would-allow certain Federal lands to be set aside in a wilderness
system for the use and enjoyment of the American people. Section 8 of the bill
would authorize the Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture
to accept private contributions and gifts to be used to further the purposes of
the act. The second sentence of section 8 would provide that, "Any such con-
tributions or gifts shall, for purposes of Federal income, estate, and gift taxes,
be considered a contribution or gift to or for the use of the United States for an
exclusively public purpose, and may be deducted as such under the provisions
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954, subject to all applicable limitations and
restrictions contained therein."
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Sections 170, 2055, and 2522 of the Internal Revenue Code now provide that
gifts to or for the use of the United States for exclusively public purposes are
allowable as deductions for Federal income, estate, and gift tax purposes.
Therefore, there is no need for a specific provision In S. 174 to accomplish this
result. The Department believes that tax provisions generally should not be in-
eorporated in nontax legislation and that the incorporation in S. 174 of a tax
provision, which is not necessary to achieve the objectives of the bill, would pro-
vide an undesirable precedent in other areas.

In view of the foregoing, the Department recommends that the second sentence
of section 8 be deleted from S. 174.

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that subject to your consideration of
the recommended deletion the enactment of S. 174 would be in accord with the
President's program.

Sincerely yours,
HENRY H. FowLFz,

Acting Secretary of the Treasury.

The CHaIRmAN. Our first witness this morning is the Secretary of
the Interior.

It is a great pleasure for me to welcome a neighbor and a worker in
the vineyard over here testifying before the committee. We had him
originally when his nomination was up and tried to make life as
miserable as possible for him. We had some very splendid questions
and got some might fine answers.
. Mr. Secretary, Iappreciate very much that you have taken the
time-I know how busy you are-to testify this morning on a bill
which concerns your Department and other departments of the Gov-
ernment. We appreciate your personal attendance.

STATEMENT OF HON. STEWART L. UDALL, SECRETARY, DEPART-
MENT OF THE INTERIOR, ACCOMPANIED BY MAX EDWARDS,
ASSISTANT AND LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL, DEPARTMENT OF THE
INTERIOR, WASHINGTON, D.C.

Secretary UDALL. Thank you very much Mr. Chairman. I have
with me Mr. Max Edwards, my Assistant and Legislative Counsel.

The C-AIT1ULN. Since he was for so many years a resident of New
Mexico we are happy to have him also.

Secretary UDALL. We are happy to have him with us, I might say.
Let me say first off, Senator, that I think the taking up of this

legislation here today as the first major work of this committee ex-
hibits what the administration regards as a very fine sense of priori-
ties. I think that this is important legislation and we had evidence
only last Thursday of the concern of the administration with regard
to this particular measure. The President stated in his natural re-
sources message that he favored legislation along the lines of S. 174
and urged its enactment, and I want to state on behalf of the adminis-
tration that we are deeply committed to the enactment of a bill sim-
ilar to the bill that you have introduced.

This legislation has been the subject of,discussion at many hearings
in the past few years. I think one might say that this wheat has
been pretty well threshed.

I think that S. 174 represents, as I see it and as the administration
sees it, a reasonable compromise. I think that some of the things
which have been modified in previous bills were wisely modified. I
think with respect to many of those who had objections-to some fea-

18
SRP02363



THE WILDERNESS ACT

tures of the bill, those objections have now been taken into account
in this legislation.

I think we now have in S. 174 a reasonable measure on which reason-
able men can find ground to compromise and to enact legislation. I
want to say that it seems to me that this legislation sponsored by thechairman of this committee represents a high concept of conservation

statesmanship and the administration certainly hopes that the Con-
gress will move quickly and will move expeditiously to enact this]-egisl atior.

I would say, too, to the chairman of the committee, that there is
urgency with regard to the enactment of this legislation. I think
that one of the essential things that it does is to preserve a status quo
and I think that preservation is a wise move, but further delay can
only open up additional problems which will make the enactment of
legislation even more difficult, so I can make my statement very brief,
and I apologize to the committee for not having a written statement.

I have been extremely busy and I only decided Saturday to come
down, and therefore I am making this brief oral statement to you this
morning to commend the chairman of the committee and his associates,
colleagues, and cosponsors of this legislation for making this the first
order of business. We think this is wise procedure. We commend
the chairman of the committee for this action.

We urge the enactment with perhaps the clarifying amendments
that we have recommended and perhaps other clarifying amendments
the committee may deem necessary to this type of legislation.

I thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator DworshakI
Senator DWORSHAK. A few questions, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Secretary, you say you are in substantial accord with this bill

currently before our committee, but that you favor some perfecting
amendments. Can you give us some details on that?

Secretary UDALL. The perfecting amendments, Senator, are those
outlined in the Department's report. These are largely of a clariflying
nature and largely intending to make the various sections, for in-
stance, harmonize one with the other.

We felt, for instance, a 15-year period instead of the 10 was proper
for Secretary of -the Interior. There are no basic changes. These
are merely clarifying, Senator.

Senator DWORSHAK: Mr. Secretary, on January 13 when you ap-
peared before this committee following your appointment as Secre-
tary of the Interior you replied to a question which I asked you:

Senator, I think that the multiple-use concept is a wise one and that we
should apply it wherever practical.

Then after some other comments, you said:
I hope that we can be wise enough to apply the multiple-use concept wherever

posible, and also to have some type of wilderness systems.
You think that it is entirely possible to preserve the concept of

multiple use of our public domain and still pass legislation which
would virtually lock up these natural resources so far as the utilization
of them is concerned.

Secretary UDALL. Senator, I don't find anything inconsistent be-
tween my type of belief in multiple use and this type of legislation.
I think properly conceived the multiple-use doctrine does not mean
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that. No. 1, we don't have a reserve. I regard this, among other
things, as a land reserve that we are setting aside and, on the other
hand, there are certain areas where we must have a concentration
of a particular type of use, or nonuse, or activity. In this legis-
lation, for example, in terms of hunting and fishing, and those uses
which are so vital and important, we have multiple use in the main
and, therefore, I regard this within my concept of multiple use as
wise legislation.

Senator DwORsHAx. Under this new legislative proposal reads
would be prohibited. Then obviously we could have little mining
because no one could justify from a financial standpoint exploring
minerals of any kind because if deposits were discovered, how would
you get the minerals out when there are no roads I Of course, under
the primitive system that we have now, and in Idaho we have approxi-
mately 3 million acres in the primitive areas, there is very little
logging or lumbering. That probably can be justified to a large
extent, although I understand there may be 7 or 8 billion board
feet of timber some of which is overripe and should be processed
and logged.

I also understand there is very limited gTazing, but you do feel
that under this proposal with roads being prohibited, meaning that
these areas will be almost inaccessible except to people who can flyin if they can find landing strips, or make horseback trips into the
areas, we do to a satisfactory degree maintain and encourage the
multiple-use concept?

Secretary UDALL. Senator, I have indicated the hunting and fish-
ing aspect of it. Grazing certainly is taken into account in this legis-
lation and should be continued wherever feasible, but, of course roads
and wilderness just don't go together too well, and it does seem to
me that necessarily if you are going to have roads you are not going
to have wilderness.

Senator DwoRsHAx. How many people penetrate into these areas
and enjoy these recreational facilities without roads?

Secretary UDAxL. Well, I think that there are some of our resources
that we are going to have to enjoy by people simply being strong
minded enough and strong legged enough that they will walk in
and see them.

As I regard it most of the areas that we call wilderness or are
designated as wilderness are really very inaccessible areas and it is
very difficult to build roads in most of these areas. At least this is
true in my part of the country.

Senator DWORSHAK. So you think that we can still serve the multi-
ple-use concept under this proposal?

Secretary UDALL. We all, I am sure, have our own conception.
We talk as though multiple use were some well-defined area or con-
cept; it is one and the same. Well, it isn't. We all have our differing
interpretations but, as I see it and as I think the President does,
this fits into sound multiple use, yes.

Senator DWORSHAK. Just one other point. You mentioned that
there is an element of urgency and that the committee ought to pro-
ceed as rapidly as possible in the consideration of this bill. Of course
you are aware of the fact that about 3 years ago legislation was
adopted, and I am sure that it met with your approval- while you
were in the House, setting up the Outdoor Recreation Resources
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Review Commission, which has already a budget of about $2 million.
Hearings have been held in various sections of the country. Con-

tracts have been negotiated with colleges and many other groups
qualified to undertake studies of various aspects of our recreation.
Originally this Commission was to report in September and now has
requested that it be permitted to report on January 31,1962,1 think.

Under that situation do you still think that we have an element
of urgency to take action before we have available all the data and
the information on technical aspects of recreation throughout our
countryI Would it not be better to have this information available ?

Secretary UDATL. Senator, as I see it--and I think it is significant
that one of the most active members of the ORRRC is the ch airman
of this committee and the sponsor of this bill-there is nothing in-
consistent with the ORRRC doing its mission and with legislation
being enacted. We do not subscribe in our Department to the point
of view that all conservation activity should cease until the ORRRC
reports, and I don't think the ORRR people themselves intend ulti-
mately in their report to say this legislation should be enacted or
that should not, and I think that the wisest thing we can do is go
on down the road and, where we are ready to act, to act.

The ORRRC is very important and they are going to lay, I hope,
guidelines down that will be good for the next 20 or 30 years, but I
don't think they intend to get into some specific recommendations nor
do they intend to say, for example, what type of wilderness bill the
Congress should pass.

I am not sure they will recommend some kind of bill if we haven't
acted by next January, but I don't think it would be wise to stop all
conservation legislation until the Commission reports.

Senator DWORSHAK. Of course, I want the record to show that the
chairman of this committee, Senator Anderson, has been very active
as a member of this review Commission, has attended most of the
hearings not only in Washington, -but outside of the city, and I am
sure that he will greatly influence the final report which will be sub-
mitted to the Congress.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask permission at this time to insert
in the record House Joint Memorial No. 6 which was adopted by the
Idaho Legislature recently. The resolving clause is as follows:

Now, therefore, be it.resolved by the House of Representatives, State of Idaho,
the Senate concurring, That we are most respectfully opposed to the dedication
of additional lands as primitive or wilderness areas in the State of Idaho and
respectfully request that all primitive and wilderness areas in the State of
Idaho be reviewed and studied with the view of eliminating all lands which have
a higher or greater multiple use potential than that of single use dedication
as primitive or wilderness * *.

The CHAMMAN. Without objection, the resolution will be included.
(The document referred to follows:)

IDAHO HOUSE JOINT MEmoRIAL 6

A JOINT MEMORIAL

To the Honorable Senate and House of Repreeentatives of the United States
in congress Assembled:

We, your memoriallts the Legislature of the State of Idaho, respectfully
represent that:

Whereas the economy of the State of Idaho is based upon its agriculture,
lumber, mining, sheep and cattle industries, and the use of its waters for irriga-
tion and hydroelectric power; and
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Whereas approximately two-thirds of the land area of the State of Idaho is
federally owned and contains approximately 3 million acres set aside for primi-
tive and wilderness areas; and

Whereas these designations are restrictive to full utilization and deny to the
natural resources industries of the State of Idaho the right to wisely develop
the natural resources contained in these large primitive and wilderness areas
of the State and further deny ready access to these areas to millions of American
citizens, all to the detriment of said industries and to the people of the State of
Idaho; and

Whereas one of the great potential -industries of the State of Idaho is its
tourist trade and wildlife attractions: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Repre8entatives, State of Idaho (the Senate con-
ourring), That we are most respectfully opposed to the dedication of addition
lands as primitive or wilderness areas in the State of Idaho and respectfully
request that all primitive and wilderness areas in the State of Idaho be reviewed'
and studied with the view of eliminating all lands which have a higher or greater
multiple use potential than that of single use dedication as primitive or wilder-
ness ; and be it further

Resolved, That we oppose Federal enactment of future wilderness legislation
embodying the principle of locked-up areas for single purpose use which would
deny to the natural resources industries the right to wisely develop such natural
resources and would also be to the detriment of said industries and to the people
of the State of Idaho; and be it further

Resolved, That the present agencies administering all Federal lands do so with
the view of developing the full multiple use of the lands to further the general
welfare and the economy of the State of Idaho; be it further

Resolved, That the secretary of state of the State of Idaho be authorized and
he is hereby directed to immediately forward certified copies of this memorial
to the Senate and the House of Representatives of the United States of America,
the Secretary of Interior, the Secretary of Agriculture, and to the Senators andt
Representatives in Congress from this State; be it further

Resolved, That the secretary of state of the State of Idaho be authorized and
he is hereby directed to immediately forward certified copies of this memorial
to the speaker of the house and to the president of the senate of the following
States: Washington, Oregon, California, Montana, Utah, Wyoming, Colorado,
Nevada, Arizona, New Mexico, North Dakota, and South Dakota, and that these
States are hereby urged to take similar action in their respective legislative
bodies.

The CHAIMAN. I only want to say to you, Mr. Secretary, that the
Senator from Idaho is also a very fine member of the Outdoor Recre-
ation Resources Review Commission. I was the author of the original
legislation under which this Commission was set up and I certainly
would not be trying to introduce legislation now if I thought it was
going to conflict with the purpose of the Commission. Defiition of
wilderness is a rather difficult question. We have argued about it a
great deal. I am very hopeful that the final reports of the Com-
mission will be very much worth while. I think the Commission will
show the need of wilderness areas, and I think they will show the need
of development along seashores so that people will be able to use the
outdoors a whole lot more than they are now doing.

I for one hope that nothing we do will interfere with the work of the
other commission.

I know how well you know my area. I notice that the Black Range
and the Gila wilderness cover 300,000 acres or more in this bill. On
the edge of the Gila wilderness is the little mining town of Mogollon,
but that is an abandoned mining area. There was prospecting all
through the Black Range for a great many years, and I believe that
most of the prospecting that needs to be done is now being done, but
under one of the sections of the bill-
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The President may, within a specific area and In accordance with such regula-
tions as he may deem desirable, authorize prospecting (including exploration
for oil and gas), mining (including the production of oil or gas), and the
establishment and maintenance of resources,

and so forth, when he thinks it in the best interests of the country.
I would hope that he didn't get into the Gila wilderness, because I

would be somewhat antagonistic to that proposal if he were to do it,
but you do recognize, do you not, that these areas can be invaded if it is
in the best interests of the country ?

Secretary UDALL. We certainly do. The legislation contemplates it,
and I can foresee national emergenices in situations which may mean
that we will want to ta.p some of these resources. I don't think we are
locking anything up m an irrevocable way. That point should be
stressed also.

The CRARMAX. Senator Gruening.
Senator GRUENiNG. I have a telegram here from Governor Egan

of Alaska which he asked be inserted in the record. Shall I present
it to you?

The CHAIMAN. I was going to make a request and I will do it now.
I have here a folder full of messages, telegrams, letters, resolutions,

and so forth, all of which I would like to have appear as an appendix
to this hearing record.

Senator GiUENING. Then I will hold that.
The CHAIRMAN. We will include the message from the Governor

of Alaska with the other communications.
Do you have any questions?
Senator GRUENING. No.
The CHAIRMAN. If not, Senator Moss may have.
Senator Moss. I think not at this time, Mr. Chairman.
The CaAIM~AN. Senator Hickey.
Senator -Icimy. I wonder if you have House Joint Memorial 7

from Wroming in there.
The URAU AN. No, sir; we do not and without objection it will be

made a part of the record at this point if the Senator desires to present
it.

Senator Hicxzy. I would like to have made part of the record
House Joint Memorial 7 enacted by the Legislature of the State of
Wyoming and signed by the appropriate authorities. I think this was
enacted January 21.

(The document referred to follows:)

WYOMING HOUSE JOINT MEMORIAL

A joint memorial memorializing the Congress of the United States concerning wilderness
legislation and opposing the creation or extension of wilderness areas within the State
of Wyoming

Be it resolved by the Legsalatureof the State of Wyoming:
Whereas bills have been Introduced in the last two sessions of the U.S. Con-

gress to establish a national wilderness preservation system; and
Whereas these bill would create wilderness areas in Wyoming; and
Whereas the creation of such wilderness areas would interfere with the de-

velopment of the State's water resources, and would Jeopardize the multiple-use
concept of the areas for the projection of water, forage, timber, minerals and
recreational opportunities, which multiple-use concept policy has been in effect
for over 50 years, and has shaped the economy of the West; and

Whereas the welfare and interest of the citizens of Wyoming demand that
there shall not be any further extension of wilderness areas in Wyoming: Now,
therefore, be it
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Resolved, by the House of the 36th Legislature of the State of Womig,
the Senate of such Legislature concurring, That the President and Congres,
of the United States of America be and they are hereby memorialized to consider
fairly and diligently the welfare and interest of the people of the State of
Wyoming, who oppose the creation or extension of wilderness areas in Wyoming;
that, furthermore, if such wilderness areas are necessary and desired in other
States, that areas adjacent to centers of population be purchased and returned
to the wilderness state, believing that such a program would make wilderness
areas available to more people of the country than the creation of such areas
in the West.

Senator HIcxY. Mr. Secretary, I notice in the President's state-
ment given on February 23,1961, on the public lands, which is of some
concern to the people of the State of Wyoming, that he directs you
to-
develop a program of balanced usage designed to reconcile conflicting uses-
grazing, forestry, recreation, wildlife, urban development, and minerals.

Have you had an opportunity yet to develop such a program or axe
you workingon that.

Secretary UDALL We are just commencing our work, Senator, and
we intend to work very carefully on this and to confer with the Sen-
ators and other interested people as we go along. We are hoping we
can lay down some guidelines and lay out a program which will be
desirable.

Senator -ici.KY. In the interest of this particular bill would it not
be well to have the benefit of some of your thinking along that line
after you have more or less formalized the program, in addition to the
information that will ultimately come from the Commission that has
heretofore been mentioned by Senator Dworshak and of which the
chairman is also a memberI

Secretary UDALL. Senator, as I conceive it, the public lands problem
as such is a problem separate and apart from the problems of these
primitive, rugged wilderness areas that are high country, very rugged
country, and necessarily require different treatment.

This wilderness problem has been studied very intensively by the
Congress and by the Executive the last 2 or 3 years. I think we are
at the point where we can make rational decisions. I think reasonable
men can compromise on this if they are of a mind to, and I see no
reason for further studies of this particular aspect of the problem.

Senator Hicximy. There are some wilderness areas in Wyoming that
are principally used for wilderness. I have enjoyed them a great
deal myself during my lifetime. Are you prepared to tell me howmuch these areas would be expanded, or if the will be expanded or
under this bill if there is any information which we could obtain that
would give us an opportunity to let our people knowI

Secretary UDAm. Yes.
Senator, this would not be the right time to do it. My people would

be very happy to sit down with you and I think we could tell you
exactly what the status of the various areas in your State wouTldbe
because the legislation spells it out rather clearly so that you and the
people in your State would know exactly what areas are involved
and what uses will be permitted and what uses and activities will not
be permitted. I think this is one of the purposes of the legislation,
to define it very clearly.

Senator Hicmy. This joint memorial which I have introduced
indicates the concern of the legislature with regard to the multiple-
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use concept which you have heretofore discussed and also with the
appropriation for the projection of the use of water.

I notice in the President's statement that he says:
Accelerate the installation of soil-conserving and water-saving works and

practices to reduce erosion and improve forage capacity; and to proceed with
the revegetation of rangelands on which the forage capacity has been badly
depleted or destroyed.

You probably know that in Wyoming some of this high mountain
country, which is the basic recreation area for my own town, is the
situs of a great deal of the water resources area in the State. By
that I mean some of the high mountain country that serves the upper
Colorado currently comprises a great wilderness area for our State.

Also in the Big Horn area there is a great deal. It is basically the
top of the watershed, where water is b3gun and flows into, I think,
four distinct basins in the State.

Will this condition be considered in the operation of this bill?
Secretary UDALL. I regard this as a water conserving measure. I

think the thing we need to do on the high watershed country is leave
the areas alone in the main. The type of activity of denuding areas
in one way or another would, I think, hasten erosion. It might be
counter to sound conservation all the way along the line, so I don't
conceive this legislation as doing anything except aiding water con-
servation as far as that aspect is concerned.

Senator HICKEY. Here is the one final question, to return to the
initial statement. I understand that you and your Department will
be able to give me, at least to some degree, a defined area where the
State of Wyoming will be affected by this wilderness legislation. Will
this be in accordance also with what the Department of Agriculture
conceives to be, or will we have one set of pictures from you and an-
other set of pictures from the Department of Agriculture, and the
Park Service, and maybe another picture from another source?

Secretary UDALL. Senator, of course part of this depends on the
manner in which this committee works its will on the legislation. The
legislation as it is before you would be very clearly defined and either
our people or the Forest Servicepeople could spell out very clearly
and we would be happy to provide you with data or have people sit
down with your aides and let you know very clearly just what areas
in your State would be affected and how they would be affected. I
think this is an essential part of the determining of the merits of the
legislation and we welcome this opportunity..

-Senator HICKEY. Then that is in line with section (c) on page 8
which is a direction to the Secretary of the Interior and Secretary
of Agriculture to formulate a comprhensive Federal recreation lands
program? Do you conceive that tobe part of this bill?.

Secretary UDALL.. This is part of the procedure that is to be set up
and of course we not only do certain things initially in the legislation:
we set up on-gongprecedures under which future chances both of
taking lands out and putting lands in could be accomplished.

Senator HICKEY. Have you had an opportunity yet to confer, for
example, with the Wyoming State natural resources group? I read
here that you are directed to confer with State and local ofcials with
regard to this. Have they had any opportunity to know your views

66737---61---S
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or to give you their views with regard to the wilderness question at
the present time?

Secretary UDALL. Senator, this would concern the future changes
that are to be made and not the present areas which have already been
designated, and this is to set up a consultation which I would regard
as a very wise one, that on any future modifications one way or the
other we would have consultation with the States affected, but that
does not concern the present main thrust of the legislation, however.

Senator HIcERE. Is it not true that under the bill as now prepared
the final determination will be with the Secretary of Agriculture and
with your office as to what the program will constitute and the Con-
gress will not have an opportunity to pass upon or to describe what
maybe the program?

Fcretary UDALL. That is not correct at all, Senator, and I think
there is still after all these years a great deal of misapprehension in
the country, and I think this is reflected in some of the resolutions
passed by some of the legislatures. People haven't attempted to un-
derstand what the legislation does and some of them are still thinking
with their emotions, I am afraid. The proposal here before the com-
mittee at the present time will give the committees of Congress the
say as to what areas initially go in the system. Then with regard to
any future changes, both of taking areas out and adding areas to the
system Congress would have a right to have the final say, and there
would be this consultation and I think the present legislation is much
stronger in that respect.

Some of the earlier legislation didn't provide that protection and
review that this does and I think we have now arrived at something
which does give protection to State and local interests with regard to
the future.

The CHAIRMAN. If I may just break in, I am glad that the Secre-
tary has made that quite plai. At thepresent time these primitive
and wilderness areas can be created by Executive order and nobody
has a word to say about it.

Under this bill you have three cracks at it after you have a hearing
in the home area to find out about it. Then the Secretary of the
Interior or Agriculture, whichever area is involved, has a chance to
pass upon it. Then the Congress has a chance to pass upon it and
the President has a chance. Heretofore just a Secretary made the
determination.

Senator HioKEy. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHIA MAN. I do want to just say Mr. Secretary, that what I

hold in my hand are the hearings that have been held by this com-
mittee in the last two Congresses on the wilderness bill. It runs more
than 2,000 pages. If you run out of work we will be happy to send
you this bound volume and you can spend the winter reading it.

Senator KucHE. I apologize for beingjate, Mr. Chairman, and I
want to say that I am very grateful for this. As a coauthor of this
legislation-I have been interested in the subject matter for a good many
years. Mr. Secretary, did you prior to my late arrival indicate the
differences between this legislation and that which was before our
committee in the last seion?

Secretary UDALL. Senator, our position is stated in.the report,
naturally, and I would say, if anything, the current bill of which you
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are a cosponsor is better conceived and protects the broad public in-
terest as well as local interests more thoroughly, and I think this is
the best bill that has ever been before this committee.

Senator KUCHEL. What I mean is I think if I recall some of the
objections that were lodged against the legislation which we had in
the last session were met and presumably overcome in the draft which
we have before us now and I thought it might be helpful to this com-
mittee to have in some type of memo form the differences that have
been achieved in the present bill.

Secretary" UDALL. We would be very happy to indicate the changes.
Senator KucHFa. I think that would be very helpful.
Secretary UDALL. Yes. All right.
The CHAmAz;. I think that is a fine suggestion.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Goldwater.
Senator GOLDWATER. Stu, I have just one question.
How does this affect Indian reservations?
Secretary UDALL. It doesn't.
Senator GOLDWATER. There is no way then that the Department

could take a part of an Indian reservation and include it in a wilder-
ness area?

Secretary UDALL. There is no authority for that in the proposed
bill.

Senator GOLDWATER. As I recall, that was one of the objections of
the last one. That has been eliminated?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes, it has. I will say to Senator Goldwater that
he and I found out that the Navajo were strongly opposed to lan-
guage which was put in the first bill which we did not think involved
the Navajo reservation, but it was causing them a great deal of con-
cern and we reviewed the subject carefully and that matter is com-
pletely left out of this bill.

There were those people who thought it would be desirable to al-
low the Government to do the same thing to the Indian reservations
that they might do with other areas of public domain, make some
sort of a trade and put them in recreation areas, but that is not nec-
essary or desirable, I think, in this sort of a bill. It is a matter of
completely separated negotiations with the Indian tribes themselves.
If they want to initiate something, then the Secretary of the Interiormight take it up.

SeeretaryUDALL. I am sure my colleague from Arizona would
agree this would be most highhanded for us to move in arbitrarily
and tell the Indian people what is going to be done with their lands.
I have never favored doing that in any of our dealings with the In-
dian people.

Senator GOLDWATER. Just one other question. I notice that you
have an interest in enlaring the national monument at Rainbow
B idge to a park. Would that require the approval of the Navajo
tribel'

Secretary UDALL. Yes, indeed, it would and it involves essentially
negotiation with them of the same sort as the one the Government
engaged in to secure the townsite for Page, It is a big land exchange
where we sa we would like these lands. If they can find other public
lands whereby we can make a swap we do so. We negotiate with
them as a sovereign group, and a lot of people don't understand yet,
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I am afraid what the real status of our Indian tribes is. We are
trustee for their lands, but if we really believe that we are tryfig to
teach them how to deal with their own lands and make decisions we
don't arbitrarily move in on them and say this is the way things are
going to be done.

Senator GOLDWATER. That is all.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Church.
Senator CHURCHi. Mr. Chairman, I unfortunately did not have a

chance to hear the Secretary's initial statement. I wanted to read it.
Therefore, I cannot direct questions toward it. I do not want to keep
the Secretary for my purpose because I am interested in some specific
provisions that have to do with the drafting of the present bill and I
am wondering if we will have before the committee today some ex-
perts on the detail of the drafting of the bill to whom I can direct
my questions.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. You just have to sit and ask those of us who
sat in the office hour by hour and crossed out word by word and de-
cided what we would put in and what we would not.

Senator CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, I have some questions that relate
to the detail of the legislation that I am interested in because I have
some amendments in mind and I need to ask questions of that charac-
ter. I don't think to keep the Secretary for that purpose would be
proper, but I am hopeful that we will have some experts that can deal
with that kind of inquiry today.

SThe CiHAIN. I had thought, Senator Church, that after we fin-
ished the open hearings and sat down and tried the redrafting then
there might be questions why certain language was used. If itis lan-
guage that the Secretary testified on particularly we will be glad to
have him stay here or we would be glad to send him the question but
most of the work was done without either the Department oi the
Interior or the Department of Agriculture participating as such.

Senator CHURCH. Let me test one matter with the Secretary here,one matter that has concerned me in my review of the bill. It has
been my understanding that this legislation gives to the Congress the
opportunity to review and to either approve through inaction within
the specified time period or to reject recommendations sent by the
President concerning the inclusion of primitive areas in the national
wilderness system, and the bill provides for a period of 15years within
which the President is to make the recommendations to the Congress.

First of all, am I correct in assuming that when these recommenda-
tions are submitted to Congress, the Congress can do one of two
-things: Either by failing to pass a concurrent resolution to reject the
recommendation, the recommendation then at the end of the session
is approved and that primitive area becomes a permanent part of the
wilderness system, or the Congress can reject the recommendation.

My first question is, "Are these the only two alternatives under the
language of the bill, that is, either approve by inaction, or reject?"
Can the Congress, for example, modify a recommendation of the Pres-
ident and approve a modified version of the recommendation?

Secretary UVDALL. I will let Mr. Edwards answer.
Mr. EDWARDS. Senator, gentlemen, the answer to your question is

that there are only two alternatives that they would have.
Senator CHURCH. Those two alternatives!
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Mr. EDWARDS. That is with regard to the recommendation. Of
course, Congress could act to include areas within the wilderness sys-
tem on its own.

Senator CHURCH. That is by exercising its constitutional powers.
Mr. EDWARDS. Yes.
Senator CHURCH. However, under the procedures set up by this

legislation the Congress can do one of two things, take no action, in
which case the recommendation is approved, or reject the recommenda-
tion. If the Congress rejects the recommendation it must be done by
a concurrent resolution, is that correct?

Mr. EDWARDS. Yes, sir.
Senator CHURCH. That means that both Houses have to concur in

order for Congress to reject?
Mr. EDWARDS. That is correct.
Senator CHURCH. When we exercise our constitutional powers and

enact legislation affirmatively either House can exercise a veto power
by simply failing to concur with the other House, isn't that so?

Mr. EDWARDS. That is correct.
Senator CHURCH. However, when you reverse the procedure in this

step you confer upon the Congress a lesser power because it will require
the concurrence of both Houses in order for the Congress to reject
In other words, the veto camot be exercised by one House alone as is
normally the case, but has to be exercised through the concurrence
of both Houses.

Mr. EDWARDS. That is my understanding of it, Senator.
Senator CHURCH. That is my understanding, too. I wanted to get

that on the record because I think it does curtail the prerogative of
the Congress and it makes it more difficult for the Congress to exercise
its judgment.

Now, if both Houses do concur and pass a concurrent resolution
rejecting a recommendation of the President, what does that mean?
Does it mean that the area covered by the recommendation is then
excluded from the wilderness system ? I don't see that in the bill.

Mr. EDWARDS. It would postpone that part of the wilderness system
until Congress has adjourned.

Senator CHURCH. ILet me restate my question. Suppose the Presi-
dent comes up here with a recommendation in which he wants to make
a iven primitive area now a part of the Forest Service a art of the

iderness system and the Congress rejects the recommendation.In
that case this is within the 15-year period. It comes up during the
course of a session and Congress rejects the recommendation.

What is the status of that land covered by the recommendation once
the Congress has rejected the President's proposal?

Secretary UDALL. The status quo.
Senator CHURCH. The status quo. Now, to go back to section 3,

I believe it is, on page 3 of the act, subsection (b) (1), National Forest
Areas, I read:

The wilderness system shall include all areas within the national forests
Classified on the effective date of this act by the Secretary of Agriculture of
the Chief of the Forest Service as wilderness, wild, primitive, or canoe.

If we pass this bill in this form what we do upon the date of its
enactment is to include within the wilderness system covered by this
bill all areas within the national forests that are classified on the
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effective date of the enactment as wilderness, wild, primitive, or canoe.
We have large primitive areas in the State of Idaho. The bill goes

on to provide that the President shall within 15 years with reference
to these primitive areas submit a series of recommendations to the
Congress ostensibly for the purpose of letting the Congress determine
whether or not these primitive areas shall remain a part of the wilder-
ness system.

Now you tell me in response to my question that if we reject a given
recommendation the land reverts to the status quo, which is a part of
the wilderness system. The law makes it a part of the wilderness sys-
tem, so why do we go through the motions if our rejection is not tohave any effect?

Secretary UDALL. Senator, perhaps this language, as I read it now,
could be clarified. Maybe Senator Anderson will let you know what
he has in mind.

The CHAIMAN. I think it is a question that should be directed to
the Secretary of A culture instead of the Secretary of the Interior
because we don't allow him under the ruling to have a thing to do
with the wilderness system in the Forest Service areas. As a Secretary
of Agriculture I defended that system against all enemies, foreign and
domestic, including the Secretary of the Interior.

Senator CHuRCH. Mr. Chairman, I am not calling upon the Secre-
tary of the Interior to answer this question. All I want is an answer
to it from whatever source it should properly come, because I think
the bill is presently ambiguous and does not do what many of us had
been led to think that it does and that the language must be clarified
here if Congress is to have any real and meaningful power.

Secretary UDALL. I hope, Senator, that the former Secretary of
Agriculture can help you clarify this question.The CHAMMAN. I only want to point out to Senator Church that
at the present time, once the Secretary of Agriculture designates an
area as a primitivearea, it remains primitive area. The Congress can-
not walk in and take it out of there. It stays there. It is done by
Executive order.

Under S. 174 Congress at least has a chance to express itself and
I would think that the Secretary of Agriculture finding that the Con-
gress did not want that primitive area to be made a wilderness area
might take a new look at it himself. You read part of the law except
you didn't read the proviso.

Senator CHURCH. Yes. I made reference to the proviso and de-
scribed it in my question. I know what the proviso contains, Mr.
Chairman, but this is not the burden of my point.

The CHAIRMAN. I know. It goes back to primitive status as it was.
Wilderness is a little different from primitive.

Senator CHURCH. No, it goes back to the wilderness system. Primi-
tive areas under the bill are made a part of the wilderness system upon
the enactment of the legislation. If the Congress is not going to have
the power to reject, then why go through the charade of bringing these
recommendations up to the Congress in the first place. This bill does
more. This bill imposes restrictions upon the use of wilderness areas
that are tighter than any restrictions that presently obtain under
existing law.

The CHAIRMAN. Would you indicate those?
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Senator CHURCH. Yes. For example, with respect to mining. It
is now possible in primitive areas

The CHAimAN. You said wilderness a minute ago. Stay with
wilderness.

Senator CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, follow my point. Under the
language of this bill automatically all primitive areas become a part
of the wilderness system, and this bill then imposes more restrictive
limitations upon the use of the wilderness areas than is presently
true under existing law. Else, why have the billI My point is this:

If we are going to impose, and I have never argued the public
interest involved in establishing for the future appropriate wilderness
areas, and that is not my argument this morning-ifwe are going to
pass a law that imposes tighter restrictions upon the use of wilder-
ness aroas, and if we are going to put all the primitive areas in that
wilderness system upon the enactment of the law, and then we are go-
ing for a period of 15 years to sit up here and review recommenda-tions of the President which are designed to determine whether or
not these primitive areas shall become finally a part and permanently
a part of the wilderness system, and when our rejections have no effect,
why go through the procedure?

Senator KUCHEL. Will the gentleman yield?1
Senator CHURCH. Yes, but let me make this one further point and

then I will yield.
It is true that under the present law wilderness areas and primitive

areas can be established administratively, but we are setting up a
wilderness system that imposes tighter restrictions than any now
existing and if we are going to give the Congress some say in it, then I
think it is necessary that the Congress have the power to reject recom-
mendations that the Congress feels are unwise, but the present bill
as presently drafted does not do this. It says that if we reject the
recommendation, the area reverts to the status quo and the status
quo is, it is a part of the wilderness system once we pass this bill.

Senator KUCHEL. Will the gentleman yieldI
The CHAiuMA. I do wish the Senator from Idaho would specify

how the restrictions on wilderness areas in this bill are tighter than
the areas of wilderness in previous bills. I think he would have a little
trouble with that.

Senator CHURCH. I didn't make that statement, Mr. Chairman.
The statement that I made, and let me make it again so that it is
fairly understood, was that if we pass this bill we Will be imposing
tighter restrictions upon the use of wilderness areas than presently
obtains under existing law in areas that will become a part of the
wilderness system under this bill. That is the purpose of the bill.

I can demonstrate that is the effect of language here. I think I can
prove my case. The point is, if we are going to do this and give Con-
gress a review, what is the objective of the review if Congress has no
power to modify or to reject?

I think we are only engaging in a kind of charade.
Secretary UDALL. Senator, the way we read the language--and I

think this is the essential point-the primitive areas are not put in.
Maybe what you need is amending language.

Senator CHURcH. I would have to disagree with that, Mr. Secre-
tary, because on page 3 of the bill-and let me direct your attention
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to the provision beginning at line 19, under the section denominated
"National forest areas -it reads:

The Wilderness System shall include all areas within the national forests
classified on the effective date of this Act by the Secretary of Agriculture or
the Chief of the Forest Service as wilderness, wild, primitive, or canoe.

So it would include immediately all the primitive areas of the
wilderness system. Then the President comes up within 15 years and
makes recommendations regarding the primitive areas. We pass upon
these recommendations, presumably: but if we reject a recommenda-
tion, the land remains part of the wilderness system anyway.

Secretary TTDALL. Senator, let me modify my statement of a moment
ago. I think the intention is-and undoubtedly this is the way it
would be done, and I think the people who wrote the bill intended it
this way-that the primitive area category is one where there would be
a thoroughgoing review and that ultimately the President in one pack-
age most likely would come in with a recommendation of "These go
in, these go out," or something of that sort, and that this is the sort of
thing that would then be reviewed.Senator CHuRCH. Yes: but my point, Mr. Secretary, is that we can
review it and review it and review it, and we reject it and reject it
and reject it, and under the language of the act it still remains a part
of the wilderness area.

The CHAIRMAN. I don't attempt to argue with my friend, who is
a lawyer, but I only point out to him that the purpose of the bill was
quite opposite. The purpose of the bill was that it should be reviewed,
and then it said before the convening of Congress each year the Presi-
dent shall advise the U.S. Senate and the House of Representatives
of his recommendations with respect to the continued inclusion within
the wilderness system of each area where review has been completed.

If review is complete and we find it is primitive and not, wilderness
it is supposed to stay in the primitive area. If a report has been sub-
mitted to the Congress and the Congress has rejected it, I can't
imagine a Cabinet officer who would say, "I care nothing for the
recommendation of Congress."

I point out that he has the full power now to take in primitive
areas and put them in the wilderness area and make everything in
the way of wilderness area regulations apply to it. We are trying to
circumscribe that power and not extend it in the bill and I do think
when somebody from the Forest Service, either Mr. McArdle or Mr.
Crafts, testifies, he can make legislative history that ought. to clarify
the intent. Certainly when the committee starts to mark up the bill
and prepare a final draft of it, if it decides to do so it can clearly say
that these primitive areas, if once rejected by Congress shall revert to
their primitive status. That is the intention of it.

Senator CHURCH. That is the very point Mr. Chairman. I do
think that a careful reading of the present araft-and I don't raise
the question of intention because I concur with the chairman in that
I think that was the intention--can only lead to the conclusion that
this intention has not been implemented and that the bill should make
it perfectly clear that when the Cong has by concurrent resolution
decided to reject a given recommendation and to oppose the inclusion
of that particular primitive area within the wilderness -system, that
particular area does not remain a part of the wilderness system.
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That is the purpose of my inquiry and if necessary I would like to
at a roper time submit to the committee for its consideration an
amendment that would accomplish this purpose.

The CHAIRMAN. I want to say to the Senator from Idaho that this
is exactly what frequently happens to legislation. This was language
that was drawn up thinking it was clear. It quite obviously is not
clear and I do think that we need to have something that says that
you just can't keep them in the wilderness area if the Congress has
once decided against it, which is the very thing we are trying to ac-
complish. I thank the Senator for pointing that out.

Senator CHURcn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHADWAN. Senator Carroll, do you have a question?
Senator CARROLL. No.
The CHAIuA. Senator Long, do you have a question?
Senator Burdick?
Senator BURDIC. No question.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Secretary, very much for coming.
Senator Bennett.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR WALLACE F. BENNETT, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF UTAH

Senator BENNETT. Mr. Chairmanp I have a rather long statement
and with the chairman's permission I should like to give it a little,
what we call, constructive reading with the request that the full text
of the statement be included in the record.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, that may be done.
Senator BENNErr. I see that the committee has a very long witness

list and I am not anxious to take up its time.
The CHAIRMAN. The committee is very much interested in these

proposals, and we will be glad to hear as much of it as you desire to
read.

Senator BENNE'I'. Thank you.
Mr. Chairman, I greatly appreciate the opportunity of appearing

before the Senate Interior Committee to present a statement on the
wilderness bill, S. 174. Since more than 10 percent of the State of
Utah is federally owned, there are few pieces of legislation of greater
concern to my State.

The bill, therefore, has far-reaching implications for the future of
the State of Utah and, indeed, for the entire Western United States.
It is imperative that we recognize the hard facts of life that new
wilderness areas will come from the 'West, where nearly all of our
public lands are located. Moreover, it is the 11 'Western States and
Alaska which have furnished nearly all of our existing wilderness
areas.

As this committee well knows, there are millions of acres of land,
particularly in the West, which are presently being preserved as wil-
derness areas within the definition of S. 174. In fact, there are nearly
57 million acres now contained within the boundaries of wilderness
areas, primitive areas, game refugres, wild areas, and roadless areas
administered by the U.S. Forest Service and in national parks, na-
tional monuments, and other similar areas administered by the Na-
tional Park Service andin U.S. wildlife and game refuges.
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This is an area of greater size than any of 40 of our States. The
total area exceeds the size of the entire State of Utah by 4 million
acres. While U.S. Fish and Wildlife game and wildlife refuges do
not partake of some of the aspects of the wilderness definition in S. 174,
a significant portion does. Any amount that does not would probably
be offset by that portion of the 5,406,000 acres of State parks having
a wilderness nature.

The conclusion is obvious; we already have a major wildernessprogram of considerable dimension. A major portion of the 17.3.
million-acre national park system is already of a wilderness nature
and can be maintained as such under existing law. Fully 15.3 million
acres of our national forests are set aside as wilderness areas and can
also be maintained as such under existing laws.

I have been a consistant supporter of our Forest Service and Park
Service wilderness programs, and I do not propose weakening them
now.

The real question, then, is not whether we shall have wilderness
but rather how much wilderness shall we have, and where will it be,
and who will create it?

Prposed amendments to the wilderness bill, S. 174:
Give Congress a greater role in wilderness creation.
With respect to the question "Who shall create wilderness areasP

I wish to commend the chairman of this committee, Mr. Anderson,
for the great forward step which he has taken in section 3(h) of the
bill, which provides that new wilderness areas may only be created by
specific authorization of Congress. Similarly, wilderness areas
created under the act may only be eliminated by a specific act of
Congress.

This is the principle for which I have fought ever since the first
wilderness bill was introduced. Earlier bills were obviously intended
not only to bypass the Senate itself, but particularly represented a
slap at the Senate and House Interior Committees.

Under earlier bills the executive branch would have created wilder-
ness areas and Congress would have been required to abdicate its
control over the public lands.

Surely, wilderness areas should enjoy the same stature as national
parks, which are created by act of Congress.Since it is my feeling that wilderness areas should enjoy the same

prestige and protection as national parks, I would, therefore, urge
that all existing areas which the bil intends to give a wilderness
designation should be created by specific authorization of Coness.

Therefore, S. 174 should be amended to describe with particularity
all of the areas which the bill intends to cover. The amendment of-
fered by Senator Allott, in the nature of a substitute, adopts such an
approach, and I think this is an excellent procedure..In my opinion,
Congress should not be hasty in further ibdicating its control over
the public domain. It is well to recall that all of these areas were
creatd by Executive order; Congress has not had an opportunity to
determine whether or not they are best used for wilderness purposes.

While it seems likely that all or nearly all of them would qualify,
nonetheless, Congress should have an opportunity to play its constitu-
tional role in connection with our public domain.

The procedure set up by S. 174 to incorporate areas into the wilder-
ness system which are presently located in national forest areas, na-

SRP02379



THE WILDERNESS ACT

tional park system areas, national wildlife refuges and game ranges,
and any modification or adjustment of the boundaries of all of these
areas, is set forth in section 3(f) of the bill. This, of course, includes
the so-called primitive areas administered by the Forest Service.

Section 3 (b) (1) states that primitive areas shall be reviewed before
they are blanketed into the wilderness system, but that after such
review the President may, with respect to any primitive area, "exclude
portions not predominantly of wilderness value or to add any adjacent
area of national forest lands that are predominantly of wilderness
value."

While I am sure this is not the intent of the chairman, the language
is so sweeping in my opinion, that hundreds of thousands of acres
of land could Le added to every primitive area in the United States.
The only limitation on such massive withdrawals would be the word
"adjacent."

So long as they now touch a primitive area they could be added
without any act of Congress. I realize, however, this word is capable
of such broad construction that, in the hands of a bureaucratic zealot
with a wilderness monomania, entire national forests could be blank-
eted in as a wilderness area.

In fact, if you want to go to the absurd conclusion, so long as public
land in the State of Utah is adjacent or can be made adjacent by
carrying a primitive area out to the edge of a national forest, then
that land is adjacent to the national forest. By the use of this word
you could blanket in all the public land in the State of Utah.

I am sure that is not your intention and I call the attention of the
committee to this word "adjacent," which I think needs careful study.

Senator KUCHEL. Senator, would you yield at that point?
Does that hazard, in your judgment, exist under the present law?
Senator BENIiETr. Whether it exists under present law or not, the

purpose of this bill as stated by the chairman is to strengthen the
position of Congress with respect to present law, so I would hope that
the committee will consider this very remote, but nonetheless existing,
possibility.

This possibility may seem unlikely; yet, within the past 2 weeks
180 million acres of public domain lands have been, in effect, made
into a great wilderness area for a period of 18 months. Similarly, the
C. & 0. Canal area was withdrawn in January by Executive order
even though the Senate had passed a bill on the subject.

If the committee wishes to give the President authority to blanket
in all primitive areas without specific authorization of Congress on
an area-by-area basis, then this language should be tightened up,
perhaps in the form of acreage limitations with respect to each area
involved or in some other way.

As I have already stated, however, I feel that all wilderness areas,
including primitive areas should be created solely by express au-
thorization of Congress. This is particularly true of primitive areas,
since neither the Secretary of Agriculture nor Congress has ever made
an affirmative determination that they are predominantly of wilder-
ness value.

This is true for the 241,000-acre High Uintas Primitive Area in
Utah. As you know, primitive areas predate the establishment of
wilderness and wild areas and have not been examined as to wilder-
ness standards as have wilderness and wild areas.
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WILDERNESS AREAS ONLY BY ACT OF CONGRESS

As I have indicated, Congress.should jealously guard its control
over the public lands. In my opinion, the procedures for wilderness
creation set up in section 3(f) are not adequate to meet this goal.
It provides that-
Any recommendation of the President made in accordance with the provisions
of this section shall take effect upon the day following the adjournment sine
die of the first complete session of the Congress following the date or dates on
which such recommendation was received by the U.S. Senate and the House
of Representatives; but only if prior to such adjournment the Congress did not
approve a concurrent resolution declaring that the Congress is opposed to such
recommendation.

While this section applies only to existing wilderness-type areas in
national forests, nQtional parks, and national wildlife refuges and
game ranges, and inaybe I should add canoe areas, it places far
too much power i the hands of the executive branch of Government.
It is really legislation in reverse, since it places almost the entire ini-
tiative and control in the executive branch of Government.

Under the bill's procedure a wilderness proposal in the enumerated
areas can only be defeated if majorities of both Houses of Congress
pass a concurrent resolution. Thus, the burden falls completely upon
opponents of a proposed wilderness area to persuade a majority of
two committees of Congress, a majority of the House Rules Coni-
mittee, and a majority of both Houses of Congress that the proposal
is bad or injurious..

Moreover, any prospective opponents must bear the full risk of any
delay by Congress, be it procedural, circumstantial, or vindictive.
This is an alarming procedure to the people of the West where nearly
all of the remaining "cheap" public lands wilderness sites lie. Why
should the burden be upon these people, whose future and livelihood
are at stake. Rather, the burden should be placed squarely upon
those who feel that wilderness is the highest use.

In effect, this procedure creates a unicomeral Congress based upon
population to decide wilderness matters, except where new wilder-
ness areas are being created. Our Federal constitutional structure,
which gives each State two Senators, would be effectively negated,
since the Senate would be powerless by itself to check such Execu-
tive wilderness proposals. This would only be done if a majority of
the House membership, which is chosen on a population basis, also
concurs.

The correct, and, in my opinion, constitutional procedure is for
the President to propose public land legislation, which should only
become law if both Houses of Congress give majority approval. If
the Senate'srole is to be diluted, then correspondingly the Senate
Interior Committee's power is weakened. Since nearly all Western
States have a relatively small population# we in the West could be
effectively preserved for the East, with no real voice for ourselves be-
cause the Senate would forfeit legislative control to the House.

The people of the West must be able to look to their Western Sen-
ators to protect their future and this can only be done by preserving
the Senate's role in control of the public domain.
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WILDERNESS CREATION IN OUR NATIONAL PARKS

The Department of the Interior already has nore than ample au-
thority to create wilderness areas within our national parks and mon-
uments. Such areas exist in rich profusion. Therefore, I urge you
to com pletely delete section.3 (c) from the bill.
The bill, as presently written, provides that "Each portion of each

park, monument, or other unit in the national park system which on
the effective date of this act embraces a continuous area of 5,000 acres
or more without roads" can be made wilderness areas at the discre-
tion of the President.

Under section 3(c), virtually the entire area of ever-y national park
and monument or other area administered by the National Park Serv-
ice could be designated as wilderness. Thus, the interest of the great
majority of the people of our country, who prefer to visit our parks
and monuments by automobile rather thanby "roughing it" could
be completely ignored by the President.

Once again,I Ifeel that Congress, through this provision, is forfeit-
ing its control over public lands to the allbut unfettered discretion of
the executive branch of Government.

.There is another aspect of the national park section of the bill which
gives me great concern. According to former Assistant Secretary of
the Interior George W..Abbott, who wrote me in his official capacity
in 1959 as the then Solicitor of the Department of the Interior, the
bill's provisions prohibit power and reclamation development within
the Dinosaur National Monument.

There is no provision within S. 174 which would authorize the
President to provide for the establishment of reservoirs and water
conservation works within the national parks and monuments. When
the Dinosaur National Monument was expanded in 1938 from an
80-acre quarry area to include a vast canyon area of over 200,000
acres, it was done with the express provision in the Executive order
that certain reclamation alid power withdrawals would not be dis-
turbed or future development barred.

While water development in Dinosaur may not be needed for
decades, I, as a Senator from Utah, must consider the welfare of
Utahans as yet unborn and not just the casual esthetic enjoyment of a
few wilderness lovers.

We in Utah also love wilderness, but we love life more, and we
shall have hundreds of thousands of acres of wilderness whether
this bill is passed or not because the Creator made it so.

I therefore take strong exception to S. 174, which would bar water
development in Dinosaur and perhaps destroy Utah's right to 500,000
acre-feet annually under the upper Colorado River compact ap-
proved by Congress in 1948.

The CHAIRMAN. You mention how Dinosaur Monument got started.
Do you think the authority for the President to do these things is
increased or limited by S. 174? You said it expanded from 80 acres
to 200,000 acres. Could he do it under the present law and could he
have done it under this law?

Senator BENNEmr. It was done.
The CHAIRMAN. It was done, but I mean does this law extend the

power, or restrict the power of the President?
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Senator B-NNvrr. The people of Utah would like to see this law
preserve the rights that existed prior to 1938 and we have the fear that
if this law is passed this is another step in a series which would be
quoted against us if we were ever to attempt to use the water in that
area.

We would like to have the law amended to make it clear that those
water and power withdrawals which existed in the area before it was
added to the Dinosaur Monument should be affirmatively preserved
and protected. '

In the words of the Salt Lake Tribune, which has been a leading
voice for sound conservation, in an editorial for June 5, 1959:

A special problem keeps most Utahans opposed to the wilderness bill. The
wilderness backers are dedicated to preventing any water storage inside
Dinosaur National Monument and this, if continued, will deprive Utah of its
fair and guaranteed share of Yampa River water in the upper Colorado reclama-
tion program. Solemn guarantees from the U.S. Government and its agents
were made prior to and at the time the Dinosaur Monument was expanded up
the Green and Yampa Rivers.

The wilderness bloc is doing everything possible to seal up this source of pre-
cious water from Utah.

While it could be argued that an amendment to cover the special
situation at Dinosaur, such as the C. & 0. Canal language, might be
the answer, the people of Utah have little reason to hope that it would
be honored. It isthe very people who most vocally support wilderness
legislation who used high-powered lobbying to block the Echo Park
Dam, refusing to honor the solemn promises made by the U.S. Gov-
ernment in the 1938 Executive order withdrawal Therefore, I urge
the committee, for this reason and the others cited, to completely
eliminate section 3(c).

WATER AND SOIL CONSERVATION ARE ORPHANED BY S. 174

Of all of our resources, water and soil are by far the most impor-
tant. Water is the great final limiting factor upon human develop-
ment. Yet, S. 174 treats water and soil conservation as orphans to be
barely tolerated and only under exceptional conditions. It seems to
me that the provisions in section 6 (c) (2) dealing with water conser-
vation are inadequate and give little assurance that any water develop-
ments will be allowed. The procedure is far too cumbersome and
inflexible with only the President empowered to act. The likelihood
of any such action is rendered doubtful by the past record of the
conservation lobbyists which clearly indicates that they would do
everything in their power to block any water conservation programs
once a wilderness area was established. With more than 80 percent
of our water supply in Utah arising from our national forests, we
cannot rely on such a nebulous and cumbersome procedure.

We cannot fill our reservoirs with wilderness, nor can we assure that
our reservoirs will not be filled with silt by wilderness. Wilderness
may be good for the soul, but we cannot drink it. In a semiarid State
such as Utah, water must be our paramount resource and must have
priority over all other resources. Happily, we can have wilderness
areas as part of our multiple-use system for public lands, but we can-
not afford to give them priority over water and soil conservation
measures.
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Therefore, I strongly urge the committee to adopt a positive amend-
ment to S. 174 to provide affirmatively that water conservation works,
reservoirs, and related programs shall be permitted in accordance
with applicable State and Federal law. It should affirmatively pro-
vide for water conservation and its delivery to points where it is to
be used, including road construction and maintenance essential to
water development. It should affirmatively provide that rights-of-
way for pipelines and power transmission lines and other utilities
shall be approved in any case where the failure to grant them would
unreasonably increase the cost of providing for transmission of water,
power, or fuels.

The need for affirmative rather than negative provisions for water
conservation is amply illustrated by the difficulty in carrying out such
work on existing wilderness areas. As the Utah Water Users Associa-
tion has stated:

It has been our experience that the wilderness areas that we have within our
State now not only tend to block but do block all water development and
conservation within these areas.

WILDLIFE MANAGE.ENT-HUNTING AND FISMNG

Nowhere in the bill is any provision made for wildlife management
in wilderness areas; this is a serious oversight. As the Utah Fish
and Game Commission stated:

Big game herds not managed on a sustained yield basis soon deplete their
habitat, even to the extent that the condition could become a threat to proper
watershed and soil conservation. Proper management of big game herds calls
for harvesting of the surplus crop.

Some provisions of the bill seem to bar wildlife management com-
pletely, as well as hunting and fishing.

The bill should be amended to permit wildlife management and
harvest as a permissible use of wilderness areas. Moreover, the
general public should be permitted to participate in the harvest of big
game.

MULTIPLE USE

While the bill does make some provision for grazing of livestock
on national forests and public domains, there is no provision with
respect to national parks and monuments, and it should be noted
that the bill states only that grazing "may be" permitted where it is
well established. It is interesting to note that in ever case which
involves limitation of use within wilderness areas the phe "shall"
is used, but where any exceptions to such limited use occur, only the
word "may" is used. With respect to this and other public land uses,
I would therefore urge the following amendment:

Within any areas designated as wilderness, grazing of livestock and other
multiple uses already established shall be permitted to continue, subject only to
such restrictions as the Secretary of Agriculture or the Secretary of the Interior,
respectively, advise after public hearings to be necessary.

The CHAImcAN. Senator Bennett, you have me a little confused on
this reference to wildlife management. Have you hunted in the
wilderness areas I

Senator BENNrrP. I am not a hunter, Air. Chairman.
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The CHAIMAN. I have hunted in the wilderness area. They now
have game management programs. Would this bill in any way
change those?

Senator BENNE . Apparently it was the impression of the man I
asked to make a study of the bill for me that there must be something
in the bill that puts that in question. I am not prepared to say cate.
gorically that it would deny it, but I think the attention of the com-
mittee might well be called to make sure that that right be preserved.

The CmAIRKAN. I wish you would try to find it because it is like
the question we have with Senator Church. He found something and
I have to admit he did. I do not know about this. This was the
wildlife management, game management people I thought endorsed
this idea and, as I say,I have hunted in a wilderness area with a man
from the Forest Service who is here today. He is a better hunter than
I am, but he doesn't mind it.

Senator BENNETT. May I go back to my source and see if I can find
the specific language which raised the question.

The CHArRmAN. The Forest people have rules. There are rules that
apply to wilderness. You have to work a little harder in the wilder-
ness to get game because you can't come in with an airplane or a jeep,
but I believe game management programs are in effect all the way
through and are not changed by this act. At least I hope they are not.

Senator BENNET. I would be happy to submit a specific reference.
The CHAIRMAN. All right.
Senator BnENmT. Access to State lands and/or indemnity to

States: S. 174 makes no provision for access to State lands within
wilderness areas, nor does it provide for indemnification to the
State for the lands thus isolated, sealed off, and lost. If no provision
is to be made for State access, then the State should certainly be gven
indemnification, either through permission to make in lieu selections
or other means of fair indemnification.

The CHAMAN. I wish the Forest Service later on would tell us
if there are wilderness areas that would include State land holdings.
Do you know the answer to that now, Mr. McArdle?1

Mr. McARDLE. We would have to look that up.
The CHAIMAN. Do you know of any wilderness area that has State

land?
Mr. McAR~rz. Yes; the water canoe area in Minnesota has some

State land. I am not too well informed on that.
The CHAIrMAN. I wish we could find something about it, because we

ought to try to find out. The canoe areas are in a little different cate-
gory than the old wilderness area, are they not?

Mr. McARDLE. That is correct. We will furnish the committee a
statement showing where and how much State land is included as areas
under the jurisdiction of the Department of AgTiculture.

The CHAIRMAN. Would the Interior Dep'artment do the same thing?
Senator BE N.NETT. Mr. Chairman, assuming that new lands are

brought into wilderness areas, they might include areas throughout in
the public domain which do include State lands.

The CHAIMAN. They will only be brought in by act of Congress.
We would expect the Congress to protect that point pretty vigorously.

Senator BENN -. I am happy to bring this to the attention of the
committee.
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LOSS OF REVENUE TO STATES AN) COUNTIES

Likewise, S. 174 makes no provision for reimbursement to States
and counties where revenue is lost because of income-producing areas
being blanketed into wilderness areas. Therefore, I urge an amend-
ment that-
No land from which revenue has heretofore been obtained and disbursed to a
State for the benefit of the counties in which such lands are located shall be
administered in any manner so as to deny such State and counties any revenues
which might otherwise accrue.

This amendment is included in the Allott substitute, and I think it
is essential.

COMMERCIAL GUIDES TO WILDERNESS AREAS

I assume that section 6(c) (4) permits commercial guides to con-
tinue in business in conducting tours to wilderness areas. This is an
important and necessary activity. If this provision is not so intended,
then I would urge that it be aniended to cover commercial guides.

In conclusion, let me conclude by again pointing out that virtually
all of the existing wilderness areas are in the West and that any new
areas will come from the West, too. Of the 14 million acres desig-
nated by the Forest Service as wilderness-type areas, all but 821,000
acres are in the 11 Western States. Of the 82 wilderness areas, fully
78 of them are in the Western States. Very nearly the same.picture
holds true for our national parks and monuments. As one wise man
said, "This act is designed to provide wilderness for the progeny of
people who were prodigal with their own."

With 70 percent of the land area of Utah belonging to the Federal
Government and therefore eligible to become a wilderness under
S. 174, I must as a Senator from Utah vigorously oppose any of the
bill's provisions which pose a serious threat to the future well-being of
my State and its people.

Since nearly all of the existing wilderness areas are now in the West,
and since nearly all of the proposed new wilderness areas will be
carved out of the West, I appeal to the Senate Interior Committee, of
which 13 of the 17 members are from public land States, to protect the
future of the West by considering these and other amendments.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator Bennett.
I do not know what the protocol is on questions. Does any Senator

desire to ask Senator Bemett any additional questions?
Thank you very much.
Senator BENNETr. Thank you very much.
The CHAIRMAN. Representative Baldwin, from the State of

California.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN F. BALDWIN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to appear before your
committee this morning to testify in favor of S. 174, known as the
wilderness bill. I am one of the members of the House of Representa-
tives who have introduced comparable bills in that body.

6673-1-----4
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It is evident that, unless effective legislative action is taken
promptly, many of our present wilderness areas are going to be ad-
versely affected by the steady onslaught of our expanding population.
These wilderness areas today contain the most beautiful natural scenic
areas remaining in this country. It seems to me we owe it to future
generations to make it possible for them to enjoy these areas in the
same natural form that we can today. S. 174 and the comparable
House bills will make this possible.

Many of my constituents are deeply interested in this legislation.
As you know, the State of California has had the greatest total in-
crease in population during the past 10 years of any State in this
country.

At the same time we have in the Sierra Nevada Range some of the
most beautiful wilderness areas in our Nation. We are anxious to
preserve these areas in their present natural form. We do not want
them cut up by mining roads, timber access roads, and other evi-
dences of commercial civilization where these evidences do not exist
today.

It is just as important to have certain areas of wilderness as it is
to have mining and other commercial activity in this country. Many
citizens are clamoring for the opportunity to get away from the pres-
sures of civilization for a short time each year.

It has been my privilege to participate in Sierra Club "High Trips"
in the wilderness areas of the High Sierras in California It has like-
wise been my privilege to participate in river boat trips on rubber
rafts through some of the natural wilderness areas of Dinosaur Na-
tional Monument. It is impossible to fully measure the contribu-
tions these areas make in restoring perspective to citizens who live a
driving and hectic life during the rest of the year. I believe these
areas should be preserved in their present form. S. 174 would make
this possible. 1 should, therefore, like to urge that your committee
approve this bill and that it be brought before the Senate as soon as
p6sible for action.

The HAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Baldwin.
Are there any questions?
Thank you very much for coming over and testifying.
Mr. BALDWIn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAmxw. Mr. McArdle and Mr. Crafts.
We are very glad to have both you gentlemen here today and I want

to express pubcly my appreciation to both of you for your help and
guidance and counsel in the drafting of this legislation over these past
several years. It has been very fine, indeed, of you and we appre-
ciate it.

Mr. McARDL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

STATEMENTS OF RICHARD E. MoARDLE, CHIEF; EDWARD C.
CRAFTS, ASSISTANT CHIEF, FOREST SERVICE; AND REYNOLDS G.
FLORANCE, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF LEGISLATIVE REPORTING
AND LIASION, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Mr. McAmiuz. Mr. Chairman, Secretary Freeman had hoped to be
here this morning, but he was called as the only witfiess before one
of the House committees and had to go there. He expects to be here
later if he finishes with the House.
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I, too, when this hearing was announced, had a prior commitment
out of Washington and it was not certain that I would be able to
finish my business and get back. Consequently, the testimony which
you have before you at the last moment was prepared for Assistant
Chief Crafts to give, but fortunately I was able to return to Wash-
ington on Saturday and I am glad to be here and to speak briefly for
the Department of Agriculture in support of S. 174, a bill to establish
a national wilderness preservation system.

As many members of this committee know, this is the third time
that a representative of the Forest Service has appeared on behalf of
the Department in support of wilderness legislation. S. 174 is a
revision of the previous wilderness bills which were under considera-
tion by your committee in both the 85th and 86th Congresses. The
recommendations we have made on the previous bills are substantially
taken care of in S. 174.

I shall not describe the provisions of S. 174. They are summarized
as they affect the Department of Agriculture in our formal report.

The Department recommends that the bill be enacted insofar as it
affects agriculture. No amendments are suggested. The Depart-
ment's report describes the situation as to the establishment andad-
ministration of wilderness-type areas within the national forests, be-
ginning in 1924, when the first such area was established in the Gila
National Forest in New Mexico.

Since that time, the Department has steadfastly maintained its
policy of administering selected areas of national forest land for their
wilderness values.

We have always considered this policy consistent with the principle
of administering the national forests for multiple use and sustained

eld. Until last year, there was no statutory recognition of this.
But in the enactment of the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of June
12, 1960, which directed the Secretary of Agriculture to administer
the national forests for multiple use and sustained yield, the Con-
gress declared that-
the establishment and maintenance of areas of wilderness are consistent with
the purposes and provisions of this act.

The need for the management and protection of wilderness resources
to provide for their use and enjoyment by present and future genera-
tions is fully recognized. We believe that enactment of S. 174 would
be desirable resource legislation and in the national interest.

Attached is a summary table of the number and acreage of wilder-
ness-type areas in the national forests and a map which shows their
location.

I will not make a longer statement at this time because I think our
favorable position is clear; the committee has the Department's formal
report, and there are numerous other witnesses who wish to testify.
I shall, however be glad to try to answer any questions that you may
have. Or Dr. drais may be able to answer them if I am unable
to do so.

The CHAMAN. Mr. McArdle, in order to get the record and legis-
lative history very clear, if a primitive area, referring now to the
question raised by Senator Church, was included in the wilderness
system or proposed to be included i the wilderness system and sub-
Mitted to the Congress and the Congress by concurrent resolution re-
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jected its classification as wilderness, would you believe that the lands
would go back to a wilderness status or primitive statusV

Mr. McAzmLE. As the bill is now written, Mr. Chairman, and as we
understand it, and I think we understand it clearly, if the President
recommended to Congress that one of these primitive areas be included
in the wilderness system, and Congress by concurrent resolution re-.ected it, then that primitive area would cease to be a primitive area.
It would become ordinary national forest.

The (I.\IRM N. It would not be wilderness, but ordinary national
forest land ?

Mr. MCARDLE. Yes; national forest land. On the other hand, if
the President recommended that a primitive area not be included in
the wilderness system and Congress rejected that, it would be included
as a wilderness area, but if Congress did not act on the President's
recommendation, then the President's recommendation would hold
and it would go back to ordinary national forest status.

The CHAIRMAN. I am very glad to have you say that, and I there-
fore conclude that if Senator Church proposed an amendment to make
this completely clear, that it would not retain wilderness status, you
would have no objection to the adoption of that sort of amendment.

Mr. Ciats. As a matter of fact, Senator Anderson that is one of
the proposals that we made at an earlier time in order to clear up
that particular point.

As the language is now it is not too clear. It is subject to construc-
tion either way. We had proposed clarifying that and we would not
object to such an amendment.

Senator CHuRCH. Mr. Chairman, I am wondering if the Depart-
ment could be of service to me in submitting to me the clarifying lan-
guage that they once had in mind and help me with an appropriate
amendment.

Mr. Cl.%vrs. I will be. glad to.
Mr. MICARDLE. Mir. Chairman, I wonder if I might just explain why

primitive areas are treated a little differently than the other areas in
the bill.

The CII.IRM AI,. We would be very happy to have that.
Mr. MCARDLE. Originally. and this goes back now for a quarter

of a century, the Forest Service, believing that some of our land should
be preserved in their original primitive state, set aside certain areas
for study and future consideration for this purpose.

We have been for a number of years in the process of studying each
of these so-called primitive areas to decide whether they shoulder put
under Secretarial regulation or protection as wilderness or wild areas.
The only difference, I might remark, between a wilderness and a wild
area is in size, a wild area being smaller than a wilderness. As a
matter of fact, they both should all be called wilderness.

If we decide in our study that a primitive area merits classification
as a wilderness area, we so recommend to the Secretary of Agriculture
and if he approves lie classifies it as a wilderness area.

There are 83 areas all told, including wilderness, wild, primitive,
and canoe. Studies of the 40 primitive areas are yet to be com-
pleted. Forty areas out of the 83 totaling over half of the gross acre-
age are now classified as primitive.

Consequently. this provision in the bill is welcomed by us because
we ;a.re now in the process of studying these primitive areas and this
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bill would permit us to continue that process and then recommend to
the Congress as to their disposition.

If the President recommends that they be included Congress may
act. If he recommends that they not be included, Congress also may
act.

The CHAIRMAN. The figures that you have submitted show 4,888,000
acres of land that is wilderness, 979,000 acres that is wild, and 7,907,000
is primitive, so, on the basis of those figures, the primitive areas exceed
substantially in their acreage both the wilderness and the wild, and
also even more than the wilderness, wild, and canoe. Is that not.
correct?

Mr. McAm)LE. That is correct, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Therefore, the big study would be of these nearly

8 million acres that are now classified as primitive and which, when
there had been a recommendation made, would be submitted to Con-
gress for the Congress to act upon finally?

Mr. MCARuLE. That is correct, Mr. Chairman.
The CHArRMAN. So that almost, not quite, but almost twice as much

area is still to be acted upon one way or the other as the total amount
of the wilderness areas that would be covered in this bill?

Mr. MCARDLE. That is correct, aside from the canoe area.
The CIIAIRMAN. Senator Carroll.
Senator CARROLL. Mr. Chairman. I wonder if I could use this as a

case illustration. If you don't mind, take a look at your map on Colo-
rado. You see in the Flat Tops where you have the area outlined in
green? Is that under the wilderness system today?

Mr. McARDLE. That is in what we in the Forest Service call our
wilderness system, Senator, but it has not yet been actually classified
under the secretarial regulations as a formal wilderness or a wild area.
At present it is one of te primitive areas still subject to classification.

Senator CARROLL. Again, using this as a case illustration, what
would happen to this area under this bill?

Mr. McARmLE. Under this bill the Flat Tops area would be exam-
ined. Our recommendations would go to the Secretary of Agriculture
and if he approved he would send them on to the President and the
President would then reconmmend to Congress whether that area would
be included in the wilderness system, eliminated, or some of its bound-
aries modified.

Senator CARROLL. Do I understand from the discussion of the pro-
posed amendment that Senator Church will offer that the Conoess
itself could reject the inclusion of that shaded area of the Flat Tops
into the wilderness system?.

Mr. CRArrs. Senator Carroll, there is a little misuse of phrase-
ology here. Under the language of the bill the primitive area, and
the Flat Tops is one of them, is put into wilderness system initially
when the bill passes, but we would be directed, as the Chief said, to
study it within 15 years and recommend whether it would be con-
tinued in permanently, or a part of it continued in permanently.
That recommendation would come from the President to the Congress
and the Congress could override the reconunendatipn by concurrent
resolution.

Senator CARROLL. Suppose no action were taken in 15 years. As
I understand from what you said, the Flat Tops area, if this bill
passes, is included in the wilderness system.
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Suppose, and I assume this is correct, that a survey has not yet
been made of this area, but nonetheless, it is within the system Sup.
pose no action was taken within 15 years. What is its statusI

Mr. CRirrs. That is an area in the bill which is not clear. I have
asked our attorneys about that. They say the presumption is the
situation would not exist because the Secretary of A culture would
not be complying with the law. The law would direct him to do
this within 15 years. If he failed to comply with the law, it isn't
clear what the situation would be at that time.

We think Senator, incidentally,that that matter perhaps should
be clarified m the committee's report as to what is intended. We are
not suggesting legislative language there because it presumes the fail-
ure on the part of the Secretary to follow the law.

Senator CROLL. What I had in mind was, Wouldn't it be better
to be more specificandplace the dutyuponhim,inthe event there
is no action taken within 15 years due to delay, of thereafter treating
the areas either as wilderness or just plain national forest? II am not
choosing either alternative at this timne7 but what I am talking about
is there ought to be some positive provision.

Mr. CRcs. What you are saying was one of the proposals that
we made at one of the earlier hearings on this, that if there is a fail-
ure to act within 15 years, then the areas go out of the system.

Senator CAROLL. I wanted to follow this again, using Colorado as
a case illustration in your red areas that are shaded, which are less
than 100,000. There are several of them. I will not pick out a par-
ticular one. Are they under the wilderness system today?

Mr. CRums. Yes; they are.
Senator CAROLL All of them?1
Mr. CRi'. The red areas are under the wilderness system. They

are not all wilderness areas, but our wilderness system consists of
these several types of areas that we have been talking about.

Senator CARROLL Does this affect those shaded areas, or are they
apart of the system already? What I am thinking about is the status
of the land so when I go home and talk to my people or as I meet
the opposition and I use your map I know what I am talking about.

Mr. CRA&FS. These areas are part of the areas which we now treat
as wilderness-type areas in the national forest. To answer your ques-
tion, the answer is "Yes," they are in the system now.

Senator CmuRoLL. So, therefore, this legislation would not affect
them?

Mr. OCAr. It would have no substantial effect on the way we
manage the areas, except with respect to the treatment of mining
and some of the uses that could be permitted. It wouldn't change
the areas that we now classify as wilderness, wild and primitive.

Senator CARmOLL. Does this legislation then, contemplate any
change within the existing system in handling the regulation of the
wilderness systemI Doeslit broaden your power, narrow it, or what
does it do with itI

Mr. CRArrs. There are a number of things that it does. First of
all, by establishing the system by statute and by putting these areas
in the system, it loses them to further prospecting and mining unless
the President decides that this should be done in the public interest.

It also limits the amount of water development that can take place
in these areas, again unless the President decides that this should
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be done. It doesn't change the situation with respet to logging. It
doesn't change the situation with respect to grazing nor with respect
to hunting.

Senator CARROLL. In those three categories it does broaden the
power of the Secretary with reference to water. Explain that again
very briefly, will you please?

Mr. CRAFTS. Under the terms of the bill reservoirs and water con-
servation works would not be permitted in these areas unless the
President specifically authorizes such activity.

I should say that that is the situation administratively now, but
by the same token under the reclamation laws and under the authority
of the Federal Power Commission, if a license were granted by the
Commission or if the Congress authorized a Bureau of Reclamation
dam in one of these areas, they would go forward now regardless
of the administrative choice of the Secretary of Agriculture.

Senator CARoLL. Just to follow this point, Mr. Chairman, because
I think it is an important one, let us assume that the Congress itself
5 years from now decided to put a dam in. Would its power super-
cede that which we are conveying upon the President ?

Mr. CPAFrs. I am not a lawyer, Senator Carroll, but I think the
answer to that is "Yes," that if the Congress specifically authorized
and directed that a dam go in, it would go in, because it would be
later legislation.

Senator CARROLL. The reason I asked the question was, many years
ago Theodore Roosevelt set aside certain areas for power site de-
velopment. We had a dam in Colorado that we wanted to build to
give the people municipal water. We were able to do that, notwith-
standing the power that had been given to the President.

Are we protected in that sense ? If we ourselves want to divert
water or want to use an area for a reservoir, does it take this com-
pletely away from the State?

Mr. Ciwrs. It doesn't affect the State water rights or State water
law in any way, if I understood your question. I am not sure 1
understood your question.

Senator CAmROLL. I am thinking in terms of if a State wanted a
certain site for a reservoir for its people in our growing population
would this preclude them from appealing to the Congress to grant
them that right or must they go to the President?

Mr. CR . They would go to the President. The President could
gmt it. If the President refused it and Congress wished to direct
it, the Congress could do so.

Senator CAmoLL. Thank you very much.
The CHAIRMAN. I would like to get this legislative history here

tied down. Do I understand your answer a minute ago to be that if
the Flat Tops area of Colorado, which is now in the primitive system,
is reviewed sometime in this 15-year period and the recommendation
of the Forest Service to the Secretary of Agriculture is that it e
put in the wilderness system, and if the Secretary reviews the recom-
Inendation and favors it and passes it on to the President, and the
President reviews the recommendation and favors it and passes it on
to Congress, and the Congress turns it down, it then goes out of the
wilderness system, and the primitive system, and everything else and
becomes ordinary forest land I
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Mr. ClArrs. That is the way we would interpret the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. Go ahead, Senator Church, since you opened this

question.
Senator CHURCH. Just one or two questions. I have to leave here

in a few minutes. I don't know whether these gentlemen will still
be here this afternoon.

The CHAnMAN. Oh, yes, they will be back.
Senator CHURCH. Let me get this clear. What you are contemplat-

ing here, if this bill is enacted, is that in place of having four different
categories for the land as you presently have, that is to say, wilderness
areas, wild areas, canoe areas and primitive areas, with the enactment
of this legislation there would just be one classification; that is, wil-
derness, and the provisions of the bill with respect to the restricted
uses in that area would be applicable throughout the wilderness sys-
tem; is that correct?

Mr. CRrs. The provisions of the bill would be applicable through-
out the system with the exception of the canoe area, the one canoe area
which is a special situation.

As a general proposition the provisions would be applicable
throughout the system.

Senator CH~mcH. I think that part is clear now, Mr. Chairman. I
just want to ask one other question in this connection. Earlier it was
established in the testimony that the bill provided two alternatives so
far as the Congress is concerned, that as a recommendation comes up
relating to the primitive area the Congress could either, through fail-
ure to take action, permit the recommendation to become finalized or
it can reject the recommendation.

As I read the present language of the bill I have been led to con-
clude that it is subject to the interpretation that the President comes
once within that 15-year period to make his recommendations respect-
ing each of the primitive areas and Congress has a chance once to ap-
prove or to reject. You have now established that if we do reject,
then that area is taken out entirely of the wilderness category and
reverts to ordinary forest land. Now, suppose that a given recom-
mendation may be objectionable to the Congress for only one reason,
that there is a portion of it that the Congress thinks ought to be ex-
cluded from the wilderness system for one reason or another, so that
we would like to reject it and list our reasons for rejecting it, in the
hope that the President might then modify the recommendation and
come back again and say, "We now have complied with your recom-
mendation and we resubmit this recommendation for your action."

Can that be done under the present language of the bill? Is the
bill perfectly clear that the President could come back again for a
second recommendation? I don't think it is.

Mr. CRArs. There is no provision specifically as to whether he can
or he can't.

Senator CHURCH. That is right.
Mr. CRrs. If the Congress rejected the recommendation in toto

the presumption would be that he could not come back. If they re-
jected it in toto, which is what they have to do-they can't reject just
part of it-but in so doing explain the reasons as suggested along the
lines you are talking about, there is nothing in the bill that would
prevent him from coming back.
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Senator CHURCH. So it is your opinion and you would construe the
language of the bill to permit him then to come back with a modified
proposal within a 15-year period on the same land which the Congresswouldd then again review?

Mr. CRA-rs. I would construe it to permit him if he elected to do so.
The CHAMAN. I thank the Senator from Idaho for getting that

in the history because this may come up. Of course, any Member of
the Senate could do the very same thing. He could propose that this
should become wilderness area except for this little portion and try to
pass a bill which the President probably would sign, but a much better
system might be to ask him to withdraw it and resubmit it in accord-
ance with the desires of the Congress.

I only want to come back to one thing now again. That is this 15-
year period. At the end of the 15 years, if the Secretary of Agricul-
ture has not reclassified these areas and submitted his recommenda-
tions you said there was very little that could be done about it and I
agree with you. But you said you made some sort of recommenda-
tion. What? That he be hung? That is the only thing you can
do if he refuses to act. I think the presumption ought to e that he
will carry out the provisions of the law. If he doesn't he is subject to
impeachment or anything else that may be necessary.

You have to start with the assumption that a Cabinet officer is not a
law violator.

Mr. CRArs. That is correct, Senator Anderson, and that is why
we didn't talk to this particular point in our report.

The CHAIRMAN. Didyou have a recommendation on it?
Mr. CRAn. If you recommend anything, you have to assume that

possibility exists that he will violate the law. The only thing that
you could recommend is either that, if he does violate the law, the
areas stay in or go out, whichever the committee wants.

The 'OHAIRMANS. Would youp refer that they go out?
Mr. Cwvrs. We would prefer that they go out because we think

that the reviews and recommendations will be made. They certainly
should be.

The CHAIRMAN. If he couldn't make up his mind that an area had
any wilderness value in 15 years, and there certainly might be border-
line cases, then it would be left out. So the Forest Service would not
object to the inclusion of a provision that in case the Secretary of
Agriculture fails to act at the end of 15 years, any orphan piece of
property that he hasn't acted upon would be dropped from the
wilderness system.

Mr. MoAmuz. We would agree with that, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very murh. Senator Dworshak.
Senator DWORSHAK. Mr. McArdle, you said since 1924 the Depart-

.ment of Agriculture has steadfastly maintained its policy of admin-
istering selected areas of national forest land for their wilderness
values and that you have always considered this policy consistent
with the principle of administering the national forests for multiple
use and sustained yield. Do you believe that any changes in this
concept of multiple uses will be made if S. 174 is enacted?

Mr. McARDm. No, Senator Dworshak, I do not.
Senator DWORSHAIK. It will preserve intact.the same principles of

multiple use which your Department has followed in the past?
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Mr. McARDLE. We believe that,.Senator.
Senator DWORSHAK. Even in mining?
Mr. McAiirn Mining is included-in a broad general way in raul-

tipe use, but I would assume that you are talking about the sustained
yield and multiple use act which Congress passed last year.Senator DWORSHAK. Yes, and also your multiple use theory which
has been in effect since 1924 under which I am sure mining has been
carried on in wilderness areas.

Mr. McAR)iz. That is correct and. this bill would limit mining.
It would also limit the use of water. It would limit timber cutting.

Senator DWORsHAK. How would it limit the use of water?
Mr. McARiirn. Through the prohibition of construction of reser-

voirs, to be specific on one point, unless the President declared that
it was in the public interest.

Senator DWORSHAK. Then you are not entirely accurate when you
say that you feel that the multiple use theory will be continued under
S. 174.

Mr. MoAi Li. Senator, perhaps this is our difficulty -here. The
concept of multiple use which the Forest Service has held for so
long, and also the formal definition of multiple use on the national
forest which Congress wrote into the multiple use bill last summer,
specifies that not all uses are required to take place simultaneously on
thesame area, but it does require tw or more uses.

This is also covered, as I recall, in the report of the Senate commit-
tee which discusses this one point at some length, so on a wilderness
area we would have grazing if it is there now. We would have recrea-
tion. Those are two uses. We would also have wildlife, which was
one of the other five uses named by Congress last year. We would
have water to a considerable extent, but not to the fullest possible
extent. We would not have timber cutting.

Senator DwoRsH.A. You do have discretionary authority now under
this recent act, but if S. 174 is passed you will have no discretionary
power of any kind I It will be a mandate to discontinue some of the
uses within the primitive areas like mining and water uses?

Mr. McAxiDL. There is no discretion on mining now, Senator Dwor-
shak, as far as we are concerned. We have none.

Senator DWORsHAK. You permit all mining activity within wilder-
ness areas now, orprimitive areas?

Mr. McAR iz. Congress permits it. We have nothing to say about
it in wilderness areas and outside as long as it is public domain land.

Senator DWORSHAK. But that theory would be materially changed
byS. 174.

Mr. McARDLE. It would be changed by this bill if enacted.
Senator DWORSHAK. That is all.
The CHAIMAN. Senator Kuchel.
Senator KucmmF. First of all, with respect to the classifications, Mr.

McArdle, that you spell out here, and which the bill before us also
enumerates: wilderness, primitive, and canoe, and in your statement
you have "wild" and then indicate that it essentially would be classi-
fied as wilderness. Do I understand correctly that those different
classifications are the result of administrative regulationI

Mr. McAmL. That is correct, Senator Kuchel.
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Senator KUcHEL. I think that it would be a good thing for these
hearings to have reflected the precise wording of those regulations if
we might have that.

Mr.M cAmLE. Would you like to have us submit those for the record,
Senators

Senator KUcHmL. If the chairman does not object.
The CHAIRMAN. Yes, sir.
Mr. MCARDLE. We will do so.
(The documents referred to follow:)

[U.S. Forest Service Manual]

CHAPTER 2320--RECREATION AREAS MANAGED IN NEAR-NATURAL CONDITION

Some national forests contain areas predominantly valuable for their natural
or wilderness characteristics. The Forest Service will designate, reserve, and
manage such areas to preserve the natural environment.

2321. Wilderne8 and Wild Areas. A wilderness area is a tract of land
established under Regulation U-1 in which the primitive environment has been
preserved. Uses and developments are limited to those permitted under Regu-
lation U-1. Wilderness and wild areas differ only in size. A national forest
wilderness area contains at least 100,000 acres of land and a wild area contains
5,000 to 100,000 acres. The qualities of wilderness and wild areas are expansive
solitude and unspoiled natural environment. These large areas in the national
forests invite adventure, provide a refuge from civilization, give spiritual com-
fort, and preserve the flora and fauna for inspiration, enjoyment, and scientific
study.

The Secretary of Agriculture's Regulations U-1 and U-2 authorize wilderness
and wild area establishment. They also provide for the modification or elimina-
tion of wilderness and wild areas and designate permissible uses of these areas.

Wilderness Areae-Reg. U-1 (36 CFR 25120). (a) Upon recommendation of
the Chief, Forest Service, national-forest lands in single tracts of not less than
100,000 acres may be designated by the Secretary as "wilderness areas," within
which there shall be no roads or other provision for motorized transportation,
no commercial timber cutting, and no occupancy under special-use permit for
hotels, stores, resorts, summer homes, organization camps, hunting and fishing
lodges, or similar uses: Provided, That roads over national-forest lands reserved
from the public domain and necessary for ingress and egress to or from pri-
vately owned property shall be allowed under appropriate conditions deter-
mined by the forest supervisor, and upon allowance of such roads the boundary
of the wilderness area may be modified to exclude the portion affected by the
roads.

(b) Grazing of domestic livestock, development of water-storage projects
which do not involve road construction, and improvements necessary for the
protection of the forest may be permitted subject to such restrictions as the
Chief deems desirable. Within such designated wildernesses when the use
is for other than administrative needs and emergencies, the landing of airplanes
and the use of motorboats are prohibited on national-forest land or water, un-
less such use by airplanes or motorboats has already become well established;
and the use of motor vehicles is prohibited unless the use is in accordance with
a statutory right of ingress and egress.

(c) Wilderness areas will not be modified or eliminated except by order of
the Secretary. Except as provided in paragraph (a) above, notice of every
proposed establishment, modification, or elimination will be published or pub-
licly posted by the Forest Service for a period of at least 90 days prior to the
approval of the contemplated order; and if there Is any demand for a public
hearing, the regional forester shall hold such hearing and make full report
thereon to the Chief of the Forest Service, who will submit it with his recom-
raendations to the Secretary (20 F.R. 8422-23, November 10, 1955).

Wild Areas-Reg. U-2 (36 CFR 251.21). Suitable areas of national-forest
land in single tracts of less than 100,000 acres but not less than 5,000 acres
may be designated by the Chief, Forest Service, as "wild areas," which shall
be administered in the same manner as wilderness areas, with the same restric-
tions upon their use, The procedure for establishment, modification, or elimi-
nation of wild areas shall be as for wilderness areas, except that final action
in each case will be by the Chief.
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[U.S. Forest Service Handbook]

CHAPTER 2320-R NATION AREAs MANAGED IN NEAR-NATURAL CONDITION

Some national forest areas are predominantly valuable for their natural or
wilderness characteristics. The Forest Service will designate, reserve, protect,
and manage such areas with the primary objective of permanently preserving
the natural environment.

2321 Wilderness and Wild Areas. A wilderness area is a tract of at least
100,000 acres of land set aside under Regulation U-1 for the preservation of the
primitive environment. Wild areas are established under Regulation U-2 and
must contain at least 5,000 acres, but less than 100,000 acres. Wilderness and
wild areas differ only as to size. Both have the quality of expansive solitude
and unspoiled natural environment and they are managed to provide a retreat
from civilization, preserve the flora and fauna, and afford opportunities for in-
spiration, enjoyment, and scientific study.

The Secretary of Agriculture's Regulations U-1 and U-2 not only authorize
the establishment of wilderness and wild areas, but provide for the modification
or elimination of such areas and stipulate the uses which will be permitted and
prohibited (FSM 2321).

2321.1 Objective. The Forest Service objective is to provide, within the
multiple-use concept of management, wilderness and wild areas sufficient in
number and size to accommodate present and future needs for recreation of this
type.

2321.2 Policy. Studies will be made of areas suitable for wilderness pur-
poses, and those lands found predominantly valuable for wilderness use and
needed for that purpose will be so classified and managed.

2321.21 Primitive Areas. All existing primitive areas established under
former Regulation L-20 will be managed under Regulation U-1 Just as though
they were actually established under Regulation U-1 or U-2. All Manual and
Handbook instructions on wilderness and wild areas apply equally to primitive
areas. Former Regulation L-20 specifies that primitive conditions of environ-
ment, habitation, and transportation shall be maintained, but does not specifically
exclude aircraft landing. However, the landing of aircraft would violate the
intent of the regulation and certainly would not be in accord with required main-
tenance of primitive conditions of transportation. The Forest Service has au-
thority to prohibit or regulate the landing of aircraft on any lands or non-
navigable water under its jurisdiction. Therefore, the intent of Regulation L-20
and the general authority to regulate occupancy and use of national forest lands
provide ample authority to prohibit the landing of aircraft in areas originally
classified under Regulation L-20.

Each primitive area and adjacent lands having wilderness value will be
restudied to determine whether wilderness values are paramount. Those lands
found to be predominantly valuable for wilderness and needed for that purpose
will be considered for classification under Regulation U-1 or U-2. The public
notice and public hearing provisions of Regulation U-1 will be observed when
eliminating or changing primitive areas. It is the objective to complete the re-
study and to take appropriate action on one area in each region each year until
this Job is completed.

2321.22 Plans. A management plan will be prepared for each wilderness and
wild area. Such plans will cover at least the points listed in the planning outline
and should be expanded as necessary to meet local conditions (FSH 2313).

2321.23 Boundaries. Boundaries of wilderness and wild areas should be
located to (1) avoid conflict with existing uses which might result in demands
inconsistent with wilderness policy, (2) be readily recognized and enforced on
the ground, and (3) follow features which form natural barriers to motor
vehicles.

Boundaries should be extended as necessary to include a buffer zone adequate
to protect wilderness values. This may involve extending the boundary to pro-
tect important wilderness trails, travel routes, and other essential parts of the
area from the sights and sounds of civilization.

2321.24 Occupancy and Use. .Under the general policy that wilderness and
wild areas shall retain inherent primeval qualities to the greatest possible extent,
permanent roads are barred except when permitted in connection wth statutory
rights of ingress and egress (FSH 2354). Commercial resource utilization ex-
cept grazing and special-use permits such as resorts, cabins, sufnmer homes, and
commercial boat enterprises, are prohibited by Regulation U-1. A reasonable
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amortization period should be established for any existing nonconforming use
and a date should be set for termination (FSM1 2710). Water development in-
vestigation, studies, or explorations may not be undertaken without the consent
of the Secretary of Agriculture except when otherwise authorized by law (FSH
2341.3). Certain forms of occupancy and use are permitted, limited, or pro-
hibited.

1. Fire Suppre88ion. Forest supervisors are authorized to permit the con-
struction of bulldozer roads and other temporary improvements essential to the
suppression of going fires. These will be obliterated or removed when no longer
needed in connection with the fire which necessitated their construction. Motor-
izd equipment including airplanes and motorboats may be used In, on, and over
wilderness areas where essential to successful fire control operations.

2. General Administration. Regional foresters may authorize the installation
or construction of Forest Service telephone lines, radios, lookout towers, guard
stations, and trails with a constructed tread up to 36 inches wide. Regional
foresters may also authorize the use of motorized construction and maintenance
equipment for trails and landing strips. Such equipment may include duffle
carriers but will not include jeeps or standard four-wheel vehicles.

Chief's approval is required for the construction of landing fields, ranger or
administrative stations, trails with a constructed tread more than 36 inches
wide, or other major improvements.

Motorized equipment will not be used for normal administrative purposes and
the use of motorized trail construction or maintenance equipment is discouraged.
The landing of airplanes and use of motorboats are authorized only in emer-
gencies or where such use was well established prior to the original classifica-
tion of the area.

3. Recreation. Forest supervisors may authorize the construction of trails
for wilderness travel but sizable areas should be left without trails. When
necessary to reduce fire hazards or to correct unsanitary or unsightly condi-
tions at places used regularly for camping, the construction of simple fireplaces,
latrines, and garbage pits is authorized. Such developments should be kept to
a minimum needed and should be of rustic design and materials.

Forest supervisors may authorize simple facilities in connection with pack-
stock operations including corrals if located back from main traveled trails.
Fences to prevent the concentration of stock on areas needed for camping or to
facilitate the control of pack stock may be authorized, but should be of native
materials where feasible.

4. Grazing. Grazing may be permitted subject to such restrictions as the
Chief deems desirable to protect the inherent recreation values and environ-
ment.

Regional foresters may authorize the construction or installation of fences
and water developments essential for the proper management of the range,
when there is a clear showing of need. These should be kept to a minimum
and should be constructed of native materials where feasible. The use of
barbed wire in wilderness areas Is discouraged.

5. Mineral Emploration and Development. Since mineral development in wild-
erness and wild areas would be contrary to the purposes for which they were
set aside, the Forest Service will not approve or recommend approval of any
applications to lease minerals in established wilderness, wild, and primitive
areas. There will be no deviation from this policy without the prior approval
of the Chief.

If applications in any one area become numerous, a withdrawal from the Min-
eral Leasing Act of February 25, 1920, may be requested (FSM 2760).

6. Aircraft and Motorboats. Regulations U-1 and U-2 specifically prohibit
aircraft landings and the use of motorboats on national-forest land or water in
wilderness and wild areas except for administrative purposes, in emergencies,
or when such use had already become well established. The public notice given
at the time of establishment has been held by the courts to be sufficient warning
against airplane landings (FSH 2354).

Executive Order 10092, December 17, 1949, regulates use of aircraft over
the Boundary Waters Canoe Area (FSM 10-93).

7. Forest Insect and Disease Control. When necessary to protect wilderness
and adjoining areas from the spread of insects, forest diseases, and fire, the fol-
lowing measures may be employed at the discretion of the regional forester:

a. Aerial spraying operations.
b. Ground control measures which do not require road construction.

SRP02398



54 THE WILDERNESS ACT

Chief's approval must be obtained for:
a. Insect or disease control measures which require roads.
b. Salvage of fire-killed, insect-infested, or diseased timber.

Commercial salvage operations will be authorized by the Chief when the
presence of dead, diseased, or infested timber in wilderness areas measurably
endangers other lands and timber stands.

*8. Use of Motorized Equipment to Transport Snow Survey. Collection of
snow data is an essential administrative job. Travel for snow surveys is costly
and hazardous and the use of helicopters may save time and money and reduce
the hazard of dangerous foot travel on skies or snowshoes. Forest supervisors
may therefore authorize the use of helicopters for snow surveys within wilder.
ness areas when such action is desirable.

When snow surveys are to be made by a cooperating agency, a cooperating
agreement should be drawn up citing the importance of the data to be collected
and the need for it, thereby establishing the project as an administrative need.
A permit will be issued to each cooperating agency authorizing the use of a hel-
copter only for specific snow-survey trips to specific locations and during a speci-
fied period of time. No blanket authorization will be issued. The permit will
state that the authority is in conformity with Regulation U-1 and will prohibit
all activities except those necessary to make the snow survey.

Over the snow, mechanized travel is not authorized with snowmobiles or trac-
tors in wilderness areas.*

2321.3 Establishment, Modification, or Elimination. When considering the
establishment, modification, or elimination of wilderness and wild areas, forest
officers will weigh all factors from the standpoint of public values. Wilderness
and esthetic values will be given full consideration and the final decision must be
based upon a careful appraisal of all public values, both immediate and potential
If an area is primarily valuable for wilderness purposes and is needed for that
type of use, classification will be recommended. In marginal or doubtful cases,
it will be prudent to delay developments which would conflict with wilderness
policy until a final course of action is evident, since true wilderness qualities
can rarely be restored once an area is invaded by conflicting uses.

Regional foresters will consider all proposals to establish, modify, or elimi-
nate wilderness and wild areas. Their recommendations will be submitted to
the Chief, who will take necessary action in conformity with Regulation U-1 or
U-2.

2321.31 Criteria. To merit wilderness or wild classification, an area must
satisfy the following conditions:

1. It must possess the inherent qualities of a wilderness.
2. It must be currently needed as a wilderness area, or the future need must

be clearly evident.
3. Wilderness recreation must represent Its highest and best public use over

a long period of time.
4. Its tangible and intangible values as a wilderness area must fully offset the

value of all resources which would be rendered Inaccessible or otherwise un-
available, both within and adjacent to the proposed boundaries, as a result of
the classification.

It is usually a fairly simple matter to determine whether an area possesses the
inherent qualities of a wilderness. However, the need for a specific wilderness
area and the number and size of wilderness areas necessary to satisfy reasonable
public demands for such areas are not subject to precise analysis or accurate
measurement. Neither is it easy to determine whether the wilderness values of an
area exceed the value of other resources. Important and difficult land use de-
cisions must be made in appraising wilderness values. The objective in each case
is to determine the predominant public value of the area and to be guided by that
determination.

The wilderness classification precludes many other types of use and It is nec-
essary to consider all competing values. A majority of people who go to the
forests for recreation do not have the ability or the desire to get away from
the easy travel made possible by roads. They are interested in camping near
their cars, picnicking, touring, and visiting summer homes or resorts. Many
feel that the wilderness classification is discriminatory because it permanently
excludes them from areas which might otherwise be developed for their enjoy-
Met.

*Amended February 1959; Amendment No. 5.
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All physical, psychological, and financial factors must be evaluated to resolve
conflicting interests and arrive at, or recommend, an equitable decision. The
volume of wilderness use is unpredictable and the value of such use cannot be
expressed in dollars, yet the area's potential yield in terms of commodities, labor,
and less primitive forms of recreation must be appraised and compared with
wilderness values. For this, there is no simple formula and no substitute for a
thorough and unbiased analysis of all factors involved.

A few areas as yet uninvaded by roads are extremely hazardous from a
fire standpoint, and road construction is essential for fire control purposes.
Such roads constitute a continuous intrusion extending for many miles and
seriously diminish wilderness values. Areas may have rich mineral deposits
which will eventually be developed. Others have valuable timber stands which
not only could supply the wood needs of the country but also maintain an
annual crop of timber which will make possible a sustained life for adjacent
forest communities.

2321.32 Procedure:
1. Establishment of New Wilderness or Wild Areas. The district ranger

will prepare a report following the standard outline (FSH 2321.33). Supple-
mental information will be added as necessary. The forest supervisor will
review the report, amend it as necessary, and forward it to the regional
forester with recommendation for approval or disapproval.

The regional forester will decide whether the proposal should be rejected or
forwarded to the Chief with recommendation for approval. The Chief will
either reject or tentatively approve proposals submitted for his consideration.

When a proposal has received the Chief's tentative approval, the regional
forester will cause a notice of the proposed action to be published and publicly
posted for a period of at least 90 days and usually for 6 months. The notice
will include a statement to the effect that a public hearing will be called if
there is reasonable demand for such. The regional forester will see that the
notice of contemplated action is brought to the attention of all groups known
to be interested in wilderness and wild areas. If there is demand for a public
hearing, he will call one and conduct it along prescribed lines (FSH 2321.33).

Following the public hearing, if any, and after the notification period has
expired, a final report will be furnished the Chief who will then (a) approve
or reject wild area proposals or (b) submit a complete report on wilderness
area proposals to the Secretary, for final action.

2. Modfilcation or Elimination of Wilderness and Wild Areas. The establish-
ment of wilderness and wild areas should carry with it a high probability of
permanency. Alteration of wilderness or wild area boundaries inevitably in-
volves the risk of losing the public's confidence. Nevertheless, circumstances
may arise under which the modification or elimination of classified areas is
necessary or desirable in the public interest. In such cases, reports will be
prepared and other action will be taken in the same order and with the same
authority and responsibilities outlined for the establishment of new areas. This
includes an advisory hearing if requested.

Senator KuCHL. So there may be no misunderstanding as to the
question which was propounded by the junior Senator from Idaho,
if under the provisions of the bill Congress were to refuse to accede
to a Presidential determination to add certain public lands to the
Wilderness system which theretofore, prior to the passage of the bill,
had been primitive, for example, it is true? is it not that the lands
would revert to their previous status as primitive, such status being
defined by your regulations?

Mr. CRAfts. No, Senator Kuchel. That isn't true.
Senator KUcIIFI. What is the fact?
Mr. CiAurs. If the primitive areas are recommended by the Presi-

dent for permanent inclusion in the system and the Congress rejects
that, then the primitive areas covered by the recommendation become
ordinary national forest land. They lose their primitive area status.

Senator KUCHEL. Where do we cover that in the bill?
Mr. CRAivs. You don't cover it specifically. As I said to Senator

Church, the language in the bill is not clear on this point. It
Simply skips this question, but earlier in the hearing we recommended
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that this point be made clear and Senator Church asked if we would
give him language which would do this.

Senator Kuc4r. What would flow from the result of that situa.
tion where they would cease to be primitive?

Mr. CRAFs. They would cease to be primitive areas. They would
again become subject to entry under the mining laws. They would
be subject to timber harvesting. They would be open to permanent
roads. They would not have restrictions on reservoir or other water
development. They would be subject to all the uses to which national
forest lands not in special categories are now subject.

Senator KucHfL. Also, there apparently is some question as to
whether the President and the Congress get one bite on a given piece
of public land. My own view is, Mr. Chairman, that the bill ought
to be crystal clear, and this is a matter of policy, that the right or the
duty of the President is not exhausted when he submits to the Congress
his decision and where the Congress rejects it.

It seems to me that with a new Congress and with a new President
there ought to be an equal, honorable opportunity for a second decision
which ught parallel the first decision of the President's predecessor.
I think that ought to be spelled out, but what is your view about that?

Mr. Ctrs. I agree with you and it is not spelled out now. That
also is a point that we discussed with Senator Church a few moments
ago, that in the event of refusal, which has to be total refusal, but if
the reasons are given and the objection goes to only the inclusion of
part of the area, we think that it wouldbe permissible now for the
President to resubmit if he elects to do so. We see nothing in the
present language that would preclude him from doing that. By the
same token there is nothing in the language of the bill that specifically
says he may do it.

Senator KucF. I thank you, sir; and I think that is a problem for
the committee to pass judgment on. But to go back to this question
of whether land which is deemed primitive under present regulations
is placed in the system by the President, but Congress rejects that
placement, is it your statement to the committee that this bill would
repeal the language under which the classification is made by the
Department today?

Mr. CRArrs. Some change in the secretarial regulations would be
necessary in my judgment, Senator, if this bill passes.

Senator KUCHEL. And you recommend this legislationI
Mr. CkAFrs. Yes, sir.
Senator KucHzL. So that you recommend that the classification

which you now are authorized to make of primitive be eliminated after
the Congress registers its objection?

Mr. CRAFTs. Yes. Let me explain that a little bit. The primi-
tive areas were established between 1930 and 1940, roughly, a 10-ear
period, under an old regulation. That regulation 3as since been
superseded. There are no primitive areas being established now.
There haven't been for a long time. The only areas that are now being
established are the wilderness and wild. This is a device to spee
up the review of the primitive areas, so there are no primitive areas
being established and there haven't been for many years in that par-
ticular category.

Senator KUCIIEL. However, with the primitive areas representing
today the largest category in your table, do you have the authority
today to reclassify primitive areas?
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Mr. CRAFTS. The Secretary of Agriculture does.
The CHAIRMAN. Into wilderness areas?
Mr. CRArS. Into wilderness areas, or into wild areas, or into nor-

mal national forest land.
Senator KuCHEL. The fact that you have not done that we are to

draw no conclusions from?
Mr. CRATrs. The only conclusion you might draw from that, Sen-

ator, is that the reclassification process is a long and time-consuming
process. It is very controversial. We have moved pretty slowly. We
need to move faster.

Senator HIcKEY. Would the Senator yield on that point?
Senator KucwL. Yes, certainly.
Senator HIcKE.. Do I understand it, then, that if this bill is passed

those areas which are now in that category by virtue of the act would
immediately become part of the wilderness areas?

Mr. CRAFTS. Yes, sir; that is right. The primitive areas are in-
corporated in the wilderness system with the passage of this act, but
with the further instruction for the Secretary of Agriculture to re-
study those.
Senator HIcKEY. For a period of 15 yearsI
Mr. CRAFTS. Any time up to 15 years, to see what portion of those

meets the standards that are now in effect for the wilderness areas.
Senator HIcKE.. However, the categories you have discussed would

be eliminated upon the passage of this act and all the areas would
become primitive or become wildernessI Is that correct?

Mr. C1SIAFTs. The substantive aspects of the categories would be
eliminated. By that I mean that the treatment of the areas would
be the same, pending the resubmission of the primitive areas. The
names themselves would not be specifically eliminated by any language
in the bill.

I think we would elect to do so, however, in order to eliminate some
of the confusion that now exists between these various categories. I
might say that is another point that was in one of the earlier bills
that is notpresent in this bill, in that the names of these areas were
all changedto wilderness areas with passage of the act and that is
something that you might want to do.

The CHAIRMAN. I just want to stop long enough to recognize the
presence of the Secretary of Agriculture.

Secretary Freeman, we appreciate your arrival here. We know
the demands upon you and we are very happy you have taken time to
come here and give us a word on the wilderness bill. I appreciate it
very much. We would be happy to have any statement you care to
Milke. We are very pleased to have you present.

STATEMENT OF H0ON ORVILLE L..FREEMAN, SECRETARY OF THE
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Secretary FREEMAN.. Thank you very much, Senator Anderson and
inembers ofthe committee.

I can see that you have gotten into some of the specifics in connec-
tion with this and the gentlemen who sit to my le.t are much more
informed, as is the chairman, and the members of this committee.

0673T---5--
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I came here primarily, sir, to indicate that the Department supports
this bill and may I say personally I feel that it is very important.
You as Secretary of Agriculture signed the order that established some
of these areas in the State from whence I come, and although it has
not been without its controversies, some of which I experienced as
Governor of Minnesota, I think that it is important and I would onli
say that I am here to indicate that support and say I hope that the bil
will be passed with, of course, whatever modifications this committee
in its wisdom feels will add to it.

Thank you.
The CHAImAN. Thank you.
Mr. Crafts, do you think in further compliance with the suggestions

that we had from Senator Church, and you offered to submit language,
that it might be desirable to clear up this question that Senator Kuchel
points up again, that we might put something into the bill or into
the report which would clearly indicate that the President might re-
submit within a certain period of time provided that certain things
happen. I don't know how you are going to tie it down, but it does
seem to me it might be possible to say that if he submits it and it is
rejected by the Congress, so many years shall elapse before the area
becomes ordinary forest land again. We might provide that it shall
revert to primitive status for a period of 2 years, or something of that
nature, to give Congress and the President a chance to do something.

If it occurs to you that a provision of the nature is desirable or pos-
sible, you might submit that language to us along with the other
language. We would appreciate it very much.

senator GoldwaterI
Senator GOLDWATER. I just want to take advantage of these gentle-

men being here to inquire why more of these areas have not been estab-
lished in the East and in the South. I notice only three States out-
side of the Far West that have wilderness and primitive areas.

Mr. McARDLE. That is correct, Senator Goldwater, and the reason
is I think obvious, because all of the national forests in the East, with
the exception of small acreages, were purchased. Those in the West
were created from the public domain and there was not the opportu-
nity in the East to set up large areas having essentially primitive
conditions.

The two areas that we have established as wild areas are of course
small. The Boundary Waters Canoe area in Minnesota is almost
900,000 acres. We do, however, have a substantial number of rather
small areas which we have established as botanical areas, natural
areas, scenic areas, and things of that kind.

Within the possibilities available to us we have done essentially this
same thing in the East. Those very small areas are not included
within the provisions of this bill.

Senator GOLDWATER. One other question: Did I understand you to
say that the passage of this legislation would give you control over the
waters in the areas?

Mr. McAmULE. No, sir. I am glad you brought that up because I
think we would want to make our position, and I am sure the commit-
tee would want to make its position, completely clear on that point.

In section 6, subsection (c , paragraph (6), there is this language:
Nothing in this act shall constitute an expressed or implied claim or denial

on the part of the Federal Government as to exemption from State water laws.
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Senator GOLDWATER. How would this apply, though, when on page
12, line 9, the language states:

The President may-

it doesn't say the President shall-
the President may authorize the establishment and maintenance of reservoirs,
water-conservation works, and other facilities needed in the public interest.

Suppose the President decided that he would not authorize the
construction of facilities on a river, let me say,. that was within the
boundaries of one of these areas, the development of this project being
necessary for the maintenance of life farther downstream. What
would then be the situation?

Mr. CRAFTs. It is my understanding, Senator, that if the President
decided that such water construction works were not in the public
interest they would not be permitted in this area in this specific. in-
stance unless the Congress by statute directed that it be done.

Senator GOLDWATER. Then section 6, on page 14, actually would be
negated by a negative action of the President; is that not true?

Mr. CRAtS. May I refer that to one of my assistants whom we have
here in the room, Senator.

Senator GOLDWATER. Yes, we are very interested in that naturally
in the West.

Mr. MCARDLE. This is Mr. Florance.
Mr. FLORANCE. My name is Reynolds Florance, and I am Director

of the Division of Legislative Reporting and Liaison in the Forest
Service. Senator Goldwater, the application of State water rights
and the question of the right to construct waterworks on water im-
provements on Federal lands are two distinct questions. The ap-
plication of State water laws does not necessarily give to the holder of
a water right the privilege of constructing dams or diversionary
works on all Federal land. Therefore, insofar as this particular
provision is concerned, I think, with the right of the President to
refuse to grant permission for construction of waterworks, it does not
negate the provision in here which preserves the status quo as to the
application of water rights.

Senator GOLDWATER. Yes, but what good are water rights without
water?

Mr. FLORANCE. This is a question of course that exists under the
present law. The holding of a right to waters that flow from the
national forests, for instance, do not give to the holder the right to
construct diversionary works on the national forest land, so that that
situation would not be changed.

Senator GOLDWATER. We recognize that and as a westerner my
concern is that we don't compound the difficulties we now live under
by giving the President the right through inaction to further destroy
the use of water in the West.

Mr. Cw'ffs. Senator Goldwater, I think-to answer your question
directly-you have the right, but if the President refused it would
not implement the right, so it might compound the difficulties in these
particular areas.

Senator GOLDWATER. Let's say that the Forest Service was perfectly
willing to allow such a permit to be given to allow the State to use
its water rights toget water, but the President would not go along
with it. The Presient could then stop that; is that correct ?
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Mr. FLORiNcB. Oh, yes. The President could review and not ap-
prove a recommendation of the Secretary of Agrieulture. -

The CHAIRAN. Is it not extremelyunlikely that the Secretary of
Agriculture would have a different viewpoint from the President
of the United States as long as he is serving under him?

Senator GOLDWATR. That might be true, tut you know and I know
that we negotiate constantly with these gentlemen and with other
departments of Government relative to the prospective development
of our water systems and many times we have received approval from
a bureau that has control over lands to go ahead with plans, and
now we have to take into our concern the President who probably
won't get in this act until quite a late date.

The CHAntxAN. I would only say that my belief is that the President
would probably accept the recommendation of his Secretary of Agri-
culture, who in turn would take the recommendation of the Forest
Service people, and that you would have them all looking at it in thesam e li,,gt. --.

"

Senator GoLDwATmER I hope that the chairman is right. We are not
suspect at all of the probable action of the President or Presidents
that might come, but men can be of a nature that could give us trouble
and weave trouble in the West now living with the Federal Govern-
ment and water.

Of course, we are very hopeful that this Congress will some day
in its wisdom take action to undo the damage that has been done by
Supreme Court decisions relative to our water rights in the West.
You gentlemen have no control over that, any more control than we
have. I did want, though, to make my position clear here that I am
concerned lest we might be giving the Federal Government one more
way of saying "No" to western water development.

That is all I have.
The CHAnAN. Senator Carroll.
Senator CARROLL. Mr. Chairman, I want to make an observation

here about this water. If they don't clarify this thing in the record
this can be the most fatal thing against this bill and Iwould like to,
if I may, go back to this question.

The CHAMMAN. Yes.
Senator CARROLL. Who has jurisdiction today, and I mean what

department, over the Federal powersites that were set up by Theo-
dore Roosevelt some 50 years agoI

Mr. FLORANE. The powersite withdrawals were made by the De-
partment of the Interior as I understand it, and I, of course, do not
claim to speak for the Department of the Interior but the develop-
ment of those pow ites by other than the Federal government would
now be license by the deal Power Commission.

Senator CARROLL. Mr. Chairman, just very briefly along the lines
suggested by Senator Goldwater, we had a situation where Denver
haM very valuable water rights and where it desired to build a res-
ervoir on one of these powersites that was set aside. This is what
I am thinking about and this is why I have asked the question.

The Federal Government could have stopped that. They could
have denied the people of Denver water unless they granted the li-
cense and right tobuild the reservoir. In this bill are we broadening
this in any way to pub it in the hands of the Secretary of Agriicultupe
or the Secretary of the InteriorI
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Can we protect ourselves if the President will not act? May the
Congress act itself ?

311r.FRANcE. Oh, yes. There is nothing in this bill that would
take any power from Congress to regulate and control the use of
Federal property.

Senator CAROLL. Suppose we had a situation where this bill broad-
ens the wilderness system and this develops 5 or 10 years from now
and the Secretary of Agriculture and the President say "We are not
going to let you use this water," but the State says "This is our water
and we need it for our people."

"Well, I am sorry, we can't because it interferes with some con-
servation measure."

Can the people come to the Congress and the Congress itself act
to upset what the Secretary of Agriculture and the Secretary of the
Interior and the President himself doesI

Mr. CRAFTs. I think this is very important.
Senator C~mmoLL. So we don't go home with the idea that we are

handcuffed. We can move in this field and the people can still speak
through their legislative branch.

Mr. CRAFm. There is no question about that, Senator.
Senator CARROLL. Thank you very much.
The CHAIRMAN. There is nothing in this bill that changes there situa-

tion in these water rights, is there [ Do you find something in it?
Mr. FLORANiCE. No, sir.
Mr. Ca.&Frs. There is nothing that changes the situation with re-

spect to water rights. It is very clear and specific in the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. I believe you referred to the Blue Range situation,

wasn't it, in Colorado?
Senator CARROLL. It would be reservoir 223, where they had that

water diversion; where they purchased the water.
The CHAIRMAN. If you would please, Mr. Secretary, have your

crew go over this testimony this morning about this, particularly
with reference to the case raised by Senator Carroll, and attempt to
have them give us a memorandum as to whether or not any provision
in S. 174 would change the rights of the city of Denver in any power-
site withdrawal it may have in the State of Colorado, unless you
care to comment on it now, Mr. Crafts.

Mr. CRirs. I think I can answer that. I will try to right now,
Senator Anderson.

The CHAIRMAN. Surely.
Mr. C(wrs. Under a powersite withdrawal now, if the Federal

Power Commission decides to issue a license, which it could do against
the recommendation of the Secretary of Agriculture should it elect
to do so, then even though this were in a wilderness area the develop-
ment would go forward. If this bill were enacted and the Federal
Power Commission wished to issue a license, as I construe it, it could
not do so unless the President decided it was in the public interest
to do so.

Then the President could authorize the licens'ig of these works.
That is thedifference between the two.

The CHAIRMAN. Couldn't,Cngress also authorize itI
Mr. CRTS. Congress at all times could, of,eoiupe, authorize.
TheCHAe. We couldn't, by this law, limit what a future Con-

gress might do I
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Mr. CRAFrS. No, by no means.
Senator CARRoLL. I think, Mr. Chairman, that is very important,

because this is Precisely what the Federal Power Commission did,
issue its license, but I might say, over the objection of some members
of the Department of Interior who were in the Fish and Wildlife
Service.

You are now saying that this legislation would take away from the
Federal Power Commission its authority to issue a license and that
we now vest that in the President under this legislation?

Mr. CRAFTs. That is correct.
Senator CARROLL. And, as the able Senator from New Mexico says,

we also have this safety valve; we can always come to the Congress
and the Congres can do it.

Mr. CR rTS. That is correct.
The CHImui.~N. And what he says relates to those areas which

are now primitive which are subsequently brought into the wilder-
ness system with the approval of the Secretary of Agiculture, with
a subsequent review by the President, and with a final review by the
Congress.

Mr. CRim. It applies to the entire wilderness system.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Gruemng.
Senator GRUENING. I would like to ask Mr. McArdle if he has .a

map which includes Alaska. I notice Alaska is not on this map. We
have two very large forest areas, the Tongass, of some 16 million
acres, and Chugach of 4.8 million. I wondered if you had prepared
any maps which showed what you had planned to do there in the way
of withdrawals. I understand you have declared some areas to be
wild.

Mr. McARDLE. Senator, I noticed this morning when I got to the
office that the map attached to this testimony did not have Alaska
in it and I was very much distressed by that, but at any rate, it was
too late then to do anything about it.

There are areas in Alaska which are now handled as essentially
wilderness areas, although they goby another name. They are called
scenic areas. I think most of them are scenic areas. There are the
Tracy-Arms-Ford's Terror area, and the Walker Cove area. There
are several smaller ones and all of these areas total, as I recall, about
485,000 acres, some of our most scenic country.

Mr. CwArs. These are not included in this bill.
Senator GRUENInG. You mean Alaska is excluded from this bill?
Mr. CR rs. No, Senator. Alaska is not excluded and neither is

Hawaii. But this map does not show areas that we might at some
future time recommend for inclusion in the wilderness system. There
are no areas on the Alaskan national forest at the present time that
are classified as wilderness, wild, or primitive. That is why Alaska
is not shown on the map.

There are these two areas of substantial size that are classified as
scenic areas, but not in these other classifications.Senator GRuTNING.Could you tell me why the planning of wilder-
ness areas, wild areas, and so forth, has lagged so far bemnd? We
have had these powers for 53 years. Why is there a. different ratio
of action in Alaska? We are not surprised at all. We are accustomed
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to that, but I just wondered why it happened in the case of the Forest
Service.

Mr. CliArrs. I will give you a very honest answer, Senator. The
Tracy-Arms-Ford's Terror area, we considered at one time for in-
clusion as a wilderness or a wild area. I think I am correct that
hearings were held on that. There was much opposition locally to
the inclusion of such an area in our wilderness category for fear that
if it were included and, if this bill were enacted, then mineral develop-
ment in that area would be prevented. Consequently we established
that area as a scenic area rather than as a wilderness area.

Senator GRUENING. Then as a scenic area it would not be a wilder-
ness area; is that correct?

Mr. CRAFrS. That is correct.
Senator GRUENING. It is certainly a very scenic area. I commend

your setting that aside along with the Ford's Terror and Walker Cove,
ut I think,Mr. Chairman, this points to a matter that the Governor

of Alaska has called attention to in this telegram which we are going
to have included. It is very brief and I would like to read it to make
this point. He says:

Re S. 174, State of Alaska is concerned that lacking positive action by the
Congress in the form of a concurrent resolution opposing such recommendations,
46 million acres of national forest, parks, monuments, wildlife refuges, and
game ranges In Alaska could be committed to the wilderness system by admin-
istrative action of the Secretaries of Interior and Agriculture. Request provi-
sion that nature and boundaries of area considered for inclusion in the System
be subject to cooperative study and classification of the land on the local State
level prior to recommendation to the President and to the Congress.

And he urges me to present these views. It seems obvious that the
study of what needs tobe done in connection with this bill hasn't pro-
ceeded as far in Alaska as in older States and therefore I hope that,
whether this is included as a provision in the bill or not, that some such
study will be made because there are some very remarkable areas that
need to be set aside as wilderness areas in which the objection which

ou mention would not obtain, and I am not aware of any of those
erings.
I think I would know about them if they had been held. Are you

sure those hearings were held, because I can't imagine anybody object-
ing to the withdrawal of Tracy-Arms or Ford's TerrorI

Mr. CRArs. Yes, Senator there was a hearing.
Senator GRuEtJ-ING. I think it is clear that a further study needs to

be made partly because Alaska is so vast and because so many areas are
potentially admissible under this bill.

Mr. MoAiwLE. Mr. Chairman, perhaps I should clear up one point
here for the record and for the legislative history.

Speaking only for the Department of Agriculture, where, under
our jurisdiction in Alaska there are 22 million acres of national forest,
and not for the Department of the Interior which has a much larger
acreage under its jurisdiction, we have not thus far set up any primi-
tive4 wild, or wilderness areas on the 22 million acres of national
forest.

We have established some areas in Alaska. We have established
some scenic areas of fair size, but this bill does not include in the na-
tional forest any areaslin Alaska. If later, as Senator Gruening sug-
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ests, we wanted to propose the establishment of some wilderness areas
m Alaska under this legislation if it were enacted, it would require
a special act of Cong as it would for any other new areas any-
where else. It could be aone, butI want to make plain that, as far
as the national forests are concerned, there are no areas now covered
by this proposed legislation in Alaska.

The CHATRXAN. We could do the same thing with Alaskan scenic
areas as we would do under this bill in regard to primitive areas mov-
ing into wilderness. Or if we wanted to put them i., we could adopt
a bill and send it to the President, and he can sign it and they would
become wilderness areas. You would have to have special legislation
for it. I think I would like to say to Senator Gruening when he
wanted to know why these things have taken so long, that, if he had
been in the hearing on the Gila wilderness that some people in this
room attended, when the cattlemen had their point of view and the
mining people had their point of view and everybody was there to
tell you why you shouldn't do it, he would understand why it takes
many, many years to get a wilderness area finally established.

It is a slow process because there are just so many interests that
want to be heard that have good reasons why it shouldn't be done.
It becomes slow. I am very happy to have the assurance of the head
of the Forest Service that the proposal made by Senator Gruening
can be studied and, if there are opportunities to include it, we might,
before final passage of the bill, add some language that would permit
inclusion of these areas of Alaska if desired.

Senator GRmENING. I would like just to have the committee come
to Alaska and look over the scenic areas and others before a final
decision has been arrived at.

The CHATR~MN. That is the most statesmanlike proposal that has
been made all day. Some of us went to Alaska for the purpose of
taking a look at the possibilities of statehood and the reception we got
up there was so enjoyable that people who were opposed to statehood
became its most avid enthusiasts.

Maybe this is the way to get the job done that Senator Gruening
wants done.

Senator Hickey, do you have any questions?
Senator Hic=-t. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I just have three

short ones.
What is the Forest Service definition of wilderness? If you will

just tell me where I can find it it will satisfy me.
Mr. CkAws. You can find it in regulations U-1 of the SeCretary of

Apiculture. It is also defined beginning on page.2 of this bill and
with that definition we concur as expressed in this bill.

Senator Himmy. At I to unAerstand that you will adopt the defini-
tion set forth in this bill under (b)?I Or that yodu already have such
a definition?

Mr. 0Ars. We will follow the definition that is in section 2(b)
which, for all practical purposes, s the same as the definition we use
now.

Senator HixcKy. Where can we find the definition that for all prac-
tical purposes is similar to thisI

M. (IFArrs. I can submit it to you, or you can find it in the Secre-
tary's r4lations and the Forest Service manal.
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Senator 1Hc=-r. Would you submit it to me, please
Mr. CRA&rs. Yes, I will.
The CHAIRMAN. Submit it for therecrd, because other people may

want the same thing as Senator EHikey does.
(The document requested has been submitted and it appears earlier

in the record.) -P1,
Senator Htcizy. You say for all practical purposes it does compare

identically to the definition contained in this S. 1741
Mr. Ck~rs. That is correct.
Senator Hicimy. The difference between wilderness and primitive,

I take from your prior testimony, will no longer be of any consequence
because of the fact that, if this bill is enacted, primitive will be elimi-
nated and all will become wilderness, is that correctI

Mr. CRArs. Your understanding is right.
Senator HicKEx. That is all, Mr. Chairman.
Senator Kucnt. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Kuchel.
Senator Kucm. There has been and is a jurisdictional dispute, as

you know, between the Federal Government and the State govern-
ments with respect to problems of water and water development. I
think it is the intention of the authors of this bill that that problem
be avoided in the establishment of the wilderness system. I first
raised this question, as the chairman well knows, several years ago
when we ha the first bill before us, but I want, to the extent that this
constitutes any basis for intention of the legislation, to refer the gen-
tleman from the Department of Agriculture to the section on page 14
starting with line 10, subsection (6):

Nothing in this Act shall constitute an express or implied claim or denial on
the part of the Federal Government as to exemption from State water laws.

Reading further, subsection (7) :
Nothing in this Act shall be construed as affecting the jurisdiction or respon-

sibilities of the several States with respect to wildlife and fish in the national
forests.

The point I make, so that I am sure there will be no disagreement
here, is that this legislation does not purport to touch the problem
which continues to exist with respect to jurisdiction. That is another
subject. It is one we intend to go into and we affirmatively state in
this bill, or at least attempt to, that nothing herein shall affect that
problem one way or the other.

Mr. Ca rrs. That is correct, Senator. Our understanding of the
language of this bill is the same as yours.

Senator CmAmOLL. Mr. Chairman, while Senator Kuchel makes a
very good point, why' do you get yourselves involved in the question
of taking over the jurisdiction of powersites? flow could the De
apartment of Agriculture or the.Department of the Interior handle
that issue, if you are takng that away from the Federal Power Com-
mission, or do you intend to leave the mechanics of it there and just
have the authority yourself? I wonder how you get yourself drawn
into that situation.

Mr. FLRxccE. I don't think under the provisions of this bill that
the Department of Agriculture would take over from the Federal
Power Commission any of its authority. Whatever authority the
Federal Power C0 son has would still remain, but it wou'd be
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subject to the limitations that the Congress would impose by the pro-
visions of this bill.

Senator CAmmouL. What are those limitations?
I thought you just got through saying you did take it away from

them.
Mr. FLoRANCE. In other words, if the President said that there

could be water development within a wilderness area and those water
developments were the kind that the Federal Power Commission
would license, then that Commission would issue the licenses even
though this bill were enacted.

On the other hand, the President could say, in effect, to the Federal
Power Commission, "You cannot issue a license in this particular
wilderness area."

Senator CAmOLL. I have been one of the severe critics of the Fed-
eral Power Commission, but what I am thinking about is the licenses
that have been granted and the jurisdiction of the Federal Power
Commission, and now suddenly with this bill, if I understand your
testimony, they no longer have power to issue licenses, and in a bill
here where you are trying to set up a wilderness system why do you
get involved in the powersitesI

I just suggest that thought for you, but if you have something for
the record and you want to explain how you get it, I would be glad
to hear from you. This draws us into the water questions.. Mr. CRAFTS. There is no authority by this bill that is vested in the
Secretary of Agriculture and taken away from the Federal Power
Commission that doesn't now exist.

As it is now, the Federal Power Commission can issue the license.
The Secretary of Agriculture can recommend for or against, but the
authority for action is in the Federal Power Commission.

On these areas that would be covered by this bill, the Federal Power
Commission could not do so unless the President recommended. The
bill takes the power away from the Federal Power Commission and
puts it in the President, not in either the Secretary of the Interior
or the Secretary of Agriculture.

The reason you get into this, Senator CARROLL, is that you don't
have wilderness if you have major dam and reservoir development.
You either have it or you don't, and this is an attempt to place the
discretion to decide in these areas in the President.

Senator CARROLL. In other words, to have a more unified policy you
think it ought to be vested in the President?

Mr. FLORANCE. That is correct.
Senator CARROLL. And I suppose there have been studies about the

effect of this when you transfer this. This is a change now of power,
isn't it?

Mr. FLORANCE. Yes.
Senator CARROLL. Let's face it. When you change that, what is the

legal effects upon existing licenses which are subject to review?
Well, I suppose you will have witnesses here from the Federal

Power Commission.
The CHWmuAx. Yes, and I think there are no existing licenses in

a single wilderness area so if the Commission moves into it we have
to approve them anyhow.

Senator CmARoLL. There are no ,licenses, in the wilderness area?
Mr. CATrrS.' I cant" answer that question.
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The CHAmmAN. I think that is true. I ran into that question one
time and I got an answer and I am sorry but I may not be correct.
At least we will find out from the Federai Power Commission.

Senator CARROLL. I suppose the Federal Power Commission will be
in here to testify. I hope so.

The CHAIRMAN. We are about to adjourn and resume at 2 o'clock.
I had a telegram handed to me from a fine lady. She says:

All success and blessings upon you if you can get passed today or tomorrow
the wilderness bill which this country so sorely needs.

I regret the Senate is not in session. We cannot pass it today and
we might not pass it tomorrow.

Mr. Secretary, before you came in I expressed my thanks publicly
for the cooperation of the Department, Mr. MeArdle and Mr. Crafts,
and for the fine work they have done on this bill. I want you to
know we appreciate the wonderful attitude they have taken all the
way through.

Secretary FPEmmAN. Thank you.
Senator Kucm=. Mr. Chairman, for the record may I ask the

chairman's consent to place in the record a letter from the General
Counsel of the Department of Agriculture to Mr. Stewart French
with respect to the basis on which the Department's regulations have
been formulated.

The CHAIRxAN. Without objection that may be done.
(The document referred to follows:)

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL,

Walinton, September 10, 1959.
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
(Attention Mr. Stewart French, Chief Counsel.)

GENTLEMEN: This is ip response to Mr. French's letter of August 4, 1959, in
which he stated that the committee has requested that this Department furnish
a statement as to the basis of the asserted authority of the Secretary of Agricul-
ture to set aside and declare certain areas of the lands of the United States to be
"wilderness areas."

The action of the Secretary of Agriculture in designating wilderness areas
within the national forests is not based upon statutory authority expressly
covering such areas. The action Is taken under the broad general authority"
vested in the 'Secretary in connection with the administration of the national
forests.

The general authority stems from article IV, section 3, clause 2 of the United
States Constitution, the act of March 3, 1891, as amended (16 U.S.C. 471), and
the act of June 4, 1897, as amended (16 U.S.C. 551). Briefly it may be out-
lined as follows:

The constitutional authorization gives Congress the power to dispose of and
make needful regulations respecting property belonging to the United States.
Accordingly, no appropriation of public land can be made for any purpose ex-.
cept by authority of Congress. The act of March 3, 1891, as amended, vested
in the President authority to appropriate or reserve national forest lands from
the public domain. With respect to the administration and regulation of lands
so appropriated or reserved, Congress vested authority in the Secretary of
Agriculture by the act of June 4,1897, as amended.

Pursuant to this general authority the Secretary of Agriculture, on Septein-
ber 19, 1939, 'promulgated a regulation designated by the Forest Service as
Regulation U-1 (36 C.F.R. 251.20). The regulation provides that upon recom-
mendation of the Chief, Forest Service, the Secretary may designate tracts
of national forest lands as "wilderness areas."

The action taken by the Secretary of Agriculture to designate a wilderness
area Is not considered an appropriation or disposition of land within the mean-
ing of the constitutional provision mentioned above. Instead, it is considered
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an action with respect to land 'which has previously been appropriated by -the
President, pursuant to authority granted by Congress, within that, meaning.
It is a designation of. the appropriated land for purposes determined 6 y the
Secretary to be proper in carrying out the responsibilities given him to regulate
the occupancy and use of the national forests.

We have no record of any formal opinion of this office-as to the legal power
of the Secretary to designate a wilderness area, but Regulation U-1 was ap-
proved by this office for legal vulficiency. Likewise, we know of no formal
opinion of the Attorney General or decision of any court passing upon the
specific question.

With respect to a very similar situation, however, consideration was given
by the court in United States v. Perko, 133 F. Supp. 564 (D.C., D. Minn., 1955)
to rights relative to use of a roadless area. The action was one to enjoin the
defendants from operating motor vehicles and otherwise trespassing on the
Superior Roadless Area within the Superior National Forest. A temporary in-
junction was granted and later made permanent. United States v. Perko, 141
F. Supp. 372 (D.C., D. Minn., 1956). The Superior Roadless Area had been
established by the Secretary of Agriculture under authority of the act of June
4, 1897, supra, and his Regulation U-8 (36 C.F.R. 251.22). In reviewing the
action for injunction and commenting on the authority of the Secretary, the
Court recognized the authority under the 1897 act, as amended, and also com-
mented that there seemed to be nothing unconstitutional about the methods used
in establishing the Superior Roadless Area, the action being one in which the
Secretary was pursuing the dictation of Congress in ordering him to carry out
a policy for the use and occupancy of the Superior National Forest.

We trust that the above will satisfactorily serve as an outline of the basis
on which wilderness areas are designated by the Secretary of Agriculture.

Sincerely yours,
FRANK A. BARRETT, General Counsel.

The CHAIMAN. The committee will stand adjourned until 2 p.m.
(Whereupon, at 12:35 p.m. the committee was recessed to reconvene

at 2p.m. the same day.
(The statements and communications previously directed to be in-

serted in the hearing record appear in the appendix to this record.)

AFTERNOON SESSION

The committee reconvened at 2 p.m., Senator Clinton P. Aiderson,
chairman of the committee, presiding.

The CHAImxAN. We will be in order.
The first witness of the afternoon will be Mr. John C. Mason, Gen-

eral Counsel, Federal Power Commission, accompanied by William
R. Farley, Chief, Licensed Projects Division, Bureau of Power, Fed-
eral Power Commission.

Will you come up, please.
I hope as you go along you will address yourself to this question that

was raised this morning, about whether this bill changes the responsi-
bility of the Federal Power Commission, and if so, in what area and
where. I have some question as to how many projects might be started
in what are now wilderness areas.

STATEMENT OF JOHN C. MASON, GENERAL COUNSEL, FEDERAL
POWER COMMISSION; ACCOMPANIED BY WILLIAM R. FARLEY,
CHIEF, LICENSED PROJECTS DIVISION, BUREAU OF POWER

Mr. MASON. Thank you very much, Mr. Ch"aiman.
As you indicated this morning, the Commission has filed with your

comnnttee a report on this bill which I recall you have already di-
rected be included in the record. I am going to refer to that first to
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point out, of course, that the Commission's interest, in this bill does
arise from its licensing authority under pazt 1 of the Federal Power
Act.

In issuing licenses on lands of the United States-and that is what
would be involved here-the Commission has authority to issue li-
censes on public lands and reservations, as defined in the act, with
the exception of national parks and national m ume"t, which, by
special act of Congress, were excluded from the-Commission's licens-
ingauthority.

So today we do not get applications for projects that would be lo-
cated within a national park or national monument.

That leads up to some of the questions from Senator Carroll and
others this morning, as to what elfect this bill establishing a wilderness
system would have on the Commission's licensing authority.

There is nothing in the bill that specifically repeals the Commis-
sion's licensing authority, and it is the Commission's position, as
stated in its report, and mine, as General Counsel, that the Commis-
sion would continue to have licensing authority over areas that would
be established as the wilderness system or put in the wilderness
system by this bill, provided the Commission could make the finding,
under the Federal Power Act, that the license would not interfere
with or be inconsistent with the purposes for which the wilderness
system was created in this bill, that the license would not interfere
or be inconsistent with the purposes of the wilderness system.

In reading the bill, and of course after listening to the testimony
this morning, it might be very hard as a factual matter for the
Commission to make a 4(e) finding, that this would not interfere
with the purposes of the wilderness system; which is mainly to keep
the people out, as I heard thismornin.

So as a practical matter, I thin the Commission's jurisdiction
would be affected by the definition of "wilderness" as contained in
this bill.

Previously we have had the same problem in considering licenses
on national forest lands that had been designated by administrative
order, not by statute, as wilderness, primitive, and so on areas, and
we have not had the same difficulty, because Congreps had not set
those up as reservations, and we only considered those wilderness
areas set up by administrative order as part of the national forest
reservation.

And we have made the finding in some cases (I recall one case
where we have conditioned a license to require temporary roads to
be obliterated once the project reservoir was built) in order to return
the project back into wilderness status.S-On the other hand, I can see possibilities wherepart of a reservoir
or part of a small canal or tunnel or parts of a project could very well
be located, as they are today, in wilderness areas, and still not destroy
the wilderness character as set up by this biU.

That takes me to the point that was raised this morning as to the
authority, of the Presidefit, or the limitations on our licensing author-
ity, under the bill.

The 'CHAIRMAN. Just one second, now.
You are going to talk now about transferring primitive areas into

wilderness areas?
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Mr. MAsoN. I did not understand you, sir.
The CHARMuAN. You are going to talk now about transferring a

primitive area into a wilderness area?
Mr. MAsoN. No, sir. I did not intend to get into that. I was going

to talk about how the section onpage 12, Which gives the President
-authority to make exceptions and to permit uses other than wilder-
ness use, would affect our licensing authority.

The CHAFMAN. Would you agreed that the 4,888,000 acres of land
now in wilderness areas would not be changed, as far as your jurisdic-
tion is concerned, by the passage of this billI Or do you notI

Mr. MASON. I think if the bill were passed, the argument could be
made, as was indicated by the Agriculture witnesses this morning,
that our jurisdiction would be affected, yes, sir. And that is the next
point Iwas going to getto.

The CiHIIM . Now, in my area the largest wilderness is the Gila
wilderness area of some 400,000 acres. Is it your contention that you
have a right to license a powerplant in that area now?

Mr. MAsoN. Yes, sir; if there is no other prohibition other than its
being in the wilderness area, if that is the prohibition you are talking
about. Yes, sir, we have authority, provided we could make a finding
under the Power Act that the license issued for a project in that area
will not interfere with or be inconsistent with the purpose for which
the reservation was created or acquired.

The CHAIMAN. Well, certainly the construction of a dam and
powerplant is a complete negation of wilderness, is it not?

Mr.7MASON. It could be, yes, sir. It does not necessarily have to be.
We have them there now. It has not destroyed the wilderness effect.
We have conditioned licenses to protect the wilderness area after the
reservoirs have been constructed under licenses

As pointed out in the Commission's report, on page 2, the Com-
mission says, and I quote:

Based upon the available but Incomplete information concerning wild, wilder-
ness, or primitive areas, the hydroelectric generating capacities of the sites,
licensed and potential, which would be affected in those areas are as follows--

The CHAnRMAN. I realize that. But you have changed the language
a little bit, you see. You have said this concerns wild, wilderness, or
primitive areas. That takes in more areas. I asked you with refer-
ence to the 4,488,000 acres of wilderness area.

Is it your contention that you can license a powerplant in those
wilderness areas nowI

Mr. MAsoN. Yes, sir, wild and wilderness areas as well as primitive
areas.

The CHAXR AN. Please stay on the wilderness.
Mr. MAsoN. Let me make a statement that I think will help clear it

up. I know what you want to know.
The CHAMMAN. That is what I am trying to have you do; because

I thought that the Gila wilderness was protected to the degree that
you could not do that. There has been a proposal for some time to
develop water on the Gila River at a project called the.Hooker Dam,
which ties in to an area on the Gila River close to the Gila wilderness,
that might flood a portion of the wilderness. AJid up until now, I
have thought that you could not put a dam there. Probably I was
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relying on insufficient evidence. This is the first wilderness area that
most of us knew much about.

Mr. MAsoN. It may be, as a matter of public interest, that all the
parties would have an opportunity to make the argument against the
issuance of the license, and in given cases the Commission has refused
to issue licenses for such reasons as you are giving, because the wilder-
ness should be preserved, or recreation values should not be destroyed
by.power. But that does not affect the Commission's legal authority
to issue the license.

I would like to explain the difference between the wilderness system
set up under this bill and why it would be more difficult to license than
today under the present wilderness system.

As the Agriculture people told you this morning, Mr. Crafts and
Mr. McArdle, the wilderness area today is set up under regulations
of the Secretary and does not have the force of statute to the extent
that a power site or withdrawal does, which is created by Congress
under special statute.

Those wilderness areas have been carved out of the national forest,
and historically the Commission, in making this 4(e) finding that the
license would not be inconsistent with the purposes of a reservation
has usually more or less confined its consideration to the national
forest purposes as stated in the statute and has not gone too much
into the administrative determination that this is a wilderness area.

Actually, it has not posed any real problem in licensing up to date.
But if this bill were passed, then we would have the statutory defini-
tion to contend with, and I say, as the General Counsel and a man
with long experience in licensing matters, that as a licensing matter
we would have much more difficulty licensing under this statute than
we have had up to the present time.

And one other point that makes that even more true is this provi-
sion on page 12, which says that the President may, within a specific
area and in accordance with such regulations as he may deem advisable,
authorize prospecting, and so on, and the establishment and main-
tenance of reservoirs, water-conservation works, and others needed in
the public interest.

Certainly the Forest Service and Agriculture Department this morn-
ing said they construed this language to be language which would
require Presidential approval as well as a license before any water
conservation reservoirs could be constructed in the wilderness area.

I do not so construe the bill, necessarily, but certainly if they con-
strue it that way, of course, they are agencies that would have a lot
to do with administering it. It does leave an area for future argu-
ment. And I am only suggesting that that point be clarified.

One of the things that delays us most in administrative process in
licensing is the ambiguities in the statutes and the arguments between
agencies as to what particular language means.

We have had three or four cases go to the Supreme Court on that
one point. And I am merely suggesting to you, Mr. Chairman, that
the committee consider this point. And I think it is congressional
policy, not Federal Power Commission policy, as to whether you want
the Commission to continue to license in these areas or whether you
want to exclude the Commission, as was done in national parks and
national monuments.

It is not clear in this bill what is intended.
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The C naIwAwN. Are you referring to cases like the Firit Iowa case f
Mr. MAsoN. That and the Roanoke Rapids case, where the Secre-

tary of Interior interpreted the 1944 Flood Control Act one way with
respect to authorizing a Federal project there, andi the Conmission
took a different view, and the court finally settled it in the Commis-
sion's favor.

The CHAnRMAN. But in the First Iowa case-
Mr. MAsoN. That was an argument between the State and the Fed-

eral Government; not two Federal agencies.
The CHAIM AN. This is dangerous ground for a nonlawyer, but did

not the Supreme Court say in'that First Iowa case.that there was not
room for two jurisdictions ?

Mr. Aftso. That is right.
The CHARMAN. There was not room for a separate Hiesig agency

in the State of Iowa. Now, that would not apply in this instance,
would it because this is the President of the United States?

Mr. MsoN. Mr. Chairman, I do not want to be in a position of argu-
ing policy with you, because this is a matter for you people and not
the Federal Power Commission, as I see it.

The CHAIRMAN. You have got me thoroughly alarmed, now, be-
cause I never dreamed that you would come down to the Gila wilder-
ness and build a dam. But I am going to try to find out some way to
stop you from doing that if I can.

Mr. MAsoN. I did not say the Commission would license it. I said
merely that they had authority to, and if it is not the best thing to do,
and is not in the public interest, they will not. In numerous cases
they have turned down applications.

The CHALMAN. The people that might want the current bill might
say it is to the public interest to have such a plant put in there, but one
of the purposes of wilderness is to prevent developments which disturb
natural conditions. And once they put the dam in there, they have
destroyed the wilderness character entirely.

Mr. MASON. I think that this bill would-certainly improve your con-
dition if you wanted to preserve the wilderness system,because I think
it would be harder to license under this bill than it is at the present
time.

The CHAIRMAN. I would not anticipate a bit of difficulty with the
Federal Power Commission on this, because I am sure they would be
reasonable about it.

You have listed the fact that you have capacity under license, ex-
isting,.of 748,000 kilowatts. Is that in wilderness areas, or is it in
primitive areas ?

Mr. MASON. I would like Mr. Farley to answer that. He has the
figures here in detail for you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. FARLEY. Those are projects where in three or four cases the
headwater reservoir is in a primitive area.

The CHAMHAN. What I am trying to get to is this: There are primi-
tive areas, there are wilderness areas, there are wild areas, andthere
are canoe areas. We were trying to find out this morning if a power-
plant had been built in a wilderness area.

And you combine them all, here, and say:
Based upon the available, but IncompleteInformation concerning wild, wilder-

ness, or primitive areas, the hydroelectric generating capacities of the sites,
licensed and potential, which would be affected in those areas are as follows--
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Do you know 9f any case where you have licensed a powerplant
in a wilderness area I

Mr. FARLEY. Yes sir.
The Cu, nUIw. Will you give us a list of them I
Mr. FARLEY. Yes sir.
The CHAn3z0.! Where was this?
Mr. FARLEY. One was in the Desolation Valley wild area.
The CHAUmAA. In what?
Mr. FAwzY. The Desolation Valley wild area.
The CHAIRMAN. Again I say that a wild area is a little different

from a wilderness area. Will you stick to wilderness, please?
Mr. FARLEY. There is a small plant in the High Uintas wilderness

area in Utah.
The CHAIRMAN. We looked this morning and saw very little wilder-

ness area in Utah. What is this, nowI The High Uintas ?
Mr. FARLEY. The High Uintas. It is in the Ashley National Forest.
The CHiAnRMN. Well, is that a wilderness area?
Mr, FARLEY. Yes sir; the High Uintas wilderness area.
The C Inw. We have been trying to get you to use the same

language. Is this not a primitive area?
Mr. FARLEY. Well, according to my information, it is a wilderness

area.
The CUIRMA. You see, if I asked you how much ocean you would

say is around us, you would be saying, by analogy, that Lake Superior
has this much andLake Huron has t is much. I did not ask about the
lakes, but about the ocean. And in this case I asked about wilderness
areas.

J want you to be real sure. I am not trying to say you are not an-
swering correctly. I just want to be real sure that you are answer-
ing correctly. Are you sure this is in a wilderness area?

Mr. FARLEY. The information we have is that it was a wilderness
area.

The CHAMUAN. Is there anybody here from the Forest Servicel
Is that a wilderness area?Mr. CRAFrs (Edward C. Crafts, Assistant Chief, Forest Service).
No. Senator Anderson. That is a primitive area.

The CHAUMAN. I am lad to have confirmation of my suspicion.
Now, will you y as to a wilderness area?

Mr. FARLEY. My difficulty is that some have been changed from one
designation to another.Tie CHAIRMAN. Well, they would not change it from wilderness to
primitive. It might go the other way. You picked out a poor ex-
ample. Would you try again, for $64 or whatever it may beI I do
not say there is not one. I just do not know of one. I am trying to
find one.

Mr. FARLEY. I do not have any. The others are either wild or
primitive.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Crafts, do you know of any i a wilderness
area? A power damI

Mr. CRIrs. I do not know of any, Senator.
The CHAIRMAN. That is why I wonder if all of this argument is

necessary. You see, when we try to transfer a primitive area into
a wilderness area, that has to be as a result of a very substantial

66737-61-----6
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study. Not only does it have to have the recommendation in the
Interior Department or the Agriculture Department, but that goes
to the Secretary. We has to approve it. Then it has to go to the
President, and he has to approve it. Then it has to go to the Con-
gress, and they have to approve it.

I am just curious, if all those have approved it: What has the Fed-
eral Power Commission got to do with it?

Mr. MASON. Mr. Chairman, either I am misconstruing the bill or
we have some misunderstanding, because I read the bill, on page 3,
it says:

The wilderness system shall include all areas within the national forests
classified on the effective date of this act by the Secretary of Agriculture or
the Chief of the Forest Service as wilderness, wild, primitive, or canoe.

The CHAIRMAN. Then it says "Provided."
Mr. MAsoN. As for the proviso-I may be wrong, but I just want

to tell you how we read it and how we reached the conclusion we did-
we read that language to mean that on enactment of this bill all of
these areas that are now designated as primitive would go into
the wilderness system subject to being taken out under the review
provisions.

The CHaIMAN. I think that is right.
Mr. MASON. So that day after tomorrow if you passed this bill,

the day following that we would be under the same restrictions with
respect to primitive areas as we are with respect to wilderness areas.
And that is the reason we take the position we do.

The CHAnMAN. But then when it comes up for review, you would
not be.

Mr. MAsoN. If it were taken out, it would be different, certainly.
But it will stay in there for 15 years or 10 years or 5 years or what-
ever time it takes the Secretary to review it. And then at that time,
unless Congress rejects it, it would continue to stay as part of the
wilderness system. But you would have a chance then to take it
out or leave it in, whichever way the Congres's wanted to do it.

The CHAIMxAN. I think I would agree with that interpretation.
Mr. MAooN. Sir!
The CHAImrAw. I think I would agree with that interpretation.That is true for this review period. It is naturally- the hope of a

great many of us that thiswould sort of act as a catalyst and bring
about a final reclassification of these areas.

The only point of my questioning was to find out exactly where we
stood on it.

Mr. MAsox. May I make one more statement? The whole history
of the Power Act and its provisions was an attempt on the part of
Congress to license projects that had formerly been done by special
acts of Congress. That policy has been in effect now since 1920. And
at times when Congress did not want the Commission to license in
particular areas, as with respect to the Colorado River and with re-
spect to national parks and national monuments, Congress has cer-
tainly said so, and that has certainly helped in the administration of
the act.

My whole point is today, from a personal standpoint, based on
many years of experience in the administration of the act, that we
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think you ought to make it clear by a savings clause in this bill that
the Commission's authority is to continue, or, in the alternative, if it is
the policy of Congress that these are going to be real wilderness areas
within the definition put in the act, maybe the thing to do is to make
it clear that the Commission lacks any jurisdiction even to consider
an application from these areas. Certainly that would improve our
administration.

I am not arguing for one position or the other but just telling you
what our problem would be if this bill is passed. We will have lots
of headaches in trying to adjust these ambiguities that have been
brought out today.

The CHAIRMAN. I think it is fine that you have given us the benefit
of your experience, because I can see there may be many questions.

Why do you not do this: Why do you not suggest to us additional
language that you may think is necessary? You have sent up an
amendment that is a very broad, sweeping one. That maybe is re-
quired; but it might be possible for you to draft a provision that
leaves these primitive areas where the Federal Power Commission can
move, if it desires to do so; so that it can consider an application, at
least. I think it ought to be considered at least.

. Mr. MASON. Certainly. We will be very glad to do that, Mr.
Chairman.

The CTAIAN. If you would.
Were you testifying on the helium bill when we had that up here?
Mr. MAsoN. No, sir.
The CHAuuuiN. The Federal Power Commission had some amend-

ments to the helium bill that in the opinion of the Secretary of In-
terior would have almost transferred the jurisdiction from his hands
to the Federal Power Commission's hands. I did not think the
Federal Power Commission's stand was particularly unreasonable, my-
self. But I am just trying to say to you: Do you think it is necessary
to go as far as this proposal you have made, that nothing in this act
shall be construed as superseding, modifying, repealing, or otherwise
affecting the provisions of the Federal Power Actg t

Mr. MAsoN. I would be very glad, Mr. Chairman, to take that up
with the Commission. And I personally will work on it and see
what we can do to give you some alternatives.

I am familiar with the helium bill and worked on the language.
I did not happen to be the one who came up here to testify.

The CHAnIRA. You probably read the testimony and you know
I was not hostile to the Federal Power Commission's attitude. I
felt it was a fairly sensible one.

In this particular instance, then, if you will, see if you cannot
narrow the language ina way to protect the point you are trying
to protect, so that we will have it available in case members of the
committee desire to present language of that nature when we get to
writing up the bill.

Thank you very much for coming.
Any questions
Thank you very much.
If you can stay awhile, I would appreciate it, because we may have

another question.
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(The Federal Power COmmission subsequatlysent the committee
the following communication:)

FEDEAL PowER COMMISSION,
Washington, March S, 1961.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDnRsoN,
Chairman, Committee on Interior and InsA8ar Affars,
U.S. Senate, Wauirngton, D.O.

DAR MR. CHAIRMAN: On Monday last, during the testimony-given by John C.
Mason, General Counsel of this Commission, regarding, S. 174, the wilderness
bill, you requested additional comments as to how the bill would affect water-
power projects presently administered under the Federal Power Act. More
specifically you suggested that we might submit a new saving clause which
would not be as broad as the one presented in our report.

The role of the Federal Power Commission with respect to water-resources
development is defined and limited by congressional enactments. Its licensing
function originated in the Federal Water Power Act of 1920, which antedated
any wilderness-type areas, and is now encompassed in part I of the Federal
Power Act. Pursuant to that authority the Commission issues licenses to non-
Federal interests, including citizens, corporations, States, and municipalities
authorizing the construction, operation, and maintenance of water-power projects
on U.S. lands (except national parks and national monuments) and on streams
over which Congress has jurisdiction, as well as licenses to non-Federal interests
for the purpose of utilizing surplus water or water power from a Government
dam. These licenses are issued for a term of years not exceeding 50 and
contain certain conditions which protect both the public and the licensee.

A license for project Works on reserved lands of the United States may be
issued by the Commission under section 4(e) of the Federal Power Act "only
after a finding * * * that the license will not interfere or be inconsistent with
the purpose for which such reservation was created or required." In addition,
such licenses contain conditions deemed necessary for the adequate protection
and utilization of any reservation involved. We interpret section 4 (e) to provide
this Commission with authority to issue licenses for construction of power
facilities in presently designated primitive, wilderness, wild, or canoe areas,
except in the boundary waters canoe area of Minnesota, and we believe that
S. 174 would not preclude the continued exercise of that jurisdiction within
the wilderness system established by the bill. However, in light of the conclu-
sion expressed at the hearing by the Chief of the Forest Service that the bill
precludes any licensing under the Federal Power Act in the wilderness system
that would be created by the bill, we can foresee serious administrative diffi-
culties in attempting to license hydroelectric facilities In those areas, if S. 174 is
enacted.

At the hearing you inquired as to the location of 748,000 kilowatts of existing
licensed capacity mentioned on page two of the Commission's report on the
bill. Our information reveals that the Commission has presently under license
three power facilities now in operation (748,000 kilowatts) and one under con-
struction pursuant to a license (257,000 kilowatts), all of which are affected
by licensed reservoirs located in primitive areas, as those areas are presently
classified by the Secretary of Agriculture and the Chief of Forest Service.

In view of the very limited hydroelectric potential in existing wild, wilder-
ness, or canoe areas, we believe that the public interest in the development of
water-power resources through licenses issued under the Federal Power Act will,
be adequately. protected if the saving clause we previously recommended Is
made applicable only to primitive areas. Therefore. the Commission recom--
mends that the bill be amended by adding a new subsection 6(c) (8) to read.
as follows:

"To the contrary notwithstanding, no provisions of this act shall be construed
as superseding, modifying, repealing, or otherwise affecting the provisions of the.
Federal Power Act (16 U.S.C. 792-825r) with respect to primitive areas as re-
ferred to in section 3(b) (1) of this act."

We hope this information will be of value to you and your committee, and if
this Commission can be of further service, please do not hesitate to call on us.

Sincerely yours, 1 4 EROME K. KUYKENDALL, Chairman.

The CHAI RAN. Mr. John Taylor.
Mr. Taylor, you are speaking for the American Farm Bureau.

FederationI
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STATEMENT OF JOHN I. TAYLOR, ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE
DIRECTOR, THE AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION

Mr. TAYLOR. That is correct, Senator.,
Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, this is the statement of the American

Farm Bureau Federation to the Senate Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs with regard to wilderness legislation, S. 174.

Mr. Chairman and members 'of the committee, legislation with
regard to wilderness areas has long been before-the Comgress of the
United States. Various alternative approaches have been offered,
supported, and opposed most vigorously. Many of the versions of
"wilderness" legisation have involved the setting aside of large areas
permanently for limited uses to preserve esthetic and recreational
values. On the other hand, many of us have been-and are--con-
cerned about locking up wealth and income producing resources.

We believe that both of these values have merit-that both are es-sential to the growth and development of our country-and that they
can be reconcied on a practical basis. ..

Much of the land involved has already-been designated as "wilder-
ness," ,"wild," "roadless," et cetera. These have been classified and
set aside. They are off the tax rolls of any State or any county-
they are public lands. We would point out that some of the land so
classified is now administered by the agencies involved so as to pre-
serve its wilderness character on the one hand and much more of it,
on the other hand, is being operated on a multiple-use basis.

What, therefore, is to be accomplished by this legislation? Pri-
marily, it is to give permanent status to these designations. It would
appear wise to start with present designations, which are only and
solely of wilderness character and to proceed to 'such reclassification
as may be determined to be desirable, with appropriate caution so
that the conflicting purposes may both be given adequate consideration.

The American Farm Bureau Federation has received recommends.-
tions on this issue from virtually all of our Western State farm bu-
reaus and from many State farm bureaus in other areas, resulting in
the development and adoption of the following policy-at our most
recent annual meeting:

Public land should be administered to provide for maximum multipurpose use.
Therefore, further designation of extensive portions of public lands as "wilder-
ness areas," in which normal development for other purposes Is precluded, is not
in the best public interest.

However, we will support legislation establishing, by act of Congress, areas
now designated as "wilderness," "wild," and "roadlesa" areas, not to exceed 6
million acres. This legislation should provide that other areas may be added
only by specific act of Congress.

We welcome the opportunity to present to you, in light of the above-
quoted resolution, our recommendations with respect to S. 174 and to
propose three amendments thereto.

We note that, by designation, on September 7, 1960, nearly half a
million acres were added to the category generally referred to as "wil-
derness." We do not believe it to be in the public interest to add
by action of the executive agencies of Government additional areas to
the classification of laud on which economic development is to be
restricted.

The CHAI=RA. As I read that resolution, it says you will sup-
port legislation establishing 6 million acres of wild and wilderness
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area, and that this legislation should provide that other areas may be
added only by specific act of Congress.

Mr. TAYLOR. That is right.
The CHAMXAlq. There is only about 3,969,000 acres of wilderness

area now, plus the wild, and if you add those two, you are still under
the 6 million acres.

Mr. TAYLOR. That is correct.
The CHAIRXA. The other areas that might be addled are primitive

areas that might be moved over into wilderness category. And thereis provision for it to come to Congress.
Mr. TAYLOR. We suggest that later in my statement, Senator.
The CHAIRMAN. I See.
Mr. TAYLOR. The major categories of land on which economic

development is now restricted by administrative action are the
following:

And there it quotes the figures you have just quoted.
U.S. Forest Service: Total acreage

Wilderness areas--------------------------------------8,969,000
Primitive areas----------------------------------------8,196, 000
Game refuges-----------------------------------------1,377,000
Wild area----------------------------------------------942,000
Roadless areas------------------------------------------814,000

National Park Service:
National parks --------------------------------------- 12,943, 000
Monuments ------------------------------------------- 8975,00O
Other areas ------------------------------------------ 2298, 000

U.S. wildlife and game refuges------------------------------17,180,000

We therefore respectfully offer the following suggestions for amend-
ment of S. 174. If these amendments are acceptable to the committee,
the bill as amended would then come within the scope of farm bureau
policy, and we could support the legislation. They are:

1. We suggest the removal of "primitive areas" from the original
designation. This is suggested for two reasons:()Much ofteln o lsiida primitive areas" is not

w~da of the lana now classified as
wilderness in character and is actually being studied by the Forest
Service at the present time for more accurate delineation of the area
in which it should properly be classified. Much of this land is used for
a variety of purposes-much of it should continue to be so used.

(b) This would leave the present "wilderness," "wild," and "road-
less" areas of 5,724,909 acres designated as "wilderness" areas at this
time as a result of the enactment of this bill. Other areas may be
added later.

2. We believe that paragrph (f) on page 8 of the bill should pro-
vide for "positive action" by the Congress. Paragraph (f) now reads
as follows:

(f) Any recommendation of the President made In accordance with the
provisions of this section shall take effect upon the day following the adjourn-
ment sine die of the first complete session of the Congress following the date
or dates on which such recommendation was received by the U.S. Senate and the
House of Representatives; but only if prior to such adjournment the Congress
did not approve a concurrent resolution declaring that the Congress is opposed
to such recommendation. Any such concurrent resolution shall be subject to
the procedures provided under the provisions of sections 208 through 206 of the
Reorganization Act of 1949 (5 U.S.C. secs. 138z-12--133z-15) for a resolution
of either House of Congress.

78
SRP02423



THE WILDERNESS ACT

We suggest it be revised to read as follows:
(f) Any recommendation of the President made in accordance with the pro-

visions of this section shall take effect upon the day following the adjournment
sine die of the first complete session of the Congress following the date or dates
on which such recommendation was received by the U.S. Senate and House of
Representatives; but only if prior to such adjournment the Congress approves a
concurrent resolution declaring that the Congress is in favor of such recom-
mendation.

We think this will do more than any other one thing to strengthen
the bill. We strongly believe in protecting congressional authority
and prerogatives. We know it will add more to your burdens, but
we also believe this is the right way to make policy determinations
on questions as important as these.

3. We believe the language on page 12, in (2) (B), line 25 should
be changed as follows: "shall continue subject to such regulations
as * * VI)

We note that this bill does not provide for the creation of a new
agency to administer or to otherwise have authority with respect to
the lands designated as "wilderness" areas. We believe they can be
handled by the agencies now in the field. We heartily concur in this
and trust that the bill as reported will not be changed in this respect.

With these suggestions adopted, we urge passage of S. 174.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Church, any questions?
Senator CHURCH. I do not believe I do at this point. I was just

trying to follow the last recommendation.Mr. TAYLOR. The bottom of page 12, Senator; (2) (B), line 25.
Senator CHURCH. I see. In the main, what you are recommending

is that what is now designated as wilderness or wild areas immediately
become a part of the wilderness system upon the enactment of the bill,
but what are now designated as primitive areas should be placed into
the wilderness system only by positive action of the Congress, as
recommended by the President.

Mr. TAYLOR. As they are so designated. Yes, Senator.
Senator C.HUCH. That would be different from the present bill,

in that positive action by the Congress would require the concurrence
of both houses in order to place the primitive areas in the wilderness
system, whereas under the present bill it would require action on the
part of both houses in order to veto a Presidential approval.

Mr. TAYLOR. That is right.
Senator CmCH. I am clear on the recommendation, now. Thank

you.
The CHAmAx. Thank you.
Mr. TAYLOR. Thank you very much, Senator.
The CHAMAN. Mr. William E. Welsh, secretary-manager, Na-

tional Reclamation Association.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM E. WELSH, SECRETARY-MANAGER,
NATIONAL RECLAMATION ASSOCIATION

Mr. WELSH. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my
name is William E. Welsh, and I am secretary-manager of the Na-
tional Reclamation Association.
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In the interest of time, Mr. Chairman, I would appreciate it if I
could submit my statement to be inserted in, the record. I guarantee
that it will take me considerably less time to summarize it than it
would to read it.

The Crx1FiAw. You may go right ahead on that basis.
Mr. WELSH. Our association has been very much interested and con-

cerned with wilderness legislation over the past several years. We
have adopted resolutions outlining our policy with respect to wilder-
ness legislation. And I would refer you to the resolution which is
attache to the back of my statement, rather than to my comments
concerning the resolution and concerning our attitude, because I be-
lieve the resolution outlines the position of the National Reclamation
Association-I know it does-much better than I could.

We have noted, Mr. Chairman, that there is considerable change,
and we believe improvement, in the present bill that is now before
the committee, over the bills which were first offered to the committee
several years ago, pnd we appreciate that fact.

There is just one point Tat I would really like to emphasize, and
that is more important, we think, than any other amendments that
might be made to the bjlL And that would be to amend section 3(f)
of the bill so as to require that the wilderness system would be creased
by an affirmative action of the Congress, rather than merely failure
to act upon the recommendation of the President.

Our people feel that that, would do more than anything else to
meet with their approval and recommendations.

We have confidence in the Members o( the Congres. The Mem-
bers of the Congress are Constantly in touch withite area thatey
represent. They know the problems. They know the wants and the
desires of the people. And, if it is to be added by approval of the
Congress, there would surely be an opportunity to be heard; and people
would have an opportunity to express themselves, and we feelmuch
more satisfied with that procedure, rather than the procedure out-
lined in the bilL

The CHi:R AN. That is somewhat similar to the suggestion made
by Mr. Taylor of the Farm Bureau a moment ago.

Mr. WELsH. I think itis quite similar; yes.
I think that is all that I need to comment on, Mr. Chairman.
The CIAumxnw. Are there any questions?
Thank you very much, Mr. Welsh.
(The prepared statement of William E. Welsh, secretary-manager,

National Rflesamation Association, follows:)

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM E. WELSH, SECRETARY-MANAGzE, NATIONAL RECLAMATION
ASSOCIATION

My name is William E. Welsh. I am secretary-manager of the National
Reclamation Association.

The primary. purpose of our association, since the time we were first organized
in 1902, has been and still is to foster and perpetuate the development of sound
reclamation projects throughout the West. Mr. Chairman, we appreciate
Immensely the splendid support and leadership which you have given to the
reclamation movement throughout the years which you have served ii the
Congress. We appreciate, too, the splendid support and cooperation which we
have always received from the members of this Important committee.

Inasmuch as approximately two-thirds of the members of the National Ree-
lamatlon Association are directors or officers or representatives of irrigation
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districts, canal companies, and other types of water users! organizations, it is
only natural that we are vitally interested in any legislation affecting or relating
to the watersheds of the West. There is probably no other group of citizens in
America who have a greater reason to be interested n watershed protection
than the irrigation farmers of the West who are dependent upon a well-sus-
tained flow of water for their very existence. We, of the National Reclamation
Association, are therefore vitally interested In any form of wilderness legislation.

The policies of the association, relating to various wilderness proposals and
wilderness bills over the past several years have been given very careful con-
sideration. These policies are set forth in resolution No. 3, which was adopted
at the last annual meeting of the association at Bakersfield, Calif., in November
of last year. A copy of this resolution is attached hereto and made a part hereof.

Briefly, the principles which we believe should be inherent in any wilderness
legislation are as follows:

1. Lands capable of a variety of beneficial uses should be available for all
such uses;

2. Where potential uses are inconsistent, those most essential should have
preference;

3. Where a variety of beneficial uses are to be given consideration the
following order of preference, we believe, should prevail:

(a) National defense;
(b) Production of necessities of life including water, food, fiber,

timber, minerals, power, and the means of transportation and com-
munication;

(c) Recreation for all;
(d) Specialized recreation for the few.

4. The principle of multiple use should prevail
5. Wilderness areas should be created or added to only by positive action

by the Congress.
6. That before any wilderness system is created or before any area is

added to a wilderness system, It should be established beyond all reasonable
doubt that the lands to be included In the wilderness system or area are
more valuable for wilderness than any other use.

7. That any land or area which has had a historic character or long-tizge
use in forestry. grazing, mining or any other beneficial use, should be con-
tinued in the same category and any wilderness legislation should definitely
so provide.

The NRA Legislative Committee and the board of directors, at the recent
meetings held in Washington, D.C. (February 10-15), again endorsed on two
separate occasions, and by unanimous vote, resolution No. 3 and further stip-
ulated that the association should support only legislation that contained the
provisions recommended in Resolution No. 3.

In accordance with the endorsements given to me by our legislative commit-
tee, our board of directors, and our entire membership present at the Bakers-
field convention, I would like to discuss section 2(f) of the bill S. 174. This
Is quite similar to, if not the same as, provisions In the old Humphrey bill.
We have consistently opposed the creation of wilderness areas by this method.
We believe it is fundamentally wrong. We believe that the Congress should
retain Jurisdiction. The Members of the Congress are constantly in touch
with their constituents and, accordingly, are in a better position to understand
the problems of a wilderness area where other higher uses should prevail. We
believe that this section 2(f) of the bill should be amended so as to provide
that no wilderness system shall be created except by affirmative action by both
Houses of the Congress. This, in our Judgment, is by far the most important
amendment which we would urge to the pending bill S. 174.

There are one or two other points that should be given some consideration:
1. Those of us who are familiar with the West know that there are liter-

ally millions of acres throughout this great, vast mountainous area that
must forever remain a natural and undeveloped area because of its very
inaccessibility, It will remain a natural wilderness In spite of all that man
can do.

2. If there Is a real need for wilderness, then it would seem that need
would be in the mountainous areas of the eastern part of the Nation
adjacent to the heavily populated areas of the East rather than the sparsely
settled areas of the West.
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Another point which should be considered is that only a very small per-
centage of our population would really -be able to enjoy the wilderness areas.
They would be limited largely to those of strong physique and adequate finances
to afford a trip into the wilderness areas. The average man, who loads his
family into the jalopy and starts out for a weekend vacation, would find that
when he reaches the boundaries of a wilderness area, that would be as far as
he could go.

Last year our association endorsed the proposed O'Mahoney-Allott amend-
ments to the wilderness bill. I believe those amendments were identical to the
bill which Senator Allott has introduced this year, as a proposed amendment
to S. 174.

THEODORE ROOSEVELT AND GIFFORD PINCHOT

Without doubt, these men were real conservationists. Their philosophy and
their definition of conservation has stood the test of time. They were thinking
in terms of all mankind-"The use of the natural resources for the greatest
good of the greatest number for the longest time." It seems to me that we
should hesitate before abandoning the philosophy of conservation given to us
by Gifford Pinchot and Theodore Roosevelt.

I would be less then frank with you, Mr. Chairman, if I did not tell you that
a very large number of the members of our association would prefer no wilder-
ness legislation at all.

If, however, there is to be wilderness legislation, then we urgently request
that consideration be given to the recommendation to be found in Resolution
No. 3. Especially do we urge that section 2(f) be amended to provide that no
wilderness area should be created except by affirmative action by the Congress.

Again I wish to express my appreciation to the members of the committee for
the splendid cooperation which we in reclamation have enjoyed.

RESOLUTION No. 3-WILDERNESS AREAS

Whereas there is widespread desire for the creation, within the federally owned
lands of wilderness areas; and

Whereas some proponents of wilderness legislation advocate an immediate
*holesale legislative commitment of vast areas to a state of backwardness, devoid
of protection against disease, fire, vandalism, or criminal activity because of an
enforced inaccessibility which would render such areas unavailable and un-
suitable for recreational uses by the average American family and useful only
for that restricted minority whose gratification requires vast areas of untended
primeval domain; and

Whereas unwise creation of wilderness areas is contrary to principles of true
conservation which are dedicated to the goal of administering the federally
owned lands so as to create conditions which will produce a sustained yield of
products and services (including recreation) for the greatest good of the greatest
number: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That-
(1) In every case where the federally owned lands are capable of a variety

of consistent, beneficial uses, it should be made available for all such uses.
(2) Where potential uses are inconsistent, those most essential should

have preference over those less essential.
(3) The following order of preference should prevail:

(a) National defense and uses in support thereof.
(b) Production of the necessities of life, especially water, food, fiber,

timber, minerals, power, and the means of transportation and com-
munication.

(c) Recreation for all.
(d) Specialized recreation for'the few.

Constant recognition should be given to the fact that protection, preservation,
and development of the available water supply is essential to every use of the
public domain and is, therefore, primary and of first importance.

(4) Protection of the wise principle of multiple use of the public domain
from the pressure of those who seek only the limited wilderness use requires
.the adoption of legislation establishing the principle that wilderness areas
may be created only by act, of Congress after adequate investigation and
affirmative recommendation by appropriate Federal agencies together with
an adequate opportunity for comment by affected States and local agencies.

The CHumHA. Mr. Louis Clapper.
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STATEMENT OF LOUIS S. CLAPPER, CHIEF, DIVISION OF CONSERVA-
TION EDUCATION, NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION

Mr. CLAPPER. Mr. Chairman, I would express the regret of Mr.
Thomas Kimball, our executive director, at being unable to be here
today. He had conflicting metings.

Mr. Chairman, the National Wildlife Federation is a private non-
profit conservation organization composed of 50 affiliates in 49 States
and the District of Columbia. These affiliates are made up of more
than 2 million individual sportsmen-conservationists.

The National Wildlife Federation long has endorsed the principle
of wilderness preservation and we hope this committee and the Con-
gress will see fit to approve of S. 174. Proposals to create a national
wilderness preservation system have undergone considerable refine-
ment, largely through extensive work on the part of this committee
over a period of several years, and we believe it now is time to act.

The National Wildlife Federation has endorsed in principle both
the multiple-use concept of management for national forests and the
proposed establishment of a wilderness preservation system. As
pointed out in the multiple-use bill enacted into law last year, the
concept of multiple use is not inconsistent with wilderness preser-
vation.

It is readily apparent that some individual areas, or portions of
them, are not suited for all types of purposes. It also follows, then
that decisions must be made to determine the optimum, or best, use oi
some particular areas. It is the belief of the National Wildlife Fed-
eration that the optimum use of appropriate areas of unique scenic
esthetic, scientific, and educational value is as wilderness preserved
and protected by procedures approved by the Congress. This would
be accomplished by provisions of S. 174.

Wilderness areas serve many purposes in addition to recreation or
esthetic enjoyment. Primarily, of course, lands preserved as wilder-
ness admirably protect watersheds and the important production of
water.

We, Mr. Chairman, are particularly gratified that a number of the
areas to be desigmated for inolusion in the system have special signifi-
cance because tey proyide natural living areas for endangered and
depleted wildlife populations. The grizzly bear, bighorn sheep,
mountain goat, and whooping crane are among the larger forms of
wildlife which benefit from wilderness environments. The grizzly
bear, as one example of an endangered species that is restricted to
wild and undeveloped areas, today may be found in the United States
only within wilderness portions of national forests and parks. These
and other wilderness lands, to be given protection under the bill,
would serve as refuges or havens for depleted populations of wildlife,
especially types which cannot coexist with humans.

Hunting, fishing, and other important recreational uses of desig-
nated areas of wilderness within national forests are consistent wit

multiple-use provisions of S. 174. This is accomplished in such a
way, we believe, as not to interfere or impair in any way the present
jurisdictional pattern for management of fish and game resources by
State wildlife agencies which historically have been charged with
these responsibilities on national forests. As in the past, State agencies
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would continue to establish regulations for the management and pro-
tection of resident species of fish and wild,'fe.

The U.S. Fish an4 Wildlife Service would continue to manage
national wildlife refuges and ranges for their present purposes and
this applies to lands which would be incorporated into the wilderness
system. In a similar manner, areas within the national park system
would continue to serve the same purposes as they, now do, without
change in the present administrative jurisdiction and practices of the
National Park Service. National parks and monuments would con-
tinue to function as wildlife sactuaries, meeting those recreational
needs which they have satisfied historically.

It may be emphasized, Mr. Chairman, that areas of wilderness given
protection under provisions of S. 174 are of special interest to sports-
men and members of the public who are outdoor minded. Even
though trips into wilderness are enjoyed only on occasion by the
average sportsman or outdoor enthusiast, he usually is willing to
invest much time and effort for the opportunity of making atri p into
primitive country via foot, horseback, or canoe. Hunters and fisher-
men in ever-increasing numbers are seeking .recreation in areas of
wilderness. We believe an important segment of the public wants
these lands preserved for their use and enjoyment and for future gen-
erations.

We also believe there is great value in having areas which are un-
touched available for scientific study and educational work.

In summary, the National Wildlife Federation believes wilderness
areas have always been a part of the American scene, a valued part
of the Nation's heritage. The comparatively few areas still remain-
ing are worth preserving, especially to satisfy the increasing demands
of growing population. This can be accomplished best through
orderly procedures, including congressional review. We, therefore,
express the hope that favorable consideration can be given to S. 174.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the invitation and opportunity of
expressing these views.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there questions?
Thank you very much, Mr. Clapper.
Mr. William Zauche.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM ZAUCHE, SEATTLE, WASH.,
REPRESENTING THE MOUNTAINEERS

Mr. ZAUCH. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my
name is William Zauche, of, Seattle, Wash., representing the Moun-
taineers, the third largest outdoor club in the Nation, with a growing
membership now over 4,200. I appreciate the courtesy of your com-
mittee in all dwing me to appear in the hearing today in order that I
may make a return to Seattle tonight.

I- submit the following statement in behalf of the Mountaineers, in
support of S, 174.1

The Mountaineers have enthusiastically and wholeheartedly sup-
portd the wilderness.billat ailstages of.its evolution. We do regret
the loss of some of its-stror featuress in order to meet the objections of
some commerciy orin groups.-

In .spite of these changes, it appears that no -form of increased
security for our national parks and national forest wild and wilderness
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areas will be acceptable to them. It is evident that they would like
to maintain the present administrative flexibility, which would make
it easier for future exploitation of the Nation's already wilderness-
dedicated areas.

The commercially oriented groups apparently support the concept
of multiple use except where that concept requires the exclusion of
logging, or mining, or roads, or whatever might affect their personal
gain.

This should serve to emphasize the urgent necessity of enacting this
wilderness bill for those particular kinds of multiple uses wilderness
offers. These include not only a place for physical recreation-and
certainly much is being said these days about improving the physical
fitness of our people--and spiritual recreation, but some very practical
aspects, also.

One of the oldest known devices for protecting watersheds is found
in unmarred terrain. To some, manipulation of watersheds as a
means of improving water flow may seem expedient at the moment,
but the assurance of uhdamaged, continuously perpetual watersheds
can always be functioning in the non-man-damaged wilderness.

The bill S. 174, cites some of the other benefits provided by wilder-
ness, not te least of which is a reservoir for ecological research, or
even unknown kinds of research, to enhance men's knowledge of na-
ture's secrets, which are not apparent today and may not be for years
to come.

Wilderness can also be considered the best natural history museum
we can will to the future. It is the habitat for undomesticated plants
and animals, soil and rock, lakes and rivers, where one can marvel at
the arrangements done by Nature rather than having to depend on
manmade displays, welcome as they are in such places as the Cali-
fornia Academy of Science or the American Museum of Natural His-
tory in New York.

These few examples should point out the fallacy of the term "sin-
gle use" being applied to wilderness. Actually, we believe logging
and mining are greater single use phases than wilderness.

The Mountaineers have presented statements or testified through
representatives at several of the exhaustive hearings already held on
the earlier versions of the wilderness bill, both in Washington and in
various western cities.

We believe these hearings conclusively show how strongly the peo-
ple of the Northwest support this measure.

I believe the record will show 11D statements and letters are on file
in favor of the wilderness bill, plus 413 sending supporting statements
which were not in the record, during the hearings in the Northwest, as
contrasted to the 77 opposing the bill from the Northwest.

We regret the elimination of a Wilderness Council from the bill's
original provisions. We feel this would have been a central source
of records and information on all the Nation's wilderness. We rec-
ognize the desire to delete consideration of Indian lands. We believe
that some of the minor modifications to the earlier bill can result in
less protection of the wilderness in National Park and Forest Service
dedicated areas than is desirable and will be desired in the years ahead.

However, we strongly recommend the adoption of S. 174 in its
present form. America needs the wilderness bill, and we in the North-
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west, where there is so much wild beauty that can be lost, need it par-
ticularly. It is needed now, and without further weakening.

We ask immediate passage. of the wilderness bill, S. 174, so that
future decisions on the elimination or addition to dedicated wilder-
ness can be made by the people through its Congress, rather than at
the discretion of one or two men.

That is all, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you for coming.
Mr. ZAUCmE. Thank you, sir.
The CQw1mmN. Mr. A. B. Hood and Mr. W. D. Hagenstein. Do

you have a separate statement, Mr. Hagenstein?
Mr. HA&GiswSTr . Yes; I do. I was out of the United States when

you called the hearings, and the National Lumber Manufacturers
Association asked for time for me. We are actually appearing inde-
pendently, if we may.

STATEMENT OF A. B. HOOD, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL LUMBER
MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION

Mr. HooD. Mr. Chairman, my name is A. B. Hood. I am vice presi-
dent and general manager of the Ralph L. Smith Lumber Co. of An-
derson, Calif., and I am president of the National Lumber Manufac-
turers Association with headquarters in Washington. Members of
the association I represent account for a major part of the lumber
production of the United States and a substantial part of the commer-
cial timberland ownerships. We appreciate this opportunity to pre-
sent our views on this important bill.

You have before you a full statement, but in saving time I will sim-
ply make brief remarks.

While we do not think a bill is necessary, we agree that this bill is
a substantial inprovement and fully appreciate that it represents a
lot of constructive work by the chairman.

The lumber industry has long recognized the importance of recrea-
tion in the management of our forest lands. We also know full well
that there are many areas (probably more than 25 million acres in the
West) which have low economic value but are of great value for wil-
derness use.

We are not opposed to wilderness; in fact, we favor wilderness. We
believe that when Federal lands are to be delineated for exclusive use,
such as wilderness, full weight should be given to their most produc-
tive use for the permanent good of the whole people, including de-
pendent commumties.

One of our objections to this legislation is that it would blanket in
all existing primitive areas within the national forests. Primitive is
not a classification, but rather a designation of unclassification. Sev-
eral primitive areas are now under study to determine just what their
best use for the American people is, and some 6 million acres are still
unclassified.

We think it unwise to legislate either these primitive areas into wil-
derness or any extensive areas of commercial timberland without
Congress taking positive action based on careful investigation. We
think the responsibilities for wilderness are now being ably carried
by executive agencies of the Government, but if Congress.does want
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to assume the responsibility of wilderness designation, then Congress
should also assume the task of hearing and weighing the pros and
cons for each area.

Here, in this bill, S. 174, Congress would take the responsibility by
nonaction, whereas the usual procedure, like what is done with na-
tional parks, would be preferable. Agencies, States, communities,
and the users would all have a chance to present their views to those
responsible for the decision on every area proposed.

We wonder why a system is proposed. If Congress established a
wilderness system, then why not have a national timber production
system, a national grazing area system, and other systems for min-
erals, water, fishing, hunting, camping, and other uses of public lands?
We fear this system is a forerunner of a new administrative agency
to look after wilderness.

Congress has established and will within 1 year receive the report
of the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission. This
Commission will provide the Nation with a comprehensive study of
our outdoor recreational resources, including wilderness. This Com-
mission has contracted a study on wilderness needs to the University
of California and a report is due this week.

The CHAIRMAN. Have you had any chance to check and see how
they are coming with that?

Mr. HooD. I understand it is a little late.
The CHAIRMAN. Yes. We had a meeting at Jackson Hole last fall

sometime, and could not agree what wilderness was. I thought then
that it is hard to study what you are not able to delineate.

Mr._HooD. That shows the difficulty in this thing, and I know some
of the men that are involved, and they are certainly people dedicated
to the interest of the public.

The CHAIRMAN. No question about it. But if the report is still
further delayed, should we still further delay action on legislation?

Mr. HOOD. Yes. Wilderness was put into this world by God Al-
mighty, and there is not very much that any of us can do about it.
The beautiful areas through the Sierra and the Cascades are going
to be that way, regardless of many other things. So I think that the
deliberate process that we are going through, m connection with the
Forest Service looking after these primitive areas-I do not agree
with them in all ways, but I do believe they are a bunch of dedicated
men. They are specialists, who know timberland use. And that is
a thing that I think is very important. I do not see any reason to
rush this thing, when there is nobody who is going to go out and
devastate these wilderness areas.

The CHAIRMAN. When you say that wilderness was created by
God and that man cannot do very much about it: I have been some
places where man has destroyed quite a good dea of wilderness in
one way or another.

Mr. HooD. I suppose a very small part; but there are two sides to
it, of course.

In conclusion, the lumber industry is not opposed to the establish-
ment of appropriate areas of public land best suited for the purpose
of wilderness areas. However, such areas should be set aside only
after careful consideration of the meriti of wilderness use in each
area.
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Before the establishment by law of a wilderness system which
would blanket in all existing wilderness and primitive areas, Congress
should determine their individual merits for such use.

The CHanmtux. It is true that this bill brings them in, but it sets
up a review. Do you not think, really, that it would be worthwhile
some time to force a review of these primitive areas and have a de-
cision as to whether they are worthy of preservation as wilderness
areas or not?

Mr. HooD. Well, under the present situation, they are being con-
sidered nearly like wilderness areas. There is a restriction of use,
which I think is all right. However, in all of our primitive areas,
we do not know yet what is in the ground or what resources we are
going to need. I think that we are taking a tremendous jump for our
present-day people to say, "This is going to be locked up forever."

We are stewards of this area for our lifetime. We want to plan
well. But I do not think that we are smart enough to answer all the
questions for the future and lock them up and only be able to get into
them with a tremendous encumbering method of getting them taken
out.

Inaction would be much worse for us thanpositive action; and if
necessary, crowd along the Forest Service and the Bureau of Land
Management to get these jobs done. But I would like to have positive
action, rather than negative action.

The CHAImAN. Any questions?
Senator C ucH. Mr. Chairman, let me suggest a procedure in

between.
I am sorry that I had to leave during part of your testimony. But

I think I followed what it was that you may have recommended, based
upon the chairman's question and your response.

I take it that you are recommending that the Congress take positive
action in its normal course, as it would do, for example, if it were
creating a national park.

Mr. HOOD. Right.
Senator Cncuica. To put new land into the wilderness system or

to put primitive areas into the wilderness system. Is that correct
Mr. HooD. That is correct.
Senator CmEncH. Something like the. Farm Bureau has recom-

mended heretofore.
Well, now, under the procedures set up by the bill, first of all we

have to understand that when, the Congress takes positive action,
either House can veto, can it notI

Mr. HooD. That is right.
Senator CHUERCH. Because it takes both Houses concurring in order

to positively enact legislation.
Mr. Hoo. Right.
Senator CHURCH. So either House, m the normal c , has the

right of veto. But under the procedures set up by this bill, either
House does not retain the right of veto, because both Houses have
to get together in a concurrent resolution in order to veto a proposal.
Is that not correct I

Mr. HooD. That is right.
Senator CmU, NOW, if we were to retain the procedures set up

in the bill, in order that the President make his recommendations and
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have the initiative to come forward within the next 15 years and re-
view all of these primitive areas but were to chane the bill so that
it would not require action on the part of both Houses in order to
veto a recommendation, but action on the part of either the Senate
or the House would reject, then we would be retaining substantially
all of the power in the Congress that it would have if it had to take
positive action. Or at least that would be the middle around between
what you are proposing and what the bill proposes. Is that not so?1

Mr. HOOD. Yes; I think that is right. I

Senator CHURCH. And though you would prefer positive action
on the part of the Congress, the middle ground would be preferable,
in your view, to the procedures that are now set up in the present bill?

Mr. HOOD. The present procedure is more desirable to me, and I
think to the industry, because it does take some time for the Forest
Service or other land organizations to determine just what the uses
are and to investigate. Slowly; that is all right. We have lots of
time. Let us do it slowly and soundly. Let us not get them all
locked up and then have to go at it and take them out. There was
lots of testimony this morning that shows there was some confusion
as to what would happen.

Senator CHURCH. Yes; but I do not think you understood my ques-
tion. My question was that you have proposed that Congress take
affirmative action in order to put these areas into the wilderness system.

Mr. HooD. Yes, sir.
Senator CHURCH. The present bill provides that the Congress can

only reject recommendations of the President, but it requires both
Houses concurring to reject.

Mr. HooD. Yes.
Senator CHURCH. I have suggested a middle proposal between these

two, which would permit either the House or- the Senate to reject
a recommendation made by the President, but would not require both
Houses to concur in order to reject such a recommendation.

Do you follow meI
Mr. HOOD. I understand what you say.
Senator OmJEcH. That is fine. And my question is: As between

the procedures set up in the present bill, and the middle ground pro-
posal that I make, you wouid prefer the middle ground to the pro-
cedures set up in the present bill, would you not?

Mr. HOOD. Well, before I would make such a statement for the in-
dustry that I represent, I would want to talk to other specialists in
that. But we prefer the present method because we believe it is doing
the job, and we have confidence in the method that is now in process.

Senator CHURCH. Under the present method so far as wilderness
areas are concerned, this is determined administratively with no con-
gressional review of any kind.

Mr. HOOD. We have confidence in the professional men that are
handling it.

Senator CHURCH. So you would prefer that the wilderness system
be handled as a purely administrative matter and not be subject to
any congressionalreview?

_r. I-oai. Well, we would like to have it just the way.it is going,
with these professional men, whom we have confidence in, who are

66737-61-----,7
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trained in land use and land values, making the decision. I do not
think we have gone very far wrong under our present method.

Senator CHURCH. Do you not think that these experts that are now
managing the public domain and the public forests would be the ones
that, under the wilderness bill would make these recommendations,
and that the congressional review is simply an additional safeguard
to be sure that the public interest is being protected?

Mr. HOOD. Well, possibly. I do not like to have the burr taken out
from under the tail of the Forest Service. I like to see them progress
on these things actively.

The HARMXAN. You mean tou can get the Forest Service and put
a little pressure on them to do something?

Mr. HOOD. No. I think they are handling these lands, and they
should know, and they do know.

The CHAMXAN. Since you have opened up that subject, you say
you like the present system. You would want a responsible review
by Congress. Now, is it not your understanding that if this bill
should pass, all these areas that are primitive areas would be immedi-
ately put up for review by the very people you are talking about, that
do pretty well?

Mr. HOOD. I just have the feeling that they would lag.
The CHAmxAN. Who else would reviewI I am just trying to get

to the people. We will come to the time in a minute. Who is going
to make this evaluation, as you understand it?

Mr. HooD. The Forest Service, for instance.
The CHrAMXAN. The very ones you are dealing with now? I i
Mr. HooD. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. Now, when they get through with it, then it is

submitted to the Secretary. And that is the situation now, on oretfig
an area of wilderness; or a primitive area or anything of that nature,
is it not?1

Mr. HooD. Yes.
The CiiAimwAw. So that is not changed a bit. He'makes the recom-

mendationp. Then it goes to the President. Is it the President that
you are objecting to, reviewing what the Forest Service does?

Mr. HooD. I just felt that it is complicating the thing. That is all,
Senator.

The CHWmxAN. We are trying to get it slowly. Do you object to
the President having a reviewI

Mr. HooD. No.
The CHAnt AN. Then comes the Congress. Do you object to the

Congress having a review? I thought you trusted the Congress.
M(r. HOOD. Yes; we do.
The CHAmxAN. When did you lose that confidence?
Mr. HooD. Our industry feels that the situation is pretty well han-

dled now, and we would rather see the primitive come along, as we do,
rather than to be tied up all at once into the wilderness, leaving not
enough -time, I think, to work them out.

The CHaIAN. But you said on page 8 of your statement:
I think anyone familiar with western public lands will agree that fair analyses

will show we will always have a minimum of 25 million acres of wilderness,
because nature has already set it aside.

Now, 25 million acres of wilderness is much more than we are
talking about here, is it not?
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Mr. HOOD. Yes.
The CHAnMAN. And so we are doing a rather conservative thing

in cutting it down from 25 million to about 14.
Mr. HooD. There is a lot of this wilderness that we have in the

United States that is not covered and it is in separate areas. We are
talking about wilderness generally over the country.

The CHAInMAN. I am trying to find out who it is you are worried
about in this. If your experience with the Forest Service has been
good, do you mind their being called upon to make a decision in 15
years as to which areas they have designated as primitive should really
have wilderness values and be included in the wilderness system?

Mr. HooD. If this bill is passed the way it is, these primitive areas
will go under a system immediately. And then they will be handled
practically as a wilderness. At the present time, the primitive areas
are up for current discussions and further investigation. And they
are not as yet into the wilderness system itself.

The CHuiA . If that is what you are worried about, how can you
keep them from going under wilderness classification nowI Suppose
Secretary Freeman tomorrow morning decides to sign a blanket order
putting all the primitive areas under the wilderness system. What
legal resource have you to stop it?

Mr. HooD. I think none.
The CHAIRM1A. Absolutely none.
Mr. HoOD. Right.
The CHAIRMAN. Then you object to a bill that gives 3 checks on

it before it happens. If you are worried about it happening, I do not
quite follow you. If that is what you are worried about, why do you
object to checks, when he can do it by himself now? He has full
authority.

Mr. Hfoo. The authority was pretty well handled in the past, and I
think it is progressing. We are getting more wilderness. Private
owners are cooperating with the Forest Service to help develop and
consolidate wilderness areas. The thing is growing, I think, in a
satisfactory manner.

The CitRMAN. The more satisfied you are with it, the more you
ought to endorse this principle, had you not? All right.

Any other questions, Senator?
Mr. Hagenstein, go ahead.

STATEMENT OF W. D. HAGENSTEIN, EXECUTIVE VICE PRIDENT,
INDUSTRIAL FORESTRY ASSOCIATION

Mr. HAoqsErur. Thank you.
My name is W. D. Hagenstein and I reside in Portland, Oreg..I

am a professional forester and a registered professional engineer in
the States of Washington and Oregon. I am executive rie president
of the Industrial Forestry Association which has been promoting con-
structive forest management throughout the Douglas-fir region of
western Washington and western Oregon since 1934.Industrial Forestry Association members are engaged in the busi-
ness of growing and harvesting timber and manufacturing every kind
of forest product for the Nation's consumers. They-operate 319
manufacturing plants which employ more than 67,000 people with
an annual payroll of more than $350 million.
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We want to discuss S. 174 which would create a national wilderness
system. From our study of the bill we find it little different from
previous proposals which this committeehas continuously rejected
during the past 4 years. We find it inconsistent with the recent plea
of the President of the United States to develop our natural resources
to provide a never-ending supply of raw materials for our industries
anda reservior of basic jobs for our increasing population. We also
find it inconsistent with the act of June 4, 1897, which established the
management policy for the national forests and the act of August
25, 1916, which established the National Park Service and the man-
agement policy for the national parks. Inconsistent, we say, because

174 would negate the long-established policy of Congress-that both
national forests and national parks are for use and enjoyment of all
the people who own them.

Before I continue my discussion of S. 174 and present our conclu-
"sions as to the action this committee should take, let me make it crystal
clear that the Industrial Forestry Association at no time has opposed
the dedication of significant areas of either national forests or na-
tional parks for roadless wilderness. We have favored the establish-
ment of wilderness areas in the national forests by appearing at
public hearings called by the Secretary of Agriculture when he was
in process of reclassifying primitive and limited areas into wilderness.
In each case we made recommendations for specific boundaries of
the areas in question based upon field studies.

It is our opinion that the issue at stake in the wilderness bill is
not wilderness itself but the idea of establishing a blanket wilderness
system on millions of acres of Federal lands which as yet have not
been inventoried as to their highest contribution to society. In these
days when we plan everthing else, how can we ignore the imperative
necessity of inventories before deciding how to manage land That
is the crux of the wilderness bill. We think it entirely unnecessary
because of the job which both the Forest Service and National Park
Service are doing through formal means on the national forests, by
the Secretary of Agriculture under his administrative regulations,
and by administrative decisions of the Secretary of the Interior with
respect to which portions of national parks are left roadless and
otherwise undeveloped. As circumstances change, these officials, to
discharge their obligations under the laws which established man-
agement policies for the national forests and national parks, must
have flexibiTty to decide what use is to be made of what Jands.

It is significant to us that only three members of this committee
are among the sponsors of S. 174 and that only four of the sponsors
are from States with significant areas of public land.. This indicated
recognition by most western Senators of the importance of managing
most of our Federal lands for multiple use because of their importance
to our economy.

The CHAMMAN. Now, you have me interested a little bit. We did
not canvass'the entire Senate membership. Do you recall 2 or 3 years
ago Senator Knowland and Senator Johnson got a clean politics bill
and had 86 sponsors on it and could not get it out of committee?

Mr. HAGxN sTEN. I recall that.
The CHA RwAN. Do ou recall in this session Mr. Jennings Ran-

dlph had a national fels policy bill with 54 signatures on it and
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many companion bills in the House and it got to the House Interior
and Insular Affairs Committee and the House Interior and Insular
Affairs Committee instead of accepting a joint House and Senate
study, divided it so it does not have anything to do with the combined
study I

Mr. HOaxNsTn. I was not aware of that.
The CHAIRMAN. Is there any virtue in having 100 sponsors?
Mr. HAGENSTEIN. There are 100 votes with 100 sponsors.
The CHAIMAN. How do you suppose the clean politics bill was

stopped with 86 sponsors when there were only 96 members ?
Mr.HAGENSTEIn. I am sorry. I couldn't tell you. I do not know,

sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Let me go back a little bit in your statement, then:
From our study of the bill we find It little different from previous proposals

which this committee has continuously rejected during the past 4 years

Did the committee reject the bill last year or did it decide it ought
to be held pending some further study ? Can you recall a vote reject-
ing the bill at any time?

Vr. H-AGNSTEIN. No, sir. But no action was taken on. the bill.
That is what I mean by rejection here. Perhaps my language is not
as precise as it should-be. Thatt is my intent. The committee hasnot in the last 4 years, since it held hearings, in 1957, 1958, 1959, none

in 1960, on the hill-no action has been taken on it. .
"The C MAN. -We did a lot-of w6rk in 1960 on it.
Mr. HAGNSTrhIn." I'know you did, sir.
The CHA MAN. I 'am interested in these inconsistencies. I h'

you point out how they are consistent later on in your statement.
Mr. HAOENSTMN. Perhaps I will have to do that through questionas
The CHAnIMAN. You say:

find it little different from previous proposals which this committee
has * * *

Did you examine the original bill that Senator Hump.ry n
duced that included the Indian land and a great many other things?

Mr. HAGEN,8TuN. I realizethat-
The CiWRmxAN. You find it a little different from.--
Mr. HAG NsT=w. I find it no-different in this respect. It creates

a blanket wilderness system from the lands included. in the original
proposal, even though the Indian lands have been removed from this
bill The original bill covered principally the wild, wilderness, and
primitive areas of the national forest and by definition the wilderness
areas of 5,000 acres or more in the national parks and monuments
and in wildlife refuges and game ranges.

So the acreage involved with respect to the total area of public landl
involved in the bill is not a great deal different, in my opinion, than
thg previous proposals.

The CHAIMAN. I think that comes as a little bit of a shock to some
of the members who sat and worked hours and tried to modify and
modify and modify to find at the end of all modifications they have
the same bill they started with. I do not believe they will quite.
agree with your appraisal. Maybe they will.

Mr. IIAGENSM -. Mr. Chairman, I want to say those of us inter-
ested in this subject, which you and your colleagues on the committee
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an, that we are fullyr appreciative of the long effort and time the com-
mittee has put. in this tuang; that notwi ading the purpose under
our system to discuss these things openly and kly, we are giving
you our view.

The CHAMMAN. We do not mind that at all. I just questim
whether it comes under the eating of openness and frankness to say
this bill is little different from the original. I think it is quite dif-
ferent, butI might be preedi, too.

Mr. HTFA sTEmL. Y-am afraid we have a slight difference of opin-
ion there, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. Quite obviously.
Mr. HAGFNSTEIN. Would you like me to continue, sir.
The CnAmxAN. Surely.
Mr. Hiaim i. One argument often made by proponents of this

legislation is that a wilderness mpeservation system will provide areas
for the scientific study of the ecology of plants and wild animals.

I might interject here one witness previously referred to that
today.

There is no question but what this is true. But how much un-
managed land do we need to let Nature's constant struggle for sur-
vival of the fittest occur to see what happens and to aearn which
specie. endure t

Without being facetious at all, may I most respectfully suggest
that in our scientific studies of ecology we not overlook the impor-
tance of human ecology. Because so much clamer for this legislation
comes from urban areas where the people have apparently been led
to believe that they create wealth by exchangig goods and services
with one a b, or to put it another way-

The CHAIRMtAN. Takig in one another's washing.
Mr. HAGE.NSTEIN. Taking m one another's washing, right sir.
I would hke to suggest that we set Manhatten Island aside as a

huma ecology laboratory; for 1 week embargoall importation thereto
of feod, water, wod, solid and liquid fuels, animal fibers, and all iron
and steel and nonferrous metals; and then see what happens. You'd
find very quickly, I believe, that people would migrate to survive. If
a blanket wilderness system is established you are going to cause
similar dislocation of population from many western areas which have
been developing a stable'land-based economy during the past hundred
years,.much of it on Federal lands.

Incidently, with your kind permission,.Mr. Chairman, because of
its importance in consideration of this legislation, I would like to in-
troduce and have made a part of the record the clipping which I have
from the New York Times for February 15, 1961, which quotes State
chairman of the State council of parks, Robert Moses, as pointing out
that in the constitutional provision which reserves some %400,000 acres
in the State of New York from any development whatsoever in the o-
called Adirondacks and Catskills preserves, that hundreds of thou-
sands of vacationists are deprived of perfectly innocent use of forest
reserves for camping vacations, hiking, and other outdoor enjoyment,
and so on.

With your permission I would like to make this clipping a part of
the record.

Senator DwoRSHA (presiding). Without objection, so ordered.
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(The information referred to follows:)
(From the New York Times, Feb. 15, 1961]

MosEs BIDS STATE OPEN WILD LANDS

URGES LIMITED CONSTRUCTION SO FAMILIES CAN USE THE PRESERVE FOR DIVERSION-4
CONSTITUTION HAS BAN-AMENDMENT ASKED TO SKIRT PROVISION THAT PROHIBITS
REMOVAL OF SINGLE TREE

(By Douglas Dales)

ALBANY, February 14.-Robert Moses, chairman of the State council of parks,
has urged Governor Rockefeller to support a revision of the State constitution
that would open up the forest preserve for controlled recreational use.

In a letter to the Governor, Mr. Moses declared:
"It is senseless for us to buy additional recreation land In outlying sections,

especially for camping, when we have so much already owned by the State in the
forest preserve counties but locked up against even limited use."

Mr. Moses proposed that the legislature approve this year three alternative
amendments and select one for second passage in 1963 after full debate. A
change in the constitution must be approved by two successively elected legisla-
tures and by a popular referendum before it can become effective.

FOREVER WILD PROVISION

The State forest preserve consists of 2,172,000 acres in the Adirondacks and
232,000 aeres in the Catskills. Article XIV of the constitution provides that the
preserve "shall be forever kept as wild forest lands." It bars any sale or lease
of the lands and the sale, removal, or destruction of timber on them.

As a result of this prohibition, it is impossible, without a constitutional change,
to build roads in the preserve or to create recreational facilities that would re-
quire the removal of a tree.

One amendment suggested by Mr. Moses would repeal article XIV, substituting
a new article that would keep the "forever wild" wording but add:

"Nothing herein contained shall prevent the State from constructing, complet-
ing and maintaining any highway authorized by the legislative, nor from con-
structing, maintaining and operating ski trails, campsites and facilities to pro-
vide soend enJoyment, v~catton shelter, and recreation for the public."

OTHER ALTERNATIVES

The other alternatives suggested would retain the present amendment but add
one of these provisos:

1. "Nor shall anything in this section prohibit the State from furnishing,
maintaining and operating in the forest preserve, campsites and recreational
facilities with such access, buildings, conveniences, and appurtenances as are nec-
essary to provide scenic enjoyment, vacation shelter, and recreation for the
public."

2. "Nor shall anything in this section prohibit the State from building and
maintaining in the forest preserve, at campsites located not more than 1% miles
from existing highways, enclosed buildings to provide healthful recreation for
the public without artificial, mechanical amusement devices."

In outlining the problem to the Governor, Mr. Moses said:
"We cannot afford to restrict the use of the forest preserve to extremists who

insist on keeping it a complete wilderness, accessible and available only to those
who have the experience, toughness, and leisure to enjoy it without the elementary
conveniences and facilities required by the average vacationist and his family.

"Hundreds of thousands of such vacationist are today deprived of the perfectly
Innocent use of the forest preserve for camping vacations, hiking, and other out-
door enjoyment, because they cannot sleep in the open or in lean-tos, and cannot
live in completely wild forest land."

Mr. HAGENST EN. To show the importance of the management,
protection, and use of Federal lands for the majority of the people
of the United States, I attach table 1 which shows the Federal owner-
ship throughout the West. The Federal Government owns more than
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1 out of every 2 acres. In some States, if you add the State ownership,
the public owns 2 out of every 3 acres.

The Federal lands also contribute importantly to revenues of local
government from the portion of receipts from the national forests
paid to the counties and the portion of receipts from the mineral re-
sources paid to the States.
And I have tables 1 to 5 in my presentation which, Mr. Chairman,

I would like to ask be made a part of my statement. I am not going
to read from them.

(The tables referred to follow:)

TABLE l.--Federal ownership or management or lan in 11 Western States

Managed Federally
Total land Federally Percent by Federal Percent owned or Percent

area owned total land Govern- total land managed total land
land I area mentlndian area lands area

tribal lands

M acres M acres M acres M acre
Arizona-----------72,688 32,396 44.6 19,383 26.7 51,779 71.3
California---------100,314 45,071 44.9 496 .5 45,567 45.4
Colorado----------66,510 24,156 36.8 746 L1I 24,902 37.4
Idaho-------------52,972 34,050 64.3 409 .8 34,459 65.1
Montana----------93,362 27,815 29.8 1,557 1.7 29,372, 31.
Nevada-----------70,265 60,726 86.4 1,062 1.5 61,788 87.9
NewMexico_.... 77,767 27,300 35.1 481S 7.5 33,115 42.6
Oregon......-------- 61,642 31,580 51.2 1,208 2.0 32,788 53.2
Utah ------------- 52,701 36,466 69.2 2,253 4.3 38,719 73.5
Washington.... 42,743 12,666 29.6 1,813 4.2 14,479 33.8
Wyoming2---------8,404 30,219 48.4 1,753 2.8 31,972 5L,

Total.- .... 753,368 862,445 48.1 36,495 4.8 398,940 82.9

'Exludes1rust properties, Indian Tribal Lands.

Source: Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1960.

TABLZ 2.-National forest receipts and diibursements to counties in 11 Western
States, fiscal. Year 1960

Nlbt~nal 2-percont
forest total fund die-

receipts buried to
States

Arizona...............................------------------------------. $ 245,735 I' $700, &56
Callforn ... .. . . .. . . .. . . .. ..---------------------------------------------------- '23,203,580 .5,800.895
Colorado.. . . . . . . . . . . . ..------------------------------------------------------ 1,567,860 391, 96
Idaho. . . . . . . . . . . . ..--------------------------------------------------------- 7,628,592 1,907,148
Montana.-------------------------------------------------------4 167,296 1, 291,824
Nevada ...................................--------------------------------- 238,660 59,66
New Mexio ..---------------------------------------------------- 1,322,394 1 331,402
Oregon.. . . . . . . . . . . ..-------------------------------------------------------60,516,828 12,829,20
Utah. . . . . . . . . . . . ..----------------------------------------------------------- 757,512 189378
Washington.. . . . . . . . . . . . ..--------------------------------------------------- 25,954,844 6,488,711
Wyoming. . . . . . . . . . . ..-------------------------------------------------------890,448 222,612

Total.. . . . . . . . . . . . . ..---------------------------------------------------119,493,749 30,013,163

I Includes school section fund, act of June 29, 1910.

Source: U.S. Forest Service.
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TALE. 8--Bureau of Land Management receipts under Mineral Leaoing Act, 1959

Total Share to Share to
receipts State 1 reclamation

fund'I

Arizona --------------------------------------------- $418,000 $154,875 $216,825
California ------------------------------------------ 7,552,000 2,832,000 3,964,800
Colorado.. . . . . . . . . ..------------------------------------------- 9,690,000 3,633,750 5,087,250
Idaho. . . . . . . . . ..-----------------------------------------------296,000 111,000 155,400
Montana ------------------------------------------- 4,694,000 1,760,250 2,464,350
Nevada --------------------------------------------- 400,000 150,000 210,000
New Mexico ---------------------------------------- 14,787,000 5,545,125 7,763,175
Oregon -------------------------------------------------- 38,000 14,250 19,950
Utah---------------------------------------------------6908,000 2,5W0,500 3,626,700
Washington. . . . . ..--------------------------------------------1,000 375 525
Wyoming ------------------------------------------ 32,015,000 12,005,625 16,807,875

Total.. . . . . . . . . . ..----------------------------------------76,794,000 28,797, 750 40,316,850

1 Receipts under the Mineral Leasing Act are distributed 37% percent to States, 52% percent to reclama-
tion fund, and 10 percent to U.S. Treasury.

Source: Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1960.

TABLE 4.-Projection of population of 11 Western States

[Thousands]

1970 Percent
19601 projection 2 increase

1960 to 1970

Arlzona.,. ---------------------------------------------- 1,302 1,802 38.4
California...,-------------------------------------------- 15,717 20,296 29.1
Colorado ---------------------------------------------- 1,754 2,197 25.3
Idaho-------------------------..-------------------------- 667 700 4.9
Montana ----------------------------------------------- 675 755 1L 9
Nevada. . . . . ..------------------------------------------------- 285 453 58.9
New Mexico....-------------------------------------------- 951 1,126 18.4
Oregon . . . . .. . . . .. .. .. .. . . . .. . . ......... - - - -- 1, 769 2,317 31.0Utah.......------------------------------------------ 

. 891 1,151 29.2
Washington -------------------------------------------- 2,853 3,459 21.2
Wydmilng ----------------------------------------------- 330 379 14. 8

Total. . . . . . ..--------------------------------------------27, 194 34, 653 27.4

I Source: 1960 Census of Population-Final Population Counts, Nov. 15, 1960, Bureau of Census.
2 Source: Current Population Reports-Population Estimates, Aug. 9,1957. Series P-25, No. 160, Bureau

of Census.

TABLE 5.-Proportion of Federal lands in 11 Western States which
reserved for single purpose use by S. 174

would be

Federally
Federal y owned land Percent

o e committed committed
land'I by S. 174 to to single

single pur- purpose use
pose use'2

Acre8 Acres
Arizona.... ------------------------------------ 32,396,000 3,752,927 11.6
California------------------------------------45,071,000 5,792,274 12.9
Colorado..................------------------------------------ 24,156,000 1,329,125 5.5
Idaho.. . . . . . . . . . ..--------------------------------------------- 34,050,000 3,129,916 9.2
Montana.. . . . . . . . . ..------------------------------------------ 27,815,000 4,196,007 15.1
Nevada ------------------------------------------- 60,726,000 3,287,909 5.4
New Mexico.. . . . . . . . ..---------------------------------------- 27,300,000 1,389,837 5.1
Oregon...... ----------------------------------------- 31,580,000 1,355,163 4.3
Utah-...........- 36,466,000 630,866 1.7
Washington.. . . . . . . . ..---------------------------------------- 12,666,000 2,615,390 20.6
Wyoming ------------------------------------------ 30,219,000 4,770,652 15.8

Total ---------------------------------------- 362,445, 000 32,250,066 8.9

I Source: Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1960.
' Sources: U.S. Forest Service U.S. Park Service, and U.S. Fisb and Wildlife Service. Includes wilder.

ness, wild, and primitive areas in national forests; national parks and monuments; and Federal wildlife
refuges.
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TA &-Value of fam, mi9n, , foreet proviucts of 11 Weaterm Statea, ,168

Estimated
Value all farm Value all min- value all
products sold eralproduction Iforest prod-

ucts I

Aimn.----------------------------------------$440,700,000 $314,520,000S u, 000, 000
0alif ---- - --.....--- 2,852,800,000 1,502,660,000 890,000,000
cIdao.. . . . . ..-------------------------------------------4 1000,000 05,284,000 35,000,000
d--o ......------------------------------------------------------ 20414,100,000 64,46,000 21 000,000
Monts----------------- 453,800,000 177,240,000 125, 000, 000
Nevad...-----------------------------------------53,300,000 68,293,000 10,000,000
Now Mexico--------------------------------------238,00,000 58, 866, 000 30,000,000
Orem ------------------------------------------ 407,000,000 45,053,000 1,100, 000,000

166,900,000 865,960,000 10,000,000
Wasn--n...--------------------------------------579,600,000 60,897,000 820,000,000
Wyoming---- -.....--------------------- 173,600,000 369,938,000 15, 000,000

Total ------------------------------------ 6,369, 400.000 3,833,167,000 3,300,000,000,

I Including oil and gas.
2 Industrial Forestry Association.

Source: Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1960.

Mr. HAG STFI. The West, with few exceptions, is the most rapid
rowing part of our Nation. We believe any proposal to create a

blanket, single-use land system ignores the problems posed by the
steady rise of our western population. More people need more jobs.
More people need more food. More people need more water. More
people need more wood. More people need more hides. More people
need more gas and oil. More peop e need more minerals. And yet it
is proposed to lock up and prohibit development, management, and

ouse ofa large area of unsurveyed, unexplored, and virtually unknown
Federal lands when all studies indicate we are going to need more of
everything. The 1960 census reveals a population in the 11 Western
States of more than 27 million. The most recent projections for the
year 1970 show an increase of 7.5 million more (table 4). This is an
increase of more than 27 percent in the next decade. How can we
provide the jobs and essential commodities from these lands if we
limit their productiveness?

No one knows specifically what areas would be blanketed into the
proposed wilderness system under S. 174 because of the ambiguity,
particularly with respect to the national parks and monuments, of
exactly what is meant by "continuous area of 5,000 acres or more
without roads."

May I interject that whatever is the shape of it, it would have a lot
to do with how much land we are actually left without development.
Even in the national parks, where without roads the people of the
United States who own them cannot get to some of the scenic things
and enjoy them. This is a matter we discussed in the hearings in
Seattle in 1959 when Senator Jackson was conducting the hearings
of the committee on a previous wilderness bill.

However, the bill early includes immediately all primitive areas
of the national forests, even prior to their reclassification into wilder-
ness or wild areas by the Secretary of Agrculture. From Federal
data we have tabulated the proportion of Federal lands in each of the
11 Western States which S. 174 would reserve for single purpose use.
This shows a range of 1.7 percent of the Federal lands in4Utah to
20.6 percent in Washington. This indicates the importance of reject-
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ag flatly the proponent's oft stated allegation that their intent is to
lock up "only 2 percent of the Nation's land." The areas opoed
for inclusion should be examined on a local basis, State by State be-
cause that is where we live, work, pay our taxes, educate our children,
and enjoy our recreation.

To show the importance of land to the basic economy of the West,
a few data on the value of western agriculture, mining, and forestry,
are pertinent. Agriculture produces annually $6.3 billion. Minerals,
including oil and gas, another $3.8 billion. Forestry is a $3.3 billion
annual crop. Certainly without the products of the field, mine, and
forest there would be no western economy and the consumers of the
more populous States would be less well fed, housed, clothed, and
transported.

In the interest of saving the committee's time I would like to file for
the hearing record two ofmy talks before the American Mining Con-
gress which discuss the proposed wilderness system and its implica-
tions upon the future of our country. The first, "The Proposed
Wilderness Preservation System," was delivered at Denver, Colo., on
September 16, 1959. The second, "Implications of Wilderness Legis-
lation-or Man Against Himsef," was given at Ias Vagas, Nev., on
October 11, 1960. They sum up what we believe to be the most cogezt
arguments in opposition to the enactment of a bill authorizing a
blanket wilderness system.

(The talks referred to are in the committee's files.)
Mr. HAGENSTEIN. Another logical argument in opposition to S. 174

is that its consideration now is most premature, because of the compre-
hensive study of wilderness being made for the National Outdoor
Recreation Resources Review Commission by the Wildland Research
Center of the University of California. It is our understanding that
this study will be reported to the commission by the last of May.

I will still read this, Senator, because it was prepared previously
and despite the fact you admonished the previous witness on this
very thmg and undoubtedly will admonish me-

Mr. QmAMw. I do not admonish. I simply point out that if you
are going to wait for the wilderness study to come in, you may be
disappointed because as late as last October they were not sure what
they were supposed to do. We could not agree on the definition of
wilderness. We had in Jackson Hole people going around and look-
ing at facets of the recreation problem. We had task forces. There
are some of us who have spent quite a bit of time with the National
Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission, who are not cer-
tain now that its final findings will indicate clearly exactly where
the recreation needs are going to be because it is somewhat specula-
tive. You let one person make the assumptions. He comes out with
one set of answers. Someone else will make them and they come out
with something else.

Mr. HAiwmamTx. It may show what a nebulous field it is and
perhaps make it extremely difficult to legislate in a hurry on it.

The CHAU-.N. I do not think that. these hearings, plus the ones
we are having now, indicate that we have done it at a gallop.

Mr. HAGwNSTEIN. I must concede, Senator, that there have been
some exhaustive hearings held in the past, and I attended every
single one of them as you may know, andI appreciate very much the
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fine *Vb you did in conducting the one in Albuquerque in November
1958because it was one of the most colorful we had.

The CHAmxAN. There has been some work on it.
Mr. HAGESIMN. I certainly will agree with that; on both sides

of the fence.
The CHAmANw. That I will agree to.
Mr. HAGENSTEIN. How you gentlemen can justify spending Federal

money for a study of wilderness and then legislate on the subject be-
fore the report is in your hands to guide you, is beyond us.

Therefore, the Industrial Forestry Association, believing that S.
174 is harmful to the future well-being of the citizens of the United
States, recommends that it not be enacted.

Now I would like one last personal observation, Mr. Chairman,
purely apart from my employment, and this is made as a professional
forester and taxpaying citizen of the United States. I regard the
drive of the proponents of this legislation to create a blanket wilder-
ness system as a direct attack upon my profession. There has been
much scurrilous literature circulated accusing foresters, along with
the professional land managers in the fields of mining, water, graz-
ing and general public recreation of wanting to dam every last
creek, .harvest every single tree, build roads to every scenic eminence,
graze every blade of grass, and so on until no part of our country is
left undisturbed. Nothing could be further from the truth, because
my profession started the conservation movement in the United States.
We have been trained in our many fine professional schools to regard
the stewardship of land as a sacred trust for all time.

I am proud to report that the average member of our profession
discharges that obligation with high honor and distinction. Our con-
cern is that the people of the United States will have now and forever
a continuing supply of wood, water, forage, and all other products of
the land consistent with maintaining an appealing landscape withrecreational opportunities for everyone. ybody who clams the
contrary is grossly ignorant of the kind of men we foresters are.

Of course you know what we are, Senator. You were a very dis-
tinguished Secretary of Agriculture and had a lot of experience over
a long period of years with numerous men in my profession.

Thank you very much.
The CrAuIMAN. Yes. I grant you that you have some very fine

people, and all I ran onto are very fine people.
I do not think that changes the fact, however, that the Congress may

have a responsibility for trying to protect recreational values of this
country in the same fashion that you desire to protect the timber
resource of this country.

In my home State we have 9 million national forest acres, of which
only 1 million are in some sort of wilderness-type area. Outside the
wilderness there are 2,954,000 commercial forest acres suitable for
timber cutting, with an allowable cut of 124,018,000 board feet. Last
year 86 million board feet of that 124 million board feet they were
allowed were cut. So they are not completely harvesting all the tim-
ber that is there, and they are not needing to move into the wilderness
areas in order to get more.

Mr. HAGENSTEIN. Of course it is a local problem, Senator, and that
is what a blanket system overlooks. You do not get right down where
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the situation affects local communities. I mean without complete, a
lot more complete, studies of these lands than have been made to date,
are we in a position to dedicate now, for all time, even though there
is a provision made in the legislation for taking areas out, and really
say "This is the area that should be devoted to single use from now
on" ? That is the question that I really raise.

The CHAMAN. I am not real sure that all the wilderness areas are
going into single use from now on.

Mr. HAGENSTEIN. Did not the previous testimony of the gentleman
from the Federal Power Commission this morning-

The CHAMMAN. We had various other testimony. I am surprised
that you think that setting up a provision that they have to decide
what is going to happen to this very large quantity of primitive area
in 15 years means it is all going to be blanketed into wilderness area,
In the first place, you feel there are three groups that cannot be
trusted.

Mr. HAGNSTEIN. No.
The CHAuRmAN. The first is the Secretary of Agriculture. The

second is the President. And the third is the Congress. You have
recommended yourself highly in here. Have a little faith with the
rest of the country.

Mr. IIQFNSmwI. We do have, Senator. There is no question of
that.

The CHAmIAN. You regarded a drive of the proponents of this
legislation to create a blanket wilderness system as a direct attack upon
your profession. Is that not your statement?

Mr. HAGENSTEIN. I believe it, Senator, or I would not have said it.
Our profession has worked hard for a long, long time in the Forest
Service and out to promote wilderness areas in the country, but with
the caution, Senator, that they should not be established until we really
know what is on the lands so we know whether or not we can safely
prohibit the practice of forestry by creating a wilderness.

The CHAMMAN. You name me an industrial forester in New Mexico
doing an thing in New Mexico, and I will name you five Forest Serv-
ice officials for every one you name me.

Mr. HAGENSTEIN. There are not too many industrial foresters in the
State of New Mexico because most of the forest lands are federally
owned or in Indian reservations, as you are very well aware. But you
will find a lot of support among industrial foresters for wilderness,
including myself. I use wilderness areas and enjoy them. I think
there is a real place for them in our economy, and the industry does,
too, Senator. The fight is not about the wilderness; it is about the bill.
It is about a blanket system.

The . N. You favor the bill if it took out blanketing in the
primitive areasIMr. HA(ENSTEIN. I did not say that.

The CHAIRMzN. I did not think you did. It is not blanketing in at
all. It is just the idea. All right.

Any questions?
Thank you very much.
Mr. HAOENSTEIN. Thank you very much.
The CHamAN. Mr. Penfold.
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STATI OF . W. PENFOLD, CON ERVATION DIRECTOR, IZAAK
WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA

Mr. PENFOLD. Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement. It is
fairly brief, but I will brief it still more in thointerest of time.

The C14AiPA. You go ahead. Read it all.
Mr. PEmoLD. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am J. W. Pen fold,

conservation director of the Izaak Walton League of America, a
nationwide citizen organization devoted to the protection conserva-
tion, and wise use of the Nation's natural resource wealti--its soil,
woods, waters wildlife, and the opportunities which these resources
provide for wholesome and invigorating outdoor recreation.

It is probably unnecessary, I believe for us to repeat before this
committee the league's attitude toward conservation of wilderness.
The league is in its 40th year of support for, and action in behalf of,
wilderness. During these decades we have had the privilege many
times to appear before this committee and its companion committee in
the House of Representatives. Our attitudes and opinions are cer-
tainl well known by all. But, the growing fact 6 urgency gives
this hearing and the committee's consideration of the present measure
special significance.

The Chairman, in introducing S. 174, expressed the thought suc-
cinctly when he spoke of:

* * 0 a deep sense of urgency in our realization that we must act promptly
or run the risk of losing much of our opportunity. It seems to me -that we
should now proceed to act.

We concur in those remarks.
During wilderness discussions of the past few years, some sincere

people have appeared to look at wilderness preservation efforts in our
national parks and national forests as some new program to be
superimposed on existing programs, and therefore suspect. Obviously,
this is not the case with respect to the national parks. The very
first, Yellowstone, was established by Congress in 1872, for wilderness
purposes, to preserve and protect the natural wonders for the enjoy-
ment of people and retain them in their natural condition. Time
after time during the 90 years since, Congress has seen fit to. express
the same purposes and policies in the establishment of additional ns-
tional parks and in establishment of the National Park System itself.

National forest wilderness has a shorter, but no less colorful his-
tory. The first wilderness area, the Gila was set aside in 1924, which
event culminated years of thought, study, analysis, and imagination
on the part of many far-thinking people, among them the great Aldo
Leopold. They had the vision to recognize, because of growing
populations, the expanding economy, the constantly accelerating de-
mand for the materials which forest lands provide or can produce, that
ppsitive. steps would. have to be taken, or the Nation would lose
through carelessness, ahd by default, the opportunity to preserve un-
marred by man some few significant areasfor their wilderness values.
There followed designation of other areas under the "primitive"
designation. In the late 1980's a tighter and more effective designa-
tion of "wilderness" and "wild" with the appropriate regulations
were established by the Secretary of Agriculture.
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Though interrupted by the war, a program of restudy of original
primitive areas has been carried on by the Forest Service, and one by
one areas have been designated as wilderness or wild. The process
continues. After restudy and reappraisal of each area, its resource
and use potentials, appropriate adjustment of boundaries, the wild-
erness or wild designation is applied.

It can be seen from this, that wilderness is no new and exotic
program. It has been part of the warp and woof of national forests
since their beginnings and a conscious, practical operating program
for the past 37years.

The Legislation also provides means whereby lands within wildlife
refuges, which the Secretary believes have important wilderness quali-
ties, and in some instances this is essential to the protection of the
species involved, may be placed in the wilderness system.

Consequently, Mr. Chairman, the Izaak Walton League looks at
S. 174 as an opportunity for the people of the United States acting
through their representatives to express positive approval 1or this
dedicated resource work in both our reat Departments of Agriculture
and Interior, to determine that it should be carried forward and to
provide the additional tools and impetus now needed, through expres-
sion of policy by Congre itself.

The Chairman has caled S. 174-
a streamlined revision based on our committee's experience during the past two
Congresses and on a comprehensive study of the requirements of such legisla-
tion and the best ways for meeting them with due regard for all interests
involved.

The Izaak Walton League believes that the chairman was successful
in meeting these objectives.

The legislation would affect no timber which is now available for
commercial logging. It would eliminate no lands now available for
the grazing of livestock. While preventing unrestricted prospecting,

ig an water development, the President may at any time au-
thorize such activities within a wilderness area when he determines
that to be in the best public interest.

S. 174 provides procedures whereby subsequent modification of
boundaries must be approved by the President and be subject to re-
jection by the Congress. It provides that no new area can be added
to the wilderness system except by positive action of the Congress.
The legislation establishes no new agency, no new functions, involves
no new expenditures.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, we believe this legislation is in the
best interest of the public and if enacted will perpetuate the values of
wilderness for all purposes, and, most importantly in our judgment,
including the opportunity for people to enrich their lives and their
understanidingby participation in wilderness experience.

The IzaakV Walton Lesaue respectfully urges your early and favor-
able action on the legislation, and is appreciative of the privilege to
appear before. this committee.

The CHAIRMAN. Any questions.
Senator DwosAx. I might just point out that Mr. Penfold is also

a member of the Outdoor Resources Review Commission and has been
very faithful in attending the meetings.

The CHAI[mAN. He has done better than you and I have.
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Senator DWORSHAX. I have one question, Mr. Penfold.
You say in the next-to-last paragraph:
* * * and, most importantly in our judgment, including the opportunity for

people to enrich their lives and their understanding by participation in wilder-
ness experience.

Actually, you do not think that restricting wilderness areas will
make them more accessible and more usable by more people, do you!

Mr. PENTOLD. That is a separate question, Senator.
Senator DWORSHAK. I just want you to clarify the very definite

statement you make that one reason you support this is because you
want to enrich the lives of more people. I share your concern in that
regard, but I am not yet been able to convince myself from judging
by the experiences we have had in Idaho with about 3 million acres
of primitive areas, that there has been afforded an opportunity to
more people to enjoy the recreational facilities which 'have been re-
stricted within these areas.

Mr. P FimFOL. Of course, Senator my statement here relates spe-
cifically to wilderness experience itself, not some other kind of recrea-
tion experience, but wilderness experience.

I might point out that in my home State of Colorado, where I am
most familiar, we have a very fine primitive area at the present time,
something in the neighborhood of 60,000 acres which, because of the
development of roads, which came from mining access, over which
the Forest Service of course, has no control, recreation use has devel-
oped on those roads. It is impossible to stop. The area is no longer
a primitive area. The Forest Service is going to take it out of the
primitive classification because of that.

Granted that there are moreypeople at the moment going into that
area with the use of jeeps andacars, and so forth. What they are
getting is not a wilderness experience.

Senator DwosnAx. This is the point I amtrying to develop, that
when you build a wall around these areas that in reality you are
making them restricted, so far as increased use" is concerned by more
people.

Mr. PI"woL. We are providing the very highest type of recreation
opportunity for everybody who is interested enough to go there.

Senator DWORSHAK. How do people get into these areas if you
prevent roadbuilding?

Mr. PENFOLD. I have always gotten in by
Senator DWORSHAK. Helicopter or what ?
Mr. PEWNFOLD. I walk in.
Senator DWoRSHAK. You walk in.
Mr. PwroLw. Or take a horse.
Senator DWORSHAK. How many miles?
Mr. PENFOLD. Well, never far enough because the area-I was not

being facetious, Senator, but none of these areas are so large that if
you go very far, why, you start coming out the other side.

Senator DWORSHAK. Of course, you would not want to do that.
The CHAIRMAN. Any other question?
Thank you very much, Mr. Penfold.
Senator HicKzy. Mr. Chairman.
The Ci MAN. Senator Hickey.

SRP02449



THE WILDERNESS ACT

Senator M-IcK. Mr. Penfold, I was interested in one remark of
yours that is not on your written statement, that is, that the expanding
of this wildlife-wilderness area would have an effect and would be
desirable to you as an official of the Izaak Walton League; the restric-
tion of recreation would have the effect of restricting hunting and
fishing. And this you approve of ?
, Mr. PENFOLD. I approve of trying to provide the people of the
country with a whofe range of outdoor recreation experience of the
very highest quality, which will be found in wilderness areas such
as the Bridger of your own State, the Tetons, as well as the recreation
that is more readily accessible and available to them.

For example, in Colorado with the proposed elimination of the
Uncompahgre wilderness and the probable elimination of the Flat
Tops due to the beetle-killed timber and the Forest Service decision
that it should not be harvested, areas under all types of classification
as wilderness will be reduced to about 4 percent of the national forest
in the State of Colorado.

Consequently, for those who do not have the interest nor the oppor-
tunity to go to wilderness areas, they have 96 percent of all the national
forest to which they can go. We certainly support further develop-
ment of timber access roads, and so on, in the forests. There are not
enough roads, but they are being built. They are being made avail-
able to all these other areas.

Senator HicKEY. Then did I draw the wrong conclusion from your
statement that actually the creation of the wilderness area will restrict
the present recreational use to other than for the purpose of walking
in I

Mr. Pmqow. More people are walking into wilderness areas every
year.

Senator HICKEY. But this proposal to eliminate some of the roads
in areas would be included into a wilderness area, it would have the
effect of making less land available for the recreational use both in
your State and mine. I notice in one of these statements here a tabu-
lation which indicates that in your State and my State, particularly
in my State, putting certain lands that are not wilderness areas now
into the system under this act would increase about 15 percent the
lands owned by the Federal Government. Would that, in effect, re-
duce the areas now used for all recreational purposes by 15 percent?

Mr. PENFOLD. I do not think that S. 174 provides for the acquisition
of any lands which are not now owned by the Federal Government.

Senator HIcxzy. But is it not a fact, as I understand it here that
the effect of this bill would be to put in wilderness areas some lands
that are not now wilderness areas for a period of 15 years, or so long
as it takes to study them?

Mr. PNroLw. NO, sir, that is not quite correct.
The only areas we are talking about in S. 174 are areas which are

now within the present wilderness system. They consist of wild,
wilderness, primitive, and canoe areas, but they are all of them are.

Senator IHcxzy. I agree with you.
Mr. PENFOLD. They are all in it now.

66737-61-8
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Senator HIcKEY. But the primitive areas today are not restricted
to just one type of use, hunters and fishermen go in there and there are
roads in there. Is not that true, in your area as well as mine?

Mr. PimFLw. No, sir. The areas classified by the Forest Service as
primitive at the present time are administered under the same prime
regulations that apply to the present wild and wilderness areas, so
there are not roads except where roads have encroached principally
from mining.

Senator JIcxzr. That is my point. Are not you saying that roads
have encroached on these areasI

Mr. PrNmOLD. Roads have encroached.
Senator Hicxzy. Are not you saying thatI
Mr. PrNmL. Yes, sir, they have. You are making s very fine point

for me in support of the bill. Every time that the Forest Service at
the time of its present proceures, such as in the Uncompahgre cam,
restudies the area they find that areas which have been within the
primitive area before must now be cut out because roads have en-
croached. So they are cut out. That is one of the first things that
the Forest Service does when it studies one of these primitive areas
as the start and procedure to either make it a wild or wilderness area,
or not make it a wild or wilderness area is to look at the roads that
have encroached.

Senator HIcKEY. Under this bill some of those areas that are primi-
tive areas and into which roads have encroached will become wilder-
ness areas if the bill is passed and the roads will bepermitted to go
back to their wildernewsype condition. Is that not true

Mr. PENmOL. I think, judging by past experience, that would occur
in a very limited number of caseA& I think that the rule will be that
where roads have been developed and have developed at considerable
use, they will be retained and that particular area will be cut out of
the wilderness.

Senator IcxzT. Then, it is your opinion that after the 15-year
study these areas that have been encroached upon would be eliminated
by the agencies that study it from the wilderness areas. Is that
correct ?

Mr. P!mmOLo. I think that would be the case for the most part.
The CHAmAif. Thank you, Mr. Penfold.
Mr. Gray is our next witness.

STATEMENT OF W. HOWARD GRAY, CHAIRMAN, PUBLIC LANDS
COMMITTEE OF THE AMERICAN MINING CONGRS

Mr. Gthy. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name
is W. Howard Gray. I am an attorney at law of Reno, Nev., and have
been engaged in the practice of miing law for over 33 years. As
chairman of the Public Iazd- Committee of the American Mining
Congress, I am here to state the opposition of the mining industry to
the pending bill, S. 174. I wish to express our appreciation to the
committee for the opportunity to present the industry's views on this
measure.

The American Mining Congress, a national organization comprised
of both large and small producers of metals and minerals in the United
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States, adopted in October 1960, a declaration of policy, which in part
reads as follows:

Productivity and full utilization of the public lands should be a fundamental
pwineiple in the maintenance of our military strength and economic growth.

We believe that the public interest is served by assuring that the public domain
is kept open for prospecting and the location of minerals. We, therefore, oppose
the withdrawal of any area or any extension of a dosed area unless it is estab-
lished that the closing of an area is of far greater importance to the national
welfare than the full utilization of such area for the development of its potential
mineral resources. We believe that existing withdrawals should periodically be
reviewed and reduced, and the area of new withdrawals strictly limited, to the
end that public lands closed to prospecting shall be kept to a minimum.

The enactment of any measure or establishment of any rule or regulation, or
the determination of any executive agency, which would preclude or obstruct or
limit access to or utilization of the mineral and other natural resources on the
public domain, is contrary to the public interest-not only of the States directly
affected, but of the Nation-and is vigorously opposed by the American Mining
Congress.

This statement of the industry's views is a reiteration of the position
the industry has consistently taken over the years. This position of
the mining industry is not arbitrary nor does it stem from self-interest.
It is based. upon the fact that our standard of living, our national
defense and welfare, and our strength in international affairs requires,
and in fact, demands adequate availability of mineral resources.
Access to these resources must be unobstructed.

Contrast the objectives of the wilderness bill to the U.S.S.R. where
it is a national goal to achieve as great a self-sufficiency mineralwiseas ispossible and without reliance on satellite nations. In Coxumu-
nist Russia today there is a Ministry of Geology and Conservation
of Natural Resources represented at the Cabinet-Ievel. According to
reports received in this country, there are some 400,000 people engaged
in exploration and geol0g'i wdrk throughout the .S.S.R. There
is an intensive mapping program underway to determine the nature
and extent of the miineral resources of Russia. In conductin this
program, the Russians are locating the mineral resources whici are
of economic use to them today while at the same time determining
the existence of reserves of submarinal grade minerals which may
be brought into use as conditions dictate. They have gone a step
further and are devoting great energy and research to ways and means
of making these submarginal minerals economic. Cannot the philoso-
phy of lckin up mineral resources, as contained in S. 174, create
a mineral gap?

The effect of S. 174, sections 3(a) and 3(b), if made law, would be
to blanket into the wilderness system all areas in the national forest
presently designated as wilderness, wild or canoe areas. As to these
areas the bill fails to provide any method for reviewing the prior
determination that they are wilderness or wild areas.

Under S. 174, section 3(b) (1), only primitive areas within the
national forest would be reviewed by the Secretary of Agriculture
as to the suitability of such primitive areas for reservation as wilder-
ness. The President is required to report to Congress his recom-
mendation with respect to the continued inclusion within the wilder-
ness system of each area. These recommendations become effective
unless Congress,. by the adoption of a concurrent resolution of both
Houses, expresses its disapproval of such recommendation.
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The OHnA . May I pause there and ask, since you are our law-
yer, what opportunity do you now have if the law does not pass, of
reviewing the determination if they are wilderness areas?

Mr. GRAY. We have no opportunity, but we still have the right
to go in and mine in these areas at the present time.

The CHxAN. In the wilderness areas?
Mr. GRAY. In the wilderness areas, and in the wild areas as well.
The CHAIRMAN. You will not have an opportunity later on?
Mr. GRAY. We would not if this bill became law, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAmxAN. Can you mine the wilderness now, Mr. Crafts?
Mr. CRAFTS. Yes, sir; you can.
The CHAmxAN. And he is stopped under this proposed law?
Mr. Cirrs. Under this bill, if it became enacted, there will be no

further mining claims in the wilderness areas unless the President
opens them up.The CHAnRMAN. He can authorize mining.Page 12 lets the Presi-
dent go in there and authorize prospecting, mining, and so forth.

What is severe about this? Is there any mining now in the
wilderness?

Mr. GRAY. There is none in my State. There may- be some in some
other State, Mr. Chairman, that I do not have any knowledge of. I
know that under the law we have the right to do so. Under the pres-
ent setup we have the right to do so. AndI would like to deal with
the provision in regard to the President's permission later on or if you
would like to have me take it up I will take it up now.

The CHAIMAN. Later on.
Mr. GRAY. Thus by the passage of this act, approximately 7 million

acres of land presently designated as wilderness and wild would be
incorporated in the wilderness system without any opportunity of
reviewing its present classification. In addition, almost 8, million
acres of land presently designated as primitive would be incorporated
in the wilderness system by the passage of this act and could be
removed only by Presidential recommendation. As stated above, so
far as primitive areas are concerned, the President's recommendations
become final unless such recommendations are not approved by the
adoption of a concurrent resolution by both Houses of Congress ex-
pressing its disapproval of such recommendation.

Subsection (c) of section 3 authorizes the Secretary of Interior to
designate continuous areas of 5,000 acres or more without roads in the
national park system as areas which should be incorporated in the
wilderness system. The procedure for incorporation is that the
President's recommendation to Congress becomes effective unless Con-
gress adopts a concurrent resolution disapproving such recommenda-
tion.

Section 3 (d) of S. 174 provides that such portions of the "wildlife
refuges and game ranges under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of the
Interior as he may recommend for such incorporation to the President
within 10 years following the effective date" of the bill will, if such
recommendations become the recommendations of the President to the
U.S. Senate and the House of Representatives, become part of the
wilderness system, unless Congress adopts a concurrent resolution to
the effect that it does not approve such recommendations.
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Section 3(e) authorizes modifications and adjustments of bound-
aries of "any portion of the wilderness system established in accord-
ance with this act" may be recommended by the President to the
U.S. Senate and the House of Representatives and these recommenda-
tions also become effective unless both Houses of Congress adopt a
concurrent resolution to the effect that it does not approve such
recommendations.

It will be noted that incorporation of areas other than areas pres-
ently designated as wilderness or wild areas will be accomplished
without any positive act on the part of Congress. In fact, the only
way that these areas can be excluded from the wilderness system, if
the Presidential recommendation is to retain or include such areas
within the wilderness system, is by the adoption by both Houses of
Congress of a concurrent resolution repudiating the recommendations
made by the executive department.

Proponents of the bill Will point out to this committee that the bill
provides in section 6(c) (2) (a) that:

The President may, within a specific area and in accordance with such regu-
lations as he may deem desirable, authorize prospecting (including exploration
for oil and gas), mining (including the production of oil and gas) * * * upon
his determination that such use or uses in the specific area will better serve the
interest of the United States and the people thereof than will its denial.

It is respectfully submitted that this provision of the bill is not
effective.

The bill provides that the President may act "in accordance with
such regulations as he may deem desirable." This certainly is not a
mandatory instruction to the President to set up regulations by
which the question to be determined can be placed before him.

The President has no means of knowing: (1) the specific area in-
volved; (2) the desirability of authorizing prospecting and mining;
and (3) he would have no basis upon which to make his-determination
that the use made of the wilderness area, through prospecting and
mining, would better serve the interest of the United States and the
people thereof than would its denial, until actual prospecting had
been carried on to the point where a factual determination was reached.

Prospecting within the wilderness system is prohibited. It follows
then that only by being in violation of the wilderness act, can the facts
be obtained for presentation to the President. From the practical
standpoint, there is no possible way of accomplishing, within the
boundary of the proposed statute, the objective stated in the phrase
referred to.

The proposed act provides that-
the wilderness system shall be devoted to public purposes of recreational, scenic,
scientific, educational, conservation, and historical uses. Subject to the pro-
visions of this act, all such uses shall be in harmony, both in kind and degree,
with the wilderness environment and its preservation (sec. 6(a)).

The bill also provides that-
there shall be no commercial enterprise within the wilderness system, no per-
manent road, nor shall there be any use of motor vehicles, motorized equip.
meant, or motorboats, or landing of aircraft nor any other mechanical transport
or delivery of persons or supplies nor any temporary road, nor any structure
nor installation, in excess of the maximum required for the administration of
the area for the purposes of this act, including such measures as may be required
In emergencies involving the health and safety of persons within such areas
(see. 6(b)).
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Certainly the creation of wilderness areas for the purposes desig-
nated inthe act limited by the prohibitions above referred to is a wid
departure from the multiple use of public lands concept heretofore
favored by Congress when it enacted the Multiple Use-Sustained
Yield Act of 1960 (Public Law 85-519), Public Law 167 of the 84th
Congress and Public Law 585 of the 83d Congress. The mining in-
dustry raised no objections to any of these acts and, in fact, actively
worked in favor of the adoption of Public Laws 585 and 167. Public
Law 167 very definitely limited the rights of locators of unpatented
mnng claims so far as the use of the surface of the claim is concerned.

Your committee, in reporting only 5 ym ago on what later became
Public Law 167, significantly stated:

The broadest possible use of all of the resources of our public lands and forests
for the benefit of the American people is a matter of great national import.
The rapidly expanding population and economy of our Nation and of the West,
ern States in particular, have been accompanied by an ever-growing need for
more general and more Intensive use of our natural resources. The high tempo
of our housing Industry has brought about heavy demands for timber; stock-
growers need more grazing area to meet the Increasing conm ptlon or meat,
leather, and wool; our mining industry is under the constant necessity of ex-
ploring for and developing additional sources of new and old minerals to meet
the ever-increasing requirements of our national security and Industrial economy;
and our growing population requires expanded recreational areas.

Conflict between surface and subsurface uses of our publicly owned lands
Is as old as the Wes Itself, where most of the remahfng public domain lies.
Surface uses include stock grazing, forestry, soil erosion control, watershed
purposes, fish and wildlife preservation, aad recreational areas. The subsur-
face use is that of development of the minerals that have been a basis for our
great industrial and economic development

As long as there was plenty of land that could be dedicated to each use, sep-
arately, the results of conflicts between surface and nonmurface uses were gen-
erally local and minor in character.

However, in recent years our security needs, the growth of our population,
and the expansion of our economy have brought about a situation in which it
is no longer In the national interest that the public domain should be used for
one of the uses to the exclusion of the other.

The mining industry asks that adequate provision be made in any
legislation enacted upon the eb~ect matter of S. 174 to permit the lo-
cation, exploration, and mining of aay mineral deposits lying within
the boundary of wilderness areas. Any location of mining claims
would of course be subject to Public Law 84-167.

The industry further believes that before Congress takes action upon
S. 174, the report of the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Com-
mission should be awaited and weighed.

In summary the position of the industry relative to S. 174 can be
stated as follows:

(1) The bill is inconsistent in its approach to the inclusion, exclu-
sion and/or review of wilderness withdrawals in the areas where such
withdrawals are made.

(2) The future population growth of the United States and its
expanding economy require the maximum use and development of its
land resource& This will necessitate-the multiple use and develop-
ment of its public land resources rather than. their withdrawal for a
single purpose use contemplated under S. 174.

F3) it is unsound natural resource development practice to lock up
large areas of the public domain without first evaluatig the economic
effect of such action on the national economy and the communities
dependent upon public land resource development.
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(4) No withdrawal of public lands should be made for any single
purpose use without a determination first being made that such use
is ofhigher value than all other land resource uses of the area involved.
Public hesrings should be held on each proposed withdrawal, which
should be effected only by legislative action.

(5) Adequate provision should be made for periodic review and re-
classification of public land withdrawals for wilderness or any other
purposes as changed circumstances may require.

(6) Due to the inherent difficulties encountered in assessing the
potential mineral value of our public lands, mineral prospecting, ex-
ploration and development activities (including oil and gas) should
be excluded from the operation of any law establishing a wilderness
preservation system.

(7) Any legislative action establishing a wilderness preservation
system is not so urgent that it cannot be deferred until the report
of the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission is completed
and we learn from the ORRRC something about the amount of land
that the general public will require.

The CwAwxN. Any questions?
Senator DWoRSHAx. One question, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Gray, how long have you been interested in mining and the use

of public domain ? I mean actively.
Mr. GRAY. My personal activity as an attorney representing clients f
Senator DwoRsHAx. Yes, and with the American Mining Congress

and your State organizations.
Mr. GRAY. I have been chairman of the Public Lands Committee

of the American Mining Congress for I think it was 1952 or 1953,
somewhere in there. I was a member of the committee, but not the
chairman at the time that S. 167 was reviewed as prepared and adopted
by the industry.

Senator DWORBHAK. I particularly wanted to refresh your memory
in regard to the so-called37Paey Commission report which I think was
filed in 1952 which essentially said that in the preceding years the
United States had become a lave-not Nation, tat we had reached
the point where our mineral deposits were very limited and should
remain undeveloped in their original status.

Since that timie of course we have developed unlimited deposits
you might say, of uranium, tungsten, and other minerals which would
nullify generally the conclusions reached by the Paley Commission.

Do you think that we can justify following that concept that we
have reached the maximum of our mineral development in this coun-
try and should rely largely upon the mineral availability in foreign
lands, say, in Africa, South America, and elsewhere, or-whether we
ought to insist upon maintaining the accepted policies which have
brought great mineral development in the United States in the past
several decadesI

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Senator, there is no doubt in my mind but what the
public lands should be kept open for mineral development, explora-
tion, and mining purposes. What we find tomorrow is unknown to
man. We had a very beautiful example of this, gentlemen, in the
State of Nevada. Some 2 years ago a drive was put on to enlarge
Lehman's National Park. It was named the Great Basin National
Park, and there was quite a few acres proposed to be included within
the boundary of the extension. I think it was about 6 months prior
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to the time of a hearing of the subcommittee Of this committee, at that
time headed by Senator Bible, that had some hearings in Ely about
6 months before that, that beryllium in the form which made it far
more available to reduction beneficiation was discovered within the
proposed extension.

That is just an example, gentlemen. Now that was no fly-by-night
strike. That same property at the present time is under option to
one of the largest mining companies in the United States, and not one
I am connected with. It goes to prove the fallacy of the famous
Paley report. It goes to prove that we do not know what we have
in this Nation until we thoroughly explore it. The new methods of
discovery, the new methods of searching for minerals, geophysical
approaches, geochemical approaches, new concepts of geology bring
on new studies, and those are producing every day. And the only
*ay that we can become a self-sufficient nation is by keeping our lands
open for that purpose.

Senator DWORSHAx. I might also refer to our distinguished chair-
man. In his State, of course, he knows better than I do, or any mem-
ber of this committee, that New Mexico has furnished great quantities
of uranium in the past few years, after a period when we thought we
were very limited in that particular mineral. That was quite an
unusual development.

You do feel, then, that there is some justification for maintaining
that we ought to develop our mineral deposits, even though sometimes
because of the high cost of production it is not possible to work those
deposits, but if we can overcome some of the high-costs production
probably we can carry on in a profitable manner the full utilization of
our domestic minerals industry as a part of our national security.

Mr. GRAY. I certainly do, Senator, and I feel further that when
the marginal properties are reached and that is all that we have indus-
try will be ingenious enough to figure a way to work it.

Senator CHURCH. Mr. Gray, I think it would be helpful if we were
to put on the record just what the present law provides with respect
to mining activity in primitive areas and in wilderness areas; that is
to say, areas that are now designated either as primitive areas or as
wilderness areas. I think there is some confusion on this point, and
it will be helpful to all members of this committee, I think, to have
that fairly placed in the record.

What is the latitude given to mining in areas that are presently
designated by the Forest Service as primitive areas?

Mr. GRAY. My understanding of the law, my interpretation, is that
a locator or prospector may go within an area of a presently desig-
nated primitive area and upon making a legal discovery locate his
claims as unpatented claims and carry on his operations. Those opera-
tions would be under Publio Law 167, where the surface would be
used in mutual use by grazers, by the owner of the claim. The locator
of the claim would have the right to- use as much of that surface as
was necessary for the purpose of carrying out his exploration and his
mining work.

Senator CHURCH. Under present law, is it your understanding that
the Forest Service could prescribe regulations concerning the type
and character of the buildings that would be necessary if the claim
were going to be developed?
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Mr. Gut. I am not familiar wiih any such regulation if they have
one and whether or not they could make a regulation that would be
enforcible I would hesitate to say, Senator Church.

Senator CHURCH. Under present law, is it your understanding that
the Forest Service can prescribe the route of ingress and egress, the
route of any road into the claim where it is situated within a primi-
tive areaI

Mr. GRA . I think there has been considerable discussion between
the Agriculture Department and the Forest Service and users or
erators within the primitive areas as well as the wild areas and the
wilderness areas as to the right of access ingress and egress. This
I might be challenged on as my opinion oi the law. I feel under the
law at the present time where a man is .permitted to go into one of
these reservations and make a location there is carried with it by
implication the right of ingress and egress. I do think that the De-
partment of Agriculture acting through the Forest Service could
within reason require you to build roads in certain places and under
certain conditions.

For example, if you-7-
Sefiator CaiciH. Is the Forest Service now doing this in some

cases ?
Mr.-GRAY. I think it is.
Senator CHURCH. Is there any difference under present aw with

respect to the mining rights as between areas designated as primitive
areas and areas designated as Wilderness areas?

Mr. GRAY. Not to my knowledge and in my opinion.
Senator CHUCE . Canyon state for the record in just what ways

the enactment of this wilderness bill would curtail mining activity,
beyond that presently permitted in-primitive areas and wildernzis
areas under existing law "

Mr. GRY. YeS, sir.
We take a look at section-6(a) and 6(b), pages 10 and 11, we find

this language, Senator Church.
Senator Cirvicii-. Beginning at line 12.
Mr. Giuy. Beginning on line 5, page 11,
The wilderness system shall be devoted to the public purposes of recreational

bcekitc, scientific, educational, conservation, and historical use.

That is the limitation of its use as I reaA1 the proposed bill. But
we go further, beginning on line 12, and we start:

(b) Except as specifically provided for in this act and subject to any existing
private rights, there shall be no commercial enterprise within the wilderness
system-

which, let me paraphrase, would include the wilderness areas, the wild
areas, and the primitive areas on the passage of this bil-
kIo permanent road, nor shall there be any use of motor vehicles, motorized equip-
ment, or motorboats, or landing of aircraft, nor any other mechanical transport
or delivery of persons or supplies, nor any temporary road, nor any structure
or installation, in excess of the minimum required for the administration of the
area for the purposes of this act, Including such measures as may be required
in emergencies Involving the health and safety of persons within such areas.

Senator CHmcH. Do you construe that provision as protective of
mining activity in the wilderness are.s

Mr. GRAY. I do because it prohibits every agency. That mining
must h&ve been in order to be able to carry on its objective.
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Senator CHUmmH. That prohibition is modified, is it nt, by the ex-pressed provisions containld in the bil4, onef whioh relates to.mzuing
and whch appear on pog 12? I think for purposes of making the
record complete we ought to read tht provio in as well.

Mr. GRAY. Yes, sir. You are referring to section. 6(c) (1) or 6(o)

Senator CHURCH. That is correct, beginning on line 8 on page 12.
Mr. Ga-x (reading) :
(2) Within national forest and public domain areas included in the wilder-

new system, (A) the President may, within a specific area and in accordance
with such regulations as he may deem desirable, authorize prospecting (inr
eluding exploration for oil and gas), mining (including the production of oil
and gas)-

and the rest of it goes on with water conservation and other matters.
Senator CHURCH. Include the road construction and maintenance

essential to the devekopment and use thereof, upon his determiuion
that such use or uses in the specifio area will better serve the interests
of the United States and the people thereof than will its denial.

Mr. GRAY. That is right.
Senator CmuvciL So the proiso in the bill would. reserve in the

President the right to permit mining within the wilderness system in
such areas as he feels the national interest requires, wolld it not?

Mr. Gzuy. That is
Senator C=uRcLW YTS.
Mr. GRAY. You und rstnd, Senator, our objection as I hWe, ex-

pressed it to this provision
Senator CH RCH. I believe I do.
Mr. GzAY. Because we do not believe it is effective because them i

no way to put before the President the facts for him to act upou to
determine the specific areas to be set aside.

Senator CHURcH. Do you think there might be ways to modify the
legislation so that he would be of thosa facts?

Mr. GRAY. I think there is;yes.
The Czu -mAN . In order that we could got some view to see how

important it has been to omtinue prQspecting on these vildermss,wild, and primitive areas, has the American-Mining Congress axy
idea of the kinds and quatities of ores that have been t4w from
wilderness, say, the last 10 years I

Mr. GR . I would not answer that question, Mr. Chirn*n; be-
cause I do not have the knowledge at my hand. Iwill be glad totry
to find out if they do have it.

The CHImMAN. They must be distressed about it because it is of
some importance. If it is of no importance they may not worry
about it. Therewo, they must know something what has been pro-
duced there, do you not think _

Mr. (XAY. It ia notwhat h" beez prod §., ezatopt is so
important; it is what may be found there that is important.

The CHA RMAN. Would not what we have done in the pat be some
clue of what we might do in the future?

Mr. GRAY. That is not always true with mining, Senatow. You can
have a beautiful mine and work it out and have nobin.g left. But,4on
the other hand, if you have land and goimd which are uneplored
and which have not been prospeced and have not been worked ever,
those lands are prospective fields for mines and mineral reserves.
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The C nutN. There are now existing some 15,000 N ning claims
on wilderness areas. Whit do they prouceI Does the mining Con-
gress have any information on that?

Mr. GRAY. I made no inquiry. I would be glad to find out for you,
Senator if you desire.

The C3HAnMAN. See if they do. I do not mean to go back and check
all 16,000. These primitive areas were set up between 1930 and 1940
so that any pr'c g on them has been within the last 30 years.

Mr. GRAY. I think the witness who is going to follow me, Mr.
Chadwick, Russell Chadwick, a geologist by profession, a man very
familiar with and far more familiar with the technical side of mining
and the Pro" on, of what has been produced will follow me and il
you ask him that question I think perhaps he can answer iL

(Upon request the U.S. Forest Servicesubsequently provided the
following data on mining activities in wiMeness-type areas:)

Mining activity in wlernea-type areas, by types of areas

Bstmated mining claims Mining patents ActiveType of are mines't
numberNumber AOM Number a

Wndwrm ....-....... 1, 541 31 98 06,225
W,915 57,200 40 30 0

Primitlve-....-------------------- ,918 149, 990 1,418 za 349 6

TOt. . 13,374 X% 370 1.451 21924

I For purposes of this tabulation, an asve mine means one actually producing ore and from whtch a com-

mercial shipment was made in 1 .

Miniag acmity "wWernmse,tipe areas, by States

Estimated mining claims Mining patents Number of

state mines'
Number Acs Number Acres

Arizona------------------------- 5 82 1640 1 21 0
Caliornia---------------------- 644 12:9609 1,701
Colro----------------------- 7,6O7 "4~000 1,427 11,7805
Idaho------------------------- 2 0IM 030 14 1I5=00
Montana. ------------ W800
Nevada-------------------------10 200 0 0 0
NewHampshre ----------------- 0 0 0 0 0

bw 7Be.104........ 700 6 1,5340
14* UU -------- 0 0 0 0 0

204 006 4000
Waahington-... -oo lO,000 3 40O
Wyom.ng.----------------------- GIG 1440 80

Total.--------------------- 31, 24,370 1,551 21,9x26

For purposes of this tabulation. au active mine means one actually producing qre and from which a
commercial shipment was made in 190

The CHAutm~x. Do you have any questions?
Senator DWORSHAX. No.
The CHAwiILN. We will have Mr. Chadwick and Mr. Keane, and

then we will ball it a day.
Mr. Chadwick.
Mr. GRuY. I wish to thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentleman of

the committee.
The C-ARMtAN. Thank you. We know that you have a fine record

in mining and we are glad to see you.
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STATEMENT OF RUSSELL CHADWICK, EXPLORATION GEOLOGIST,
ON BEHALF OF THE NORTHWEST MINING ASSOCIATION

Mr. CHADwIcK. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my
name is Russell Chadwick, of Spokane, Wash.; I am an exploration
geologist of 20 years standing. I have been delegated by the North-
west Mining Association of Spokane to testify in opposition to S. 174
on behalf of the 700 individuals and firms in Alaska, Idaho, Montana,
Oregon, and Washington who comprise the association. I would
like to submit for the record a copy of the pertinent resolutions of our
group and to offer a few comments on those aspects of this discussion
about which I am qualified by training and experience to speak.

(The information referred to follows:)

NORTHWEST MINING ASSOCIATION 1960 RESOLUTION

PREAMBLE

A healthy mining industry is essential to the strong and expanding economy
which this Nation must have if it Is to survive in the struggle against the
ideologies dedicated to the destruction of our liberties. The fundamental re-
quirement of a healthy mining industry is that its gross income must earn in-
terest on invested capital at rates commensurate with mining risks, after cov-
ering all costs, Including taxes, and making provision -for return of invested
capital so that It may be used over again i finding and developing- new mines.

Traditionally, the mining industry has been expected not only to furnish
the flow of metals and minerals required by a growing peacetime economy,
but also to be able to rapidly expand productive capacity during national emer-
gencies. In the past, the mining industry has fulfilled these expectations with
distinction, but a better economic climate than:presently exists will be needed
if it is to meet similar challenges in the future. While mine operators have
made outstanding technological advances, they are also faced with serious
problems which are beyond their direct contikL TheN6 situations, many of
which are related to Government policy, are having adverse effects--upon costs
efficiency, markets, and the availability of venture capital.

In order that both the general public and representatives of government may
better understand the nature of these problems and their implications, the
Northwest Mining Association, assembled lX Spokane, Wash., on December 2 and
3, 1960, for its 66th annual convention, has adopted the following resolutions as
its declaration of policy:

PUBLIC LANDS

We believe the public interest is best served by maximum utilization of public
lands and adherence to the principle of multiple use. We earnestly urge that
this principle be observed by all Government and private agencies concerned
with utilization of public lands.

We oppose the withdrawal of any area fr6m entry under the mining laws
except where it is established beyond reasonable doubt that the purpose of such
withdrawal is more important to the national welfare than the full discovery
and development of the area's mineral resources. And we oppose any with-
drawals larger in size than the minimum necessary for the established purpose.

We urge the Department of the Interior to make an effective review of all
withdrawals and to pursue an aggressive policy to secure restoration of entry
under the mining laws where exclusion is no longer in the best public interest
or necessary to the purpose of the withdrawal.

We believe that no Wilderness withdrawal is in the best public interest. Such
withdrawals serve only a small segment of the public. We urge that the wilder-
ness areas already withdrawn be made accessible for use and enjoyment of
the general public by a system of access roads.

Mr. CHADWICK. The members of the Northwest Mining Associa-
tion believe that the public interest is best served by adherence to the
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principle of multiple use. This is not an opinion that we have arrived
at overnight. A few years ago when mining was virtually alone on
the frontier our industry had things pretty much our own way. We
are still very sensitive to land use, since 50 percent of our land is pub-
licly owned. However, for 66 years our association has had a respon-
sible place in the regional community. During that time the
com.Ilexity of our economy has increased with the result that many
conflicts have arisen among those making use of the public lands.
We have learned that cooperation and compromise in the interest of
the general welfare of the community are always possible, and, in the
long run, are enlightened self-interest.

S. 174 is a proposal to use over 10 percent of our public domain for
a single purpose. It appears to us as a huge land grant which is in
effect a subsidy for a certain few hobbies which only a few people
enjoy. It proposes to take from the people of our region a substan-
tial part of those potential resources which we rely on for continued
growth and diversification. In our 5 States alone, over 11 million
acres of land in Forest Service lands now classified as wilderness,
wild, and primitive, and some Park Service lands, all of which are
now open to prospecting and mining, are to be closed to further de-
velopment and use. This is in addition to some 31 million acres in
our 5 States already removed from the public domain for game ref-
uges, parks, monuments, and other single-purpose withdrawal& In
our 5 States alone, this total area in which the mineral resources are
to be wasted is about the size of the State of Washington.

Our contention, which we would like to make clear to the commit-
tee, is that the lands involved are unquestionably prospective for min-
eral deposits and for industrial raw materials. These lands have not
been evaluated in any recognized manner. We also hope to demon-
strate the difficulties involved in prejudging the mineral values in
any such vast acreages. It is a dangerous, and highly unscientific
procedure.

In considering the mineral potential of the lands in question in the
Northwest and Aaska, it is hard to be brief. As a start I will list the
major units each of which is geologically complex, and differs from
the others. Whe large ones and their acreages are:

Acres
Mount McKinley Park--------------------------------------1,939,000
Glacier Bay National Monument-----------------------------2274,000
North Cascades Primitive Area-..----------------------------81,000
Glacier Peak Wilderness Area---------------------------------------458,000
Idaho Primitive Area---------------------------------------1,223,000
Selway Bitterroot Primitive Area---- -------------------- 870,000
Anaconda-Pintlar Primitive Area...----------------------------144, 000
Beartooth Primitive Area-------------------------------------23,.000

The CHAnAN. May I just stop you and say in talking about Mount
McKinley Park, are you mining it now?

Mr. CHADWICK. There are some existing claims within the park,
Senator, and by the enabling legislation I believe the park was left
open to prospecting and mining.

The CHAUM N.I will not contradictyou. But I have been up
there and there has been some corpaiut that the only possibility of a
cement industry in Alaska was Mount McKinley National.Park.
They cannot use it because they cannot mine it..: Your contention is
they could mine it?
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Is anybody here from the Interior Department, the Park Service?
Mr. CHADWICK. Senator, the principal claims within the park are

in the Mount Elston area, if you are familiar with that, just at the end
of the road before you leave the park to go out to the old Cantishnera
district, there is now I think a park installation there, a way-station,
I do not know what it amounts to, a hotel, or something like that, but
put opposite that across from that the glacier to the south is the old
mount Elston mining district which is described in our USGS publi-
cation and which predates the park formation. That whole Poly-
chrome Pass area is, of course, very much mineralized, and that is why
it is named Polychrome Pass.

The CQuiwmiA. As to Glacier Bay, will the situation there be
changed by this legislation ?

MAr. CHAIwicK. Yes, it would sir. Glacier Bay is also open to
mining and prospecting, and Mr. Moore here on my right, with Free-
mont Mining Co.. in association with Newmont Mining Co., has been
actively prospecting in there for some years now; they are actively
trying to develop some claims up in the Glacier Bay area.

From first-hand experience I am familiar with the geology of each
of these and with that of the Bob Marshall Wilderness Area in
Montana (875,000 acres) from work in several areas just outside of it.

In order to understand our point of view on this matter it is im-
portant to recognize that it is these same geologic features which
underlie high alpine scenery which also cause an area to be prospec-
tive. These areas are parts of the folded mountain belts, areas
usually containing cores of granitic rocks. They are the areas where
strong fracturing, high temperatures, and chemical activity took
place during mountain building. In turn, it is these processes which
bring about the formation of the chemical concentrations which we
call mineral deposits. Any prospector worth his salt knows that in
the Rocky Mountains West, a good place to look for orebodies is at
or near the "contact," that is, the p laces where the granitic rocks and
the older strata come together. There is a favorable environment
for deposits of gold, silver, copper, lead, zinc, tungsten, iron, beryl-
lium, and many other metals. I

Another feature of the mountain chains that interests the economic
geologist is the resulting exposure of varied older strata along the
Rwk of the mountain core. It is like looking at a deak of cards from
the side. In a structumlly stable area, by contrast, the surface is
likely to be flat and-the on.y type of rock one can see is the one lying
at the face. These various strata, bedded sedimentary rocks and
volcanics which are exposed in the mountain belts, are prospective
for some metall-ie ores such as iron, lead, zinc, barium, and manganese
for coal and for a wide list of industrial minerals and chemical raw
materials such as abrasives, building stones, cement rook, gypsum,
phosphates, glass sand, talc, and scores of other.

The CHAIRMAN. May I stop you there just a second?
The situation is that you have a valid claim apprwed before Feb-

ruary 26, 1917. It is all right. Therefore, there has been no loca,
tions up there since that time, and you know of a mine that is now
opening in Mount McKinley, Glacier ParkI

Mr. CkIwxcx. No, sir; there is no mine operating there.
The CHADRUN. Then the bill is not going to ehinge very much

there is itI
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Mr. CHAwiOK. No; not in that region except in the Mount Elston
district.

The CHAIRMAN. If they have a valid claim now would this bill stop
it if they have a mine goingup there?Mr. CHADWCK. Again, did not hear, Senator, I am sorry.

The CHAMMAN. Very well.
Mr. CnADwIcK. To sum this point up, areas of geologic complexity

are the most favorable for mineral deposits and the scenic mountain
chains are usually complex. Unfortunately, the wilderness enthusiast
does not want the flat Columbia River Plateau underlain by lava
flows thousands of feet thick, and neither does the economic geologist.

On the mater of the existing state of our geologic knowledge of the
wilderness areas, I would be exaggerate to say it is poor; it is mostly
nonexistent. Geologic mapping in the high mountain areas is--and
this would go for prospecting, too, of course, slow and expensive
relative to many other easier areas which also need doing.

On that account, the Government surveys, both State and Federal,
as well as the private exploration groups, have very spotty coverage
in these areas. What little mapping has been done is aerial geology
of a reconnaissancenature. This means that the geologist doing the
mapping passed through the area on widely separated traverses, andmapped, in genwul fas ion, only the most common rock types i the
area. Such map work is frequently done on a scale of 1 inch equals
1 mile. B contrast the geologist evaluating the average mineral de-
posit while has veins a few feet to a few tens of feet wide, will
normally map on a scale of 1 inch equals 20 feet or thereabouts. The
point is that no data is available which would permit anyone to sit in
an office today and pass judgment on all the known mineral deposits
of any one of these areas, not to mention the prospects for other and
hidden deposits.

Thei CAnMurA. May I stop you there for a second again, please?
These parks and monuments you have in here bother me a little

bit. Any right which was valid in the passage of the law that said
those cl. mfied prior to February 1917, any of those are protected
in this 'alad Wbat-other possible right can you gain in Mount
McKfiley National PArk at the present time? How does the bill
affect Mount McKinley in any way!

Mr. CwA Wmi. I do not know, sir, except for the existence of the
valid claims.

The CzAmmAN. They are not touched by the bill. So how does
the bill affect Mount McKinley in any way

Mr. CHADWICK. It would not if there was no prior right to do
prospecting which continued since the legislation; no.

The CHAM Ax. If there were private .hts they are not bothered
in anywy, a7r they? So how does the bill bother it in any way at
all?

Mr. CHjADwIcK. I do not know, Senator, whether the right to
prospect continued with the formation of Mount McKinley Park. I
do not know. This is a very remote area. I can say as a geolgist--

The CHAIRMAN. MiffdyIiIthe law was Vwmd that said only those
valid February 1917. Thay are still protected. So how does the
passage of this -billm'inany way affect Mount McKinley I

Mr. CHADWICK. Then it would not affect it.
The CHAIRMAN. How about Glacier Bay National MonumentI
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Mr. CHADWICK. Glacier Bay National Monument would, according
to this bill, as I understand it, become a part of the wilderness system,
or at least it might.

The CHAIRMAN. All right.
Mr. CHADWICK. My last and most important point is that any claim

that one can judge the highest use of vast land areas is inherently
fallacious. I hope to show very clearly that there are certain funda-
mental problems in the earth sciences which do not permit one to
make such exact statements. Let us for the moment assume that I am
naive enough to try to make some kind of an estimate of the mineral
values in the wilderness areas in order to compare these with other
values, and thereby judge the highest use.

1. How can I evaluate land containing numerous elements in min-
eral form when I do not know which of the 103 elements may be
valuable? A few years ago no one wanted uranium lithium, beryl-
lium, columbium, selenium, germanium, and so forth, but now they
are being actively explored for. Millions of dollars annually are being
spent on basic research designed to discover and make use of the
unique properties of the various elements. It is certainly safe to
predict that new uses will be found and will result in changing
demand&

2. It appears that I will have to evaluate the ground for all ele-
ments, including those with no present market, but what prices will
I use in my evaluation? I certainly cannot tell whether any volume
of rock or other material I find is ore or waste until I know what
each contained element is worth.

3. One of the geologists' jobs is to make judgments on the possi-
bilities for ore in depth or in covered areas on the basis of the indirect
geologic evidence visible on the surface. What evidence would I
look for on, say, a gallium prospect, when no one has yet studied
the geology of that element to find out what sort of conditions are
favorable for an economic concentration?

4C I know that the Northwest will grow and that industrial min-
erals and chemical raw materials from local deposits will be needed
in order that local industry can compete with producers elsewhere.
I also know that transportation is a big factor in costs for such high
bulk-low value materials, and that the deposit ultimately used will
be that from which the material can be delivered to the plant at the
lowest price. Where will each of these plants be located, what size
w ill eaeh& be,. and what raw material specificatims will the particular
process used require?1
,.',5, How can I determine what grade of each material may in the
future turn out to be ore until I know what the future technological
advances in mining and processing of that material will be?. In
Minnesota in recent years, useless taconite rock turned out to be iron
ore as a result of the development of economic magnetic separation
nd pelletizing processes. There are innumerable examples of process

breakthroughs which have made valuable material out of what was
formerly wasted.

6. How can I, using present tools, write off the alltime prospects
of any area when I know that the future will bring many new geo-
physical tools to let me "see" underground furthei and better than
I now can
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7. Lastly, the science of geology advances and changes just as any
other science. Much of our work today is in reexploration of old
districts in the light of modern theories of ore deposition, and of
better information. Won't there be other concepts in the future
which will permit reexamination of areas turned down today? As
an example, a distinguished specialist in the study of metamorphic
rocks has been mapping and studying the North Cascades over many
years, along with a number of his graduate students. This work has
led to a far deeper understanding of the geologic history, structure,
and geochemical pattern of that terrain. As a result of this new
insight, the economic geologist is able to approach to the finding of
ore in that area with a much greater chance of success.

In summary, the complete evaluation for all time of these wilderness
lands is a logical impossibility. The only way in which one can pos-
sibly maintain that aesthetic wilderness values are higher than un-
known mineral values is to take some sort of extreme metaphysical
position. Reasonable men must admit that it is hard to set any stand-
ard by which such diverse things can be compared. I, for one, am
given pause.when I attempt to cornpare some of the benefits which a
new mine might bring to a depressed area, such as a respectable living
standard and better education for many, with the extra vicarious
pleasure which a few might get from knowing that the mineralized
ground is untrammeled.As an example, the Selway-Bitterroot Primitive Area, extending
from northreentral Idaho into western Montana, is very nice but not
unusual mountain country. Geologically speaking, it extends across
the northeastern contact between the granitic rocks of the Idaho
Batholith and the older pre-Cambrian Belt sediments. A little bit to
the north is the billion-dollar Coeur d'Alene lead-zinc-silver district,
in the same Belt rocks. A little to the east are any number of im-
portant mining districts, including the inultibillion-dollar Butte dis-
trict, which are associated with granitic rocks related to the Idaho
Batholith. There is no geologic reason why there could not be another
billion-dollar mining district in the Selway-Bitterroot area. If so,
wouldn't such be worth giving up a few thousand acres out of the
nearly 2 million? Similar questions can be asked about all the areas
under discussion.

We do not understand exactly what there is about prospecting and
mining that makes it the object of the aesthetes' scorn. Millions
among the general public visit the operating mines throughout the
country each year and seem to find them educational monuments to
man's ingenuity. Other millions visit the mining ghost towns in
Montana, Nevada Colorado, Arizona, California, and elsewhere, and
these are favorite locales for TV dramas. Certainly, all the operating
mines in the country do not occupy as much land as the smallest wif-
derness unit. Modern helicopter-borne prospecting parties are prdb-
ably not as destructive to wilderness lands as is a pack train. Certainly
men on foot mapping the geology or doing geochemical or geophysi-
cal surveys are not harming the ground any more than other hikers.
Surely a 2-inch-diameter drill hole to test the hidden rocks is un-
detectable when plugged with a 2-inch stone.

The banning of prospecting from these remote areas is an admission
that the proponents are willing to accept waste of our natural re

66737-61----9
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sources, surely not true conservation. If prospecting is unsuccessful,
no harm is done; if successful, the Nation gains new mineral wealth
on which continued industrialigrowth can be firmly based. We have
to have faith that progress wil be good. We cannot hold it back;
we cannot go home again.

Let those who back the new wilderness use of the public domain
join the rest of the users in working out the most thoughtful and art-
ful plans that we can. There will be nothing but trouble and blunders
if we abandon the multiple pattern and go back to public land admin-
istration by pressure groups.

I wish to thank the members of the committee for the opportunity
to appear.

The CHAIRMAN. I have some questions.
Do you have any national-parks up in your part of the country?
Mr. CHADWICK. Yes, sir; quite a few.
The CHAIRMAN. Are they mining up there in those parks?
Mr. CHADWICK. No. The national parks in the Northwest-

Mount McKinley is the only one that has any mining that I know of.
The CHARMAN. Would you start a movement to get maximum use

in those parks by allowing mining in there-
Mr. CHADWICK. This is a matter of philosophy, Senator.
The CHAIRMAN. It is the same as these you are talking about in

here, is it not?Mr. CHADWICK. To me a mine is a beautiful thing, and it gives me
aesthetic pleasure. It may not to others. .

The CHAIRMAN. You want to stop this bill, but you do not care
about upsetting the present park situation. You think that is allri ht.r.~ CHADWICK. I think we can stand reexamination of our public

land policies as well as anything else. I heard them described as
sacred cows. I believe that is correct. I have tramped through
the back country in Yellowstone mapping the strata for the Montana
Bureau of Mines at one point. This is a scientific investigation.
But I know something about the back country there. It is very
beautiful. I think the actual roads through the park are something
that I do not care to see again although I go through the park quite
frequently. It is flat and not very attractive country, except for the
spectacular spots.

I think my attitude, and I am a resident of the Northwest, who
camps with his family as well as anyone else. To me I would prefer
that I could take my children into that back country and not feel
when I go into one of the national parks that I am about to get a
summons and complaint if I stop nry car along the road and look
at something.

The CHAIRMAN. They passed the bill on the Dinosaur National
Monument or Park a very short time back. I did not see any mining
people objecting to it.

Mr. CHADWICK. My district is the Northwest, Senator. I am a
practicing professional geologist. I do not do this except by
conviction.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.
Senator DWORSHAK. One question.
Mr. Chadwick, are you well acquainted with the Selway-Bitter-

root Primitive Area to which you referredI
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Mr. CHADWICK. Yes; I am acquainted with it, Senator.
Senator DWORHAK. I understand hearings have been scheduled

during March by the Forest Service on the proposal to transfer
this 11/2 million acres from the status of a primitive area to a wilder-
ness area. If this bill should pass and that transfer should already
have been made, then it would mean automatic inclusion of that en-
tire area in the wilderness areas, whereas if it remains in its primi-
tive state there may be an opportunity with the, passage of this bill
to review the desirability of including the Selway-Bitterroot in this
new wilderness preservation system.

Mr. CHADWICK. That is my understanding, Senator. Part of my
thesis, however, goes to the fact that when you are talking about 56
million acres as a person trained in land evaluation-when you are
talking about 56 million acres and all time and an unknown demand
on that land, as a geologist I would be willing to maintain this against
all comers that it is a problem with too many unknowns you just can-
not solve it. I think the answer is time and just not solve it. Protect
those values we want to protect in those areas where we can and
proceed about our business and work the problems out one at a time.
It is just too large a task for anybody to encompass.

Senator DWORSHAK. With the Selway-Bitterroot Primitive Area
now in existence, mining exploration work is carried on there without
any restriction.

Mr. CHADWICK. Well, Ire are restricted by the Forest Service.
Senator DWORSHAK. Because you cannot build roads to reach de-

posits if any were located?
Senator CHURCH. Mr. Chairman, I have a question I would like

to put. I also would like to make the request, Mr. Chairman, that
the Forest Service supply the committee with a brief statement which
makes clear precisely what the mining rights and the road construc-
tion rights are in primitive areas and in wilderness areas under exist-
ing law so that the committee can have that information before it.

(The information requested by Senator Church follows:)
U.S. FOREST SERVICE,

March 8, 1961.
The establishment by the Secretary of Agriculture or the Chief of the Forest

Service of wilderness, wild, or primitive areas does not affect the application
of the general mining laws to such areas. Unless otherwise withdrawn and
where the mining laws are applicable, lands in wilderness, wild, and primitive
areas are open to location and ent-ty under the mining laws.

The act of June 4, 1897, provides that lands in the national forests shall con-
tinue to be subject to location and entry notwithstanding their withdrawal for
national forests. This applies in general to the national forests withdrawn from
the public domain. The 1897 act also provides that persons may enter the
national forests for all proper and lawful purposes, including that of prospect-
ing, locating, and developing the mineral resources, provided that such persons
comply with the rules and regulations governing the national forests. The 1897
act also provides that actual settlers in the national forests shall have ingress
to and egress from their property and may construct such roads as are necessary
to utilize their property under such rules and regulations as may be prescribed
by the Secretary.

The regulations under which wilderness, wild, and primitive areas are ad-
ministered provide that the landing of aircraft is prohibited unless sueh use has
become well-established and that the use of motor vehicles is prohibited unless
the use is in accordance with a statutory right of ingress and egress.

It is not considered that prospectors actually have property rights or that
within the national forests they have statutory rights of ingress rind egress.
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Therefore, prospectors are subject to the same restrictions in entering wilder-
ness, wild, and primitive areas for prospecting purposes as are persons entering
such areas for other purposes. Thus, prospectors can enter such areas by means
of aircraft only if the use of aircraft in the particular area has become well
established. Also, prospectors are prohibited from using motor vehicles in the
same way as are persons who desire to enter such areas for other purposes.

Holders of valid mining claims within these areas do have rights of ingress
and egress and may construct and use roads to their claims. The Forest Service
considers it proper in cases where there may be question as to the validity of
the mining claim to have a determination made as to the validity of the claim
before a road Is permitted to be constructed. Such determinations are made by
the Bureau of Land Management or, in rare cases, by the courts.

The right to construct roads to valid mining claims is subject to the rules
and regulations of the Secretary. The Forest Service requires its approval as
to the location and design of the road in order that minimum damage will result
to the national forest resources.

The holder of a patented mining claim has the same rights of ingress to and
egress from his property as any other owner of land within wilderness, wild,
and primitive areas. The right to construct roads must be exercised in accord-
ance with the rules and regulations of the Secretary of Agriculture. Helicopter
transport to a valid mining claim would likewise be permissible. The holder
of a mining patent in wilderness, wild, and primitive areas may carry on mining
operations the same as though the patent were outside.

Senator CHnRCH. Now, Mr. Chadwick, I have a letter here. You
are a professional geologist.

Mr. CHADw-c. That is right.
Senator CHURCH. You made a very detailed statement to the com-

mittee concerning what can and what cannotbe accomplished by sur-
veys, and I have a letter here from Mr. E. F. Cook, who is the director
of the Idaho Bureau of Mine and Geology, that applies to this bill.
He says in the letter:

My main concern is the barring of prospecting and mining In all areas to be
included within the proposed wilderness system. I have no objection to the es-
tablishment of moderate sized wilderness areas after complete information on
the resource potential of the areas has been obtained. * * *

He goes on.
In Idaho, for example, more than 3 million acres are included within wild,

wilderness, and primitive areas, all of which would be included in the wilder-
ness system under the terms of S. 174. We have virtually no information on
the mine resources of this vast area. After including it within a wilderness
system there would be no opportunity to obtain such information. I would like
to see an amendment to the wilderness bill providing that no area be included
within the system until a comprehensive mine resource survey by qualified
Federal or State agency has been made. The object of such a survey would
not be to find deposits which might block the establishment of the area as
wilderness, but would be to obtain as much information as possible on the
mineral potential of the area so that in later years as our country's mineral
needs change we would have some basisefor reevaluation of such areas and
possibly in certain cases ask the President to open such an area to limited
protection.

Now, based upon that argument he says it is in the best interest of
the country to provide either (a) that a mineral resource investigation
be carried out before inclusion of any area in the wilderness system,
or (b) that prospecting and mining continue to be allowed in such
areas under strict controls as they are now in primitive and wilderness
areas.

Do I understand from your statement that there just is not any
way for a mineral survey to be conducted of a present primitive
area prior to the time that it is finalized under the terms of this
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bill as part of the wildeniess systemW, that there is no way to make
such asurvey that would really be meaningful or helpful in terms
of determining what the mineral potential of the area is? I mean,
is this amendment that he proposes a feasible amendment or is it not?

Mr. CHADWICK. Senator, this gets into a lot of scientific philosophy.
Ours is an observational science and you can observe things to any
degree. There is the quantity involved as well as observation as well
as the quality. AndI can examine this table by taking one sample
of it and sending it to a laboratory or picture it and take 10 samples
from the same table before I decide.

Certainly the status of our information right now is virtually nil,
as Dr. Cook says. Anything further than that would certainly be
a help and if we were to map on scale of 1 inch to the mile this
would be fine. It is impossible to even attempt to map that vast an
area on any smaller scale until somebody is specifically interested.

And the only way that the economic geologist gets into this area-
and this is one of the reasons why. the high mountain belts are not
prospected and there are not mines in them is that we have the earth
to study and a limited budget, and we can only go to the best places
that our money allows us to go.

So we have the problem of continually making valued judgments
as to which place our exploration dollar can best be spent. in the
high mountain areas, too much is spent on logistics and transporta-
tion. At some time in the future we are going to run out of places,
and for some materials and certain regions you may right now go
into the wilderness areas as we do. But as a general rule we do not
attempt to go into a remote area and map the geology in detail as
is required for valuation until such time as we are attracted there
relative to other things which attract us.

Consequently, I would say would might map them on a scale of
4 miles to the inch and still be a tremendous improvement over what
information we have.

You might do a photogeologic survey and gain better information
than we have. However, that would be rather suspect to a mapping
man like myself. But anything would be an improvement in that.
Does that answer your question?

Senator CHuRCH. What I am getting at-I think it answers my
question as best you can-it is a very broad question, I realize. What
I am getting at is under the bill we recognize that the President may
in the national interest open up some of this wilderness system if
the needs of our defense or the overriding needs of our economy in
his judgment require it, but the mining people, I understand, object
that this is not realistic because the President would have no way
of determining which areas to open up in the absence of detailed
surveys or in the absence of continued prospecting. Is that the
burden of your argument?

Mr. CHADWim. Not only he, but we would have no case to present.
All we would have to say again is that we would like to go in and
prospect because according to the terms of the bill no commercial
activity is allowed and that no commercial activity phrase pre-
sumably I couldn't even go into one of these areas after the bill
were signed into law, if I did not want to prospect there, but if I
wanted to learn something about the geologic environment of the
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area for use outside the wilderness area. I could not study the wilder-
ness things, just because I worked for a commercial firm. It would
seem a little strange in there.

The CHAIRMAN. Let us not get into that. Do you really believe
that? If a man, for example, working for a firm manufacturing
lumber wanted to know the type of trees in there, would he be barred
because he worked for Weyer1Taeuser or somebody else?

Mr. CHADWICK. I do not know, Senator. I understand-
The CHAIRMAN. You do not think there is a difference between

a man going in and looking at a deposit and a commercial activity?
Mr. CHADWICK. The only thing you can judge by is an interpreta-

tion at present of the wording of the thing. That is my interpreta-
tion and also fortified by a report that I heard of one of the oil com-
panies wanting to fly geophysically-some airborne geophysists were
working in the area on the Rocky Mountain front west of Great Falls,
and in doing geophysical work, a geophysist wants to get out the
background, he wants to get out where his response is black. Then
he can tell when he starts getting wiggles on his chart that he has an
anomaly. They requested permission to fly the Bob Marshall Wil-
derness Area as background for their survey outside the area on the
front, and they were denied permission. A plane could not fly

The CHAIRMAN. You think that is comparable to the suggestion I
made that you could not walk into an area and look at it?

Mr. CHADWICK. I certainly think so, Senator; yes. If I were to
try to go in with a map board and they asked me who I wasThe CHAIRMAN. There are a lot of people that walk into the Gila
wilderness, but they do not allow them to fly planes in there. They
do not let them fly planes and shoot from the plane. It is a little
different, I would think. I never heard of anybody having trouble
going into a national park or a national monument to look at forma-
tions in order that he might be able to judge the way the rock forma-
tions have been laid down. Have you ever seen a sample of that or
heard of it.?

Mr. CHADWICK. The only thing, I requested permission to go into
a park, and it was again asking to go into Yellowstone Park, with a
Dr. Sloss of the Montana Bureau of Mines, and map the section there
or at least measure it. We had quite a bit of palaver with the authori-
ties down there and, as a matter of fact, one of them accompanied us
on our trip. I just judged from this and from the other ways in which
we have to work out things in detail with the Forest Service that we
might get into-

The CHAIRMAN. The bill on page 11 will suggest to you that the
wilderness system shall be devoted to the public purposes of recrea-
tional, scenic, scientific, educational, conservation, and historical use.

I would think that you would be doing scientific work, but you might
not be.

Mr. CHADWICK. My answer, of course, would be that there is an
ambiguity there between the provision against any commercial activ-
ity and science, because I, of course, as a man working for a private
firm, do not look at myself as anything less of a scientist for so doing,
but there is ambiguity there certainly. Am I am a scientist or a com-
mercial man in that case. I do not know.

126
SRP02471



THE WIDERNESS ACT 127

Senator CHURCH. One further question, Mr. Chairman.
If this bill were to permit prospecting in wilderness areas upon the

theory that it does not involve much defacement and would permit
these continuing inquiries to go on as to the mineralpotential of a wil-
derness area, do you think that any prospecting of any consequence
would actually take place so long as the area was a wilderness area
and commercial mining was prohibited? There would be no motiva-
tion, would there, to prospect in an area where commercial mining
could not occur.

Mr. CHADWICK. No, Senator; not except as I suggest, background
information.

Senator CHURCH. But as a serious venture without the opportunity
to mine commercially there is not going to be very much prospecting.
But if the President under the terms of the bill feels that in the
national interest certain additional mining activity ought to be acti-
vated in a given wilderness area then he could open it up both to
prospecting and to mining activities so that the prospecting would
come first to determine the feasibility of opening up a commercial
mining venture and then following that commercial venture could be
established. So does not the bill provide opportunities for mining in
those cases where the overriding national interest requires it?

Mr. CHADWICK. Senator, Mr. Gray spoke on that subject. I can
only add "amen" to what he said. As far as I am concerned the
Presidential authority amounts to precisely no right at all. If you
cannot get in and prospect you have no case to present to the Presi-
dent, and here again there is some background in uranium crises as
of a few years ago. As a matter of fact, national security was in-
volved in that case. The President might have. as I understand it at
the time, opened up some of the monuments which were prospective
at least for uranium, and to my knowledge none of them were opened
nor were the Federal lands and the parks or monuments ever sur-
veyed by geologists to determine their potential for uranium. And
this leads me to think that probably Presidential authority might not
even be forthcoming in a national emergency.

Senator CHURCH. From the standpoint of the mining industry,
which would be the preferred course: to require a geological survey to
accompany any recommendation of the President to the Congress so
the Congress might be apprised of the mineral potential in a general
way and in any given area or to permit continued prospecting in an
area that is denoinated wilderness? Understand without per-
mitting commercial mining except by directive of the President.

Mr. CHADWICK. Certainly the latter course I think would be prefer-
able in that, as I said before, our needs are more maps on a very large
scale, 20 feet to the inch or something like that; also in our business
we have to know a man for a long time before we understand-what I
call his booby factor, and the fact that a.Government geologist goes
in and maps an area and obtains or furnishes maps is fine informa-
tion, but we, as commercial people, do not bet our money until we have
gone in ourselves with men whose judgments we know and value.

Senator CHURCH. That is all, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.
Mr. Keane.
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STATEMENT OF JAMES KEANE, ON BEAT OF THE IDAHO MINING
ASSOCIATION

Mr. KEAANE. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am
James Keane of Wallace, Idaho, appearing on behalf of the Idaho
MiningAssociation.

I will try and make my statement as brief as possible and limit my
statement to the practical aspects of this bill in regard to mining in
the State of Idaho.

Mining has played an important part in the development of our
State. It is presently the fourth largest industry in Idaho. Numer-
ous recreation areas were created in undeveloped areas as a result of
mining, the most famous being Sun Valley.

In Idaho there are approximately 3 million acres of land which are
classified as primitive. This area comprises more than 15 percent
of our national forest and more than 9 percent of available public do-
main. If S. 174 becomes law, mining will be effectively excluded
from the wilderness system. Under the present law, however, min-
ing claims may be located and worked in national forests and wilder-
ness areas, in wild areas, and all other areas with the exception of
national park systems and national monuments, and there are excep-
tions in those.

It is true that the President may authorize prospecting or mining in
the wilderness system. However, in our opinion, this is a nebulous
right, which as a practical matter would never be authorized by the
President because no commercial enterprise is authorized in the wil-
derness system, and no geological work could be carried on to deter-
mine whether prospecting or mining would be desirable. Without
this essential information, the President would have no reason to au-
thorize prospecting or mining.

It is our position that a bill of this nature should not be considered
until there has been a geological evaluation of the area in question.
Under this bill, mining would lose a preemptive right to locate mining
claims in national forests which include primitive and wilderness
areas, a right which it has enjoyed since 1897. This is being done with-
out anyone having any appreciable knowledge of what valuable min-
eral may exist in the areas withdrawn as wilderness. It is our position
that such withdrawals should not be made until there has been a
geological evaluation of the areas in question, and where this is im-
practical, existing rights under the mining laws should be preserved
until such evaluation can be made.

The CHAIRXAN. Can I stop you there?
You say under this bill, mining would lose a preemptive right to lo-

cate mining claims in national forests.
Has it enjoyed that since 1897?
Mr. KFAxNE. That is my understanding of the law.
The CHAIRMAN. Printive areas are carved out of the national for-

ests, are they?
Mr. KF.ANE. That is true.
The CHAIRMAN. And I am just wondering how long it would take

to get a geological evaluation if you do not go ahead this way. How
much geological evaluation of these 3 million acres have been made
in the last40 years?
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Mr. KE-ANE. I could not answer that question other than to say that
geological technology chaes all the time.

The CHAUI[N.-Yes. But I am just trying to find how long we
should wait. You are saying do not do this until. How long do
you think "until" is? How long do you imagine it will be ?

Mr. KFANE. Mr. Chadwick, Ibelieve, answered that better than I
could, in stating that unaccessible areas are the last places to be pros-
pected and mined. I would state that in Idaho in its present state of
economy it is probably another 20 or 30 years, although I know that
certain parties are interested in the Selway-Bitterroot Primitive
Area-a mining venture at this time.

The CHAIRmAN. That is fine. I think they would be interested in
this bill because if this bill does not pass the Forest Service, anytime
it wanted to, can move that Selway district from a primitive area to
a wilderness area, could it not?

Mr. EANE. That is true, but we could still locate the mine under
the existing law.

The CHimAN. It would be established in a wilderness area? I am
wondering about this geological evaluation. How rapidly is it going
on now?

Mr. Kz-EA. Not to any great extent. I know of one or two ventures
as far as prospecting in the primitive areas of Idaho at this time.
Possibly there are more, but I am not qualified nor would I want to be
quoted.

The CHAMRMAT. Out of 3 million acres?
Mr. KEAN. That is true.
The CHAIRMAN. Very well.
Mr. KEANE. In our opinion there is no pressing need for the passage

of S. 174, and certainly not in advance of the report of the National
Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission, which report
would give the committee additional information in advance of enact-
ing legislation of this type. The primitive areas in Idaho have re-
mainedvirtually unchanged through more than 100 years of western
development. There has been no commercial enterprise which has
damaged any of the beauty of the primitive areas. Under the existing
law there will be no change in these conditions until such a time as a
commercial development may transcend their value as wilderness.
Then the doctrine of the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of "the
greatest good for the greatest number" would be applied.

I am personally familiar with the three primitive areas in Idaho
and I appreciate wilderness areas. However, I also realize that vir-
tually the entire economy of the State of Idaho is derived from nat-
ural resources. An area comprising 4,687 square miles, which is ap-
proximately 4 times as large as the State of Rhode Island, would be
withdrawn from development of mining in Idaho if S. 174 becomes
law. The whole Nation is vitally concerned about natural resources
since all our economy i fundamentally based on natural resources.
The passage of S. 174 would be detrimental to mining and it would
damage the future economy of the State of Idaho.

A memorial has been passed by the Legislature of the State of Idaho
in opposition to S. 174 and this memorial endorses the doctrine of
multiple use. The senior Senator of Idaho has already introduced this
memorial as a part of the record of this hearing.
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The CHAMMAN. Thank you.
Questions?
Senator CHURCH. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman, except to sy

that Mr. Keane is a well-known attorney in north Idaho who is asso-
ciated with mining interests there and comes here with a very fine
reputation, and I am pleased to welcome him to the committee and
want to thank him for his testimony.

Mr. KFwNZ. Thank you, Senator.
Senator DWORSHAK. Pardon me. One question, Mr. Keane.
Coming from Wallace, I presume you are well aware of the almost

fantastic performance of the Lucky Friday Mine whose stock was
selling for a nickle or a dime here a few years ago. What does that
stock sell for today?

Mr. KEANE. Approximately $20. I do not have the latest quote.
Senator DWORSHAK. And they are producing a lot of minerals there

in the last few years?
Mr. KEANz. That is true. In the year 1939 this ground, was sold

as a tax sale.
Senator DWOmSHAK. In 1939 it was sold as a tax sale?
Mr. KzANz. Yes, sir; that is true.
Senator DWORSHAK. We had some geologists active at that time?
Mr. KEANE. Yes.
The CHAIRMAN. We will adjourn now to 10 o'clock tomorrow

morning.
(Whereupon, the committee recessed at 5:20 p.m., Monday, Febru-

ary 27, 1961, to reconvene at 10 a.m., Tuesday, February 28, 1961.)
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TUESDAY, FEB,,UARY 28, 1961

U.S. SENATE,
ComMrrTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFAIRS,

Wa8hington, D.C.
The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a.m., in room 3110,

New Senate Office Building, Senator Clinton P. Anderson (chairman
of the committee) presiding.

Present: Senators Anderson, Gruening, Long of Hawaii, Metcalf,
Hickey, Dworshak, Kuchel, and Allott.

The CHAIRMAN. We will hear first, this morning, from the senior
Senator from Wyoming, Senator McGee, who was an able member
of the Select Committee on Water Resources and is always interested
in the best use of our resources.

STATEMENT OF HON. GALE W. McGEE, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE
STATE OF WYOMING

Senator McGra. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Those of us who live
in the Rocky Mountain States have a very real stake in the decision
as to whether or not we should set aside wilderness areas. Our inter-
est, however, is an obvious one. Not so obvious is the stake which
citizens of every State have in the setting aside of areas which may
be far from their homes and have little to do with their livelihood.

It is a fact, however, that our population is increasing very rapidly
in both numbers and mobility. These increases are going to put an
additional burden upon our resources during the coming decades.
Now, while there is still time to make decisions as to the orderly de-
velopment of these resources, seems an appropriate time to provide
adequate recreational opportunities for the future. We are still rich
enough in the vital resource of space to provide for future generations
the opportunity to make their own decisions as to the wisest use of
the areas which this legislation would block out.

While it is true, andit seems to me this is one of the advantages of
the present legislation, that by its enactment useful resources would
be preserved from exploitation, it is also true that relatively little
commercially valuable timber and relatively few known mineral de-
posits are situated upon lands which are or will be covered by this act.
An additional safeguard to the public interest is a proviso to reserve to
the Congress the right to pass upon future withdrawals for wilderness
purposes.

Certainly this is a wise provision because of the complexity which
the question of additional wilderness land will always involve. Those
of us who are in favor of this legislation realize full well the rela-
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tionship of our public domain to the future of industries vital to
the economy of the West and the Nation. It is for this central reason
that these future decisions as to the creation of wilderness areas must
be reviewed by Congress. Without this legislation, however, future
generations will findthat the areas which might have been available
for use by all of the American people, will have been allocated to
other purposes. If we do not provide for wilderness areas now, we
will have lost the chance to set aside for our children and grandchil-
dren either areas for recreation or areas for decision.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Harrison A. Williams of New Jersey is a
cosponsor of the bill before us. We hre very pleased to have his
views.

STATEMENT OF HON. HARRISON A. WILLIAMS, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY

Senator WILLLiMS. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportiihity
to express my strong support for S. 174, the wilderness bill. , The need
for such legislation was clearly documented in a series of articles ap-
pearing in the current issue of the Atlantic Monthly, entitled "Our
National Parks in Jeopardy."

The articles point out that in 1959, more than 22 million visitors
were recorded in our national parks, and 5 million in the national
nature monuments, an increase pf 14 million over the highest pre-
World War II figure. The Mission 66 program of the National
Park Service estimates that 80'million people will be visiting our
national parks by 1966.

Our rapidly increasing standard of living, mobility, and leisure
time are paving the way for enormously greater demands and pres-
sures on our public lands than we have ever known before. And the
unpleasant truth is that unless vigorous steps are taken, the great na-
tional parks and forest preserves that we now treasure will becm
the park slums of the future.

One vital step is to preserve at least a small portion of our Federal
forest, park, and refuge land in its present wilderness state so that
it may remain unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations.

But this step, while essential will not lessen the mounting demands
for recreation opportunities. I believe more attention should be paid
to providing more recreation, conservation, and scenic areas in and
around our urban areas-where the great majority of people actually
live--if we are to achieve a long-range solution in preserving the
splendor of our land.

This, of course, is a much broader question, involving many fac-
tors that influence the' present patterns of urban, growth and develop-
ment. I hope, as the 'Congress proceeds to consider the impact of
urban sprawl on open-space langr that it will not neglect the vital
first step of preserving what we now have from piecemeal encroach-
ment.

The CHIRMAN. Senator Hubert Humphrey of Minnesota was the
author of S. 1176 in the 85th Conress-the first wilderness bill on
which hearings were -held.' (He had introduced S. 4013 late in the
84th Congress for studyIpurposes.) He started the effort to preserve
some of our greit natural areas Min their primitive condition, and he
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has worked patiently to help develop satisfactory legislation. We are
very happy.to gethis views onSb. 174 which,I believe, is a fifth-
generation bill. There have been S. 4013 and S. 1176, then S. 4028,

ahon S. 1123, and S. 3809-al progenitors of S. 174.

STATEMENT OF HON. HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF MIN1ESOTA

Senator HUMPHREY. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I
thank you very much for this privilege of testifyingin support of the
wilderness bill S. 174, and I commend especially Senator Anderson
for his leadership in develop ing this legislation and advancing its con-
sideration. I am proud to te a cosponsor of this important measure.

This is an excellent measure, one that should make sure that some
parts of America may always remain unspoiled and beautiful in their
own natural way, untrammeled by man and unmarred by machinery.
I am happy to be among its cosponsors. It is a measure that gives ex-
pression to a policy which has long been a reality in the minds and
hearts of the American people but has never yet been embodied in
legislation. If these hearings lead-as I believe they should and trust
they will-to the enactment of this congressional charter for wilder-
ness, this occasion will long be looked upon as one with historic
significance.

After the conference on northwest wilderness held in Portland,
Oreg., in April of 1956, when we were developing a wilderness bill
in draft form for the first time and submitting it for criticism and
suggestions-2 months before its first introduction-one of the partici-
pants in the conference wrote me a letter and said:

The proposal to establish a national wilderness preservation system, in which
your role is so prominent, was presented to us and talked about in great detail
at the conference banquet-its first unveiling before the general public. Then,
and all the following day-

said this letter-
there was something that made us sense that we were participating In an event
of special significance.

Mr. Chairman, I think we feel that way here today. After a
decade of earnest stud7 on the. part of organizations and individuals
devoted to the public interest in preserving some of the remnants of
primeval America that are still within our keeping as citizens, we
undertook some 5 years ago to formulate a legislative program that
would accomplish our preservation purposes without damaging any
other public program or sacrificing any other existing interests. For
4 years, through two Congresses, this measure has been subjected to
hearings, criticisms, revisions, and reintroductions. We now have in
Senator Anderson'sS. 174 the culmination of all this that has gone
before, and I want to commend this bill heartily and urge that it be
promptly and favorably reported to the Senate.

The consideration that you, Mr. Chairman, and your colleagues are
now so earnestly giving this proposal is a significant contribution to
the conservation history of this country, and I do indeed feel it a
privilege to be a participant.
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IN THE NICK OF TIME

Four years ago when I addressed the first hearing on this measure,
I had the feeling that we were approaching this undertaking just in
the nick of time. I was convinced then that the chance to provide for
wilderness preservation without interfering with other programs will
not last very long. Four years later I feel this even more strongly
and consider it fortunate that our opportunity is still as good as it is.
We should indeed act promptly.

Our conservation situation becomes constantly more difficult.
Those of us in the Congress who are vitally interested are indeed
worried, and with good cause. We see the pressure that is coming,
and, as elected representatives, we see our duty to do something before
all the horses have been driven out of all our barns. There seems to
be a crisis every day in the world in which we live, and the only way
we are going to change this is by looking ahead and taking timely
action.

That is what this wilderness bill proposes to do. Instead of wait-
ing until the crisis has engulfed us, we can, through this legislation,
make secure the preservation of those areas that do now, in effect,
constitute our national wilderness sstem-the areas that are now, in
fact, handled as wilderness, even though they serve other and con-
sistent purposes also. Doing that now means providing security for
what we already have, perpetuating the multiple-purpose programs
we now have on those areas, and making sure that multiple purpose
on these lands always includes wilderness preservation.

OUR REMARKABLE OPPORTUNITY

Let me hasten to emphasize that the situation which puts us under
such a pressing obligation to provide wilderness protection also still
presents us a remarkably rich opportunity.

It is indeed fortunate that, after the centuries we have spent in
developing this continent, we do still have some large areas of wilder-
ness. It is doubly fortunate that many of these areas are federally
owned and are also included in parks, forests, or refuges, or other
kinds of reservations within which the wilderness has so far been
preserved in keeping with the purposes of the reservations.

Some 48 or so national parks and monuments have within them
unspoiled areas large enough to be called wilderness. I estimate that
some 20 or so of the national wildlife refuges and ranges do too.
Within the national forests there are some 82 areas that have been
designated by the Forest Service for protection as wilderness.

Putting all these together, we have 150 or so areas of wilderness
in Federal ownership that are also inside areas within which wilder-
ness can be preserved consistently with other purposes, as part of
what might be called a multipurpose wilderness-preservation
program.

PROTECTION BY LAW NEEDED

At present, however, there is no law of Congress which protects
these areas of wilderness as wilderness, although the Multiple-Use-
Sustained Yield Act passed last year does make plain that the preser-
vation of wilderness within the national forests has congressional
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endorsement, and wilderness preservation is indeed an assumed pur-
pose of our national parks.

Even in the national parks and monuments, however, the pressures
for roads and nonwilderness recreational and tourist developments
threaten in many places to destroy the primeval back-country wilder-
hess. In the national forests, the wilderness, wild, primitive, and
canoe areas have been set up administratively and coulId be abolished
or greatly reduced by a future Secretary of Agriculture. In fact,
none of our Federal wilderness has the protection which Congress
could givebybproviding for wilderness preservation as a national
policy applied to a definite system of areas.

PART OF AN OVERALL PROGRAM

This wilderness bill will provide this needed protection, and in such
a way as to be integrated without violence into the land-management
policies and programs that have already been so carefully developed.
This 'bill shows how we still can preserve in America an adequate
stem of wilderness areas without sacrificing any other rogrman.ut there will not long be any such areas unless we do delirately

preserve them as wilderness. So I consider this program both readily
feasible and also urgent.

It appears to me to be as easy to accomplish as it is important.
It will be part of an overall land-management program that encom-
lpasses also our other needs.

There need be no essential conflict. No area now devoted to any
economic purpose, or to any other development program, is withdrawn
from its use by this legislation. The proposed legslation, rather, is
based on the understanding that we in America still have the oppor-
tunity for preserving wilderness while at the same time meeting, out-
side our wilderness reserves, all our needs for commodities and for
developed recreation areas. It is, for example, in no sense in con-
flict with, or in competition with, forestry for timber and other eco-
nomic products. On the contrary, foresters are among those upon
whom our wilderness program is, in reality, dependent for its success.

If ever the American people come to the borders of our wilderness
areas with a need for timber that cannot be met elsewhere, then our
wilderness areas will be doomed.

Thus, it is to the foresters of America, and to their effective pro-
grams for sustained yield cutting on their production forests, that
we must look for success in wilderness preservation.

We recognize this, and we face our program in a spirit of coopera-
tion and with a feeling of dependence on the intelligent foresters of
America for support.

Similarly, we contemplate cooperation and integration with other
enter rises that may likewise be inconsistent within a wilderness and
yet thoroughly consistent with the preservation of wilderness as a
part of an overall program.

IMPORTANCE OF OTHER PROGRAMS RESPECTED

Not only in a general or overall sense, but also, specifically, with re-
gard to each area involved, this proposal is one that respects the im-
portance of other programs. It is a multiple-purpose wilderness pro-
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gram: Every area included in the proposed national wilderness pres-
ervation system is now serving some other purpose, or purposes con-
sistent with the continued protection of the area as wilderness. Under
this legislation, these areas will continue to serve these purposes and
they will be administered by the same agencies that now handle them.

The central concept of this measure, as I see it, is that our present
areas of wilderness can be preserved within the existing land-man-
agement pattern if the preservation purpose is made a matter of fun-
damental policy.

Rather than upsetting the multiple-use program of the Forest Serv-
ice, for example, this legislation should help prevent the upset that
would result if the wilderness areas are not protected from the uses
that would destroy them as wilderness.

As to national park and monument areas to be included, the bili
gives added protection as wilderness for the portions not needed for
roads and accommodations, and yet sets no limitation on the portions
that may be designated for such use, as needed. Park areas will con-
tinue to serve par purposes, just as forest areas will continue to serve
forest purposes.

The areas in national wildlife refuges and ranges to be included will
continue to serve their wildlife purposes. Some wilderness is essen-
tial for the preservation of our native species of wilderness wildlife.
This measure, accordingly, will help insure our having a few areas
devoted primarily to the preservation of wildlife through the protec-
tion of their wilderness environment.

Thus for every area to be included in this system, wilderness pres-
ervation will be an aspect of its management for some other con-
current purpose.

No spEcuL-usE PRIVILGES

I might also emphasize this in the negative, by pointing out that
the bill does not establish any special-use privilege, nor does it pro-
vide for any special users. Rather than being concerned with any
special use or user, it relates instead to the character of the areas
involved. Hunting, for example, although it is not mentioned in
the bill, will continue to be a major recreation within many national
forest units of the system, and will be prohibited in national parks.
Wherever there is hunting, it will be wilderness hunting. That is
the force of this measure.

Uses of all the various kinds of lands involved will continue to
vary. The common concern is that wilderness conditions will persist,
whatever the uses.

A WILDERNESS POLICY

The first achievement of this bill, in my opinion, will be its establish-
ment of a clear-cut national policy for preserving, for both the
present and the future, some of what remains of our resource of wild-
erness. In line with such a policy, the Congress as I read the bill
gives sanction to the policies and programs of the Agriculture ani
Interior Departments under whose wise administration our great
resource of wilderness has so far been preserved. And the measure
provides a way whereby this policy and this sanction can take effect
m a practical program.
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THE SYSTEM

I view as of central importance in this program the establish-
ment of the national wilderness preservation system, to be made up
of areas of primeval America that are still wilderness and in Federal
ownership and capable of being kept that way without interfering with
other present purposes now bein served by these lands. This will
not mean any transfer of areas rom one agency of Government to
another, nor any change of jurisdiction. No new land-administer-
ing agency will be created.

The fact should be emphasized that this national wilderness preser-
vation system will be made up of areas that are already in Federal
ownership and are already within parks, forests, or refuges.

Each such area will remain as at present, park, forest, or refuge, as
it is now administered. It will continue to serve the multiple purposes
it now serves and under the jurisdiction of the same agency that
now protects it. The difference will he on the fact that from now on
the agency having jurisdiction over any areas within this system will
have the sanction and encouragement of Congress and the legal re-
sponsibility for preserving the area's wilderness character. It will
have the responsibility for seeing that other purposes continue to
be served in such a way as to prevent damage to the wilderness.

Each such area will thus come under special protection as part of
the Nation's still unspoiled heritage of the primeval.

PROPER USE

Besides giving expression to a national policy and providing for
the establishment of a wilderness preservation system, this bill also
describes and provides for the proper use of the areas of wilderness
it is designed to preserve.

In this connection, I should like to emphasize again that this pro-
posal is not one for any "special-use" or "special-privilege" legislation.

The first and topic sentence of the section of this bill that relates
to uses of the areas within this system (sec. 6) expresses a key concept
in this proposal. It states firmly that--
nothing In this act shall be interpreted as interfering with the purposes stated
in the establishment of, or pertaining to, any national park or monument or
other unit of the national park system, or any forest, wildlife refuge, game
range, or other area involved, except that any agency administering any area
within the wilderness system shall be responsible for preserving the wilderness
character of the area and shall so administer such area for such other purposes
as also to preserve its wilderness character.

Under this proposal, for example, the parts of the national forests
involved would continue under the same kind of administration they
now have. Grazing permits, for instance, could be continued as at
present. The basic multiple purposes of the national forests would
be maintained.

National parks, national wildlife refuges, and any other areas would
also, as already pointed out, continue to serve their own distinctive
pu oses.

90 use privileges of any kind will be created by this proposed law.
The only added responsibility of each administering agency will be
to see that the areas in the system under its jurisdiction remains wild-
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erness-as they now are. I reiterate, this bill deals only with pre-
serving wilderness as such in connection with various other land uses
and does not create any "special privilege," or provide for any special
users.

CONCLUSION

Our civilization moves fast. Our population pressures are grow-
ing. The time when we still have the opportuLnity to provide for
the preservation of wilderness without having to interfere with other
programs will not be with us long. I urge prompt and sympathetic
consideration of this bill.

This is a far-reaching, carefully thought-out proposal. It de-
serves and requires the consideration of all who are concerned with
the values that we place on our wilderness.

At the 1954 annual meeting of the Society of American Foresters,
Dr. James P. Gilligan, then a member of the forestry department of
the Oklahoma Agricultural and Mechanical College, speaking on
wilderness preservation, commented as follows:

Wilderness supporters have been chiefly defense minded, rushing to prevent
developments that may have been carefully drawn and justified. The majority
of areas now called wilderness exist because recreational or industrial de-
velopment have not, as yet, been economically feasible. If there were well-de-
fined purposes and plans for a national wilderness system which could generate
common support, the wilderness movement might well be Irrepressible. As it is,
the disagreement among wilderness proponents is a highly important deter-
rent to wilderness preservation in this country.

Here is a bill which I trust can "generate common support" and
firmly establish a sound wilderness preservation policy and program.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Humphrey.
Senator Jennings Randolph of West Virginia, one of the cospon-

sors of S. 174 andan effective supporter of it, is unable to appear
today but has asked me to put his statement in the record.

Without objection, it wit1 be inserted.
(The statement referred to follows:)

STATEMENT OF HON. JENNINGS RANDOLPH, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF

WEST VIRGINIA

Mr. Chairman, as a cosponsor of the national wilderness bill, S. 174, I
appreciate the opportunity to indicate enthusiastic support in behalf of this
measure which is under consideration by the Senate Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

Conservation is a cause which is well advanced in West Virginia. Gov.
W. W. Barron is fostering a program to preserve and use to the best advantage
our natural resources. The congressional delegation is also active toward the
utilization of these treasuries in the public interest.

There are 21 State parks and 10 State forests. The Monongahela National
Forest of 1,641,981 acres is entirely within the boundary of our beautiful domain.
Included, also, is about 10 percent of the George Washington National Forest
comprising about 161,236 acres. I have personally given strong support to
legislation to aid and develop both national forests throughout my service
in Congress.

The national wilderness proposal would meet one of the areas of Important
responsibility for conservation. It would declare a policy of the Congress
to secure for the American people of present and future generations, the bene-
fits of an enduring resource of wilderness. The definition of wilderness from
the language in the bill is significantly dramatic and specific: "A wilderness,
in contrast with those areas where man and his own works dominate the
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landscape, is hereby recognized as an area where the earth and its commu-
nity of life are untrammeled by man, where man himself is a visitor who
does not remain. Also * * * an area of undeveloped Federal land retaining
its primeval character and influence, without permanent Improvements or
human habitation."

Besides our basic survival requirements of food and shelter, there exists
a very real need for supplemental assistance of solace and inspiration-both
spiritual and esthetic-which is realized and renewed by many as they walk
with nature. Nature and history have combined to produce immensely varied
and valuable resources in our country. It is vital for us to preserve a portion
of wilderness for Americans and for future generations to see and enjoy.

I think it is important to note that in 1960 the Monongahela National Forest,
alone, received a total of 1,009,000 visits to its 50 recreational facilities. This
is one example of the American people's interest and appreciation of the
opportunity afforded them to enjoy outdoor recreation. I point out that the
visitors included those citizens who searched in their scientific studies, as well
as for those whose goal of pursuit was educational and recreational.

Senator Anderson, I wish to express my personal commendation and appre-
ciation for the careful and thorough manner in which you have developed this
legislation and for your leadership in guiding its progress in the committee,
and I hope to final enactment. It was my privilege to cosponsor a similar
measure in the 86th Congress which was introduced by Senator Humphrey, who
had also sponsored it in the &th Congress. His dedicated efforts toward its
advancement are a matter of record and are being diligently continued.

I am gratified that the basic multiple purposes of the national forests would
be maintained under the provisions of the bill and that the areas comprising
the national wilderness system are already within Federal ownership. And
further, that sufficient controls and safeguards for industrial interests are
contained in the drafting. Prospecting and mining, including exploration for
oil and gas, the establishment and maintenance of reservoirs, water conserva-
tion works and other facilities needed in the public interest within specific
sections of national forest areas in the wilderness system could be authorized
by the President upon his determination that such uses would better serve
the interests of the United States than would their deniaL Provision is
also made for the periodic review of areas included in the wilderness system.
based on sound procedures applicable to both the executive and legislative
branches of the Government.

It Is significant and encouraging to know that the Bureau of the Budget
favors the objectives of S. 174; the Department of the Interior and the
Department of Agriculture strongly urge its approval.

Mr. CHAIRMAN. We will next hear from Olaus J. Murie of the
Wilderness Society.

STATEMENT OF OLAUS J. MURIE, MOOSE, WYO., DIRECTOR, THE
WILDERNESS SOCIETY

Mr. Mu-rm. I am Olaus J. Murie, a director of and representing,
the Wilderness Society.

I should like to discuss the significance of this hearing, and what
we are trying to do in our country. We who are members of the
Wilderness Society, with the members of many other organizations,
are doing our best to promote a philosophy that affects our civiliza-
tion enough to permit some portions of our wide land to remain as
nature made it. Such portions of our earth, letting natural forces
hold sway, serve a multitude of human needs, the needs that are be-
coming more important to us as we become more aware of higherlevels of human experience.

I have often quoted a typical example: A woman came down from a
camping trip in the Teton Mountains of Wyoming, her face aglow,
and exclaimed: "You know, up there I couldn't be mad at anybody."
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In the spring 1959 issue of our magazine The Living Wilderness,
Bonnie Kelsey writes about an Avalanche Lake pack trip in Montana,
and makes the statement:

Shelley, too, hoped that someday his two children might enjoy this untouched
area. And I could only hope that their grandchildren might have the privilege
of seeing it as we now were seeing it with trails only for walking-no logging
or other commercial enterprise in view-Just God's country.

In the spring 1957 number of our magazine Dr. Frederick Brown
Harris, Chaplain of the Senate, allowed us to publish his National
Wildlife Week sermon, which he called, "The Sanctity of Open
Spaces." His article is very much worth reading by all who have to
do with our future. He quotes Theodore Roosevelt as saying, in
part-
something to be skinned for 2 or 8 years, for the use of the present generation,
whether it is the forest, the water, or the scenery.

And he says:
That one word "scenery" holds holy panoramas of grandeur and suggests the

shrinking shrines of nature.

He says again:
The tendency to swallow up even the shrines of solitude, until there are no

lonely places for spiritual nurture, destroys human values.

I have only picked at random a few references. Our literature is
full of sentiments showing that numerous thoughtful people are
striving to retain in our culture those things that help to inspire, us.

We are beginning to appreciate more than ever the beauty of
nature-the sky, the clouds, the forests, mountains, and plains--and
these are greatly enhanced also by the animals and plants that live
their normal lives in such places. That combination is what we can-
not afford to lose in America.

Wilderness areas have great scientific value. In 1956 a group of
us went up into the Brooks Range of Alaska to look over an area
for possible preservation for the future people of Alaska and this
Nation. The expedition was under the auspices of the New York
Zoological Society and the Conservation Foundation, organizations
much interested in what we do with our land. The University of
Alaska sent with us as their representative Dr. Brine Kessel, of the
department of biological sciences of the university, to study the
area for its possible value for scientific research and education in out-
door values. It speaks well for this education institution that they
are aware of the value of undisturbed areas for education and scien-
tific study. This area is now established as the Arctic Wildlife Range.

On that same trip we noticed that many Alaskans of all ages were
drawing and painting, only because they like it; and that more than
ever before they were interested in good music. This increasing trend
toward esthetic appreciation of nature speaks well for our culture.

I met with a chapter of the Izaak Walton League at Anchorage,
Alaska, and one member spoke of a beautiful location in Alaska and
he wondered if it could be designated as a wilderness area so it would
be preserved. And I have had letters, many of them from adults
and from young people in school, all interested in the wilderness
values of our land.
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These are the things we of the Wilderness Society are sincerely
interested in. We are concerned chiefly with education, to work with
individuals and groups to help promote the wilderness philosophy,
including inspiration, esthetics, science, bodily vigor, and the urge
to accomplish personally-to climb mountains andgo places on our
own power. These intangible values of our country we believe are
just as important as the more material resources. As American
citizens and government officials we cannot afford to ignore such
important human impulses and it is our obligation to encourage
them at all costs.

This is an international tendency, for many other countries are
doing the same kind of thing. I shall not attempt here to enumerate
them.

Naturally, we of the Wilderness Society are interested in legisla-
tion having to do with wilderness preservation. The main value of
this bill, S. 174, as I see it, is that it gives these efforts a Government
sanction, makes these high purposes a part of Government policy-
as much as to say to those citizens: "Good work. More power to you."

We are greatly encouraged by the fact that there are in Congress
so many sponsors of this legislation, and we citizens, in turn, feel
like saying: "Good work. More power to you.

STATEMENT FOR CARROLL NOBLE

Mr. Chairman, on my way to Washington to testify at this hearing
on the wilderness bill, I drove from my home in Moose, Wyo., over
to Cora, Wyo., and then had the pleasure of having Mr. Carroll
Noble take me in his car to Rock Springs, where I got the train.

Mr. Noble said that he could not get to these hearings because of
another. meeting. As we rode ,long he talked to me about his in-
terest in seeing theiwilderness bill passed. And he asked me to
speak here for him also. So after I got on the train I wrote out some
0f the things he said and I should like at this time to present to this
committee his thoughts on this subject, the testimony that he would
have presented himself if he could be here. He did not have time to
prepare written testimony, but he told me what I could say on his
behalf. 'I

Carroll Noble has a ranch, raises cattle, at Cora, Wyo., and is the
president of the Wyomiig Wildlife Federation. I attended a meet-
ng of, that organization in Evanston, Wyo., over a year ago, at
which he presided. That. convention passed a resolution in favor of
the wilderness preservation bill then before Congress. Our Wyo-
ming Senator MGe also gave a talk in which he expressed his views
very mudh in favor of such wilderness preservation legislation.

During our ride a few days ago, on my way here, Mr. Noble again
pointed out that in Wyouing there are the Bridger WildernessArea, not far from his place, and several others that are visited by
an increasing number of people. He said that many of the sports-
men of Wyoming who raise cattle are interested in wilderness preser-
vation, and there are other interested groups also, and that wilder-
ness certainly does fit in with hunting in the highest sense and with
recreation in general. These are activities which are of increasing
importance in Wyoming.
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He statted definitely that the Wyoming Wildlife Federation is
definitely in favor of the wilderness legislation now before this
committee. And he himself favors it strongly. He wanted me to
tell you this and urge you to see that it is passed without any more
delay and without any amendments that would weaken it.

STATEMENT FOR KENNETH BALDWIN

When Kenneth Baldwin of Bozeman, Mont., found out I was com-
ing to these hearings he asked me to give you two letters he had
written. One of them is personal. The other Mr. Baldwin wrote as
past president of the Montana Wilderness Association. Here are
Mr. Baldwin's letters also supporting this wilderness bill:

BOZEMAN, MONT., February 17, 1961.
Subject: S. 174, wilderness preservation.
INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS COMMITTEE,
U.S. Senate Offce Building,
Waslington, D.C.
(Attn: Olinton P. Anderson, chairman.)

GENTLEMEN: Our Nation is fast growing in its domination of every square
mile of land within its boundaries. This domination seems determined to upset
God's design of grace and beauty as it is unfolded to man in the wilderness. A
very small 2 percent of our land may still be saved to be used by the world's
peoples for the building of minds, souls, and bodies.

Legislative recognition is necessary on the national level in order to assure
the public that any part of the wilderness will not be violated by man and his
machines and that this small part shall remain as nearly undisturbed and
unspoiled as is possible and still be used.

Outdoor recreation and spiritual uplift for the people of the United States are
more necessary today than they have ever been before in our history. Our Nation
must produce food, fiber, and fuel but it must not be done at the expense of
the physical, moral, and spiritual attributes of all of the people.

I ask that each of you, who believe in the wilderness as a necessary part
of our national way of life, double your efforts in behalf of this great unmeasur-
able resource.

For many years those who believed in wilderness have conceded to those who
taught that the salvation of the Nation was in material things to be taken from
the earth without regard to man's future. We are seeing the end to many once
great and valuable resources. Wilderness is one of these.

Very truly yours,
KENNETH K. BAwwIN.

THE MONTANA WILDERNESS ASSOCIATION,
Bozeman, Mont., February 17, 1961.

Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Insular and Interior Affairs Committee,
U.S. Senate Ofce Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: I am past president of the Montana Wilderness
Association and I wish to inform you that the association is behind the passage
of wilderness legislation.

Your bill, introduced in January of this year has been read and all of our
membership which I have contact with believe that it embodies the essential
ideals and concepts of most wilderness people.

The maintenance of wilderness in the United States of America, is very im-
portant to all of the people and especially to the States of Wyoming, Idaho,
Montana, and other Western States. Our economic growth will be greatly en-
hanced in the future as it is now by this action.

If you have need of information that we can provide we will be happy to help.
Very truly yours,

KENNETH K. BALOWiN.
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Now I just want to add a little short comment. I heard some of
thd testimony here yest-rday, and some people who are opposed to
wilderness say that we are trying to lock up certain areas.

Well, in one sense, in reply to that, who has the key to that lock?
It is the people, is it not, and our Congress W e can do with it what
we want to at a future time.

On the other hand, these areas are not locked up. Therefore, peo-
ple who need that sort of experience-it is open to anyone who has
the urge and the desire to go into these areas.

Now, it seems to me that we should not, as a nation, work toward
conformity, to speak only of numbers. We say we want democracy.
Conformity means dictatorship, tyranny, in the long run.

Democracy, which we say we now have-we have it politically, but
I think we should strive to make it personal, also. Democracy means
diversity-not all the same. After all, we are just people. We have
all kinds of ambitions and all different kinds of personal desires.
And democracy means choice. Should we have our planning of our
land in such a way that at least a small portion of the earth, on this
continent, maybe available to those people who want that kind of
thing? I

I want to congratulate this Congress for backing up, as they have
done, this kind of a bill to provide for those people who want a small
percentage of our land for wilderness enjoyment.

The CHA MAN. Are there any questions?
Senator ALLOrr. I have some, Mr. Chairman.
Are you acquainted with the multiple use bill?
Mr. Muiux. Yes.
Senator ALarr. Are you acquainted with the fact thak it includes

a recognition of the wilderness system?
Mr. MuRI. Yes. I am very glad about that.
Senator ALorr. Then you actually have in the Federal law today

a recognition of a wilderness system and reaction of a use for
wilderness p>Ur C-1 do you not?

Mr. Mumi. Yes.
Senator ALu -r. You also have at the present time an actual dn-

onstration over a period of years, by both the Department of the In-
terior and the Department of Agriculture, of the wilderness system, do
you not?

Mr. MURIE. Yes. I think so.
Senator AmLowr. Do you know of any depredations to that wilder-

ness system, as established by the national park and the wilderness
areas established within the Department of the Interior ?

Mr. Mum. We have a lot of areas set aside..It all depends. We
still have not fixed in our mind what we are going to do with those
areas entirely. As you know we still have differences of opinion as
to the value of those areas. But it seems to me that the multiple use
idea needs a little interpretation. I think some of the officials of the
Forest Service,-

Senator ALo'r. Perhaps the idea of wilderness needs a little bit
of interpretation, sir.

Now, if you will answer my question: Do you know of any great
inroads that have been made into the wilderness system, as estab-
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lished by the national parks, or by the Department of Agiculture,
or to those portions established as wilderness areas in the park system ?

Mr. MURM: Yes. I have been in a good many of the wilderness
areas, in Alaska and Washington and all over the country, and some
where there are certain things that are not compatible with the wilder-
ness areas.

Senator ALmio. In other words, you do not think that over a
course of years the Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of Agri-
culture have kept these areas as wilderness areas, and you disagree
with their policies in that respect. Is that correct?.

Mr. MuRm. Well, I would not want to say that as a general state-
ment, but there are little encroachments.

Senator Auzorr. Well, would it not be a general statement insofar
as there are areas which have been changed from the wilderness
character?

Mr. MuRm. A good many of them have had these changes made
before there was a general national recognition of that.

Senator ALLoTT. All right. Go back to my original question. Do
you know of any great areas, since the establishment of these wilder-
ness areas by the Department of Agriculture, or the wilderness por-
tions of land in the Department of the Interior, the area of national
parks-do you know of any areas which have been violated, that
have been so set aside by either of the Secretaries ?

Mr. MuxiE. It is a kind of subtle encroachment. It iA hard to put in
bald words. There are places where we still have wilderness, but
there are certain encroachments on it.

Senator Amwrr. Where arethese areas, sir?
Mr. MuUB Well, the Bob Marshall wilderness area in Montana has

a bridgeway in the interior, has a landing field for airplanes, and so
on. They have been put in there for I do not know what reason.
There are other places in Utah where they have all kinds of impound-
ments and developments inside of a primitive area.

Senator ALun-r. They have what What do they have?
Mr. MmTE. Impoundments, water dams and so on.
Senator ALiL=. Are not impoundments of water an essential part

of conservation?
Mr. Mtruw. Conservation in the broad sense, yes. Yes, they are.

They are needed in some places.
Senator ALLOr. How are you going to keep land from being de-

stroyed without impoundments of waterI How are you going to de-
velop new forest stations without conservation of water and the im-
poundment of waterI
I 'Mr.. MuRii. In some places it is necessary. We are trying to have
these ninpoundments in places where they are wanted and do not de-
stroy something else. That is what I mean by demoracy.

Senator-'ALuno. This is what I mean by democracy, too. Not for
the use of just a few, but for the great bulk of American people.

Now, on page 2 of your statement, at the bottom of the page, you
say this:

It speaks well for this educational institution that they are aware of the
value of undisturbed areas for education and scientific study.

Now, how are you going to study unless you take scientific equip-
inent in with you? How, for example, are you going to examine
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a rock, unless you use a geologist's pick? And yet you talk about
study. How are you going to study geology without the use of a
geologist's pick, which, under your interpretation, would be absolutely
forbidden, in this bill

Mr. Muiuri. Well, I would make a big distinction here, when I
speak of scientific work. I would make a big distinction between
science and technology. When you are working on a place to find
out how to do something, that is technology.What the place holds-
for mining or other things. And the pure science, the matter re-
ferred to here, is the basic thing to find out. The big wall of ignorance
before the people of the world is tremendous. We do not know yet
how the universe operates, in spite of all the atom bomb business and
all that stuff. We still have to determine what makes the univers&
operate. And what I mean by science is not technology, not some-
thing to help some organization to get something to make money
out of.

Senator Auuwor. Do you mean to say that simply because a man
with a class of students goes in there with small picks, in order to-
ascertain the way this country was formed, to learn how the earth
was formed at that place, to learn what there is there--do you mean
to say that this is for personal use?

I submit to you, sir, that this is as much a real delving after the-
mysteries of nature as anything you can conceive.

Mr. MuRm. That is very true.
Senator Aw.,iT. But you would forbid it?
Mr. Musm. No, I do not think so. If they want to go in there on-

their own and find out something.
Senator Aiorr. Now, let us draw this line. A professor takes.

a class of students in there for the purpose of studying a particular
type of geological formation, or simply to study the area generally,
geologically. But if Mr. Smith, who happens to be employed by the
Acme Mining Co goes in there to find out the same thing for him-
self, you would forbid it, simply because you attach a mean and
underhanded motive to his goingin there.

Now, how are you going to draw such a fine line? Or who is
going to place himself in a position of deciding what is the motive
of people who are studying this area?

Mr. 7Munro. I do not think he would be barred from go'ng into
such an area to study, as long as he does not build a road in there..

Senator Au or. As long as what?
Mr. MuRm. As long as he does not build a road in there and make

it a commercial enterprise. I do not think there is anything implied
that would bar him from going in and making whatever observations
are necessary.

Senator ALLOrr. You think, then, that this whole area should be
locked up forever to any means of finding out what the area contains
geologically, what it contains mineralogicany, what the flow of water
is. You could not even, under this bill, put a hydrometer in there.
You could not put a water measuring gage in there. You could not
do any measuring for the purposes of ascertaining what sort of water
could be impounded there. None of this would be admissible under
this bill.

14&:
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Do you believe in this? Do you believe in locking up forever from
the minds of men these great areas of wilderness?

Mr. Mu=IE. I do not think it can ever be locked up as long as we
are thinking human beings. The Congress has the right, the ability,
to make any changes in the future that it wants to.

As I pointed out here, what we are striving to do, as citizens of the
United States, now apparently has the backing of Congress, and it
gives a little greater dignity to our efforts as citizens of the United
States.

Senator ALrorr. Now, there are about 8 percent of the total of
public lands now locked up in wilderness areas. At least, this is the
figure that was given to us in previous hearings. Can you tell me
what percent of the people who use our public lands use the wilderness
areas?

Mr. MuIRiE. I do not have the figures. I believe it is 8 percent of
the national forest, not all public lands.

Senator Auo'r. It is a fact that it is less than 2 percent, is it not?
Mr. MuRIE. Now, suppose we take that 2 percent. How many

people of the United States are involved in mining?
Senator ALLOTr. I am not talking about mining. I am asking you

if you know what percentage use the wilderness areas.
Mr. MumE. No. I do not know. But I do know that the wilderness

areas are increasingly being used, being used more and more, year by
year, by people who see the value of wilderness. And when we look.
into the future, we can anticipate that the young people of today are
going to be more and more interested in that.

Senator ALLOTT. That is very fine. Now, I realize that you do not
want roads in them. How do you justify locking up absolutely from
the public these areas of land, without any roads, any access, ingress
or egress, from those who are crippled, from those who have led a
sedentary life all of their lives and are reaching the age of 65 and
retirement? We have more and more millions of such now. And
these people are more and more unable, because of the kind of life
they have lived, to get in there, unable to walk in there, or unable
to go to the great expense of hiring horses to go in there. How do
you justify, morally, locking up these areas completely-the best fish-
ing, some of the most beautiful spots. How do you justify locking
these areas up completely from the handicapped and the aged? Have
you ever thought of these peopleI

Mr. MumuE. I think a reply to that is a very pertinent matter in
California.

We had a hearing on the San Jacinto Mountain. The chambers of
commerce and others wanted to build a $10 million facility up the
mountain to take the people up there. And at the end of the hearing,
a 2-day hearing, an aged woman got up.

I should say that the chairman of the hearing said, "We have a few
minutes left now. Is there anyone else who wants to say something?"

And that woman got up, and she said:
I am an old woman. I will never see the top of that mountain. I don't have

any hopes of ever seeing the top of that mountain. But there are a great many
younger people that want that mountain left as it is, to go up there. And there
are so many other places where I can go easily by car that are available to me,
and I want this mountain kept for the young people, those people who are able
to and want to go up there.
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Senator ALLOr. I think you make a mistake, sir. Of course, this
person may have made such a statement, butI know there are thou-
sands of older people who are concerned about the very point I have
raised; great areas, not with tramways and railways going to the top
of every mountain, but simply roads which can be used into some of
these areas, that are concerned because they are having these great
areas shut to them forever.

How are you going to care for-without some provision in here
for roads--infestations, forest disease? How are you going to take
care of them? You cannot carry one spray on your back for 10 miles
and spray out the 5 gallons and then come back out. How are you
going to provide, for example, for the control of wildlife? We have
actually killed off so many of our predatory animals in the West that
in some of our areas the wildlife, particularly deer, is so heavy that
actually they are, as a matter of nature, fighting each other for grass.

When you do this, then, you destroy the things that hold water.
When you do this, you let the land go. You let the forests go. How
are you going to do all of these things, unless you have some access
to these areas by roads or otherwise ?

Mr. MumE. That is a big question. And I have been a biologist
in wildlife work for about 30 or more years, and I know what some
of the problems are. There. would not be time here to go into it. But
I find that a lot of these things-you speak of the multitude of ani-
mals, overpopulation of game animals-I find if we could get the
wildlife management out of politics, we could have a later season,
migration hunting, when those animals come down in a good many
places, and we could handle that situation and leave these areas for
those hunters who have a high standard of sportsmanship and want
to go into wild country to do the hunting.

The point is: Are there not places where these people can go? We
should provide them.

Senator AuLorr. I think what you are saying is an evasion of the
point; because by the very bill which you are advocating here in the
terms in which it, is written, at least. you would never have the basis
upon which you could make any of the decisions we have been talking
about, because you would not have the knowledge. You cannot count
deer by walking through a national forest.

Mr. MuRiE. I guess I did not get. your point.
Senator AuLOrr. Well, you are denying by this bill, the bill that you

support here, the opportunity for much of the information which is
necessary for the control of wildlife and game.

Mr. MuRIE. That is what I mean. I cannot go into detail. I know
of some areas where that very situation exists. And I know that by
changing the season you can have hunting on the national forests
outside these areas.

Senator ALLmr. I surely would not deny this. But you cannot
have hunting without information.

Mr. Chairman, that is all.
Thank you, sir.
The CHAMMAN. The next witness will be Mr. J. F. Carithers.
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STATEMENT OF J. F. CARITHERS, ASSISTANT EDITOR, NATIONAL
WILDLANDS NEWS

Mr. CARrrHFS. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my
name is Joe Carithers. I am assistant editor of National Wildlands
News, an independent newspaper dedicated to the preservation of
national parks, monuments, wildlife refuges, and other wildlands as
nature sanctuaries. I am here today to support S. 174, known as the
wilderness bill.

Millions of words have been used to describe wilderness and what
it means to mankind. None but the most cynical dullard would ques-
tion the basic human desire to seek its offerings. But the desire for
wilderness alone is not enough. Desire will not preserve it; nor will
the most devout wish restore it once it is gone. Man can get along
without wilderness, just as he can without music and the other arts.
Thoughts of wild country can only have real meaning with the full
knowledge that it is there, somewhere beyond the end of the road,
waiting to refresh and inspire us. With these thoughts in mind we
urge that steps be taken to meet this human desire in a way equal to
the need, above and beyond our personal views of the moment.

The legislation being considered here today promotes a principle
to which no one can truthfully object. It would be a tragic injus-
tice to future generations if we failed to support it vigorously.

The editors of National Wildlands News support S. 174 and urge
Congress to do so.

I would like to ask, Mr. Chairman, how long the record will be
left open for additional statements or testimony on this bill.

The CHAIRMAN. We hoped to be able to finish testimony today.
I hoped that might be true. We will certainly wait a little while for
the submission of additional material, but not very long. What did
you have in mind?

Mr. CARITHERS. Well, in case there should be other letters come in.
The CHAmAg. Just send them to the committee. If we can handle

them, we will do so. If we cannot, we will tell you so.
Mr. CAmBH ES. Thank you very much.
The C mwAx. Mr. Olson? Sigurd OlsonI

STATEMENT OF SIGURD F. OISON, ELY, MINN.

Mr. OLsoN. My name is Sigurd F. Olson. My home is at Ely,
Minn., in the Superior National Forest, the gateway to the famous
wilderness canoe country known as the Quetico-Superior.

For 5 years I served as president of the National Parks Associa-
tion and at the moment am a member of the advisory board to the
Secretary of the Interior on parks and monuments. I serve as a con-
sultant to the President's Quetico-Superior Qommit.. e, whose goal
since its creation by Presidential Executive order in 1934,, is the pro-
tection of the wilderness values of this area and the development of
a program of sound resource use and management in cooperation with
Canada. I am also affiliated with the Azaa4 Walton League of
America as 'a consultant on wilderness preservation in the United
States. I am a writer of books and articles on wilderness travel and
experience. I am a member of the Council of the Wilderness Society.
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As a young man I was a guide in the lake and river country of
Minnesota and Ontario and the Hudson Bay watershed, and traveled
many thousands of miles through rather remote country. Of late
years I have been on a number of expeditions by canoe into the far
north and northwest, retracing the routes of early exploration as
far as the tundras along the Arctic coast. In my work, I have
familiarized myself with wilderness regions all over the continent.

Since my early days I have been much involved in the protection
of wilderness and have become convinced that its preservation is a
cultural matter and that what Henry David Thoreau said over a
hundred years ago is the truth, that in wilderness is the preservation
of the world. He was talking of those spiritual values which are
found at their best in wilderness and without which mankind is lost.
In all of my travels over the continent with people in all walks of
life, I have seen what it means, particularly of late years, to get
away from the tensions of city life and urbanism.

Almost 70 million people visited the national parks and national
forests last year, a number that is steadily growing. While the vast
majority of these people did not stray far off roads or paths and
while most of them saw the wilderness only from their campgrounds,
cabins, or hotels, the fact. remains that it was the wilderness they came
to experience. Without a primeval background, the developed areas
where'they stayed would have been without real significance.

It is the wilderness around Yosemite, or Mammoth Hot Springs,
or Grand Canyon Village that gives meaning to the areas. Without
it, these places would be merely resorts no different than thousands
of others. That is why the National Park Service has limited its
developmental areas to less than 10 percent of the whole. The early
realization that wilderness was what counted most has made this the
major objective of their administration.

We have entered a new era, and are now in a position to destroy
with our earthmoving machinery and our insatiable appetite for
resource products all that remains of what we have set aside. Pres-
sures due to our expanding population and industrial complex will
be greater than anything we have ever experienced.

While the Forest Service, National Park Service, and the Fish
and Wildlife Service will try to preserve what wilderness they can,
it is very doubtful if they can do this without congressional sanction
and approval for their programs of protection.

Unless they have such assurance, there is no stability, and the future
for all wild country remaining looks bleak indeed. That in the last
analysis is the real reason for the wilderness bill, to strengthen the
hands of the agencies concerned. Without such support for a wild-
erness system, it may be impossible to assure its continuance.

As your chairman, Senator Anderson, stated so eloquently, among
many things, when he introduced S. 174, the bill we are considering
today, it is 5 years since the first bill was introduced, 4 years of hear-
ings and constructive revisions in which every possible adjustment has
been made without sacrificing the ultimate purpose of the measure,
which is the protection of the wilderness itself.

Adjustments have been made for many different types of use.
Typical of the thoughtful consideration for special areas have been
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the studies of the bill with respect to the Boundary Waters Canoe
Area of the Superior National Fest, near my home.

The language now states: The management of the Boundary Waters
Canoe Area shall be in accordance with regulations established by
the Secretary of Agriculture in accordance with maintaining without
unnecessaary restrictions on other uses, including that of timber, the
primitive character of the area particularly in the vicinity of lakes,
streams, and )ortages. Nothing in this act shall preclude the con-
tinuance within the area of already established use of motorboats
* * * or the provisions of the Shipstead-Nolan Act of 1930 or tie
various appropriation acts of Congress since 1948.

This is tul example of the kind of careful consideration that has
been given not only to special areas but in broad adjustments appli-
cable to all arts generally, including the use of water, minerals, and
grazing. We feel now that nothing has been overlooked that might
lead to misunderstwiding. The amazing thing is that in spite of
many changes and revisions, the bill still maintains its original pur-
pos and will if enacted do what was originally intended.

This Congrems has a great opportunity to enact legislation without
further delay that will insure the perpetuation o our remaining
wilderness. Should it do so, the action will go down as one of the
most worthwhile achievements in conservation and for the general
welfare and happiness of the people. Such a action would -be far
more than preserving lakes and mountains and forests, or aniy of the
physical attributes of terrain. It would be an investment in the
American spirit and character, an assurance in a materialistic world
that there will alwaysbe places of solitude, contemplation, and beauty
to which men can repair to fid balance and serenity.

Should Congress fail to do this, I am afraid this opportunity will
be gone forever. It will not. be long, in view of the way our country
is growing, when it will be impossible to set. aside or preserve any
further areas for public use. Time is running out, We must act now
or forget our long involvement with the frontier, forget that wilder-
ness molded us as Americans and can still mold us-for generations
to come, forget that open space, unchanged horizons, and simplicity
are beyond price.

I am confident this will not happen, for Congress means the people,
and I know the people all over the Nation, if polled, would be over-
wheliningly in favor of S. 174, the new wilderness bill.

MINING

Yesterday. I listened to witness after witness representing mining
and lumber interests speak as though the 2 percent of our land repre-
sented by wilderneQs is so vital to our economy that. to set it aside
would be disastrous to our economy and survival as a nation.

The 55 million acres we are talking about is only about 2 percent of
our total land mass of approximately 2 billion acres. Is it not slightly
ridiculous to assume that unless we prospect, mine, or log these last
public reservations that the country is doomed? Prospectors have
crawled over all of this country for almost a century, and so far have
found very little.
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It is true, as one speaker said, that there is much we do not know
about our mineral resources because of new rare metals and modern
means of prospecting, but he knows as well as I do that this applies
as well to the 98 percent of the land wide open for all types of explora-
tion and development.

I also heard a number of speakers say that this land and its resources
is locked up forever. This is untrue. Congress can unlock any
resource at any time, and the specific language of the bill permits the
President, should a national need arise and the public welfare requires
it, to permit prospecting and exploitation.

Should there be, for instance, a vital shortage in some rare mineral,
with foreign sources cut off, and a need for finding it immediately
existing, there is nothing to prevent a swift prospecting by all modern
means. The idea of an amendment to prospect all such areas before
including them in a wilderness system is, therefore, without justifica-
tion. -

Listening to representatives of the mining industry and to their
great interest in these public lands leads me to wonder if it might not
fe worthwhile to do a little prospecting on the side into the present
mining laws to see exactly what is behind all of this great enthusiasm
for opening up these last areas of wilderness. I have a geological
background, have worked on surveys, and iow about prospecting and
a little about procedures.

I heard one speaker say that a mine was a thing of beauty to him.
I also heard a speaker out in Portland, Oreg., call one of the old
timber stands in one of our national parks a cellulose cemetery. This
I can understand, and I do not question such points of view, but it
does demonstrate the old conflict between the eternal and intangible
values and the material. There are millions of people in America
who would be appalled at the idea that an industrial development is
as beautiful as unchanged wilderness.

S. 174 is a vehicle for determining through a weighing of values
what is the highest land use for these areas under consideration. I
believe that wilderness fulfills a human need today, a need far more
important than timber, grazing, or mining, and that providing for
recreational opportunity is vitalto our sanity and balance as a people.
We must save places of beauty and silence, or we as a people will lose.
We have no right to deprive the people of tomorrow of the privilege
of knowing a small part of the America that used to be.

Sixty years ago Lord Bryce of England said, "Any people who has
no concern for preservation of the natural scene is doomed to brutish-
ness," which is just another way of saying if we have no regard for
the values inherent in wilderness, then we are losing our sou lsOur
greateist resource is our people, a people who have wisdom and per-
spective and who have a spiritual strength able to withstand the ten-
sions of the days to come. Wilderness can make a great contribution.

Thank you.
The CHArMAN. I would only want to question one thing here, and

that is the use of the figure of 55 million acres. Could I ask the source
of that figure? Does that not cover all of the land that is involved,
even though some of the parks would not be wilderness areas?
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Mr. OLsoN. It covers the national parks, the wilderness system of
the national forests, all of it, and fish and wildlife refuges and some
State parks.

The CHAIRMAN. But fish and game reserves would not necessarily
)e involved in this, would they?

Mr. OLSON. The wilderness character of the game refuges, I think,
would be involved.

The CHAMMAN. I asked that because we had a figure of about 31
million acres.

Mr. OLSON. I think that 55 is the broad inclusive figure of all lands,
Federal and State.

The CHAIRMAN. There is no State land involved in this.
Mr. OLSON. No.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, if you have a 55-million-acre figure, I would

like to say that the hearings we had involved the same areas of land,
and the report we got from the Department was that the federally
owned land committed for this purpose under S. 4028-one of the
earlier bills-would be 31 million acres; 31,648,200 some acres. I
think that is approximately the figure that would be involved in this
bill when all of the lands have been reviewed. The old 55-million-acre
figure included Indian lands not involved in this bill. And it included
acreage in the game and wildlife refuges which may not be put into
the wilderness system. Of course, some of the 8 million acres in the
primitive areas in the forests may also be cut out on reexamination by
the Forest Service. I only wanted that to come in here now for fear
some would say, "Well, we accepted the 55-million-acre figure without
question." It might prove to be right, but I think it may turn out to
be something lower than that.

Senator DworshakI
Senator DWORSHAK. Mr. Olson, do you think it would have been

more desirable to have preserved northern Minnesota as a wilderness
area than to have had the great, dynamic development of the ore
deposits in that part of the countryI a

Mr. OLSON . Ido not think that question is applicable. The iron
ore deposits are not within the so-called boundary waters canoe area at
all. If the iron ore deposits had been found in the wilderness canoe
country, and the exploration went on some 55 years before the Superior
National Forest was ever created, I am confident that country would
have been exploited long before there was any thought of a national
forest. But fortunately the iron ore lies outside of this wilderness, so
there is no question about it.

Senator D)woIsHAK. Of course, you recognize that in Idaho and
other States in the West we have comparable situations, where we have
undeveloped areas and where we recognize the economic value of
developing some of these mineral deposits while at the same time
p reserving the wilderness area! so that we can have a well-balanced
development and utilization. Do you recognize that?

Mr. OLSON. Yes, I recognize that
The CHAIRMAN. Senator A]lott I
Senator Auaor. Mr. Olson, have you read the amendment by way

of a substitute which has been introduced by myself?
Mr. OLSON. The amendment to this billI
Senator A.o'rr. Yes
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Mr. OLSON. I have heard of it, but I have not read it.
Senator AvOrr. Well, most of the people who are proponents of

the present bill have assumed that, per s, I am opposed to a wilderness
system; which is false. Do you have any objection to Congress having
an affirmative control over the wilderness system?1

Mr. OLSON. An affirmative control over the wilderness system?. No.
Senator ALLOrr. The bill before us provides only that if Congress

fails to act by a concurrent resolution, invalidating the Presidential
or secretarial action, only in that event does it become law.

Now you would not object then, to having Congress act affirmatively
on the new areas that would be brought in, in addition to the present
wilderness system ?

Mr. OLSON. I am not a legislative expert, as you can no doubt guess.
I do not know exactly what you mean by affirmative action. All I
am interested in is that Congress does have the right of review of
these various areas; that if there are additions or subtractions or
eliminations, the Congress will have the right to pass upon them.
Just exactly how it passes upon them is beyond me.

Senator ALLOTr. Did you examine the bill offered last year by the
distinguished Senator from Wyoming, Senator O'Mahoney, andmy-
self, which went to the great precaution, after months of work by the
Department of the Interior and the Department of Agriculture, of
setting out the boundaries of the wilderness primitive areas by descrip-
tion, so that there could be no mistake what Congress was doing?

Are you aware of that bill?
Mr. OLSON. I am aware of the bill. I read it. But I do not remem-

ber the details.
Senator ALLorr. Well, as you read it, then, would you approve of

the approach taken in that bill?
Mr. OLSON. I cannot remember well enough, without seeing the

thing before me, exactly what it was. As I recall offhand, I was not
particularly in favor of that draft. I was in favor of the original
draft, backed up by the Wilderness Society, my own organizations, and
others.

Senator DWORSHAK. What is your own organization, sir ?
Mr. OLSON. I am a consultant to the Izaak Walton League of

America on wilderness. I am a member of various committees of the
Secretary of the Interior on parks and monuments.

Senator DWORSHAK. Yes, I saw that. When you said "my own
organization," I wanted to know which one you were talking about.

On page 3 of your statement, you said:
While the Forest Service, National Park Service, and the Fish and Wildlife

Service will try to preserve what wilderness they can, it is very doubtful if
they can do this without congressional sanction and approval for their programs
of protection. Unless they have such assurance, there is no stability, and the
future for all wild country remaining looks bleak Indeed.

I am asking you this question for information, because I do not know
this area too well. I have never been in it, I do not believe.

In your own canoe area up in Minnesota, which extends-what
would be the easternmost town just outside of thatI Ely?

Mr. OLsoN. No. Ely is in the center. The closest town to the east
would be Grand Marais.

Senator DWORSHAX. And on the west?

66737-61-11
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Mr. OLSON. Oh, Crane Lake.
Senator DWORSHAK.. Where would Lake of the Woods come in?
Mr. OLsow. Lake of the Woods is about 150 miles west of Crane

Lake.
Senator DWORSHAK. Farther west.
Now in this area, since it has been established-the principles of

establishment, I agree with-have there been any great depredations
against the area? In other words, has there been commercialization
of the area

Mr. OiSow. There have been a great number of threats, which have
been successfully met.

Senator DWORSHAK. No. I want to know: Has there been commer-
cialization there since it was established ?

Mr. OLSON. Yes.
Senator DWORSHAK. In what way?
Mr. OLSON. All right. There were a great many private lands with-

in this area at one time, when it was created. On those private lands
were built resorts in the heart of the wilderness.

Senator DWORSHAK. This was before it was created?
Mr. OLSON. After the Superior Forest was created and after the

Boundary Waters Canoe Area was created, and during its creation.
People with private lands still have the right to go in wherever those
private lands happen to be, according to the organic Forest Service
Act.

This country became the great playground for tourists flying in.
In fact, they flew into this area with guaranteed fish limits from places
as far away as Cleveland, Detroit, Cincinnati, all over the country.

In 1949, President Truman established the first airspace reservation
over this country by Executive order. It was the only one ever estab-
lished for the preservation of wilderness. Since then, the Forest
Service has been trying desperately to buy out these private lands.
Congress has appropriated money, and the Forest Service has been
very successful in its program. There are still lands to be bought out.
But there is a commercial invasion of the wilderness which is being
met.

Senator ALLOT. In other words, though, this is not an invasion of
the wilderness area as such. It is the use of the ownership of private
land, to which we all have a right b virtue of the fact that we are
citizens of America. Is that not rightly

Mr. OLSON. According to the law, anyone who owns private
land

Senator ALL0pTT. Anyone who owns private land can use it for any
legal purpose.

Mr. OLSON. That is right.
Senator ALLOrr. So that this has not been an invasion of the area

as such. It has been the use of the land. There have been no com-
mercial enterprises established in the area owned by tht Government,
have there?

Mr. OLSON. Well, these areas can be classified as commercial
enterprises.

Senator ALLm. No. Now let us be honest about this thing. 'In
the areas that we are talking about, there has been no establishment of
commercial enterprises on Government land in this area, has thereV
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Mr: OLSOW' Well; maybe we donot-see yto eye on terminology
Senator ALt-oTr. lt us just answer questions and talk about thi8'

thig. Has there, or-has there not?
Mr. OLSON. There has.
Senator Auorr. Now where are these ?
Mr. OLSOi. Exactly the thing I am talking about. These private

lands-
Senator ALLorr. I am not talking about private lands, sir. I am

talking about Government land. Now you say that there has been
a commercialization. A man has a right to use his own land, even
a man who does not happen to be myself. Now has there or has there
not been a commercialization of the Government land in this area!

Mr. OLSON. I would-say, if I understand you correctly, that there
has been no commercialization of Government land without Govern-
ment jurisdiction.

Senator ALLoTT. So that the commercialization you are speakin
about is limited to the commercialization of private land contained
in this great area up there, and which the Forest Service is trying,
little by little, to buy out?

Mr. OLSON;. Correct.
Senator ALLOTr. Therefore, your statement, which I read to you

a few minutes ago, is not quite true, because the Forest Service has
been able to maintain the purity of this area, and even to diminish the
commercialization, without any kind of a wilderness bill, have they'
not?

Mr. OisoN. I would like to answer that. May I?
Senator ALLOTT. Yes.
Mr. OLsoNr. In talking about the ability of the Forest Service to

hold the line, I am not talking about what has been done, but I am
talking about the pressures which will inevitably come, with our
zooming population. We are going to have a population of 185 or
190 Million by 1975, which is not far away. We are going to have an
increased development of our industrial complex. Anyone who knows
the Forest Service knows the tremendous pressures under which they
operate constantly. And I doubt whether any of the agencies we are
concerned with-Forest Service, Park Service, or any.other-will be
able to hold the line and. protect the wilderness, unless they do have
congressional sanction and support. They have done a wonderful
job so far. f

Senator ALLoTT. They have, and I have seen no signs of them
bending in any respect, either the Secretaries present or past, in that
respect. I do not think it is going to happen.

Thank you very much, sir.
Mr. Chairman, I would like to refer to a statement at this point,'

because this is an appropriate place to put it, made by Dr. McArdle
of the Forest Service on June 19 and 20, 1957, onS. 1176.

Of course we all know who Dr. Richard McArdle is. He is Chief
of the U.S. Forest Service. And in this, he said, that S. 1176, of course,
being the original Wilderness bill: "S. 1176 would tend to freeze the
status quo with respect to present wilderness-type areas."

And then at another point, he said this:
S. 1176 would strike at the heart of the multiple-use policy of the national

forest administration: It would give a degree of congrtgsional protection to
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Wilderness use of the national forests not now enjoying any other use. It would
tend to hamper free and effective application of administrative judgment which
now determines and should continue to determine the use or combination of
uses to which a particular national forest area should be devoted. If this special
congressional protection is given to wilderness use, it is reasonable to expect
that other user groups will subsequently seek congressional protection for their
special Interests.

And I would like, Mr. Chairman, either to have Dr. MeArdle
recalled, or to have him explain to this committee, but preferably by
recalling him, what has happened to the multiple-use policy of the
Forest Service, since he made this statement

The CHAaRMAN. I think his testimony would be pertinent, but we
are dealing with a wholly different bill, and the objections of the
Forest Service could not be lodged against this. And we have elim-
inated the thing to which Mr. McArdle objected. He was here. We
could have him back again.

Senator AxLuor. I am sorry. The chairman knows that the only
reason I was not here yesterday was because of an act of God. It was
something beyond my control.

The CHAIMAN. Ed Crafts is here, and he will be glad to testify.
Mr. Crafts sat in on discussion after discussion while we were trying

to modify the bill so that we might remove the very objections to
which Dr. McArdle so forcefully expressed himself.

We had a witness here yesterday opposed to this bill who partic-
iated in the hearings at Albuquerque, where we found that wehad to
eliminate some Indian land that was in the bill. I would hate to have
the testimony of Indians against that bill used against this one, because
we have eliminated the cause of the difficulty.

Senator Au-ToTr. Mr. Chairman, it is very pertinent, because in this
statement he says thiat bill would strike at the heart of multiple-use
policy of the national forest administration. I say in the present bill
the multiple-use policy has disappeared.

The CHAlRMAN. I can only say that would be a matter of individual
judgment. I do not think it has disappeared; and neither do the

ForestService people. But we will be &ad to have them come back
agilater on.

Are there additional questions of Mr. Olson?
Senator MzrcALF. Mr. Chairman, I have no questions of the witness,

but I want the record to show that silence as far as the Senator from
Montana is concerned as to examples of how the administration hasoperated in the past, both in the Department of Agriculture and the
Interior Department, on wildernesses and wildlife refuges and primi-
tive areas is not any acquiescence that there has been a fine admin-
istrative program; because I can give several examples of invasions
of wilderness, invasions of wildlife refuges, by past administrations,
both Democratic and Republican.

The CRAIXMAN. We had some matter in Michigan that was dealt
with by a special bill

Senator =Z . We have had several matters.
The CHAinAz;. Are there additional questions ?
Thank you very much.
The CKATuIAN. Mr. Buchheister.
I want to explain to the witnesses that we may be a little more

restrained on questioning than otherwise, because all of us are in-
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volved in other hing." I have been trying all morning to get to a
space hemn sometime today, and I am not going to be able to make
it. But I do not want to miss it tomorrow also. So we will try to
close this hearing today by refraining from some of the questioning.

STATEMENT OF CARL W. BUCHEMEIST PRE&WENT, NATIONAL
AUDUBON SOCIETY

Mr. Bucmiusm. My name is Carl W. Buchheister, of New YorkCit, and I am president of the National Audubon Society.
Let me say at the outset that the National Audubon Socieaty

it a great privilege to be represented at this hearin1 . We deeplyappreciate t e historic oprnty thus afforded tenors publiya
1h htoi oru rem abill which we believe will1 go down in the books as part Of the"60~

charts of American conservation, as one of the body of basic laws
governing the use for the public good of lands and resources controlled

by the Federal Government.
A statement of Audubon philosophy adopted some years ago by our

society declares our belief-
that every generation should be able to experience spiritual and physical refresh-
ment in places where primitive nature is undisturbed.

In a letter addressed to the distinguished chairman shortly after
S. 174 was introduced, I said:

Without such a law as the one you propose,'Senator Anderson, not even rem-
nants of true wilderness will be left in the United States for our grandchildren to
know, to study, and to enjoy.

This was, if anything, an understatement. Those of us whose pro-
fession it is to study and work with the problems of conserving our
natural resources are poignantly conscious of the terrible and almost
irresistible pressures being exerted by expanding industrialization and
urbanization upon the esthetic and recreational values to be found
ony in wilderness and in the natural beauty of our land. We see these
values being eroded and chipped away at an ever increasing rate.

Within recent days, to cite a small but typical example, the town
board at Stone Harbor, N.J., yielded to the pressures and surrendered
one-third of a sanctuary area that has been the home of rare and beau-
tiful birds. These birds, of course, have no comme value to com-
pare with the dollars to be made in a real estate development, but their
intangible values are very meaningfu to millions of people.

Our natural wetlands our mars"es and swamps, are a special kind
of wild habitat upon which our continental waterfowl resources and
other kinds of wildlife are absoluely dependent. These wetlands are
shrinking steadily as the same kind of pressures drive the ditching
mchines, the buldozers, and the fill-trucks ahead of them.

Almost daily the newspapers of New York report new schemes and
new pressures to invade and to despoil, for one commercial purpose
or another, the great New York State Forest Preserve. This beauti-
ful Adirondacks area is one of the few pieces of State-owned land
in the Nation of a size and quality to be called true wilderness. Had
it not been for the foresight of the framers of the State constitution,
who years ago wrote protection for the forest preserve into the basic
law, this wilderness would long ago have been lost to the people of the
State who treasure it so highly.
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Our national parks, several of which would be buttressed by passage
of the Wilderness Act, now have the best protection in law of all
our special Federal preserves. Yet even the national parks are far

.from secure, because the Park Service, and the- Congraw, are in-
creasingly besieged to permit commercial and artificial developments

.which would mrke money for someone, to be-sure, but'which wouldd
destroy the wilderness scenery and the wildlife that the parks were
created to protect.

President Kennedy put our conservation problems in focus the
other day in his message to the Congress. By the year 200O-oily
40 years in the future--he pointed out, our lands ndresources must
provide for the needs of 300 million citizens. And then, as now, those
needs will include more than food and clothing and shelter. The
need will be even greater then for places where a human being can
escape the walls and the pavements and the crowds-andfind physical
and spiritual refreshment in his nattual environment.

Yes, I am convinced that the assertion in my letter to the chair-
man was, if anything, an understatement. The next generation is
indeed unlikely to know the wilderness unless we have a law that will
keep the remnants of wild America which we are so fortunate still
to have in the national forests, the national parks, and in1 some of the
national wildlife refuges.

Altogether, as Senator Anderson pointed out when he introduced
S. 174, the national park, wildlife refuse, and national forest areas
proposed to be included in the National Wilderness Preservation Sys-
tem comprise only about 5 percent of the Federal domain. The areas
in the national forests now classified by administrative ruling as
wilderness, canoe, primitive, and wild, and which would be affected
by this legislation, are only about 8 percent of the national forests.
They include a far smaller percentage than that of potential com-mercial timberlands.

These areas in the national forests are perhaps the most vulnerable
of all without the kind of protection proposed in S. 174. We sup-
port S. 174 as drafted, Mr. Chairman, but we believe it would be a

betterr bill if the process of reclassifying the primitive areas were
speeded up. This task should be done in 10 years or less, instead of
15 Mer

IThese primitive areas are, and always have been, an essential and
real part of the national forest wilderness holdings, subject to study
for boundary modifications. With due respect for the burden of
other duties performed so well by Forest Service personnel, the proc-
ess of studying and fixing the boundaries has gone very slowly-
unnecessarily slowly we b'elievm With each passing year, because of

'the very pressures already discussed, it will becomeharder to achieve
reclassification, even as proposed in this legislation without serious
reductions and inroads in wilderness that should be preserved for
public use. Even 10 years from now it probably will take a cataclys-
mic struggle to save the bulk of any primitive area in the reclassifica-
tion proces.0

Among the areas still listed as primitive are some of our finest, our
wildest, our most scenic, and most valuable expanses of true wilderness.

We have heard it proposed that S. 174 should be amended so the
primitive areas would not be given the protection of the Wilderness
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Act now, but eah such area could be brought into the'Wilderess
Preservation System only through separate act of Congriam

The Nati=2 Audubon Society would vigorously oppose such an
amendment because such an amendment, Mr. Chairman, would turn
this legislation into a wilderness reduction bill instead of a Wilderness
Protection Act. I believe all conservation-minded citizens.would
oppose it.

Senator ALLoTT. May I ask you a question at that point I Because
I think it will save time.

What you are saying, in effect, Mr. Buchheister, I think, is that if
the bill is weighted in your favor, then you are for it; if it is not, you
are against it.

Now, I am sure that you are sufficiently aware of the -methods of
operation of the Congress of the United States to know that under
the present circumstances six people in the Congress of the United
States could effectively block any resolution to overturn a decision of
the President or one ofthe Secretaries.

In other words, the majority leader of either House, the chairman
of the Committee on the Interior or the chairman of the Committee
on Public Lands of either House.

So what you are saying is: We want this in a position where if we
can persuade one man, we can effectively keep Congress from passing
a resolution overturning a decision of the Secretary.

Now, you people have talked about democracy. Do you consider
this democracyI

Mr. BuoiHmzrsTm. Yes, Senator, I think so. In this particular
case, you have all these primitive areas now in the Forest Service.
And if you took them out and considered them one by one to put them
back in, that would be taking them all out. They are all in, now.

Senator ALLowr. Well, let us take the case of the seashores. Why
are we not concerned in the case of seashoresI You are dealing with
land that is in the confines of the States of those of us from the est.
We are taking up the seashores one by one and contemplate affirmative
congressional action, and I might say for my own part that we are
making very poor p doing it.

Now, what about the seashoresI Should we throw those into this
wilderness area bill, too?

Mr. BUOHHsTm. Once the seashore areas are constituted as na-
tional parks, yes, sir. But are you referring to some of them, now,
that are not yet inI

Senator Awr'r. I am thinking of San Padre I am thinking of
Cape Cod, Point Reyes and the Indiana Dunes. Places of that sort.

Now, they have to be brought in by affirmative congressional action.
Is there any reason why the great areas of the West should not be
brought in by affirmative congressional action?

Mr. BucHnimTER. You mean the ones that are not in already?
Senator ALLOTr. Yes. In the future.
Mr. BUCHHEISTER. NO.
Senator ALLorr. There is no reason, is there?
Mr. BUCHHEISTER. No.
Senator ALOrr. Thank you, sir. I might add that it seems to me

that there is a great deal more urgency about the fast disappearing
shoreline areas than there is about the wilderness areas, most of which
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will remain in character even without legislation because of their
rugged terrain and inaccessibility.

The Cimmur. What was the point about the one man being able
to prevent Congress from passing a resolution of disapproval

Senator AT xwv. My point is this, Mr. Chairman. We are all real-
ista, and this does not cast any implications against anybody. I do
not mind saying this for the record, because it would be true of either
party. So there is no imputation against this chairman or any other.

But, where negative action is required, those seeking congressional
action can generally be stymied by any one of six key people: the sub-
committee and full committee chairmen of either body, the Senate
majority leader and the Speaker of the House. Thus, under the pro-
cedures prescribed in S. 174, those supporting the administrative de-
cision could block effective congressional action by convincing any
one of these six people thereby preventing a review of the decision of
the Secretary.

The CHAImAN. I would have to dispute that, because we made
specific provision that it is subject to the provisions of the Reorganiza-
tion Act, which permits any Member of either body to bring it up at
any time, if it has been before a committee for 10 days, as a matter of
privilege'. That is the whole point of the Reorganization Act.

They said the same thing in the Reorganization Act They wrote
in language that said under the Reorganization Act either House, by
objection, could set aside a reorganization plan. Not both Houses as
you have it here. The principle on bringing it up in Congress is the
same. Any Member of either House who wants to bring up a resolu-
tion of disapproval can do so, as a matter of right. It is not subject
to Calendar Wednesday. It can be brought up at any time, and it
then becomes an order of business, and he can call it up and get a vote
on it at any time he wants to.

That was put in to prevent the very thing you have talked about.
Senator AwrxT. I think you will find, Mr. Chairman, that the at-

tempts to get legislation on the floor of the Senate which did not meet
the approval of the majority leader, no matter who he was, would be
very, very ineffectual.

The CxmATAx. But that is precisely what it is not. Anybody can
call it up if he wants to. Ordinarily you have difficulty bringing up,
for instance, something with regard to civil rights. Somebody might
object to it. But nobody can object to this.

Go ahead.
Mr. BumcimiSTP.i Before closing, I should like to discuss one

other aspect of this legislation that may not have been fully treated by
any other witness. Thugh its 56 years of service, our society has
had considerable experience in safeguarding the special habitats that
are essential to conserve certain rare and endangered species of wild-
life. As you may know, our society owns or leases, and protects, a
chain of wildlife sanctuaries from Maine to Florida, around the gulf
coast, and in California. Affiliated local societies maintain other
sanctuaries and nature preserves. At least two of our sanctuaries
are of a size and quality to qualify as wilderness under the definitions
of this bill.

Because of this experience, and because of the biological research
conducted by the National Audubon Society on such species as the
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egrets and other herons, the whooping crane, the wood stork- the
flamingo, the California condor, and others, we feel particularly
competent to testify that this bill, S. 174, is an important and neces-
sary measure for the conservation of valuable wildlife resources.
This is true because certain wild animals must have wilderness to
survive.

I think everyone here would correctly consider it a great loss to
humanity in many scientific, esthetic, and material ways, should the
African lion disappear from its native habitat. For such disappear-
ance would, in fact, mean its extinction.

Scientists and conservationists throughout the world are gravely
concerned about what will happen to the great game preserves and
p arks in Africa, and to such conservation laws as have been estab-
lished there, in the wake of the political and social changes now taking
place in that unhappy continent. What happens to the game pre-
serves and parks may spell the fate of the lion, the elephant, and
several other animals among Africa's remarkable fauna.

Yet here in the United States we are in danger of losing two great
carnivores that are almost as spectacular and fully as important to
science and human culture as the African lion. I refer to the moun-
tain lion, or cougar, and to the grizzly bear. We are bound to lose
both species unless our remnants of wilderness are preserved.

We still have the whooping crane only because through circum-
stances and Government policy in Canada, the remaining nesting
habitat of the species is protected as wilderness in Canada's Wood
Buffalo Park. This bird is further dependent upon an absence of hu-
man interference on its wintering grounds, a protection fortunately
provided by the Aransas National Wildlife Refuge in Texas.

The spectacular and almost equally rare California condor, one of
the largest birds on earth, will stay with us only if we protect the
wilderness character of its nesting range in a national forest.

The grayling, considered by many expert anglers to be the finest
game fish that will take a fly, and certainly the most beautiful, is
another animal that can survive only in a wilderness ecology. Once
common in streams from Michigan westward through the upper Mis-
sissippi and Missouri valleys, it now rises to the angler's lure only in
a few mountain streams in the Bob Marshall Wilderness Area in
Montana, and in certain Arctic tundra waters as yet untainted by
civilization.

Our society is presently conducting a continentwide survey and
biological research to inventory the remaining population of the bald
eagle, our national emblem, ana to find out how we can keep this great
bird from joining the passenger pigeon and the heath hen. In a
general way we know why the bald eagle is in trouble. It needs a
wilderness habitat, and as wilderness goes, so goes the bald eagle.

Senator GmzNMG. I would like to inform the witness that the
bald eagle is protected in Alaska, and is increasing very rapidly, and
we are very happy that that is so. And we will be very glad to lend
bald eagles to any State from which they have disappeared, because
we have a great supply of them, and they are increasing very rapidly
since we stopped paying a bounty on them and have had them
protected.
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I also would like you to know that grayling are very numerous in
the streams of Alaska and not only in the Bob Marshall Wilderness.

Mr. Buc9HMSTE=. i'hat is very cheering and comforting informa-
tion Senator.

The CaAIRMAN. We keep the Senator from Alaska busy at all times.
He is really working to get us informed about the resources of that
great new State.

Mr. BucHHmisT R. Had we been foresighted enough a few decades
ago to set aside a couple of areas of forest wilderness m the Southeast,
we might have saved another interesting species, the ivory-billed wood-
pecker. Some ornithologists still cling to hope that the ivory-bill
may survive in some backwoods area of Georgia or Florida, but there
is reason to doubt that a single specimen remains alive on earth.

Mr. Chairman, when I ask this distinguished committee to report
S. 174 favorably and promptly, which Ido respectfully I know I
speak not only for the 33,000 members of the National Audubon
Society, but for a hundred thousand members of local Audubon socie-
ties and other affiliated groups throughout the Nation.

Again I thank you for the privilege of this hearing, and for your
courtesy.

The HAUMAW. May I just say to Mr. Buchheister that I appreci-
ate very much your testimony and the kind things you have had to
say about the bill. And I certainly would not want this opportunity
to pass without complimenting the society on many of the fine things
that it has done, particularly its work with the whooping crane and
certain things of that nature.

I was very interested in your comment about the bald eagle, be.
cause while it is true we can still rely on Alaska for a supply, it was
quite common in many other parts of our country, and some of us
hope it may be again. I think your society has done very, very fine
things. It is a privilege to have you here as a witness, in addition
to getting your testimony.

9r. BucrH=T. Thank you, sir.
Senator DWORSHAx. Mr. Buchheister, do you anticipate that any

areas within New York State will be included in the new wilderness
program?

Aft.BUCHHFSTER. I am sorry, Senator, that I cannot tell you ex-
actly which ones would be; no, sir.

Senator DwoRSHAK. You have a lot of seashore areas and you have
State parks. Because of the magnanimous attitude ol the people of
your State in attempting to dictate to people of the West how we
should use our resources, they may consider making a contribution,
which is permitted under the terms of the bill, to the national wilder-
ness program of some of your areas.

Mr. BUcHHsTER. Well, I hope they would. But most of them
are in State parks, Senator.

Senator DWORSHAK. You would encourage that, would you not?
Mr. BucHmius m. I saV most of them are in State parks.
Senator DWOMHAK. Well, could you prevail upon the State of New

York to make a contribution of those areas to the Federal Goverm
ment? t

Mr. BUCHHEISTER. I believe so much in this bill, Senator, that if
the areas could be put into the protection of the United States, I
would rather see them there.
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Senator DWORSHAK. Well, that 'is a fair statement to make. HoW
about the seashore areas? You have a lot of those

Mr. BucHImsTFR. We have a lot, sir, but the sad part is, as Senator.
Allott says, that there are very few of them that are now obtainable.
Most of them are exactly what this bill would prevent, we hope, Sena-,
tor. A hundred miles of Long Island are today in private hands,
except for one State park. Andthose are all chopped up into housing
developments and into places where there are seashore resorts--very,
very crowded conditions, and very little aspect of nature except the
sky above and the sea beyond the beach.

Senator DWORSHAK. Are most of those seashore areas coming under
private ownership and becoming commercialized so that their esthetic
values will soon be lost to the American people?

Mr. BUCHHEISTER. Most that I am speaking about, on Long Island;
yes, Senator, they are. And large holdgs have been broken up, and
there is a tremendous amount of settlement there now, and there is
very little of it left.

Senator DWORSHAK. You do believe. though that the seashore areas
are as vital to the overall long-range program as are some of the
wilderness areas in the West?

Mr. BUCHHEISTER. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. I must remind the witness that in 1894 New York

did transfer a large acreage by constitutional amendment. And we
are going to have before the committee a seashore bill, which I do
not claim to be the last word in wisdom, but at least it would call for
studies as to how we can acquire some of these seashore areas which
I think are extremely important topreserve an opportunity for folks
of ordinary means to enjoy the seashore.

Senator KUCHEL. Mr. Buchheister, first let me congratulate you
on a very excellent statement.

I am coauthor of this legislation. I believe in it, and I think per-
haps this is as good a time as any to attempt to lay some of the ap-
prehensions of some of our brothers and fellow citizens who oppose it.
In. 1960, the Congress passed legislation, Public Law 86-517, in

which the legislative branch laid down a policy as follows: That it
is the policy of the Congress that the national forests are established
and shall be administered for outdoor recreation, timber, wildlife,
and fishing purposes. The purposes of this act are declared to be
in supplementation to but not in derogation of the purposes for
which the national forests were established. The language reads:

Nothing herein shall be construed as affecting the responsibilities or jurisdic-
tions of the several States with respect to wildlife and fish on the national
forests. Nothing herein shall be construed so as to affect the use or adminis-
tration of the mineral resources of the national forest lands or to affect the use
or administration ,of Federal lands not within the national forest.

SECTION. 2.' The Secretary of Agriculture Is authorized and directed to de-
velop and administer the renewable surface resources of the national forests for:.
multiple use and sustained yield of the several products and services obtained
therefroni. In the administration of the national forests' due consideration
shall be give to the relative values of the various resources in particular areas.,
The establishment and maintenance of areas of wilderness are consistent with
the purposes and provisions of this act.

That is what the Congress of the United States in its judgment
decided in 1960., And it was pursuant to that statute, decided by the
Congress in 1960, that the Secretary of Agriculture, as you suggest

SRP02508



THE WILDERNESS ACT

in your statement on page 3 and the top of pa 4, then, by appro-
priate regulation, determined what areas underahs jurisdiction would
be clsfed as "Wilderness, Canoe, Primitive, and Wild."

You go on to suggest that the area to be affected by the legislation
on which I have been pleased to place my name constitutes about 8
percent of the national forests. And yesterday, when the representa-
tive of the Department, Mr. McArdle, was tes ifying, he inserted into
the record some statistical information demonstrating in each State
which has been affected the amount of area which he classified as
wilderness primitive, wild, and canoe. It was indicated that what was
classified as wild was in truth wilderness. And then he placed addi-
tional areas in the national forest under the jurisdiction of the Secre-
tary of Agriculture in his category called primitive.

'Now, is it not fair to say that under the law which the Congress
ado pted, the Secretary of Agriculture could classify all the primitive
lands as wilderness, if, in his judgment, that was in the public interest?
Is that not a fair statement?

Mr. BucHazISTEn. As far as I know, I would say "Yes."
Senator KUCHEL. So the fact of the matter is that what Congress

did in 1960 was to divest itself of any control over the public domain
so far as this classification is concerned, and gave the responsibility
to an administrative agency entirely. No question about that, is
there?

Mr. BucHHEvImER. No.
Senator KUCHEL. And under the legislation which I have been

pleased to put my name on, with the chairman of this committee andothers, there is for the first time an opportunity for the Congress to

participate in administrative regulations and decisions made by the
Secretary of Agriculture. Is that not right?

Mr. Buc IsETm Right.
Senator KUCHEL. So that rather than suggesting the Congress and

the Legislature now before us is going to lock up the public domain,
if any lock-up occurred, it occurred in 1960. Is that not correct?
And here for the first time we attempt by orderly procedure to give the
Congress of the United States some opportunity to exercise its inds-
pendent judgment over a decision of an administrative agency. Is
that not truesI

Mr. BucHzISTEn. Yes.
Senator KucHEL. I do not understand my friends objecting to this

legslation on the ground that it happens to be a divesting of the
right of Congress to participate in the classification of properties
which happen to be owned by the people.

I siply want to point out to you, Mr. Chairman, for the purposes
of the record, that the testimony of Mr. Buchheister is excellent on
that point; and read in connection with the testimony of the very able
pUblhe servant yesterday, I think we can attempt to place this prob-
em in p roper focus.

The CvAIRILAN. Yes. I would only say that while the testimony
of Mr. Buchheister is excellent, I think all the wildlife enthusiasts
here will agree that the testimony of the junior Senator from Cali-
fornia is about the the finesttestimony we have had. Senator Kuchel
has been a fine cosponsor of this legislation. I think his remarks have
been unusually clear and interpretive of this legislation. He has the

164

SRP02509



THE WILDERNIS3S ACT

sincere thanks of all of us for the excellent work he has done and is do-
ing to advance this legislation.

Are there some questions?
Senator Axiir. Yes, I have one, Mr. Chairman.
As long as we are commenting upon the amount of land included

in the national forest area-I forget which page this is; it does not
matter-you have used the term 8 percent, and can you tell me what
percentage of the people who use the national forests use the wildlife
areas, or the wilderness areas?

Mr. BUCHHEISTER. Senator, I cannot answer that question. I do
not know what percentage would use it.

Senator Auorr. Now, while we are on this matter of acreage, the
extent of our wilderness areas, are you aware that the amount pro-
posed to be frozen, here into wilderness areas is greater than the
combined areas of Rhode Island, Delaware, Connecticut, Hawaii,
New Jersey7 Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Vermont, Maryland,
and West Virginia?1 Their acreage happens to come to 84,478 square
miles, and the acreage proposed to be frozen here is 5,000 square miles
greater than that. Are you aware of this significant fact?

Mr. BUCHHEISTE. NO.
Senator AuLOrr. Do you find it interesting or challenging?
Mr. BUCHHEISTF. I find it exceedingly so.
Senator A.LwOT. That is all, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very, very much.
Mr. BUCHHEISTER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAnUI . Mr. Smith?

STATEMENT OF ANTHONY WAYNE SMITH, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY,
NATIONAL PARKS ASSOCIATION

Mr. S.mrrH. Mr. Chairman, my name is Anthony Wayne Smith. I
am executive secretary of the National Parks Association. I am a
lawyer, admitted to practice in all the Federal courts of the District
of Columbia and the State of New York.

As a lawyer and administrator, through most of my professional
life, I have been primarily concerned with matters of natural resources
management. My interests have covered a very broad field, includ-
ing not only the conservation side of these problems, but the develop-
ment and production side.

I have served in the past under two Secretaries of the Interior,
as Assistant to the Secretary, responsible for consultation in the fol.
lowing fields: Metal mining, petroleum, hydroelectric power develop-
ment, and commercial fisheries. So that I think I can approach some
of these problems with a fairly complete background on the desir-
ability and need for both development and conservation.

This has been a very interesting hearing, and so many points have
been made by the members of the committee and witnesses that it
seemed to me I would like to discard this brief statement that I have
submitted and talk a little more directly to some of the points that
have been raised.

But first of all, with respect to the National Parks Association:
It was founded in 1919 by Stephen Mather, who was the first head of
the National Park Service. It has a growing membership of about
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15,000 persons, publishes a monthly magazine, and I have placed
copies of it in your hands, as the best means of acquainting you, if
you are not familiar with our work.

The people that belong to organizations like this are intensely de-
voted people. We know from surveys of our membership that they
not only read but they retain and they distribute this magazine. So
that we think we have a directly interested audience of at least 60,000,
which fans out its influence in a great many directions.

We are aware, and indeed almost one might say surprised, some-
times, by the growing demand for the protection of natural wild
country in America, recreational country, generally, but along with
the recreational country, where there is heavy use, also the kind of
country in which there is very limited use in terms of numbers, but
a very intense interest on the port of the people who go into these
areas. And there is increasing pressure on all of these areas for their
use.

And basically, Senator Allott, what we are saying, here, is that
ithe pressures are so great, and at the same time the interest is so great,
that we feel that in addition to the protection that these areas can
have by the administrators of the various Federal Government
agencies, the Congress ought also to have a hand in protecting these
areas.

(The statement of the National Parks Association is as followt)

STATEMENT OF NATIONAL PARKS AsSOCIATION

The National Parks Association appreciates this opportunity to testify on the
wilderness bill. S. 174. on invitation of Senator Anderson.

The National Parks Association was established in 1919 by Stephen P. Mather,
'fIrst director of the National Park Service. Its function Is to assist as an in-
dependent, nonprofit, educational and scientific organization in the protection
of the national park system and other natural areas. It publishes a monthly
magazine which goes to more than 15,000 members and is read by at least 60,000

people deeply concerned with the protection of natural outdoor condition in
America.

Our national parks and monuments are under very heavy pressure from over-
crowding these days. The same is true of the primitive and wilderness areas
of the national forests. The portions of the parks and forests most suitable
for preservation in their original natural condition should be given protection
by every reasonable method.

If enough protected wilderness areas, large enough in extent, can be retained
in our national forests, the pressures on the pristine wilderness in our national
parks and monuments will be mitigated. At present the wilderness areas In
the national forests can be abolished by administrative order; we support the
basic purpose of this legislation, which Is to require congressional approval be-
-fore such abolition can be accomplished. These areas In the national forests
are worth protecting in this manner for their own sake, but also in order to
.help protect the untouched regions of our national parks.

We support specifically the section in the wilderness bill dealing with the
national park system areas, providing for Incorporation of such areas into the
system without effect on their relationship to the park system, by presidential
recommendation within 10 years after the effective date of the action. We have
only a few minor suggestions as to language. The word "or" should be sub-
stituted for the word "and" at the end of the first sentence of the second pars
graph; there will be many cases where an area would be traversed by a road,
but where other installations would be Undesirable. The laigUage in the last
sentence of this section providing these standards now in effect shall not be
,"lowered" is vague: we* would i commnend theyfollowing: "Shall in no manner
lower the stan~Iards for the protection of natural condittiofi of, any area In
suh ixnft-"
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We are happy to see the joint sponsorship of this legislation under the leader-
ship of Senator Anderson by such a distinguished group of Members of the
Senate of the United States. This version of the wilderness bill is the result
of much consultation and careful thought by many responsible people for a
number of years; we feel that the time is more than ripe for its passage and
hope for final action by Congress at this session.

Senator ALLor. May I say, there, sir, since you have referred to
me: I could not agree with you more. I simply want Congress to
have the hand that the Constitution intended Congress to have in it.

Now, in referring to your statement, here; you say:
At present the wilderness areas in the National Forests can be abolished by

administrative order.

This is true. You are willing to trust them now. Should you not be
willing to trust them later, by the same token?

Mr. Smit. I do not know that I understand your question,
Senator.

Senator Au=. To bring in areas.
Mr. SMITH. This bill does not place any restrictions whatsoever.

This bill simply protects the existing wilderness system. We are
not talking about bringing new areas into the system, Senator. That
has nothing to do with this legislation.

Senator ALLTrr. Well, the bill, sir, provides for the bringing in
of new areas.

Mr. SMITH. Not into the wilderness system. The primitive areas
are paxt of the wilderness system at the present time.

Senator ALLOrr. That is correct.
Mr. SMITH. This bill provides for a protection of all these areas

in the wilderness system. Now, if Congress in addition wishes to
add other wilderness areas, that is fine. I think we all would be in
favor of that.

Senator ALoir. Sir?
Mr. SMITH. If Congress in addition to the wilderness areas that

are in the system now, and primitive areas, wishes to add new wilder-
ness areas to the system, that is fine. It can do so at any time.

Senator ALTr. You mean to say this bill does not provide methods
of bringing in new areas? It does.

Mr. SmIrH. It does not have to. All that needs to be done
Senator ALuOTT. If you would say, sir, that what you want to main-

tain is the present wilderness system, I think I would be saying,
"Fine. Do this." I want a wilderness system. I have no objection
to a wilderness system. All I want to do is retain in Congress the
right constitutionally that the Constitution says we have. And I do
not want our right to legislate abrogated because somebody along the
way may decide that they do not want this particular resolution
considered.

Mr. SMITH. Nobody is abrogating the rights of Congress to legis-
late. Nobody can. I do not understand you, sir.

Senator ALLoTr. For practical purposes, the bill does, I must say.
Mr. SMITH..Any time Congress wants to pass a bill throug'i both

Houses by majority action of both Houses of Congress on ary sub-
ject, it-can do so; can it not?

Senator ALLOITT. Yes, but you are only legislating negatively.
Mr. SMITH. 'No, Senator. This is not what is happening. -
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Senator Aiorr. Well, it is what is happening. Now, let us have
no mistake about this. This is what is happening. You are establish-ing something by executive fiat. And then Congress can only stop

this if they act aamst it. You are not legislating; you are depriving
Congress of the right to legislate.

Mr. Sxrru. There is a wilderness protection system now in ex-
istence.

Senator ALuWr. Yes, sir.
Mr. SmrrH. It consists of the wilderness areas, the wild areas, and

the primitive areas in the national forests.
Senator Auor. That is right.
Mr. SxrIr. It consists of the national parks.
Senator Axwrr. That is correct.
Mr. Sm'ra. Now, the fear is that pressures will be brought on the

executive officers of the Government, whereby they will be forced to
eliminate many of these areas from the wilderness system. And we
are setting up here a means whereby Congress can prevent this kind
of elimination by the executive branch. That is what the bill is.Senator Ax;r. Well,.they can do it much more adequately if we
set up an area, a certain given area as the wilderness system, and then
provide that Congress Ieo-islativeiy add to it after proper hearing,
1ust as we do, for example, with the seashore parks.

Mr. SxrrH. You can do this now. There is nothing in this bill
that stops it.

Senator ALLOTT. Not under this bill, you cannot.
Mr. SMIrH. Well, sir, our professional judgment as to what the

bill says differs, then. I tell you that Congress can add to any wilder-
ness area now, before or after the passage of this bill, by passing a law
to that effect.

Senator ALLorr. That is right. But you have provided here, in the
bill, that the way that it is to be done is that Congress must pass a
concurrent resolution negativing the action of the Secretaries or the
President.

Mr. Sxmi. We are simply giving to Conrss what it does not
now have. At the moment, the Secretary could wipe out the entire
wilderness system. The Secretary of Agriculture could issue an
order tomorrow in which the entire wilderness system was eliminated.
Now, we are saying: "We want Congress to stand watchdog over
this and see that this does not happen."

Senator Auo'r. This, sir, I do not object to.
Mr. Srr. All right. That is all this bill does.
Senator AuoTrr. The only objection I have is that I want Congress

to act affirmatively and not have legislation just die that should nega-
tive an action of one of the Secretaries, for example. And I do not
want it to die by inaction. I want Congress to act affirmatively to
brira these areas in.

r. SxXm. Well, the areas are already in, sir, and the problem is
how they are going to be taken out.

Senator AzLuo. The future ones, I am talking about.
Mr. SxrrH. New, future onesI You can do that any time you

want to. I would like to see one or two areas added to the wilderness
stem which are probably not going to be in the wilderness system.

it probably ought to be done by separate bill. So I am going
to bring the proposal-toyou and have you introduce it.
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Senator AmLo'r. Well, why do you object, why would you object,
to changing S. 174-if I can find the specific provision-on page 8 of
the bill, if you have it there. Would you object to changing line 24
to read:

But only if prior to such adjournment the Congress approves a concurrent
resolution * * * ?

In other words, let us change it around to where you put Congress
in the position of legislating affirmatively upon the matter.

Mr. SMrrH. Well, what we are asking Congress to take respon-
sibility for is a veto over an administrative act.

Senator ALLorr. And that is all you give it, the power of veto,
by thisI

Mr. SMrH. Yes. That is right.
Senator Auorr. And yet the power of veto, as I explained a few

moments ago-
And, Mr. Chairman, I might say that I have had the Parliamen-

tarian of the Senate go to check the rules, and the rules, as given
to me, that the resolution can be brought up, and after 2 o'clock
it then goes on the Calendar; but in order to get an effective vote on
the floor, it would have to gtthe concurrence of the majority leader.

The CHAIMAN. Did Mr.Watkins so advise youI
Senator AIwrr. Mr. Riddick.
(Chairman Anderson left the hearing room at this point.)
Mr. SMITH. While the Senator is settling this question, shall I

go on?
Senator Aum. I think not, in the absence of the chairman.
All right. Go ahead, sir. He says it is all right.
Mr. SMIrH. Well, let me make one point, while the chairman i-

out of the room, which I think he might agree with.
It seems to some of us, seems to me, certainly, that what we are-

dealing with here is an effort to preserve certain values, as Mr.
MurieIas said, which are distinctively American.

We had, as a people, a very unusual experience, our ancestors coming
from Europe, a crowded continent. They came here, and they found
great space. They found great room to spread out. They had the
experience of the frontier.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Riddick will be right over here and will
straighten this out.

Mr. SmITH. Well, gentlemen, I am quite certain that the Congress;
of the United States is not controlled by these men.

Senator ALLoTT. By what men?
Mr. SMrH. Any six men.
Senator AwTT. I do not know what your remark refers to. What

is it?
Mr. SMrrn. I am quite certain that if the two Houses of Congress

wish to pass resolutions or other legislative action and express their
views on this or any other question, the can do so witout being
subject to the veto of the Speaker, the chairmen of the committees
of both Houses, and the chairmen of the subcommittees.

Senator ALLOTr. You do not have to impute dishonest motives.
All you have to do is convince people. There is no imputation o"
dishonest motives.

6677-41----12
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Mr. Sm T. Nobody suggested it, sir.
Senator ALLOT'r. And that is what I have said. It is not a ques-

tion of the imputation of dishonest motives. It is a question of just
selling one man or two men or three men.

Mr. SrrH. Nobody has suggested motives. My point is simply
that I think the Congress of the United States is its own master.

Mr. Chairman, when you were out of the room, I was suggesting
that part of our American history was rather unique, in that people
came from Europe, from a crowded continent. They spread out over
the continent, in which there was great open space. For the first
time they came to know the experience of complete liberty and free-
dom. And there is plenty of professional historical testimony to the
fact that it was the frontier which was the birth of our democracy.
And the two things, the frontier and freedom, have been very closely
linked through all our history.

As the frontier disappeared, we have been faced with problems of
regulation and constriction and confinement. And I am suggesting
that one of the very important things that we have to try to preserve
in America, as distinctivelyAmerican? is some opportunity for this
continuing experience of complete frontier freedom.

And that is what the wilderness areas can contribute to America,
what they are contributing. And we think they ought to go on con-
tributing that opportunity for that kind of experience. And the
same for the national parks.

And I want to say another thing, and that is that this country en-
joys the highest standard of living of any people in the world, a re-
markably high standard of living. We have tended toward merit in
terms of hardware, in terms of consumer durables, and those things
I think are important very important.

But all the time we have been losing something else. We have been
losing space to live in. And unless we manage our space resources
well, we are going to find ourselves increasingly crowded in our
country, and we aregoing to find ourselves a space-poor country.

And one way to make sure that we do not become a space-poor coun-
try is to set aside certain areas in which this freedom of great
spaciousness, can be enjoyed by the people who are willing to
pay the price for it. And that price is not great, gentlemen. That
price is to be able to walk 10 miles on foot or to get on a saddle and
ride in. And that is not a very heavy price to pay, and anybody can
pay that, that wants to.

And there are plenty of other places--plenty-where people can
go, if they have to go, in wheelchairs. I am in favor of their having
places to go, too.

I have addressed myself in this statement partly to the problem of
wilderness areas in the national forests, and that is the one that has
had most attention here. And as the executive of the Parks Asso-
ciation-and our primary responsibility is for the parks-the recrea-
tional areas and wilderness areas of the national forests are terribly
important, because they have got to pick up some of the tremendous
pressures of increasing visitation, which are placing a very heavy bur-
den on the parks. I

We have problems of management of our space within the parks.
But these problems of management within the parks can be helped
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greatly if, in addition to that, we are able to preserve untouched the
scenic and wilderness recreational opportunities in the national
forests.

In addition to that, however, there is the section of the legislation
which deals with the national parks. And I want to state for the
National Parks Association that we support that specifically.

Your statutory structure there, Senator, is a little different than
it is with respect to the national forests, because the basic law is the
National Parks Act of 1916, which says that:

The purpose of these areas is to conserve the scenery and natural and historic
objects and the wildlife therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same
in such manner and by such means as will leave them unimpaired for the en-
joyment of future generations.

There is the unimpairment clause, you might say, in the National
Parks Act, and most of the acts that have created specific parks have
similar protective language in them.

So that the effect of the wilderness bill in the national parks would
be to reinforce the authority of the Secretary of the Interior and
the Director of the National Park Service.

We had one or two minor suggestions there as to language, but my
present feeling is that one can have differences of opinion about
phraseology, and we probably ought not to waste much time about
them.

But we wanted to make certain that in giving this additional pro-
tection to the specifically wilderness areas in the national parks, the
standards for the protection of natural values in lands that might be
left out of the designated areas is not reduced. We do think the
language there could be sharpened up a bit.

The CHAIRMAN. Could we excuse the witness a minute and bring
on Dr. Riddick?

Dr. Riddick, the language in this bill, which I will show you, says
that:

Any recommendation of the President made in accordance with the provisions
of this section shall take effect upon the day following the adjournment sine die
of the first complete session of the Congress following the date or dates on
which such recommendation was received by the U.S. Senate and the House of
Representatives; but only if prior to such adjournment the Congress did not
approve a concurrent resolution declaring that the Congress is opposed to such
recommendation. Any such concurrent resolution shall be subject to the proce-
dures provided under the provisions of sections 203 through 206 of the Re-
organization Act of 1949 * * * for a resolution of either House of Congress.

Can youtell me what those procedures are?
Mr. RIDDmK (Floyd M. Riddick, Assistant Parliamentarian). Well,

I should preface my remarks by statingthat the previous conversation
that I had with someone else about this I understood to be strictly
with regard to the Reorganizatior Act, the Legislative Reorganiza-
tion Act, of 1946. And that is how this misunderstanding came about.

The reorganization plans for the administrative branch, as opposed
to the Legislative Reorganization.Act, provide for consideration of
such proposals to disapprove administrative reorganization plans by
a majority vote, and such business is highly privileged when sul.
mitted to the Congress, and after such a resolution has been referred
to a standing committee for 10 ddys, I believe, it is then high privilege
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to make a motion to discharge the committee from further considerm-
tion of that resolution and bring it to the floor for consideration.

But the provisions for the consideration of such resolution are pro-
'vided for in the law as opposed-to the regular Senate procedure for
the consideration of other resolutions.

The CHAIRMAN. May I ask you if the matter is then brought to
consideration of the Senate, and if the hour of 2 o'clock arrives, is it
then sent to the calendar and called upV

Mr. RIDDICK. No, sir. That is a different procedure completely.
The procedure for morning business is the one to which I gave my
former answer, thinking that they were referring to the procedure
under our rules of the Senate as opposed to the reorganization plans
under the law.

The CHAmxAN. You would not have to have the approval of the
majority leader, the chairman of the committee, the chairman of the
subcommittee, any person ? Any person who is a member of the Sen-
ate may file this motion?

Mr. RnDDICK. A straight majority vote.
There is one limitation. Such motion may be made only by a person

favoring the resolution, as opposed to our other procedures. But
you see, this procedure is provi ed for by the law, as opposed to our
normal procedure for the disposition of other resolutions.

Senator AL~o-rr. Are you through?
The CHAnRMAN. Yes.
Senator ALLorr. The statement I made a while ago was pursuant to

the conversation of Mr. Elliott with you-and I certainly want to
preserve my own integrity and his, also-to the effect that the res-
olution would come up the next day and at the hour of 2 o'clock it
would then go on the calendar rather than being voted on. This
would be true under the normal Senate rules?

Mr. RDDICX. Under the normal Senate procedure, which I gave the
answer to--because I understood it to be under the Legislative Re-
organization Act, as opposed to the administrative reorganization
plans-that procedure is that if the resolution is submitted, request is
made for its immediate consideration, and objection puts it over under
the rules. On the following legislative day, after the transaction of
routine morning business, the proposition is laid before the Senate for
consideration. Debate of that resolution is in order until 2 o'clock.
At 2 o'clock, the resolution goes to the calendar, if it has not been dis-
posed of, and the unfinished business is laid down.

That is our normal procedure. But this is provided for under the
law.

Senator ALLoTr. And then under that procedure it could be taken
from the calendar, of course, only by a motionI

Mr. RIDDICK. That is correct; just like any other proposition.
Senator ALLT. And that is channeled through the majority leader.
Now, under the procedure which we have here-and I regret that

this misunderstanding has occurred; I certainly talked in good faith,
and I think the point I have made is still a very valid one--you still
could only do this by a motion to discharge the committee?

Mr. RIDDICK. If the committee had failed to report it.
Senator ALo'rr. If the committee had failed to reportI
Mr. RIDDICK. That isright.
Senator ALorT. And the motion to discharge would ordinarily,

of course, be cleared through the majority leader, too, would it not?
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Mr. RMDICK. Well, the majority leader is the spokesman, for ourlegislative program, I would say; but any proposition that is on the
calendar, or anything coming up under this law of the reorganization
plan, can be done by majority vote--the majority leader to the con-
trary-but the normal practice is to follow the majority leader.

Senator AmLoTr. Even under this act we are talking about, if the
majority leader, as a matter of procedure in the Senate, objected totaking up the motion to discharge, the motion would be for all practical
purposes defeated, would it notI'I

Mr. RIDDICK. Oh, I could not say that; that a majority vote deter-
mines any action of the Senate, and while the majority leader is the
spokesman for the majority party, he, like the rest, is only a Senator
and has one vote.

And while the normal practice is, on procedural matters, to follow
the majority leader, a majority vote could make any determination
it saw fit.

Senator ALLOTT. That is correct,
That is all the questions.
Mr. RwDDICK. I am sorry for the misunderstanding, but I under-

stood that the request was under the 1946 Reorganization Act.
The CHAIxAN. We were trying to find out what this language

means. It has been my understanding steadily that if this language
is adopted, and any person in the Congress, particularly in the Sen-
ate, felt that the action of the President in recommending the inclu-
sion of certain lands in the wilderness system was incorrect, if any
Member of the Congress opposed that, he could initiate the procedures
that would bring it before the Senate for a vote, and the majority
leader or the minority leader or the chairman of the committee could
not stop it coming to a vote.

Mr. RIDDICK. No; because it is privileged business, except for this
restriction here, which requires that he must be in support.

The CHAntxAN. Well, yes. He would not bring up a motion if he
was not. But nobody could stop that?

Mr. RIDDICK. That is right.
Senator METCAArL. Mr. Chairman, just in order to get the record

straight, this applies to both Houses, does it not?
Mr. RIDDIOK. That is right.
Senator MIETCALF. It is a highly privileged matter in the House of

Representatives, tooI
Mr. RmDIC. That is correct.
Senator METCALF. And it does not have to go to the Rules Commit-

tee but can be called up as a matter of high privilege' after a lapse of
10 daysV

Mr. RIDiCK. Either the motion to discharge the committee or the
resolution itself.

Senator METCALF. Or the resolution itself.
And the person does not have to be a member of the committee in

either House to call it up?
Mr. RIDDICK. AS I recall, there is no statement in that regard.
Senator KUCHEL. Let me ask you a question, Doctor.
Suppose under that procedure Senator X got up and made the

motion, and the roll was called, asnd Senator X in good faith changed
his mind and voted "no". What would you rule about that?
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Mr. Rmorom. Well, I do not think you could handle it! [Laughter]
You would have to follow the vote.

The CHAIMAN. Thank you, Doctor.

STATEMENT OF ANTHONY WAYNE SMITH-Resumed

Mr. SMITH. May I-say that we witnesses and audience appreciate
the very fine sense of humor that the chairman and other members of
the committee have shown on numerous occasions during this ses-
sion. It helps to keep men reasonable, I think.

I would just make one or two very brief remarks in closing.
The witnesses that have expressed apprehension about mining, log-

ging, grazing, and so forth in these wilderness areas, as protected by
the wilderness bill-it is difficult to share their anxiety, because in
the first place the areas are such a very small proportion of the total
land area of the United States, 3 or 2 percent, or something of this
kind, and the resources that are in them, if there be any, of importance,
there, which might possibly take second place to the protection of
scenic and recreational values, are not going to make or break this
country.

I am professionally reasonably familiar with the metal-mining
situation in the United States, and such discoveries as may be made
in the national parks and the wilderness areas are not going to make
or break America at peace or at war. We are going to manage our
resources in such a fashion that we have enough for our industrial area,
or we are not, and these little extras are not going to make the dif-
ference.

And the same is true for the timber resources of the country. We
axe building up the productivity of our national forests and our
privately managed forests every day. We are still short of what we
ought to be doing, but we are developing better methods of producing
timber and wood products all the time, and that is where the solution
to any possible shortage lies, and not in cutting down the national
parks or the wilderness areas.

And if we took that road it would not last us very long anyway.
We could do better, on all oi these conservation funds, than to use up
the last little remnants of wild country that we have in America.

And if that were not enough, this bill certainly makes plenty of
provision for exceptions and opportunities to go in and prospect and
mine and, as far as that is concerned, do whatever is necessary. The
powers given to the Presidentare given to the President to make pro-
vision for special uses in any event.

So it is a very reasonable and very moderate piece of legislation
in our judgment. We think that it is the fruit ofa lot of careful
thought, the work of responsible men in the Senate, in the House,
and -outside, in conservation organizations. It crystallizes experi-
once, the longrecord of testimony that you have, and we hope that
it will now be possible for this legislation to move ahead and be
enacted quickly.

The CHA mxAN. Are there questions?
Senator DWORSHAK. One.
How long have you lived in the District, Mr. Smith?
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Mr. SMrrH. My home is in Pennsylvania. I was origmallya
resident of Pittsburgh, and I am now a resident of Franklin
County, Pa.

Senator DWORSEAK. How long have you lived in the District of
Columbia

Mr. SmH. I have had a residence in the District of Columbia
for about 22 years.

Senator DWORSHAK. Do you think it would be feasible to include
some of the area within the District in this wilderness preservation
area?

Mr. SMrrH. I would love it. The more you can get in it, the better
I would like it.

Senator DWORSHAK. The wildlife here and our affairs on the New
Frontier, which has recently taken up residence here in the District?

Mr. SMITH. Look, I have been in quite a few of these little strug-
gles we have had to try to keep some of this green country in the
District of Columbia. Any method that you can think of, sir.

Senator DWORSHAK. It is too green, generally. That is the trou-
ble with it.

Mr. SMIrH. Anything that you can do.
Senator DWORSHAK. You get out West frequently and visit some

of the public land States?
Mr. SMITH. Yes, sir; on foot and horse, too. I love it. It is

beautiful.
Senator DWORSHAK. Have you been in Idaho?
Mr. SMITH. Idaho? Yes, I have been in it. I have not been

there very long. I have not had a chance to stay there as long as I
would like to. o

Senator DWORSHAK. We invite you to come in and inspect the 3
million acres we have in the primitive area. You come out there
and spend 4 or 5 years looking over it, would you?

Mr. SxrrH. I would love to.
Senator GRUENING. Mr. Smith, did I understand you to say that

this bill merely preserved the existing wilderness areas and did not
provide for the addition of any new areas? IDid you say that?

Mr. SMrH. Yes, I said that, sir.
Senator GRumNnio. Well i have you read the billI
Mr. SMITH. Oh, yes. I-have read it. 1tf
Senator GRUFLNInG. Well, now, on page 5, I see on line 2 that:
There shall be Incorporated into the wilderness system, subject to the pro-

visions of and at the time provided in this section, each portion of each park,
monument, or other unit In the national park system which on the effective
date of this Act embraces a continuous area of five thousand acres or moro
Without roads. 4t

Is that not an addition to the wilderness area which does not exist
now ?

Mr. S'ITH. We are confused as td words. I was using the term
"wilderness system" as including the parks.

Senator GRu-ENING. You do not' mean to -say that when you are
taking the area of a national park and saying this shall be wilder-
ness, henceforth, that you are not adding something to the wilderne's
system, are you?
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Mr. SrmH. Well, if you define your terms so that "wilderness
system" includes the national parks, all that you are doing here is
adding an additional safeguard for the protection of the wilderness
country in the national Prks, bringing Congress in.

Senator GRUENING. But the national parks are not wildernessThey have roads. They have structures. They are not in any sensewilderness; except that certain parts of them have not been invaded by
roads.

Mr. SMTH. Oh, yes, sir.
Senator GRUIoG. But when you provide that you can add areas

of 5,000 acres in the park to the wilderness system, you are certainly
adding something which is not there now, axe you not?

Mr. Sm=rI. I am perfectly willing to accept your language, Senator
Gruening. If Iaccept that language, which I am perfectly willing
to do, then certainly the bill does add to the wilderness system, yes.

Senator GRUENING. Well, now, the same thing occurs in wildlife
refuges. They are not now in the wilderness system, are they?

Mr. SmTr. I think you have got a good point there. I do not think
any of us would have used that term. I do not know. Maybe some of
us would have used that term with respect to a good many of the
wildlife refuges.

Senator GiUENING. Merely to correct the record, it seems to me that
this bill goes far beyond preserving the existing wilderness system. It
opens up the possibility of adding tremendous areas.

We have, for instance, in Alaska, three parks and monuments which
are as large as Yellowstone-one is larger-and they are not wilder-
ness areas now. Some of the areas perhaps should be, but they are not
now. And you are proposing in this bill that they can be added under
certain circumstances. And the same is true of all the wildlife refuges,
which are frequently not wilderness at all.

Mr. SxrmH. I think I was directing my remarks at the time to the
wilderness system in the national forests, particularly, and I probably
should have made that clear.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.
This will conclude the morning session. We will start again at 2

o'clock.
Let me remind you that under the Legislative. Reorganization Act

there is a rule requiring manuscripts to be submitted in advance. We
only had five witnesses this morning, allowing 30 minutes to a witness.
Therefore please come this afternon with prepared text. Those who
can should submit it for the record-we have 22 witnesses scheduled
for the afternoon, and the number has grown veryT rapidly. And the
rest of the witnesses will have to be limited a litt e bit in order to be
able to finish this thing in a reasonable time today.

We will start at 2 o'clock
(Whereupon, at 12:32 p.m., the committee recessed, to reconvene at

2 p.m., the same day.)
AFEIERNOGN S&SION

(The committee reconvened at 2 p.m., Senator Clinton P. Anderson,
chairman of the committee, presiding.)

The CHAIMwAN. We will be in session, please.
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We are very happy-to have with us the Senator from Penmsylvania,
a distinguished member of the Senate who was an outstanding mayor
of the city of Philadelphia and had to wrestle with recreation prob-
lems in that post. We will value his views very highly.

STATEMENT OF JOSEPH S. CLARX, JR., A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE
STATE OF Y NSYL 'AMTA

Senator CLA=I. As a sponsor of S. 174, I was delighted by the
President's specific support of this legislation in his natural resources
message of February 23.

In one section of that message he speaks of the need to accelerate
installation of soil conserving works to reduce erosion.

It occurs to me that we might well speak of the wilderness bill as
a soul conserving measure, designed to reduce erosion of the human
spirit.

As our country becomes more and more urbanized, as moe and
more of us become dependent on the services and comforts of metro-
olitan life, it is increasingly important that we preserve areas which

have none of these services and comforts, so that we can achieve some
realistic sense of the relationship of man and nature.

We ought never to allow ourselves to become so accustomed to
horizons of steel and concrete that we forget that there is earth beneath
our feet and mountains, streams, and forest beyond our immediate
field of vision.

Just because so many of us are city dwellers, we are particularly
in need of the. perspective that wilderness and natural beauty. can give
US.

Otherwise we are in danger of developing an outlook much like
that expressed in the famous comic map, "ANew Yorker's view of the
United States,".in which New York City and its environs take up a
huge chunk of the country, and beyond are such minor landmarks as
Chicago, Texas, Reno, an Hollywood.

Americans are living longer and living more complex and fast
moving lives. Leisure time is increasing and the period of retirement
is increasing

Much of the minutiae with which we fill that time is not genuinely
recreative and does not contribute to giving us a larger view of life
and the world about us.

The wilderness bill is designed to give us the opportunity to achieve
that view. Its purpose is to preserve in perpetuity the grandeur that
man cannot create.

The CaAwxAN. Thank you, Senator Clark.
Senator GRmNInG. Mr. Chairman, I request permission to file for

the record a statement from my distinguished colleague, Senator
Bartlett.

The CHAntxAw. Without objection, it will be included.
(Statement of Senator E. L. Bartlett of Alaska follows:)

Mr. Chairman, the Honorable William A. Egan, Governor of Alaska, has wired
me in reference to S. 174, a bill to establish a National Wilderness Preservation
System. Governor Egan offers in his wire a suggestion which I and my col-
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.league from Alaska, Representative Ralph J. Rivers,. endorse and -commend to
the committee The text of the Governor's message, is as follows:

"H~n. JuL.rBAuLBxA, February 25, 1961.
affon. E. L. B"T=T, U.S. Senator, 
"Washingtoni D.O..

"Re S. 174 State of Alaska is concerned that lacking positive action by the
Congress In the-form-of a 6ciirrent resolution op ibsin sucre bmendahns,
46 million acres of national ots,-parks, monumegts, wildlife refuges and
game ranges in Alaska could be om lttet to the wflderness system by adminis-
trative. action of the Secretaries of Interior and Agriculture. Request provision
'that nature and boundaries of area considered for' inclusion In the system be
subject to cooperative study and classification of -the land on the local State
level prior to recommendations to the President and the Congress Would urge
your presentationL these views.at Senate commaibtee hearings February 27-28.

"WILLIAM A. EGAN, Governor."

Mr. Chairman, it is my Jbelief that no better counsel could be sought
in the classification of public land than that of the governmental offi-
cials of the State wherein it is situated. Speaking for myself and
-or Representative Rivers, I urge the committee to study the possible
amendment of S. 174 to incorporate the Governor's suggestion.

In this connection, I call to the attention of the committee that the
term wilderness has, to the people of Alaska, a far deeper significance
than it might to those who live in New York, Illinois, or even in the
less populous Western States. Alaskans, unlike their fellow Amer-
icans, do not dominate the wilderness. To the contrary, they live on
islands of civilization from which they pioneer the development of
the vast untouched land masses which surround them.

Because an overwhelming percentage of this land is in the public
domain and because, as Governor Egan states, 46 million acres of it
are included in the areas which could be preserved in a primitive con-
dition under this bill, I hope that appropriate language may be incor-
porated to protect State interests in land classification. A wilderness
classification should be considered only with the advice and perhaps
even the consent of local officers of government who are aware of the
resources requirements of a growing population. It seems to me
wrong to proceed on a basis which would allow the same standards
of measurement to govern the classification of lands located both in
populous and frontier environments. The suggestion offered by Gov-
ernor Egan offers protection against well intended but inappropriate
land reclassification. I urge upon the committee its adoDtion.

The CHAMMAN. The Senator from Oregon, Mrs. Neuberger, who
is one of the cosponsors of this bill and a fine and effective supporter
of it, has sent me h letter and article which she requests be placed in
the record.

Without objection, it will be done.
' (The letter and article follow:)

U.S. SENATE,

COMMITTEE Ox AaIwcULTUM AND FORESTRY,
February 28, 1961.

Hon. CLINTOIq P. ANDERSON,
.Chairman, Committee on Interior and.Insutar Affairs,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DE&an SENATOR ATDRSON: I regret that other business made it impossible for
me to appear before your committee to testify on S. 174, the wilderness bill, that
I am cosponsoring with you. This bill as introduced by us has my complete
support.
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I would like to point out that I have received a significant amount of mail from,Oregon, pgrticulhr1y fr9m p. le in the timber industry, who seem to think

that our wilderness bill will lock up timber. I do not believe that this is the
case, and in support of this position I am enclosing a copy of a speech by Mr.
John Fedkiw of the U.S. Forest Service which was made to the Western Forestry
Conference, discussing how to capture additional timber which is now being lost
from our commercial forest land not In wilderness. I would like to ask your
special permission that this paper be printed in the record. Let me call to your
attention what I consider to be the significant paragraph in this paper:

"Annual timber losses in the Douglas-fir region are 3 billion board feet. This
is the current annual mortality estimated by the forest survey. It is almost
40 percent of the annual gross growth, and more than 25 percent of the annual
timber harvest. It is distributed over 14 million acres of timber over 40 years
old, Involving more than half of the commercial forest area of the region. Most
of It, by far, is unavailable to the forest industries for lack of advance roads."

This conclusively shows that we lack roads to reach a tremendous amount of
timber which is lost through annual mortality in areas both private and public
already committed to so-called timber management.

With best wishes, I am
Sincerely yours,

MAURINE B. NEUBERGER,
U.S. Senator.

ADVANCi RoADING FOR INCREASED UTILIZATION IN THE DOUGLAS-FIR REGION 1 OF
OREGON AND WASHINGTON

(By John Fedkiw, Forest Economist, Pacific Northwest Forest and Range Experi-
ment Station, U.S. Forest Service, Portland, Oreg.)

Advance roads open up the forest for some form of partial cutting one or more
times before the final harvest cut. They increase the total yields of the forest
and the productivity of capital tied up in soil and timber. This is the case for
both old and young growth.

In young stands partial cutting is usually called thinning. In older stands
It is referred to as mortality salvage, sanitation cutting, and prelogging. All
these methods of stand management produce greater timber yields per acre than
single-stage clearcutting, the traditional method of harvest in the Douglas-fir
region. In addition, partial harvests release timber capital of lowest produc-
tivity for more profitable public or private Investment elsewhere. In these
ways advance roads Increase the total flow of wood realizable from young- and
old-growth forests, and improve the earnings of the capital constituted by the
forest resource. Moreover, they not only provide the means to achieve these
ends for the present or near future; they will do so indefinitely so long as the
future forests are managed for maximum economic growth and capital efficiency.

UTILIZATION OPPORTUNITIES

Opportunities for Increased utilization lie In four major areas: (1) Capturing
annual and catastrophic mortality, (2) salvaging the accumulated dead and
down timber, (3) thinning surplus growing stock in young stands, and (4)
prelogging the small timber in old growth. These sources of extra wood can
increase the annual wood supply tremendously for the next 40 years. At the
present level of allowable cut on public lands they will be needed to maintain
the region's industrial capacity at or about the current levels of production and
employment.

Annual mortality
Annual timber losses in the Douglas-fir region are 3 billion board feet. This

is the current annual mortality estimated by the forest survey.' It is almost
40 percent of the annual gross growth, and more than 25 percent of the annual
timber harvest. It is distributed over 14 million acres of timber over 40 years
old, involving more than half of the commercial forest area of the region. Most
of it, by far, is unavailable to the forest industries for lack of advance roads.

I Presented at the Gist Western Forestry Conference, Victoria, British Columbia, Dec.
7-9 1960.2 For trees over 11 inches d.b.h., Int. -nch rule. From '"Timber Resources for
America's Future," Forest Resources Report No. 14, table 64, Forest Service, U.S.D.A,
1958.
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TABLE .- Approvima#e gross growth lost to mortaUty s related to broad age
classes and ownership of oommerokJ forest land, Douglas-fir region of Oregon
and WG4MIIgtnoI

Approximate Commercial forest area by ownership class (thousand
loss of gross gees)

Age class growth In
percent Indu ral Otler private Publie Total

40 to 100 ........................... 1&"30 924 2,351 2,574 5,649
101 to 100-------------------------- 30-0 334 363 1,257 1,954
161 to 300 -------------------------- 50-90 918 635 2,731 4,284
801g ...------------------------- 80-100+ 485 78 1,311 1,874

TotaL-....---------------------------.---.2,661 3,427 7,873 13,961

The greatest and most valuable part of the 3 billion feet of annual mortality
occurs in the older stands, with the greatest losses in the oldest age classes.
There are 8 million acres of old-growth timber; 65 percent in public ownership;
20 percent in large industrial holding. The better sites with the higher mor-
tality rates are concentrated on industrial ownerships. The lower sites with
somewhat lower mortality rates are largely in public ownership. The bulk of
the oldest age classes, where one-half to more than 100 percent of annual gross
growth is lost to mortality, is in public ownership, largely national forests.

As the old growth is harvested, annual mortality losses will decline. The
cumulative losses in the next 40 years, nevertheless, will be enormous-not less
than 75 billion board feet--enough to keep the industrial capacity of the region
fully supplied for 6 to 8 years. About 60 percent of this total can be expected to
occur in the next 20 years. The only way it can be captured Is to develop the
transportation system for the entire forest and harvest the mortality before or as
it occurs.
Catastrophic mortality

Catastrophic losses are not included in the 75 billion board feet of annual mor-
tality estimated for the next 40 years. Periodically, catastrophic losses are
substantial. In the early fifties, catastrophic blowdown and beetle-kill losses
were estimated at 15 billion feet. Two-and-a-half billion feet were salvaged
by December 1954 but only by a well-coordinated and accelerated road-building
program into the most heavy concentrations of dead timber on public and private
lands. After 1954 the rate of salvage declined due to the more scattered char-
acter of the losses, decline in salvable volume through decay, and lack of advance
roads. With a salvable life of 8 years for beetle-killed trees and about 12 years
for blowdown, the total unrecovered losses from this catastrophe are at least
5 billion board feet, and perhaps as much as 10 billion--enough to provide the
region's industrial wood requirements for a half to a full year.

Salable dead timber
The salvable dead timber, the undecayed accumulation of past mortality,

was estimated at 23 billion board feet in January 1953.9 Currently it is prob-
ably somewhat less, perhaps 13 billion feet, for the 1953 estimate included close
to 10 billion feet of the catastrophic blowdown and beetle-killed timber. Even
so, it is about 1 -years' wood supply for the region. Thirteen billion feet
would average about a thousand feet per acre in the timber over 40 years old.
The accumulation, however, is greater in old growth and less in young growth.
One company, for example, is salvaging 2,000 to 4,000 feet per acre on its advance
roads in 100-year-old Douglas-fir. Because decay is continually reducing the
salvable volume, most of the current accumulation will be lost to the industry if
It is not salvaged In the next 10 years. Maximum realization of extra yields
from the current accumulation, therefore, requires rapid advance roading and
prompt salvage in the heavier concentrations, largely in the old growth.

The thinning potential in the next 40 years is approximately 100 billion board
feet. This estimate is based on an average thinning yield of 4,000 feet per acre
per decade for stands 40 to 80 years old. The present area of such stands is 4

4 "Timber Resour for America's I'ture," table 6.
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million acres. By the year 2000 this area will increase to 8 million acres.
About 10 to 20 percent of the thinning potential is extra yield attributable to
the capture of mortality. The balance, 80 to 90 billion feet, constitutes harvest
of surplus growing stock in advance of the final rotation cut.'

Prelogging and sanitation outs
Prelogging and sanitation cuts in older-growth timber harvest the accumu-

lated mortality and part of the green timber. Partial harvests of this sort take
6,000 to 10,000 feet per acre. A quarter to a half is salvage. The balance is live
timber; it includes high risk trees, i.e., anticipated mortality, and small under-
story trees which would be broken up or uneconomic to log in a single-stage
clearcut. Firms using these partial harvest methods claim about an 8-percent
increase in utilization. If half Is attributed to recovery of salvage and mor-
tality, then the net increase in utilization due to advance harvest of small live
timber is 4 percent of the old-growth inventory-approximately 20 billion feet
of extra wood recovery.

The total opportunity
Summing up, the opportunities for increased utilization through advance road-

Ing in the next 40 years are on the order of 100 billion board feet, about 2.5
billion feet of more wood per year, from capture of mortality losses. This does
not Include yields of live timber from thinning, prelogging, or sanitation harvests
which otherwise would be realized at the time of final harvest. The potential
from this source is at least an additional 100 billion board feet. About half of
this amount would be an extra yield for the next 40-year period, since the stands
from which It is harvested would not be clear cut until after the year 2000. The
total opportunity for increased utilization in the next 40 years, therefore, is
about 150 billion board feet-almost 4 billion feet a year. To capture it all is
impossible. It would require advance reading and partial harvesting every acre
immediately. Studies that are now being completed at the Pacific Northwest
Forest and Range Experiment Station, however, have explored the possibilities.
About one-quarter of the extra potential can be realized by systematically ad-
vance reading 2.5 million acres of young growth and 2.5 million acres of old
growth In the next 40 years. To capture half the potential would require ad-
vance reading 4 million acres of young growth and 4 million acres of old growth,
and a more rapid accomplishment of this greater reading goal.

The technology of advance reading and partial harvests by various methods
and for various stand conditions has been successfully tested. The real problem
in advance reading to increase utilization is in extending its application to more
acres of public and private timberlands. This is largely an economic problem in
capital management and market development.

THE CAPITAL MANAGEMENT PROBLEM

Partial harvest requires capital outlays for roads 5 to 50 years in advance of
the final cut. Such capital outlays, whether public or private, must earn a
return adequate to cover their cost-primarily interest on borrowed and equity
funds. The return must come from earnings realized on the extra yields
achieved through advance reading. Savings associated with reduced fire costs,
increased efficiency in timberland management, and improved multiple-use serv-
ices are additional benefits that can be credited to advance road Investments.
Insofar as the same roads must be built for the final harvest, road depreciation
is not a legitimate cost chargeable against the extra wood yields. On the other
hand, road standards and costs on public lands for multiple-use services beyond
those provided by ordinary timber management roads cannot be charged legiti-
mately against the extra timber yields. The capital requirements for advance
roads are enormous. Improper analyses of the real costs and returns can do
much to kill the entire opportunity for increasing wood yields recovered from
public and private forest resources.

The generation of capital from public and private sources requires that road
costs and standards be kept at a level at which the extra yields and benefits
will produce a sufficiently high rate of return on the capital outlay to Justify
its allocation for advance reading. This is the main problem of foresters and

,'The surplus is that part of the growing stock which is not needed to capture the
growth potential per acre which is consistent with efficient management of a forest land-
owner's timber capital.
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engineers in capturing the extra yields -available In*both 'old- and young-growth:
forests. Where roads are already -established; logging- costs are sufficiently
low for partial cutting to .be economical. Technological improvements will'
reduce partial harvest costs even more.

On industrial forest properties rates of return as high as 10 percent ,after
taxes, have been calculated for advance road investments varying from $5,000
to $15,000 per mile. Such earnings are competitive with other investment
opportunities within industrial forestry firms. Before 1940, timber values were
not great enough to provide attractive earnings on advance road investments:
Since the war, however, advance roading to capture a maximum amount of the
present inventory and its gross growth has become a leading policy in timberland
management among the more progressive firms. Implementation of this policy
requires preparation of 5- and 10-year plans for advance roads with individual
management prescriptions for some form of partial harvest or other treatment
in all stands developed by such roads. The targets of advance road systems are
the decadent old growth, high-salvage and mortality areas, and the economically
overstocked young growth. On industrial tree farms where such policies and
plans are now being implemented, it has been estimated that advance road
systems and partial harvests can increase allowable cuts as much as 10 percent.

On small forest properties where owners do not have the capital resources
for advance-road construction, the approach to increased yields is in developing
low-cost summer roads for seasonal use.

Some progress is being made in advance roading public forests. On national.
forests, for example, about 12,000 miles of road have developed approximately
1.2 million acres of timberland for final harvests or partial cutting. Not more
than 500,000 acres have been clear cut, so that about 700,000 acres are advance-
roaded and potentially available for salvage of dead timber, prelogging, or.
some other form of partial cutting. Under the .staggered-setting system for
harvesting the allowable cut, at least half of the area being developed by new
roads is left uncut and available for partial harvests of one type or another.
In this way advance roading is an integral part of national forest policy for
harvesting the allowable cut.

The national forest program, however, lacks some of the flexibility necessary
to achieve the maximum wood yields attainable from 1.6 million acres of young
timber and nearly 4 million acres of old growth. Currently more than 95
percent of the road mileage is operator-built through timber sale contract ar-
rangements. It takes 3 million board feet to develop a mile of road. At the
current level of allowable cut this will build about 1,000 miles a year. This
annual rate of road construction would complete the national forest mainline
road system in about 30 years at an intensity of 4 miles per section or 1 mile
per 150 acres.

The established policy on national forests may or may not provide for a rate
of road development that serves the public interest best. Be that as it may,
there are still several disadvantages to the present system of road financing
which adversely affect timber yields and the productivity of the capital consti-
tuted by the national forest timber resource. Tying road financing to timber
sales contracts essentially precludes any road construction in young stands for
thinning. Thinnings. do not provide sufficient yields per acre to finance road
costs. Where there are substantial areas of medium-aged timber, 80-150 years
old, the policy tends to force premature harvesting about half the area of such
stands in order to open them up for management. Where the oldest and most
decadent stands are remote from established access, the present policy defers
their harvest until they can be reached by progressive staggered cuttings through
the intervening timber. This, of course, Implies cutting some of the more pro-
ductive timber before the less productive can be reached for final harvest-

The present system of national forest road financing does lead to some ad-
vance roading. But it fails to make adequate positive provisions in the rate and
direction of road development for maximum utilization of the national forest:
timber resource and its growth. It essentially precludes proper management
of young growth. It leads to inefficient utilization of accumulated salvage and
mortality losses and delayed conversion of the least productive timber capital:
to more efficient public investment. Counties which have an interest In the
management of lands under the administration of the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment have ameliorated a similar problem. In 1952 they made one-third of their
receipts in lieu of taxes, about one-quarter of the total stumupage income from,.
timber sales, available for reinvestment in those lands. These funds now ac-
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count for 15 to 20 percent of the current, mileage of mainline road construction.
They have increased the flexibility of road financing on Bureau lands so that the
roadlng program can be geared to optimum development of the total timber res-
ource rather than to the unilateral goal of harvesting the allowable cut where
the timber Is heavy enough and cloe enough to finance the road construction.

MARKET DEVELOPMENT

Slowness in the development of advance roads, especially in young growth
has been attributed to lack of adequate markets for the type of material pro-
duced by partial harvests. This has been true in the past. Looking to the
future, however, the real truth of the matter is more likely a lack of adequate
advance roads to serve the potential markets for partial harvests.

General opinion In the Pacific Northwest holds that the present annual flow
of logs cannot be maintained at the current rates of private cutting and at the
present allowable cut on public lands; that industrial capacity, production, and
employment must decline. This opinion, moreover, is held in light of a nation-
ally expanding market over the next 40 years. Insofar as that opinion only
considers old-growth timber and clear-cutting, it is essentially correct. As has
been already pointed out, however, Forest Service studies indicate that the ap-
parent gap can be filled in large measure by an aggressive program of advance
roading and partial harvesting.

Much of the material that can be developed by partial cuts can be proc-
essed by the present installed capacity. On the other hand, some adaptation
and technological changes in processing will be needed to take full advantage
of the partial harvest potential. Some investment in heavy sawmilling equip-
ment for large saw logs will need to be turned over for automated equipment
adapted to high speed and low cost conversion of small saw logs. This tech-
nological transition is on its way. Stud mills anticipated the need. Several
firms are now building plants to meet this need on a large production scale.
Technological improvements are being continually introduced to cut the cost
of handling large volumes of small materials. Logs have been shifted from
pulp plants to sawmills and from sawmills to plywood plants to improve utiliza-
tion and conversion returns. - More will be shifted out of pulpwood and substi-
tuted by partial harvest yields. There will be room for expansion of pulp
capacity.

Markets exist for practically every type of material that can be developed
by partial cuts. Every Important timber species found in the coniferous forests
has an established market. Utilization down to a 4-inch minimum top and
60-percent sound chippable volume can now be found on both public and private
lands. These are signs of the times to come. The progress Already achieved
is difficult to measure for records are not adequate. A few figures are available.

Before 1950 Industrial tree farms had begun to thin or prelog about 2,000
acres a year, less than one-tenth of the area being clear-cut on a total of 3.5
million acres. Ten years later, in 1959, the area thinned was more than 13,000
acres and prelogging exceeded 10,000 acres; altogether, one-half of the area
clear-cut. In the 11 years since 1948, 50,000 acres have been thinned and 47,000
acres prelogged on 5.5 million acres of industrial tree farms.!

On public lands thinnings and prelogging are less advanced. Industrial for-
ests generally have superior conditions for partial harvests..Stumpage is a
matter of Income rather than cost, and loggers have greater flexibility in adapt-,
Ing operations to an economic level. Less than 3,000 acres have been thinned,
on 2.3 million acres administered by the Bureau of land Management. Since
1957, however, annual thinnings have tripled to 1,500 acres in 1960. Average
yields are 5,700 board-feet per acre. Salvage and prelogging are more ad-
vanced. Almost 25,000 acres have been prelogged or advance-salvaged since
1955 with an average yield of 8,000 feet per acre.

On national forests the picture is about the same. The great effort of the last
decade has been expanding final harvest operations to the full allowable cut.
This task is now completed and efforts are being directed toward developing the
partial harvest potentials. Advance salvaging has become an established pro-
gram but needs to be expanded. Thinning and prelogging have been tested exten-
sively but are still in the early developmental stages. The first emphasis will be
on Installing partial harvest management on some 500,000 acres already advance-
roaded but not treated.

Based on data provided by, the Industrial Forestry Association, Portland, Oreg.
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CONCLUSION

The big timber management task of the future lies in accelerating the advance-
roading program in the currently undeveloped forest areas. This is as much an
enormous problem in public and private finance as It is an enormous engineering
task. Its proportions are equally great on both public and private lands. Ad-
vance roading ought not wait on market development. Properly conceived and
planned, public and private investment not only must anticipate market develop-
ment; it must also recognize that advance roading is the first step in market
development. This is particularly true for public forests but applies as well to
private lands. The timber supply potential from partial harvests will tend to
create Its own demand. Declining supplies of old growth from private sources
will accentuate that demand.

Past experience has given the region much insight into the significance of
advance roads, lack of advance roads was largely responsible for the great
difficulties that confronted public forests in making their full contribution to the
tremendous national timber demand in the postwar period. It took a decade of
road development to bring their contribution to the full potential of the allowable
cut. The region is again confronted with a timber supply problem--an eminent
decline. The gap can be closed or diminished. The opportunity lies in Increas-
ing the utilization of the inventory and growth potential of the timber resource.
The key to unlocking that opportunity and meeting the supply problem is the
same as it was In the recent past--advance roads.

In closing, I want to emphasize that the Douglas-fir region is an underdeveloped
area. This is the single most salient feature of the region. It is the conception
which most clearly epitomises Its economic realities. There is too much capital
investment in the timber Inventory and too little in advance roads to capture the
full timber potentials.

The prospect of a timber supply decline is a mark of the region's underdevelop-
ment. There are at least 5 million acres of young timber ready for partial
harvest. Not more than a few percent have been put under management. There
are 8 million acres of older timber where most of the growth Is annually lost to
mortality. The increased timber supply that these opportunities constitute are
virtually untapped. Fifteen years ago it was reported to the Douglas-fir
region that:
. "The forest is a warehouse containing an enormous variety of raw mate-
rials. * * * Utilization of these materials in the right order will increase present
incomes and speed future production. Now that logging operations have settled
into a routine use of motorized equipment, roads are the key to efficient
warehousing.

"In addition to the allowable clear cutting of mature timber (roads) are
necessary which permit reaching into every part of the productive forest area,
at no greater than 10year intervals and utilizing in all stands, within limits
of sustained yield, those elements that constitute neither effective growing stock
nor material suitable for storage for future use." 4

The situation has not changed; it has only become more urgent. As an under-
developed timber supply area, the Dogulas-fir region not only is a local concern
but a national problem.
The CHAIRMAN. Our next witness will be Mr. Glascock.

STATE ENT OF H. X GLASCOCK, 3R., FOREST COUNSEL OF WESTRN
FORESTRY AND CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION

Mr. GLAscocK. First of all, Honorable Chairman, I would like, be-
fore reading my statement, to have your permission to place into the
record a statement of a gentleman from Portland, my hometown, who
could not be here. He wanted to be here, but he could not afford to
make the trip. This gentleman's name is L. A. Nelson, and he was
the organizer of the Federation of Western Outdoor Clubs and its
first president, and he has a statement here with a suggested revision
of S. 174.

I *Klrkland, Burt P., "Forest Resources of the Douglas-Fir Region." Joint Committee on
forest Conservation. Portland Oreg., 1946.
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(The statement of L. A. Nelson, Portland, Oreg., follows:)

STATEMENT OF L. A. NELSON ON WILDERNESS LwISLATION, S. 174

INTRODUCTION

My name is L. A. Nelson of 7665 Southwest Copel Street, Portland, Oreg.
Before going into my analysis of wilderness legislation, S. 174, and suggestion
of alternate legislation I wish to state that qualification for statements on wilder-
ness must be based on actual experience over a period- of time and variety of
conditions.

Over a period of 50 years I have hiked and climbed in the mountains of
Oregon and Washington. I am a member of four mountaineering organizations:
Mazamas, Trails Club, Mountaineers, and Crag Rats. I organized the Feder-
ation of Western Outdoor Clubs and was its first president.

With a pack on my back, I have made many trips climbing and exploring the
wilderness of the Cascade Mountains from the south boundary of the State of
Washington to the south boundary of British Columbia, Canada. I have also ex-
plored and climbed the Olympic Mountains of northwestern Washington and
the Cascade Mountains of the State of Oregon.

I have repeatedly led parties of 75 or more people, with packhorse trans-
portation of supplies to base camp, on 2- to 8-week trips of hiking, climbing,
study of botany and geology into the mountAin wilderness. This short summary
should qualify me as experienced in the appraisal of wilderness.

NEED FOR REVISION OF WILDERNESS DILL, S. 174

An analysis of wilderness bill, S. 174, developed valid reasons for revision
to achieve the objective of preservation of wilderness.

1. The title, "National Wilderness Preservation System," indicates that a
system is to be established when actually the objectives, as contained in the
subject matter, Is the preservation of wilderness. The title should emphasize
preservation of wilderness as the objective theme.

2. The bill is confusing as it involves two Departments of Government, Agri-
culture and Interior. In Interior, two Services are affected: National Park
Service and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. In Agriculture, the Forest Service
is the only Service affected.

3. The objectives of wildlife refuges and game ranges are primarily for the
protection of game and not recreation as envisioned in wilderness and there-
fore do not contain any reference or classification of wilderness. Until such
time that these areas have been studied and classified as to wilderness, they
should not be included In the wilderness program.

4. The difference in objectives, operation, and management policies between
Agriculture and Interior, national parks and national forests, raises the ques-
tion of the form of legislation. The subject matter in S. 174 applies in some
instances to the national forest wilderness, others to national parks, and others
to both. This makes it difficult to know what is what without a rewrite to
separate and apply correctly.

To be clear as to meaning, the legislation should follow the terms and sequence
from the act establishing the service through subsequent acts.

After a study aid analyses of various forms of legislation, it was determined
that two separate bills, one for national parks and one for national forest
wilderness was the clearest and most precise solution.

5. The establishment of the national forests was as forest reserves and sub-
sequent acts conformed to the original legislation of June 4, 1897 (16 U.S.C. 475).
This is illustrated in the Multiple Use Act of 1960, Public Law 86-517, which
states that it is the policy of Congress that the national forests are established
and shall be administered for recreation (including wilderness) and other major
uses, and that the act Is supplemental to the act of June 4, 1897. This is a cor-
relation of legislation applied to the definite basic act.

6. Legislation pertaining to national parks follows the same se-uence in
coordinating legislation with the basic act of August 25, 1916. Any subsequent
legislation should not change standards or affect the area. Establishment of
areas of wilderness within national parks does not of itself lower the park
standards but wilderness legislation should establish a definite policy and pro-

66787-61--18
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gram for the preservation of national park wilderness as an integral part of
the management program.

Section 3(c) (2) in S. 174 pertains to national park use and development and
not to wilderness and illustrates the necessity of separating the legislation
into two bills to protect wilderness adequately.

SUGGESTED REVISION OF S. 174

It is therefore suggested that S. 174 be revised in the form of two measures.
(Copies of the suggested measures are in the committee's files.)

Mr. GLAscocK. Then, sir, I would like to have introduced into the
record a portion of the progress report of the Outdoor Recreation
Resources Review Commission for January 1961, pages 27 through
part of 29, on the subject "The Place of Wilderness in National Out,
door Recreation."

The CHAIRMAN. There is no objection.
(The portion of the report referred to follows:)

PROGRESS REPORT, JANUARY 1961, OUTDOOR RECREATION RESOURCES

REVIEW COMMISSION

RESOURCE EVALUATION STUDIES

The resource evaluation studies cover a number of different subjects. They
are being done by research institutions under contract or cooperative agreement
with the Commission. The status of these studies varies because of the differ-
ence in time of initiation and the content and scope of subject matter to be
covered. The content and current status of these studies are described in the
following sections of this report:

The place of wildernes8 in national outdoor recreation
This study is intended to provide the Commission with an objective appraisal

of the place of wilderness and wild areas in the national pattern of outdoor
recreation in the United States. The study has been in progress for several
months under a contract with the Wildland Research Center at the University
of California. It is scheduled for completion in the spring of 1961.

Pertinent literature has been reviewed to evaluate the various definitions of
wilderness areas and to analyze different wilderness concepts. This review and
analysis provided material for development of a working definition of wilder-
ness, necessary for the study. The definition, based upon a limited set of criteria
relating to the charateristics of the area, provides a basis for evaluating prob-
lems, policies, and administrative procedures relating to wilderness areas. A
partial bibliography has been developed.

The wilderness recreation experience is a complex phenomenon, and certain
minimum conditions are required for its realization. However, some elements
of the phenomenon, insofar as they can be separated from the total experience,
are realizable in areas which do not meet "wilderness standards" as defined by
the study. For this reason, the study is including a consideration of tracts which
afford an experience akin to, but not identical with, that provided by the larger
and more remote areas. Data on wilderness, wild, primitive, and wilderness-
type areas have been obtained from Federal and State agencies. Because of
time limitations, the main emphasis in analysis of wilderness areas is being
placed on land, rather than water, areas. Although their importance is recog-
nized, only limited attention will be given in this study to coastal areas, inland
waterways, and the vast expanse of the seas.

Federal and State agencies have provided a large amount of information on
their policies and administrative procedures. This material is being analyzed
and integrated into the study. The U.S. Forest Service has provided data on
use of wilderness, wild, primitive, and roadless areas for the years 1942 through
1959. These data, together with use data obtained from the National Park
Service and information expected from several pack-trip associations, will serve
as the basis for wilderness recreation use projections.

Information was obtained during the summer of 1960 from recreationists in
seven wilderness areas in different parts of the country. The data collected
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through personal interviews relate to: (1) Characteristics of wilderness users
such as age, sex, socio-economic status, education, marital status, previous camp-
ing or outdoor experience, and customary-leisure-time activities; (2) the type
of wilderness trip taken, including size of party, length of stay, mode of trans-
portation, and activities engaged in; (3) the psychological appeals of the wild-
erness and of wilderness activities; and (4) knowledge of and attitudes toward
wilderness and wilderness-management policies. The analysis of the responses
will provide information on the kinds of people who use wilderness areas, and
indicate what kinds of people do what kinds of things in the wilderness, what
kinds of satisfactions and enjoyments they find, and what kinds of opinions they
hold about existing wilderness area policy.

Following the field interviews, a post-wilderness recreation use questionnaire
was mailed to the homes of all respondents Interviewed in the wilderness sur-
vey. This step was necessary for several reasons. Questions dealing with en-
joyment of the trip can logically be asked only after the respondent's trip is
ended. Attitudes toward wilderness management and policy are also best asked
after the respondent has had an opportunity to see as much of the wilderness
as possible. Finally, these mail questionnaires allow for some change of opinion
following the wilderness trip, and minimize the possibility of bias due to the
influence of some small factor which might for a short time assume excessive im-
portance. These data are being coordinated with the field interview information
in the analysis.

Problems of wilderness preservation are so diverse in nature, extent, and
complexity that it has been necessary to formulate the questions aimed at elicit-
ing pertinent information. This information is now being assembled from
Federal and State agencies, from qualified authorities in fields of natural re-
source management, and from library research. The data will be analyzed and
reported in a series of special reports, prepared by recognized experts on such
topics as: fire control, ecological succession, wildlife management problems,
timber utilization, mining and mineral claims, insect epidemics, grazing, water
impoundments, and the effects of increasing recreation use of wilderness areas.

The important task remaining Is to assemble, integrate, interpret, and analyze
the large amount of data being collected and to incorporate the pertinent findings
Into a useful report for the Commission.

Mr. GLASCOCK. Thank you. I would also like to place into the
record, from the proceedings of the second joint meeting of the com-
mittee, January 1960, pages 20 and 21, which have to do with "conflicts
and compatibility," and call to the attention of the committee one
statement only in that excerpt, in which it states: "Special problem:
Wilderness." And this is the quotation:

This is a prominent national issue on which there must be some policy recom-
mendations from the Commission.

(The excerpt referred to follows:)

[From proceedings of second joint meeting of Outdoor Recreation Resources Review
Commission, Jan. 25-26, 1960]

CONFLIcTS AND COMPATIBII'Y

Recognition of the importance of the country's land and water resources for
other uses than outdoor recreation Is contained in the statement by Congress that
"sound planning of resource utilization for the full future welfare of the Nation
must include coordination and integration * * * multiple uses."

A zooming population and steadily rising standards of living will inevitably
exert increasing pressures on natural resources of all kinds, including space
itself. We shall need more minerals, more wood, more livestock, and perhaps
more agricultural crops. The expansion of urban and suburban centers, high-
ways, and airports will remove much land from other uses. Demands will
mount for the use of water for municipal and industrial purposes, for irrigation,
and for power.

How will outdoor recreation fare In competition with these other pressures?
The answer will depend in part on the compatibility of recreational use with
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other uses and in part on the value placed on recreation by the American peo-
ple in comparison with other products and services obtainable from land and
water.

The conditions under which and the extent to which recreation and other uses
are compatible or incompatible will be studied by the Commission. In other
words, it will explore the potentialities and the limitations of multiple use as
a means of providing adequate opportunities for outdoor recreation in competi-
tion with other uses. The Commission must also explore the potentialities and
limitations of conflicts and compatibilities among various outdoor recreation
activities.

1. Under what conditions and to what extent can land be effectively managed
so that recreation may be carried on in harmony with other uses?

2. What is the place of outdoor recreation among competing uses of land and
water?

3. What criteria can be used for determining priorities between recreation
and other land uses or between competing recreation activities? Are water mul-
tiple-use problems different from those of multiple land use? If so, what dif-
ferent criteria can be developed?

4. How can esthetic, spiritual, and other intangibles be compared and evalu-
ated in resolving multiple use conflicts?

SPECIAL PROBLEM: WILDERNESS

This Is a prominent national issue on which there must be some policy rec-
ommendations from the Commission. What should be the standards, criteria
for establishing wilderness areas? How should wilderness areas be defined?
How should the desires of those who wish wilderness experience be balanced
with those who want other recreational activities? How can preservation of
extensive wilderness areas be justified in the face of demands on our resources
from other land uses?

Mr. GLAscocK. One other insert, from the same proceedings of the
January 1960 meeting of the commission, that I would like to insert,
is on page 59.

The CHAIRMAN. Just a moment. Was that the meeting of the
advisory committee?

Mr. GLASCOCK. The joint meeting, sir, of your commission-the
second joint meeting.

Mr. Rouner, of Massachusetts, the representative on the study group
from New England, refers to the renewable characteristics of the
recreational resources in New England. And I would like to have
that included in the record.

(The excerpt referred to follows:)

[From proceedings of second joint meeting, Outdoor Recreation Resources Review
Comnmliuion, Jan. 25-26, 1960]

And in many cases, land now in other uses may eventually turn back to recrea-
tion. Mr. Rouner, our representative on the study group from New England,
cited a very interesting situation with respect to New England wherein he
said that one may now penetrate what might be called a new wilderness, a
regrowth area where roads of 200 years ago led to activity either in agricul-
ture or small industry. And the return is to open wildlands and that during
a regular course of happenings; economics as well as progress in agriculture
and manufacture has made it necessary that those lands revert to nature and
now have extensive values for recreational use and development. And it
might be pointed out in that regard that there were no fixed "fences" around
such areas. It has been a natural course of events.

Mr. GI.sCOCK. And I also would like to have included in the
record, with your permission, sir, a clipping from the New York
Times of yesterday, which is a letter to tie editor from Robert

Moses, chairman of the State council of parks.

SRP02533



THE WILDERNESS ACT 189

(The newspaper clipping referred to follows:)

[From New York Times, Feb. 27, 1961]

UdING THE FOREST PRESERVE-No MASS INVASION CONTEMPLATED, SAYS
CHAIRMAN MOSES

(In addition to many other activities the writer of the following letter is chair-
man of the State council of parks)

To THE EDITOR OF THE NEW YORK TIMES:
Your forest presprve editorial could hardly be more Inaccurate and in-

temperate. I never proposed a mass invasion of the preserve nor hasty, un-
debated amendment to the State constitution, nor is it true that we have,
outside of the preserve, sufficient shelter to provide for vacations for a rapidly
increasing and largely urban population.

Let's look at the record. I proposed the first passage of three alternative
amendments of varying scope and, after more than a year's consideration,
second passage of one of them or substitution of a fourth alternative, and
then the vote of the people in the fall of 1963. To call this hasty or to say
the subject would not be fully debated before action is Just plain silly. Among
the biggest lumbering interests today are the metropolitan papers who need
pulp and power. I don't on that account blackguard them and charge them
with indifference to the public welfare.

I have spent the greater part of my official life in the recreation field, and in
fighting lumbering, private power, billboard advertising and other depredations,
and affirmatively in establishing a State, suburban, and city recreation system
adequate for future generations. I guess that makes me what you call a
professional mass recreationist.

All of my experience, including the recent park proposition to save open lands,
shows that we shall have to open a restricted part of the forest preserve to
families for recreation, that it must be made more accessible, that there is no
substitute, and that buying sufficient private land for this purpose is impossible.

RoBERT MosEs.
NEW YORK, Pebrsury 23, 1961.
Mr. GLASCOCK. Without objection, I would also like to introduce

into the record an editorial from the Oregon Sunday Journal of
February 5, 1961, entitled "Wilderness Itself Not Issue," and call to
the committee's attention one statement in this editorial, as follows:

Thus, the American people must not divide proponents and opponents of
wilderness legislation into proponents and opponents of wilderness. It isn't
quite that simple. It seems clear that this country will continue to have
wilderness whether or not legislation is enacted.

(The editorial referred to follows:)
[From Sunday Oregon Journal, Feb. 5, 1961]

WILDERNESS ITSELF NOT ISSUE

The recent appearance before the Portland Chamber of .Commerce of two
speakers on different sides of the wilderness issue serves to focus attention here
once again on proposed wilderness legislation now before Congress.

Howard Zahniser, executive secretary of the Wilderness Society and editor
of The Living Wilderness, first of the two speakers, is one of the Nation's most
eloquent and persuasive spokesmen in behalf of wilderness, but in Portland
his tone was conciliatory as he discussed controversial phases of present wilder-
ness legislation.

The other speaker, H. R. Glascock, Jr., forest counselor of the Western
Forestry & Conservation Association, made it clear that he is firmly in Zahniser's
corner when it comes to understanding the need to preserve wilderness values.
But he questions the wisdom of pushing through wilderness legislation 9t
this time.

Among the opponents of wilderness legislation undoubtedly there are many
who have no appreciation of the wilderness concept. But there are many others,
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In Glascock's category, who are strong friends of wilderness but not necessarily
of the proposed wilderness legislation.

Thus, the American people must not divide proponents and opponents of
wilderness legislation into proponents and opponents of wilderness. It isn't
quite that simple. It seems clear that this country will continue to have wilder-
ness whether or not wilderness legislation Is enacted. The U.S. Forest Service,
which is our greatest custodian of wilderness areas, has proved that their
preservation is an essential part of its multiple-use policy. Last fall in its
decision fixing the boundaries of the Glacier Peak wilderness area in the
northern Washington Cascades, the Forest Service pleased most wilderness fans
and displeased some timber interests.

While further wilderness legislation may be needed, there tioes not now appear
to be a compelling reason why it should be pushed through before the Outdoor
Recreation Resources Review Commission, which is studying all of the Nation's
outdoor recreational resources and needs, completes its work. The ORRRC
has among its members many friends of wilderness and is taking an intensive
look at this aspect of outdoor recreation.

The present wilderness bill has been amended many times, still has some
controversial features and is in what Glascock has described as a state of flux.

In view of the imminence of the ORRRC's findings on wilderness which might
very well set up sound guidelines on wilderness planning for the future, plus
the fact that there is no immediate threat to present wilderness areas, we would
agree with Glascock that a delay in the enactment of wilderness legislation is
advisable.

A later bill drafted on the basis of the 0RRRC's report might more easily
resolve the conflicts which now exist.

Mr. GLASCOCK. And I would like to introduce into the record a
copy of the statement before the Portland Chamber of Commerce
by myself, which provoked this editorial, and which is mentioned
in the editorial, which has to do with the study of the recreation
commission in this field.

The CHAIRMAN. What is this, now?
Mr. GLASCOCK. It is entitled "American Wilderness Under Inten-

sive Study, Not Attack."
The CHAIMAN. All right.
(The statement referred to follows:)

AMERICAN WILDERNESS UNDER INTENSIVE STUDY, NoT ATTACK x

(By H. R. Glascock, Jr.)

You may be surprised to learn that I have come here to defend and not to
attack wilderness. As a professional forester proud of and devoted to this pro-
fession, I feel I should dispel any notion that foresters are antiwilderness. How
could they be? Foresters surely do not choose their profession to become rich,
but largely because of their love of the natural out-of-doors and forests and their
desire to work in this environment.

Foresters first invented wilderness areas. They have established vast acreages
of them and prQtected them. They probably use them more and know more
about them than any other group. Having frequented Oregon's wilderness
country a great deal myself, I think I know the qualities of wilderness which
endear it to the American people and make the careful protection of well-chosen
areas of wilderness an important objective of Federal land management.

Yes, the case for wilderness has been proven and won. But the case for enact-
ment of wilderness legislation now has not. Let us see why.

I was privileged to present the position of the Portland Chamber of Commerce
on the wilderness system hill before the Senate Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs in Bend, Oreg., on November 7, 1958. The statement, approved
by our chamber's board of directors, was short, reasonable and to the point. It
said:

'Presented at Members Forum, Portland Chamber of Commerce, Portland, Oreg., Tan. 23,
.196L
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"1. We support the principle of establishing wilderness areas where doing so
'ecognizes as the highest value the preservation of primitive natural conditions.

"2. No wilderness area should be established where the economy and public
welfare of the Nation or any State would be adversely affected.

"3. The designation of wilderness areas should be preceded by public hearings
and the expression of favorable public opinion.

"4. The proposed National Wilderness Preservation Council is opposed on
the ground that the administrative agencies of the Department of the Interior
(national parks) and of the Department of Agriculture (national forests) have-
caused and are fully capable of carrying on sound and desirable administration
of wilderness areas and concepts.

"5. No administrative limitations should be imposed that would restrict or
delay effective measures to control disease, pests, and fires.

"6. Congress has created an Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commis-
sion which has been provided with legal authority and the means whereby to
make an inventory of the Nation's recreational resources. Since 'Wilderness'
would logically be one of the headings of the report to be submitted by this Com-
mission, and because present laws and regulations serve adequately to establish
and preserve wilderness areas, the enactment of S. 4028, or similar wilderness
bill should be deferred until the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commis-
sion has made its report."

More than 2 years have passed since the Portland Chamber of Commerce
adopted this position on wilderness areas and legislation. Time has proven and
fortified the wisdom of this position. The proposed Wilderness Council referred
to was finally removed last year from the latest versions of the wilderness system
bill. This year's bill is the first to make any provision for fire-control measures.
The provisions in the proposed legislation are in a state of flux and some remain
which are very controversial. Meanwhile, American wilderness is receiving the
most thorough study ever at the hands of the Outdoor Recreation Resources
Review Commission.

The Commission is composed of a number of distinguished citizens interested
in recreation from a wide variety of backgrounds. Chairman Laurance Rocke-
feller and other members are known to be particularly interested in the preser-
vation of national parks and wilderness. Other members are: Senators Ander-
son of New Mexico, Dworshak of Idaho, Jackson of Washington, and Martin of
Iowa; Congressmen Saylor of Pennsylvania, Pfost of Idaho, Ullman of Oregon,
and Kyl of Iowa; Presidential Commissioners Samuel T. Dana, of University of
Michigan, Mrs. Katherine Jackson Lee, of American Forestry Association, Ber-
nard L. Orell, of Weyerhaeuser Co., Joseph W. Penfold, of Izaak Walton League
of America, M. Frederick Smith, of the Council of Conservationists, Inc., and
Chester S. Wilson, former State Commissioner of Conservation of Minnesota.

The proceedings of this Commission's meeting at Jackson Hole, Wyo., in Grand
Teton National Park last summer list the following questions concerning wilder-
ness which the Commission is studying:

"1. What constitutes a 'wilderness' from the recreational point of view?
"2. What are Its distinctive values? How can they be measured?
"3. What uses of wilderness areas other than for recreation are feasible with-

out interfering with its primary purpose?
"4. To what extent should wilderness areas be 'managed' with respect to such

matters, as protection from fire, insects, and disease; sanitation; provision of
camp sites; provision of forage for pack animals, etc.?

"5. What constitutes overuse of wilderness areas and how can it be prevented?
"6. Is there any conflict between the wilderness philosophy and the philosophy

that natural resources should be used for the greatest good for the greatest
number?

"7. Should statutory protection be afforded wilderness areas to assure preserva-
tion of an adequate system of such areas?"

Besides the assistance of Its staff in this study, the Commission has contracted
a study of wilderness with the Wildlife Research Center at the University of
California under the supervision of Dr. James Gilligan, a wilderness enthusiast
of some note. This latter study is about to be concluded and its results will be
reported to the Commission this spring.

The Commission's Deputy Director for Studies, Lawrence N. Stevens, reported
last July:

"* * * The broad objective of the study is to make a careful appraisal of
the place of wilderness and wild areas in the national pattern of outdoor recrea-
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tion. Information for the study is being gathered from a wide variety of
sources. Federal and State agencies have been asked to cooperate by submitting
data on their existing policies and positions regarding the preservation and
management of wilderness-type areas under their jurisdiction. The views of
various interest groups on major aspects of wilderness problems are being
sought. 0

"Interviews are being conducted in seven wilderness-type areas across the
country. From 1,000 to 1,500 users of these areas are being asked a series of
questions to gain insight into what kinds of people use the areas, what they
do there, and what they think of existing conditions.

"Also work is currently underway on a series of short special reports pre-
pared by recognized experts on various aspects of the wilderness subject such
as: fire control, ecological succession, wildlife management problems, timber
utilization, mining and mineral claims, insect epidemics, grazing, water im-
poundments, and the effects of increasing recreation use of wilderness areas.

"The study * * * should furnish the Commission with:
"(1) Basic information on purposes of wilderness preservation;
"(2) An inventory of wilderness-type areas;
"(3) An analysis and projection of wilderness use-both recreational
and nonrecreational ;
"(4) An analysis of problems of wilderness preservation;
"(5) A compilation and evaluation of legislation and administrative regu-

lations relating to wilderness preservation; and finally,
"(6) An appraisal of the place of wilderness in the national pattern

of outdoor recreation."
While the charge of the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission

is to review all present and future outdoor recreation resources and opportuni-
ties, it is clear that wilderness is being given special emphasis The Commis-
sion has said:

"This is a prominent national issue on which there must be some policy
recommendations from the Commission. What should be the standards, criteria
for establishing wilderness areas? How should wilderness areas be defined?
How should the desires of those who wish wilderness experience be balanced
with those who want other recreational activities? How can preservation of
extensive wilderness areas be Justified in the face of demands on our resources
from other land uses?"

The Commission was to have reported to the President and Congress by
September 1 of this year, but Indications are that more time will be required.

Obviously our chamber's position to defer action on wilderness legislation
until the Commission has reported its recommendations is logical and sound.
Nevertheless, one of the sponsors of this year's wilderness system bill has
recently said:

"For some 3 years now our Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commis-
sion has been studying these resources and our needs. We are approaching the
time of our recommendations. The enactment of this wilderness legislation
will help this Commission in its work. It will provide procedures by which
the recommendations of the Commission with reference to wilderness can ef-
fectively be carried out, and the existence of these procedures can indeed facili-
tate the very formulation of such recommendations."

This cart-before-the-horse reasoning becomes clearer, but no more logical,
when we note the summary statement of proponents urging immediate enact-
ment before the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs in Seattle,
Wash., on March 31, 1959.

"If the wilderness bill is not passed, the Outdoor Recreation Resources Re-
view Commission will be compelled to deal with problems which the wilderness
bill will settle. Wilderness problems and policy would claim an undue amount
of attention of the Commission."

Can it be that there are those who do not want a searching and objective
study made of the entire wilderness subject by the Commission? Who dis-
trust or fear the Commission's ability to shed much-needed light on this com-
plex problem? For to enact any wilderness legislation of the type proposed be-
fore the results of the study are in will largely prejudge the answers to and
"settle" the questions which the Commission is examining as to how much
wilderness reservation of what kind will be needed, how selected, how managed
and protected and by whom. A taxpayer might wonder; why not call off this
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elaborate study if the potential use of its results is to be circumscribed ahead of
time?

In the meantime, what is happening to wilderness? Are a last tiny few rem-
nants going down the drain? Of course not. Administrative increases in 1960
brought the national forest wilderness system to an all-time high of 14.6 million
acres, or 8 percent of the national forest acreage. This is a larger area than
the combined acreages of the four whole States of New Jersey, Connecticut,
Massachusetts, and Rhode Island. It is almost entirely in the West where in
some localities it represents a large percentage of the total forest area. Since
1953, 633,000 acres have been added to the national park system and 111/
million acres administratively proclaimed national wildlife refuge or range.

The heart of the argument of proponents of immediate enactment of wilderness
legislation has been that national forest wilderness reservations did not have
legal protection and could be administratively wiped out at a stroke of the Sec-
retary of Agriculture's pen. No one has produced any tangible evidence that
there is any remote possibility of this happening before the report of the Outdoor
Recreation Resources Review Commission can be analyzed, if ever. And, to
make the possibility even more remote, Congress put wilderness into law last
year as an authorized use of national forest land in the Multiple Use Act of 1960.

It Is possible that the Commission will recommend the enactment of addi-
tional wilderness legislation. But there Is no assurance that it will deem such
to be necessary or, if it does, that the recommended form of such legislation
would be that of existing proposals. For example, it might recommend against
the proposed lumping together of the national forest wilderness system, the
national park wilderness and national wildlife refuge wilderness into a huge new
national wilderness system; or recommend a different procedure for reclassify-
ing national forest primitive areas; or recommend more or less restricted use of
wilderness areas or different regulations concerning their administration and
protection.

There is absolutely no way of predetermining what this unprecedented probe
of outdoor recreation will reveal or what the resulting recommendations will be.
In any event, we should get the full value from the report and not be stampeded
i premature legislation in the Commission's field of study. I am confident
congress will not want to entrust the patient to the doctor for a complete ex-
amination and then go ahead and start treatment before the doctor reports.
I often wonder how urgent demands for immediate passage of legislation relat-
ing to natural resources, or any other field, without all the facts at hand and with-
out demonstrated need can square with one's image of good governmental pro-
cedures.

Oregon's Congressman Ullman of the Commission sums up this position in
these well chosen words:

"It seems desirable as orderly legislative procedure to have available the
facts and conclusions developed by the Commission before any far-reaching
change is made in our Federal wilderness system. We are looking to the Com-
mission to recommend reasonable standards for the recreational use of Federal
lands, including wilderness. Catastrophe to wilderness use could not occur be-
fore September of 1961 When the Commission's conclusions are to be reported."

So our Portland chamber was right. We can and must have, and there is a
place for, an enduring heritage of wilderness deliberately set aside. But "de-
liberately" implies deliberation. And "enduring" connotes ability to withstand
the test of time. The best hope of wilderness will be to assign its reservation
only to those tracts of land and water where to do so represents highest use.
Or, as the 52-year-old Western Forestry and Conservation Association of Port-
land puts it: "where so doing will produce the maximum continuous flow of
economic and social benefits for the people." Long-term wilderness must be con-
sidered in context with other land functions and human needs. To do otherwise
will project wilderness reservations needlessly into the mainstream of advancing
civilization and Its struggle for higher standards of living, to endanger thereby
the very wilderness concept itself.

And this assignment of wilderness reservations must be accompanied by an
administrative program deliberately designed to protect and maintain whatever
set of conditions is found to be most wanted. For wilderness, like other fragile
things of value, can be and sometimes is loved to death. A study of overuse
and misuse in the popular High Sierra Wilderness Area in California is causing
sober reflections in this field. How much trammeling can be permitted in an
untrammeled area?
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So let's probe these matters deeply and find out just what to do and how.
Meantime, as our chamber has noted, "present laws and regulations serve ade.
quately to establish and preserve wilderness areas." I feel certain that the
whole truth will favor the most enduring wilderness.

Mr. GLASCOCK. Distinguished chairman and members of the Sen-
ate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. I am H. R. Glascock,
Jr., forest counsel of Western Forestry and Conservation Association
with headquarters at Portland, Oreg. This association, with 52 years
of notable service in the field of forest resource protection and conser-
vation, is most aware of the crucial role which this committee plays
in the wise use and development of the Federal lands upon which the
West is so dependent. It is an awesome task indeed to balance the
apparent desires of the majority stockholders of these lands with the
present and future needs of dependent communities in the unfold-
ig West. We do not envy you this responsibility but wish you divine

guidance in your deliberations.
We have come here today to urge respectfully that consideration of

the new wilderness system bill, S. 174, be deferred until Congress can
have the benefit of its own study on outdoor recreation, the most com-
prehensive ever to be made. The special studies contracted by Con-
gress' Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission in the field
of wilderness are known to deal with wilderness inventory, needs, use,
and administration. They should shed light in an area of recrea-
tion badly in need of light and factual information, where there are
more unanswered questions than answered. And this information
will be available well before this very Congress has adjourned. Vio-
lence to American wilderness in the intervening months is not a serious
likelihood.

The CHAIRMAN. Can I stop you thereI I did not quite understand.
"Congress can have the benefit of its own study on outdoor recreation,
the most comprehensive ever to be made."

Do you regard the Recreation Resources Review Commission as a
part of the Congress?

Mr. GLscocK. No, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Then to whom are you referring?
Mr. GLASCOCK. I am referring to the Commission, and I was of the

understanding, sir, that the Congress created the Commission.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, the Congress creates the Interstate Com-

merce Commission. It is not a part of the Congress.
Mr. GLASCOCK. Then I stand corrected, sir. That is my own mis-

understanding of the subject.
The CHAIRMAN. The only'reason I say this is that I do not want

the Congress to be charged with all of the things that the Outdoor
Recreation Resources Review Commission may find because it has
seven members nominated by the President, has several Cabinet officers
.who are ex officio members of it and participants of its activities and
it has eight members recommended from the Congress. But it is a
separate organization, I think.

Mr. GLASCOCK. Yes, sir. Thank you very much for clearing that
up. I know there are three Senators, at least, on this committee who
are members of the Commission, and I would not want to get in
Dutch with them for that statement.

The need for a new, gigantic wilderness system combining lands
under three Federal agencies has yet to be demonstrated. The na-
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tional wildlife refuges and ranges were established for wildlife man-
agement purposes, not wilderness. National park wilderness was
assured in the act of 1916. According to Director Wirth, 90 percent
of the national park system qualifies under a reasonable definition of
wilderness and it is the National Park Service's plan to keep it that
way. Congress enacted wilderness into law on the national forests
last year in the Multiple Use Act of 1960.

And I would like to say to you members of the committee and to
your distinguished chairman that I am proud of the fact that our
association appeared at the House hearing on the multiple use bill
in support of that bill, and we recommended that recreation be in-
cluded as one of the uses under the multiple use system.

I want you to know that, because I want you to know we are not
against wilderness.

Administrative violence to permanent wilderness reserves would
run afoul of existing congressional statutes.

The lumping together of multiple use lands with outdoor museum
lands and wildlife management lands in a single huge system for
exclusive wilderness use will be an open invitation to press Congress
for a transfer of all such lands to the jurisdiction of a single agency
specializing in wilderness. When such an agency was envisioned in
the first wilderness system bill, S. 1176, the concept was found to be
completely unacceptable and was dropped from later versions. Per-
haps an undesirable end which could not be achieved in one step
would be more easy of attainment in two or more steps.

It is our contention that the present stampede for enactment of a
wilderness system bill before Congress Outdoor Recreation Resource
Review Commission reports its findings in this field has to do with
the national forest primitive areas which are included in the national
wilderness preservation system in S. 174 without justification.

In effect, primitive areas would be getting an immediate free ride
into wilderness status on the backs of the real wilderness areas. Unlike
the wilderness, wild and canoe areas of the national forests which
have been permanently dedicated as primarily valuable for wilderness,
the primitive areas are the old, unstudied reserves held for reclassifica-
tion after study as to highest use. Those portions found primarily
valuable for wilderness are designated as permanent wilderness or
wild areas.

This is an important though little-understood procedure in national
forest management. There are some 7/ million acres of primitive
areas to be reclassified, almost entirely in the West. The largest of
these is the nearly 2 million-acre Selway-Bitterroot primitive area in
Idaho and Montana on which reclassification hearings will commence
within a week after these very hearings. The Forest Service has
proposed a Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness Area of 1 million acres.
But if S. 174 were enacted as now written, before this reclassification,
the entire primitive area would be included in a national wilderness
preservation system, giving it at the outset a wilderness status which
it has not yet attained.

True, the legislation provides for primitive area reclassification
thereafter. But the burden of proof will then be on the Secretary of
Agriculture in the eyes of the public to justify the removal of any
acre from the system. For once in the system, acres will become
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"holy cows" and objective reclassification of primitive areas already
therein will be frustrated. It is noteworthy that national wildlife
refuge areas would not be put in the system except when and as
recommended by the Secretary of Interior.

The CHAIRMAN. That is not the question, there. Suppose the Sec-
retary tomorrow morning decided he would put the whole 2 million
acres of the Selway area in Idaho and Montana into the system.
Could he do it without reference to a single other soul?

Mr. GLA SCOCK. The Secretary of Agricuture?
The CHARMA N. Yes.
Mr. GLASCOCK. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. You think it is unwise, then, to let the Congress

check on it?
Mr. GLAscocK. No, sir. We were asked this question testifying in

Seattle by Senator Jackson on S. 1123, and Senator Jackson asked:
What is wrong with Congress having a review of these areasI And
I said that I did not see anything wrong with Congress having a
review of these areas, if it is a real review.

The CHAIRMAN. You do not think if brought to the Congress they
would pay any attention to it when they review it, then?

Mr. GLASCOCK. No; what I mean to say, sir, is that I do not really
believe that S. 174 gives Congress a real review of these areas. I think
it gives it a turndown on these recommendations.

The CHAIRMAN. You do not think that Congress would be con-
scientious enough to review, then?

Mr. GLAscocK. I think that Congress if it had time, perhaps, would.
I feel this way, though; that unless provisions are made for a positive
review, of the nature that is used with respect to national parks, it
is likely, since there is a whole session of Congress to elapse before it
has to make a final decision as to whether to turn down the recom-
mendation or not-I think that that is apt to drag on, without Congress
doing anything on it one way or the other.

It is a tacit approval, or, by concurrent resolution, a rejection.
And as was brought out yesterday, if it is rejected, it is unclear, at the
least, what happens to those primitive areas.

The CHAMMAN. But you will admit that the bill willgive far more
review than the present systenmI

Mr. GLASCOCK. I am not sure I admit that, sir. I really believe, the
way I understand this bill, that you would have the same review that
you have now, essentially.

The CHAIRMAN. Would you state that againI
Mr. GLASCOCK. I think this all goes to what a definition of a review

is. What is a review? If you mean by a review a complete study of
the fantastically complex and diverse factors and resources which are
involved in each area that is in question, I do not believe that Congress,
under this bill, is going to do that.

The CHAIRMAN. IS that your understanding of what a review
means?
Mr. GLAscocK. Well, now, that is what I feel. We believe this is

what should be done with these areas.
The CHAIRMAN. If Congres does not have time for even a hasty

review, how would it have time for the persistent study that you are
talking about?
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Mr. GLAScoCK. I do not know whether Congress would have time
or not. I would say Congress would take time if those were the pro-
visions of the act.

The CHAIRMAN. Have you any idea how many members here have
other obligations this morning and this afternoon?

Mr. GLASCOCK. I am absolutely appalled that you people can attend
as many meetings as you do.

The CHAMZAN. The only point I make is that at the present time
any Secretary of Agriculture who wished to do so could take this whole
2 million acres, or whatever it may be, in this particular place and
put it in the wilderness area, plus all the rest of the primitive areas,
to the total amount of nearly 8 million acres.

Mr. GLAscocx. That is true.
The CHAIRMAN. Without any check whatever upon him, and with-

out any recourse in the courts. Whereas in the bill there has to be a
local hearing on it first of all, and then the Secretary has to review it
and reach a decision, and then it has to be reviewed by the President
of the United States, and then it has to be reviewed by the Congress.

Mr. GLASCOCK. Yes, sir.
The CIAIAMAN. I do not see why you think that is less of a review

than we have under the present system, or even no more. I think it is
quite a bit more."

Mr. Gi4scocK. We are somewhat alarmed at the lack of review that
some of these areas are getting with respect to current withdrawals.

For instance, I personally was greatly shocked at the action of the
last Secfetary of the Interior just before going out of office in adminis-
tratively setting aside 9 million acres in Alaska over the protests of
the two Senators from Alaska, or the Governor of Alaska.

The CHAIRMAN. So was I. And does that not indicate that some-
times the Senators do have some concern about these areas?

Mr. GLASCOCK. Yes, it does.
The CHAnRMAN. Why not let them have a look at them, then?
Mr. GLAscoOK. This was done. But I think they should take a

look at them. And I do not think this bill provides for-
The CiAI'MAN. You think if they look it will not be a good look.

And I am inclined to think if they look, it might be a pretty good
look.

Mr. GLAscocK. Would you think this might be the same kind of a
look that is given to national parks that are proposed?

The CHAIRMAN. Well, some of them. They created a national park
in the Virgin Islands.

Mr. GLASCOCK. That is the kind of a look I am talking about.
The CHAIRMAN. There was hardly a member of the committee that

saw it before we did it.
Mr. GLASCOCK. That is the kind of a look I am talking about.
The CHAmXAN. That. look consisted in taking a look at a piece of

paper here in Washington. That is all it had. Nobody went down to
the Virgin Islands, that I know of, to look at that proposed park.

I speak with a little feeling, because I held it up for a long time
and then was persuaded to yield to the majority of the committee.

Mr. GLASOOCK. In general, sir, we are not particularly satisfied
with the amount of deliberation that is being given at present with
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respect to withdrawals of land from unreserved status or from
multiple use.

The CHArMAN. That is a quite different project than this, is it not?
Mr. GLASCOCK. Well, withdrawals can take two forms, or several

forms. There can be administrative withdrawals, transfers of land,
and so forth. But I wonder if the answer to this is really not to have
a complete study of the procedures for withdrawals of land on the
public lands, the administrative withdrawals of land.

The CHAimAN. I am speaking now from memory, and I may not
be correct, but I do not believe that any primitive areas have been
set up since about 1940.

Is Mr. Crafts here?
How about that Ed? I may be wrong. What is the fact?
Mr. CRAFrs. (Edward C. Crafts, Assistant Chief, Forest Service.)

No primitive areas since 1939, Senator.Te CHAIRMAN. So what we are talking about, then is a review of
actions which took place between 1930 and 1940. And the Secretary
of Agriculture now, if he wished to, could confirm the actions taken
by Mr. Wallace, and I think Mr. Wallace alone, probably, in setting
up these areas, and could make every one of them into wilderness
areas.

Now, if this bill passes, would you concede that he could not do
that ?

Mr. GLASCOCK. I would say that Congress, if it turned down the
proposal which he presented to the Congress, or which the President
presented to the Congress, could prevent that; but if it were a primi-
tive area, it is still quite nebulous as to what category it would be in
after Congress rejected the proposal, as was brought out yesterday.

The CHuau N. I agreed with that the other day. I said frankly
in the hearing that we had understood it would revert to the status
of ordinary national forest. I do not think that is completely clear
in the bill. I think that is probably what ought to happen. I do
not believe it is in the bill, and I said at the time that something that
would make it crystal clear would be desirable.

Mr. GLAscocK. Well, Senator, do you not think this 5,000-acre
withdrawal amendments bill to the Engle Act bears on this whole
general picture of withdrawals, administrative withdrawals, and
who shall have the approval of themI There is a tremendous amount
of interest in having Congress have a closer look at these areas. How
close a Ipok should it have?

The CHAIRMAN. Did we pass some bills here a while ago to have
a look at some withdrawals of 5.000 acres?

Mr. GLASCOCK. That applied only to military lands, sir. And I
recall, sir that many of the proponents of this bill were in favor of
that Engfe Act because of the fact that they were disturbed with the
amount of land that was being withdrawn for military uses. Now,
why does not the same principle apply to other uses?

The CHAIRMAN. Would you like it better if we put the exact same
principle in this bill?

Mr. CASCOCK. Well, I think that is a good principle.
The CHAIRMAN. Fine; because all that does is come back to the

committee. It does not go to the Congress at all. And the com-
mittee alone disapproves it.
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This bill provides for the whole Congress to disapprove it. You
are willing to take it with just committee disapproval?

Mr. GLASCOCK. Sir, I really believe that the 5,000-acre limitation
amendment should be enacted into law separately. I think that this
whole field of withdrawals is much bigger than just wilderness areas.

The CHAIRMAN. So do I. Senator Allott reminds me that Senator
Bennett has a bill.

Mr. GLASCOCK. And Senator Gruening.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Gruening has a bill. We hope to pass

such a bill.
Mr. GLASCOCK. Good.
The CHAIRMAN. I believe in it. But in those bills-I should not

say that; I thought it was in the Gruening bill; I am not certain-we
had the same provision we had in the Engle bill.

Mr. GLASCOCK, It would extend the Engle principle to departments
other than the military.

The CHAIRMAN. In those bills it is just that the committee turns it
down I believe. You say you like that principle. So if we just
modify this to say not the Congress, but just the Interior Committee,
you would be satisfied with it then?

Mr. GiLSCOCK. I believe the principle should be that the Con-
gress should have the approval, but I think the approval should be
made positive rather than negative.

The CHAIRMAN. You want positive approval on this, but you do
not want it on the 5,000-acre withdrawal?

Mr. GLASCOCK. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Oh, no. You said you thought it was a good bill.

It does not have that provision in it does it?
Mr. GLASCOCK. I am not sure whether it is positive or negative in

that bill, sir, I must say.
The CHAIRMAN. I do not either, to be frank with you.
Mr. GLASCOCK. But it should be positive.
The CHAIRMAN. Go ahead.
Mr. GLASCOCK. Thank you.
We believe that understanding of the difference between primitive

and wilderness areas is essential to understanding the wilderness sys-
tem bill and its effects. The drive to maximize acreage of wilderness
reserves at the expense of wilderness quality and of other national
forest uses will have won its battle of equating primitive areas
with wilderness areas in the public mind if S. 174 were enacted in
its present form. Primitive areas must not be given wilderness status
in law.

Finally, the most enduring wilderness is likely to be that which is
most carefully selected to contain only those areas primarily valuable
as wilderness. To needlessly project wilderness dedications into
the mainstream of advancing civilization with its struggle for higher
standards of living may in the future endanger the very wilderness
concept itself. Western Forestry and Conservation Association be-
lieves that there is an important place for an enduring heritage of
wilderness carefully selected and deliberately set aside. It is not
convinced, however, that wilderness legislation proposed thus far
contributes to care and deliberation in this field that we desire.

The CHAIRMAN. Any question?
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Senator ALL0TT. I just have one, Mr. Chairman. It is just a com-
ment.

I think you made a very fine statement, Mr. Glascock.
Mr. GLscocK. Thank you, sir.
Senator ALLoTT. But I think the reference you made to the Oregon

Journal brings forth a fact which needs to be appreciated. Simply
because you want to approve or put a different form on this d-oes
not mean, as many of our friends have interpreted, that you are
opposed to the concept of wilderness. This is not true. I think you
have done a great service in bringing out this fact here.

Mr. GLASCOCK. Thank you, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Metcalf
Senator METCALF. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I am please(l, too, to hear you say that you are for wildernem

as a concept, and to have you come here in support of the wilderness
principle. I am not exactly sure what the Western Forestry and Con-
servation Association is. Sometimes forestry and conservation are
diametrically opposed, and sometimes, of course, we have some very
dedicated foresters who are conservationists. Are you composed of
lumber men?

M. GiAscocK. Our membership is quite diverse, sir. Our member-
ship is based on landownership, and on the basis of other associations
that are engaged in the protection of forests. We have members who
are nonoperating landowners, who are operating landowners, indi-
viduals interested in forest conservation, associations that are in the
fire protection field, and other fields of forest protection, and we are
international in scope.

The Canadians do not express themselves on matters concerned
with legislation here, nor do our members in the United States with
Canadian legislative matters. However, it is interesting to note
that we are quasipublic, because the British Columbia Forest Service
is a member of our association.

We were established 52 years ago in Spokane, and the Forest Service
was represented at the time of our origin nation in the forming body.
And we participated, with Senator MceNary of Oregon, in coauthor-
ing the Clark-McNary Act, which has been the foundation of the
forest protection program in the West.

Our objectives are: "To promote the practice of forestry and the
development of forest preservation in all land in the Western United
States and Canada, to provide a medium for exchanging and dis-
seminating forestry conservation information, to bring about co-
operation between Federal, State, provincial, and private forest
agencies."

Our policies, Senator Metcalf, are established at our conferences,
where we have representatives of all the forestry groups, public
and private. We furnish a platform, the largest forestry group in
the West, each year.

I hope we can get over into your country.
Senator MTCALF. I hope you can, too.
Mr. Gt.scocx. Your State forester attends every one of our meet-

ings and participates. He conducted our fire research meeting this
year.
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Senator METCALF. I hope you can come to Missoula and see our
new fire research laboratory.

Mr. GLAscocK. I have, sir, and it is a beauty. And I must say
this: that your fire research lab there is not just valuable to Montana.
It is valuable to the entire United States, because it is basic research.

Senator ME'r6ALF. Then you say that your membership consists
of operating and nonoperating lumbermen?

Mr. GLAsCOCK. I did not say that, Senator. I said operating and
nonoperating forest land owners.

Senator METCALF. Do you have any lumber operators in your
membershipI

Mr. GLxscocic. Yes, sir; we certainly do.
Senator METCALF. And in speaking for them, you are speaking in

favor of the wilderness principle?
Mr. GLASCOCK. I certainly am, sir. We entered into the record

of the House hearing on the multiple-use bill our belief that wilder-
ness should be put into the multiple-use bill. And it happened.

Senator METCALF. I am delighted to have a large representative
group of lumbermen coming in here. And while you say that we
should postpone consideration, nevertheless, coming in here favoring
the principle and the concept of this bill. As ha been brought out
by the Senator from Colorado, we are not too far apart.

Mr. GLA SCOCK. Thank you, sir. We will certainly continue to do so.
The CHAIRMAN. Before you leave--I think I was in error in saying

the Engle bill provides for committee approval. It provides for an
act of Congress.

Mr. GLASCOCK. That is what I thought, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. We had a bill that provided that in regard to a

military withdrawal bill. But apparently that goes only to the armed
services bill. As to the Engle bill, at least, I was incorrect.

Mr. GLASCOCK. I hope that bill will get somewhere.
Senator ALLor. Mr. Chairman, could I ask one short question?
The CHAIRMAW. Senator Allott.
Senator A.LLm. On the amendment offered by myself, on page 3,

it provides, among other things, that inquiry shall be made of the
Forest Service on the determination of these portions to be set aside.
Included are the Park Service, the Bureau of Reclamation, Federal
Power Commission, REA, Federal Communications Commission, and
USGS-the Geological Survey.

Do you think that this concept added to the present bill would
strengthen it?

Mr. GLASCOCK. I think that if the concept of a complete study and
examination by Congress of each area, plus provision for a periodic
examination, as is made by the Forest Service, with their timber re-
source review, and is now being made by Reclamation-I thihk that
is done regularly-Senator Allott, I think there should be a periodic
review on a continuing basis of all of the resources of the United
States.

Senator ALLoTr. This provides that "Each respective Secretary
shall, in recommending the designation of such areas as wilderness,
transmit to the Congress the independent views"-of this group of
eight, all of whom have some interest in this area.

66787-414--4

201
SRP02546



THE WILDERNESS ACT

It seems to me that this would be a very definite asset. You might
find that some of them would be against and some would be for. Then
Congress would have to work its will upon these divergent views.

But it seems to me to leave out these other interested agencies of
the executive branch, which do have specific responsibilities in this
field without getting their views, might be omitting a step which
should be taken.

Mr. GLrscocx. Yes, sir. I really believe that what you have men-
tioned there sounds to me like the most thorough review that I have
ever heard proposed on this subject. I told the committee before that
I felt that these withdrawals from unreserved status are a very serious
problem in the West.

After all, we are talking about the jugular vein of the West, are
we not? And I really believe that we have got to have a more thor-
ough review by the agencies involved, sending to Congress the best
known information about all of the resources.

Senator AL Tr. Thank you very much.
The CHIIr&iN. Are there additional questions ?
Thank you very much.
The CHAmAN. Mr. Pomeroy?

STATEMENT OF IENNETH B. POMEROY, TEE AMERICAN FORESTRY
ASSOCIATION

Mr. Pomosy. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, by
way of introduction, I would like to mention briefly that our asso-
ciation is now in its 86th year; that we practically acted as a midwife
at the birth of the Forest Service; that we have been vitally con-
cerned in everything that the Service has done any time since then;
consequently our interest in this particular program.

I am Kenneth B. Pomeroy, representing the American Forestry
Association.

In February 1960, this organization recommended that enactment
of a wilderness bill be deferred until submission of a report by the
Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission. The commis-
sion has undertaken a study of wilderness, what it is, what it means,
and what areas are needed. We think the public is entitled to know
the answers to these questions, and any other facts that may come to
light, before any action is taken on wilderness legislation.

Incidentally, several members of the ORRRC and its advisory staff
have urged the American Forestry Association to recommend defer-
ment until their studies are completed.

Three of those members are officers of our association: Mrs. Cath-
erine Jackson Lee, Dr. Dana, and Mr. Orrell.

The CsAmrMAN. You left out the advisory staff.
Mr. Pommioy. There are other members, including Mr. Partain,

on the advisory staff, who is also an officer. Inasmuch as these peo-
ple also are officers of our association, we cannot disregard their
desires.

On the other hand, hearings now have been called on S. 174 and
you have graciously invited us to speak. Therefore, we address our-
selves directly to this proposal.
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In many respects it is an improvement over earlier wilderness bills.
There are, however, two important sections that need further consid-
eration.

1. The first pertains to the implied intent of a proposal which brings
together in one system three agencies which were created with diver-
gent basic objectives. Specifically, we wish to make certain that the
lands administered by the Forest Service, the National Park Service,
and the Fish and Wildlife Service are separate and distinct, and that
they remain so. We are strongly opposed to any legislation which
conceivably might make possible the future transfer of large segments
of the national forests to national park status under the guise of wil-
derness preservation.

The CHArR A. Do you find anything in the bill which does that?
Mr. PomERoY. No; but we are skeptical.
Therefore, it is recommended that the title of S. 174 be amended to

read, "An act for the preservation of wilderness," and that all refer-
ences to the establishment of a system be deleted wherever they occur.

In support of this suggestion, we wish to point out that the preserva-
tion of wilderness has values far beyond those of any system created
by man. Many people have acknowledged wilderness enjoyment as a
state of mind, a condition that can be experienced on small, isolated,
natural areas in the East as well as in the vast solitudes of the western
forests. As a matter of fact, the Society of American Foresters-
that is, the professional society-has recognized 128 representative
segments of the virgin forests in 34 States.

These tracts range in size from a little as 1 acre to as much as 14,989
acres. In each instance arrangements have been made for their
preservation.

In addition, the Nature Conservancy, a private, nonprofit associa-
tion, repeatedly has raised money by popular subscription for the pur-
chase and permanent preservation of similar tracts.

I think the authors of S. 174 also had the broad aspects of wilderness
preservation in mind when they provided under section 5 that private
tracts might be included in such a classification by gift to the appro-
priate Federal agency.

2. The second recommendation pertains to the manner in which por-tions of the national forests, now designated as primitive areas,be-
come classified as wilderness (sees. 3 3) 1) and3(e) and (f) of
S.174).

We believe that such a change should only come about after a posi-
tive determination that such use is the primary use for the area under
consideration.

In other words, there should be a positive determination that each
primitive area is of wilderness quality rather than the proposed
blanket inclusion of all primitive areas with provisions for later ex-
clusion of any unsuitable portions, provided the Congress does not
object.

Therefore, the American Forestry Association recommends that the
first sentence of section 3 (b) be amended along the following lines:

The portions of the national forests to be designated for preservation as wild-
erness shall include all areas classified on the effective date of this Act as wild-
erness, wild, primitive, or canoe: Provided, That all the primitive areas shall
be subject to prior study and review as a condition to the designation of any
portion thereof as wilderness.
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Pending the reclassification of such primitive areas, the association
recommends that they be protected from any use which would lessen
their value as wilderness.

Thank you, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Any questions?
Thank you, Mr. Pomeroy.
Mr. Pasek ?

STATEMENT OF LEONARD E. PASEK, VICE CHAIRMAN, CONSERVA-
TION AND MANAGEMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE,
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MANUFACTURERS

Mr. PASEK. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name is
Leonard E. Pasek. I live in Meenah, Wis.

A private survey of business management officials in the forest prod-
ucts industries indicates that a substantial majority believe that some
selected areas should be maintained as wilderness. The survey further
indicates the beli f that these areas should be determined andselected
on the basis of competent research and review.

We find ourselves, in the National Association of Manufacturers, in
complete agreement with these viewpoints; we are not opposed to
the wilderness objective.

Our own National Association of Manufacturers Conservation
Committee has studied proposed wilderness legislation over recent
years and, as a result of our studies, recommended to our board of
directors the following statement of policy, which was adopted on
December 1, 1959:

RECREATIONAL AREAS, NATIONAL PARKS AND MONUMENTS, WILDERNESS AREAS

Recreational use of Federal lands has become increasingly important, and
Federal land management agencies should make long-range plans for recreational
use of their lands.

National parks should include areas essentially in their primeval natural con-
dition and in scenic quality and beauty so outstandingly superior to average ex-
amples of their several types as to make them of national importance and to make
imperative their preservation intact and in their entirety for the enjoyment,
education, and inspiration of all people for all time. National monuments
should be areas, usually smaller than national parks, that are of national impor-
tance as superlative examples of native flora or fauna, geologic phenomena, or
archeologic or historic interest. The area of each park or monument should
be a comprehensive unit, of no greater size than necessary to embrace and pre-
serve these superior national values and provide proper space for necessary
facilities appurtenant thereto.

Industry recognizes that some limited areas of Government-owned land re-
maining In their primitive state have higher value as wilderness areas than for
other purposes. Selection of such areas should be determined by sound land
management principles and practices. There is no necessity to establish a
wilderness preservation system which would arbitrarily lock up vast areas Into
a wilderness classification. Further, the creation of any new Government
agency is unnecessary, would conflict with present programs, and would estab-
lish the precedent of creating an agency within the governmental framework
devoted to advocating the viewpoint of a special use interest. It Is strongly
recommended no further consideration be given proposed legislation dealing with
wilderness areas until the report of the National Outdoor Recreation Resources
Review Commission has been submitted and analyzed.

You will note there are several changes in tho present S. 174 since
the adoption of this policy a year and a half ago.
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We note that the bill before the committee, S. 174, does not call for
the creation of a new Government agency, as did some previous bills,
and we believe that this is a definite step in the right direction.

HoweVer, we do have certain other suggestions to make, which we
think would be improvements on the present bill.

In this connection, it must be noted first that the proposed legisla-
tion would have a substantial impact on our national forests, which
constitute a valuable economic asset of our Nation and comprise a
significant ]qrtion of our national timber resources. Therefore, be-
fore proceeding, I would like to refer to the first three points of our
association's policy statement on "Timber Resources," as follows:

1. Timber should be treated as a crop tQ be grown, harvested and regrown
so as to produce the maximum sustained yield year after year. Each harvest
should provide for establishing the next crop of trees.

2. Adequate fire prevention and fire control measures, as well as adequate
protection against insects, diseases, overgrazing, and other destructive forces,
should be incorporated and coordinated in both private and governmental basic
management programs.

3. Multiple-use management practices should be followed so as to achieve
the additional goals of watershed Improvement, sustained yield of wildlife, and
recreational opportunities.

I would like'to point out that many business enterprises, such as
timber companies, electric utility companies, and water utility com-
panies are, under various arrangements, making their lands and
waters available for recreational opportunities. Such opportunities
include family picnicking, boating, swimming, hunting, fishing, and
camping.

Under multiple-use management practices, it is possible to attain
economic objectives, watershed improvement objectives, wildlife
management objectives, and recreational development objectives in a
manner that achieves not only compatibility of these purposes but
also permits each objective to contribute to the attainment oifthe
others.

For instance, proper harvesting of trees provides an environment
for wildlife that provides food and growth for these wild animals; on
the other hand, excessive.population of wildlife in the forest habitat
is not ecologically sound and the hunter helps provide a proper
balance to the forest population. Thus, sustained yield and systema-
tic harvesting of timber and wildlife go hand in hand.

I would like to turn now to an application of some of these prin-
ciples to some of the features of S. 174. The chief points we-wish
to make are:
L The bill covers too much land.
2. The policy of S. 174 is not clear in its relationship to multiple-

use mangement of the national forests.
3. The bill applies conflicting procedures; it should provide for,

selection of wilderness areas by progressive inclusion after applica-
tion of sound land management principles, rather than by a process of
declassification following blanket inclusion.

4. If legislation is passed now, the Congress will have deprived
itself of the benefit of the deliberations of the National Outdoor
Recreation Resources Review Commission.

The bill covers too much land:
It should be recognized that the -bill defines a wilderness as "an

area where the earth and its community of life are untrammeled by
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man, where man himself is a visitor who does not remain" and as "anarea of undeveloped Federal land retaining its primeval character
and influence, without permanent improvements or human habita-
tion."

In the light of our expanding population, need for economic growth,
and problems arising out of our competitive economic and political
status, it would seem very important that we not deprive ourselves
of the use of vast land areas and the natural resources contained
therein and thereon, especially under such severe restrictions as these
definitions would appear to impose and especially to achieve an ex-
tremely limited purpose which appears to be to preserve in the words
of the bill, "outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive
and unconfined type of recreation."

In the President's special message to the Congress on natural re-
sources, under part III, entitled "Forests," his first action point (A)
was, "CI urge longress to accelerate forest development on Federal
public lands- both as a long-term investment measure and as an imme-
di ate method of relieving unemployment in distressed areas."

Without the benefit of anyknowledge as to how the locking up of
55 to 60 million acres of Federal public lands will affect the peoples
or their economy, we should not at this time adopt legislation which
will almost irrevocably commit us in this direction. The report of the
National Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission will un-
doubtedly furnish us with much valuable information and analyses
from which we can make intelligent decisions.

The olicy of S. 174 is notclear:
We believe that the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act of 1960,

which includes provision for wilderness areas, represents a positive
and constructive approach to this subject as opposed to the confusing
statements contained in S. 174.

A very positive definition of "wilderness" is contained in subsection
2(b) of the bill, but under subsection 6(c) (2), there is authorized
certain exceptions in regard to prospecting (inc-luding exploration
for oil and gas), mining (including the production of oil and
gas) * -* * water conservation works * * * road construction and
maintenance essential to development and use thereof *** and graz-
ing of livestock where previously well established.

Perhaps this amounts to bringing us around full circle to multiple-
use management, except that the multiple uses would be authorized by
the President instead of by the appropriate agencies. If this is the
case, it is evident that there is no need for the proposed legislation,
since we already have multiple-use management with due regard for
recreational objectives, including wilderness.

On the other hand, these exceptions may be administered so as to
frustrate multiple use management. Why is the management func-
tion placed directly in the President? Why is timber harvesting not
mentioned? Why is future grazing restricted? Is the criterion which
requires--
his determination that such use or uses in the specific area will better serve the
Interests of the United States and the people thereof than will its denial-

truly equivalent to the objectives of multiple-use management and
would it not impose an impossible administrative burden on the
President?
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It is interesting to note that subsection 6 (c) (3) provides that the
boundary waters canoe area shall be managed-
in accordance with the general purpose of maintaining, without unnecessary
restrictions on other uses, including that of timber, the primitive character of
the area, particularly in the-vicinity of lakes, streams, and portages * *

This certainly suggests that the language of a sound wilderness bill
should be limited to that quoted rather than create an unnecessary
complex cumbersome administrative machinery and an unnecessary"system" superimposed on other administrative units.

Perhaps some of the lack of clarity in the bill is best illustrated by:
I. Subsection 3(b) (2) of S. 174 states as follows:
The purposes of this Act are hereby declared to be within and supplemental

to but not in interference with the purposes for which national forests are
established as set forth in the Act of June 4, 1897 (30 Stat. 11) and the Multiple-
Use Sustained-Yield Act of June 12, 1960 Public Law 8G-517 (74 Stat. 25).

II. Subsection 6 (b) of S. 174 provides:
Prohibition of certain uses. Except as specifically provided for in this Act and

subject to any existing private rights, there shall be no commercial enterprise
within the wilderness system, no permanent road, nor shall there be any use
of motor vehicles, -motorized equipment, or motorboats, or landing of aircraft
nor any other mechanical transport or delivery of persons or supplies, nor any
temporary road, nor any structure or installation, in excess of the minimum
required for the administration of the area for the purposes of this Act, in-
cluding such measures as may be required in emergencies involving the health
and safety of persons within such areas.

III. Subsection 6(c) (2) of S. 174 provides:
The President may, within a specific area * ** authorize prospecting * *

mining * * * water-conservation works * * * including road construction and
maintenance--

et cetera.
These three contrasting provisions certainly establish the point

that the bill appears to be in conflict with itself.
The CHAIRMAN. On that point: Is there no qualifying language

to the third item, which tries to remove the conflict that you are talk-
ing about?

Mr. PASEK. I do not believe so, as I read it.
The CHAmmAN. Does it hnot have a little something about emer-

genciesthere ?
Mr. i'ASEK. That was under point two, where there is something

about emergencies.
The CHAIMMAN. No; you quote from section 6(c) (2).
The President may, within a specific area and in accordance with such

regulations as he may deem desirable, authorize prospecting * * *, mining * *,
and the establishment and maintenance of reservoirs, water-conservation works,
and other facilities needed in the public interest, including the road construc-
tion and maintenance essential to development and use thereof, upon his deter-
mination that such use or uses in the specific area will better serve the Interests
of the United States and the people thereof than will its denial.

Now, if you have one provision that denies, and the other which says
the President can, if he deems it necessary in the public interest, go.
ahead with it, is that a conflict?

Mr. PASEK. Well, it is my understanding that the previous sections
in the act do not allow for other areas this same freedom of action.
Is that right, or not?
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The CHArRM-AN. Well, yes, but if the subsequent statement is put
in the bill to show if there is a need for some of these things to go
forward, the President may do it, even though the administration of
the Forest Service may not, is that a conflict, or a contrasting
provision?

Mr. PASEK. As I studied the bill in preparing this testimony over
the weekend, I got that impression. I think perhaps I got that im-
pression because the bill accents the one single use of wilderness for
this vast area.

The CHAIRMAN. That is right: Preservation. Then it comes back
and says: However, if the President thinks the national interest is
greater than this wilderness interest, he can unlock these things that
have been locked up, as these witnesses have been saying. Now, is
that a contrasting provision?

Mr. PASEK. As I say . as I got it over the weekend, I felt that giving
the powers to the President to do this, instead of the Congress, made
it a conflicting or contrasting provision.

The CHAIRMAN. All right.
Mr. PASEK. In addition, there is a lack of consistency as to pro-

cedural requirements between agencies relating to inclusion or ex-
clusion of areas, boundary adjustments, anid other modifications.

The CHAIRMAN. You recognize, do you not, that you do have dif-
ferent administrative procedures in different agencies?

Mr. PASEK. Oh, yes.
The CHARMMAN. When you try to combine national park lands

and forest lands, there naturally are conflicts. Would you like to
have those straightened out and made all the same, or would you like
to leave the basic laws of the Park Service as they are?

Mr. PASEK. I think the points that we are making are best clarified
in the Administrative Procedure Act, perhaps. That is the kind of
thing.

The CHAIRM AN. In the Administrative Procedure Act? What in
the Administrative Procedure Act deals with the management of
forests?1

Mr. PASEK. Well, in the method of review; how lands are either
put in or taken out.

The CHAIRMAN. Do you expect to find a comparable provision in
the national parks?

Mr. PASEK. Well, if the Allott amendment, for instance, the sense
of that amendment, were part of this, I think it would establish that.
This process of review by all interested parties not only includes the
national interest, but, for instance, in the State of Idaho, the people
of the State of Idaho perhaps should be heard.

Senator METCALF. Mr. Chairman, I think the Forest Service is spe-
cifically exempted from the Administrative Procedure Act.

The CHAIRMAN. I thought so, but I bow to his judgment in that
field.

Would you care to comment on that ?
Mr. PASzK. We would certainly hope it would apply. I am not

sure I was aware that it was excluded.
The CHuI N. Ed, did you have a comment.
Mr. ClRAm. My recollection, Senator, is that there is an exemp-

tion in the Administrative Procedure Act with respect to the man-

208
SRP02553



THE WILDERNESS ACT

agement of-I am not sure whether it is national forest lands, but it
is with respect to the management of public property that we ad-
minister in agriculture.

Mr. PAS.. In section 4 of the Allott amendment:
All hearings and proceedings conducted under this act shall be held in con-

formity with the Administrative Procedure Act-

and then it gives the public law-
And any act amendatory or supplemental thereto.

This is the point which I was trying to make and probably have
been rather clumsy in doing it.

The CHAIRMAN. You said the bill had this lack of consistency.
Mr. PASEK. Under present laws, ample provision is made for estab-

lishment of wilderness areas.
2. No justifiable case has been made for sweeping action at this

time, as contemplated by S. 174.
3. The conflicting directives of S. 174, along with the administra-

tive confusion which would result, clearly indicate the strong desir-
ability of obtaining additional facts as to outdoor recreational require-
ments, including wilderness, before taking the nearly irrevocable-steps
called for by S. 174.

4. Therefore, we urge that the committee take advantage of current
studies in order to give proper consideration as to whether S. 174 or
any additional wilderness legislation is needed.

The CHAIMAN. Senator Allott?
Senator ALLOr. Just one question; and I just throw this out.

Maybe you would like to comment on it.
In your statement, which is a very thought-provoking statement, on

page 5, you talk about certain provisions with regard to prospecting.
As a practical measure, Mr. Chairman, I am just wonderin a out

the situation of how an individual, for example, in wandering through
a wilderness area, and having discovered there what he thought was
an extremely valuable find of any mineral that was of great need,
would ever find himself in a position to make an approach to the
President, so that the President could make this finding.

We all know that the President is a very, very busy man. And I
think that there is a very deep question here as to whether or not this
is anything but just words.

I know it was not the intention of the writer of the bill to make it
this way, but.I do not know how any individual would ever find him-
self in a position to approach the President and get such a deter-
mination.

I think it is something to think about when we mark up the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. I do, too. I simply say that I think the President

would probably do as he does in every other similar case, take the
advice of the Cabinet officer involved.

Mr. PASEK. Is there a procedure provided for that in the bill now?
The CHAMAN. There is no procedure provided. There is nothing

in law which says that the President shall submit bills on the recom-
mendation of his Cabinet officers; but he does do it all the time.

We all know that some recent appointments have been coming up
to the Congres& They all come from the President of the United
States, But I guess if you go back far enough, you would find that
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maybe a Cabinet officer had gone in and said, "I would like to have
this man from Arizona to be my counsel."

Now, there is nothing in the law that says the President has to pay
the slightest attention to him. As a matter of fact, he does, and I
think it is a good thing.

I suppose you could spell all these things out.
The provision that is in here, my assistant points out to me, was

taken from the O'Mahoney-Allott amendment proposed a year ago.
Are there other questions?
Senator MmTCALF. I want to call your attention to page 2 of your

testimony, wherein you say that:
The proposed legislation would have a substantial impact on our national for-

ests, which constitute a valuable economic asset of our Nation and comprise a
-significant portion of our national timber resources.

I wonder if you would elaborate on that a little bit. Just what
sort of impact are you talking about?

Mr. PASEi. In our national forests and other Federal lands, we
have what are now designated primitive areas--this is one example,
at least-for which the highest use has not been determined. And
to lock these in at this time would certainly, we think, work to the
detriment of the interests involved.

And then, as we understand it, at least, it would be extremely difficult
for any commercial enterprise, whether it be an individual or a com-
pany, to explore, satisfactorily to determine what are the assets of
any area.

Senator MvrCALF. Mr. Chairman, in preparation for this hearing-
I meant to do this yesterday, and had I been able to be here, I would
have-asked to put this in the record at that time-I wrote to the Forest
Service and requested some information as to the total acreage of
national forest land in each wilderness, wild, primitive, and canoe area,
and within each estimated area of commercial forest land and non-
commercial forest land. And I asked them to state the acreage of
national commercial' forest land which is not in the wilderness-type
areas.

This information is in these two mimeographed releases that are in
front of every member of the committee. Iask unanimous consent
to have the Forest Service letter and the two summaries made a part
of the record at this point.

The CHaMXAN. Without objection, that will be done..
(The letter and information referred to follow:)

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
FOREST SERVICE,

Wahngton, D.C., February $2, 1961.
Hon. LEE METcALF,
U.S. Senate.

DEAR SENATOR METCALF: In response to your letter of February 20 there are
attached 25 copies each of tabulations showing: (1) The total acreage of na-
tional forest land in each wilderness, wild, primitive, and canoe area, and within
each, the estimated area of commercial forest land and noncommercial forest
land, and (2) for States with such areas the acreage of commercial national
forest land which is not in wilderness-type areas and the allowable annual cut
and actual cut in fiscal year 1960 for each such national forest.

Since our wilderness-type areas are managed primarily for the protection
of primitive environment, we have not felt the need for detailed timber-type
mapping and inventory. Many of the areas have never been cover typed so the
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acreage figures arrived at for commercial and noncommercial forest land within
them are simply the estimate of local forest officers most familiar with the
situation.

We hope that this information will be sufficiently accurate to be useful to you.
Sincerely yours,

RICHARD E. MCARDLE, Chief.
By EDWARD C. CRArTS.

National forests, commercial forest land, allowable annual cut, and fiscal year
1960 volume of national-forest timber cut in States which have wilderness,
wild, primitive, and canoe areas

National for-
ests, commer- Allowable

State and national forest cial forest annual Cut in fiscal
area, exclusive cut 2 year 1960 I

wilderness,
etc., areas I

-Arizona:
A pache 3 --------------------------------------------------
Coconino_..
,Coranado ---
K aibab ---------------------------------------------------
Prescott --------------------------------------------------
.Sitgreaves ------------------------------------------------
T onto ----------------------------------------------------

Subtotal ................................................

*California:
A ngeles 4 ..................................................
C leveland 4-............................. ................
E ldorado 5 ------------------------------------------------
Inyo 6- -- - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Klamath--Lessen.
-Los Padres 4 -----------------------------------------------
M endocino -----------------------------------------------
M odoc ----------------------------------------------------
Plumas
.San Bernardino_4
Sequoia ---------------------------------------------------
Shasta-Trinity........
Sierra-.....................................................
Six Rivers-.
Stanislaus
Tahoe.-

Subtotal-................................................

Colorado:
Arapaho ..................................................
Grand Mesa-Uncompahgre ...............................
Ounnmson....................................
Pike_.
Rio Grande
Roosevelt.
Routt.
San Isabel.
San Juan -------------------------------------------------
W hite River ----------------------------------------------

Subtotal-................................................

Idaho:
Boise-.....................................................
C aribou 7 -------------------------------------------------
Challis....
Clearwater...................................
-Coeur d'A lene I -------------------------------------------
Kanlksu--
Nezperce-.-
Payette -------------------------------------
Salmon --------------------------------------
Saw tooth 10 -----------------------------------------------
St. Joe... .. .. .. .. .. ..--------------------------------------
Targhee 1

Subtotal.. . .. . .. . .. ..------------------------------------

2,386

401
150

1,129
669

------..--.------

344
573
859

463
1,455

451
756
477
568

69.7
56.8
6.0

44.3
6.0

56.2
7.0

I I

246.0

--.- .--...--__ -_

93.1
19.2
170.8
101. 5

75.3
50.7

160.0

85.6
203.9
87.4

162.3
94.2
95.0

49.7
47. 1

2.4
43.3
3.6

49.8
7.9

203.8

3.2

138.0
11.6

194.7
98.3
3.2

58.1
56.4

166.2
11.9
45.4

289.9
117.7
115.996.8
99.9

8,285 1,399.0 1,506.4

450 21.5 17.7
336 17.5 20.7
737 29.5 9.2
346 4.7 3.4
803 28.8 16.8
595 21.0 7.4
552 26.9 22.2
427 9.0 1.5

1,225 50.0 43.3
791 9.0 14.4

6,272 217.9 156.6

1,353 129.9 129.2
176 8.0 3.0
742 10.0 3.8

1,026 170.9 137.8
958 141.5 114.9

1,227 148.9 113.6
1,230 150.0 88.4

690 91.5 83.0
663 30.0 23.5
327 21.0 12.0
760 73.4 66.7
894 60.0 14. 7

10,046 1,025.1 790.6

See footnotes at end of table.
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National forests, commeroal weet land, allowable annual cut, and fl~cal Veer
1960 volume of national-foreet timber cut in States which have wilderness,
wild, primitive, and canoe areas--Continued

National for-

eats, commer- Allowable
State and national forest cial forest annual Cut in fiscal

area exclusive cut 2 year 1960 1
wilderness
etc., areas!

a

Minnesota:
Superior --------------------------------------------------
C hippew a ------------------------------------------------

Subtotal ................................................

Montana:
Beaverhead-.............................................
B itterroot 123-----------------------------------------------
C uster is --------------------------------------------------
D eerlodge -------------------------------------------------
Flathead -------------------------------------------------
G allatin .........................................
H elena ----------------------------------------------------
K ootenai W -----------------------------------------------
Lewis and Clark ------------------------------------------L olo 12 .---------------------------------------------------

Su b total- ................................................

Nevada:
H um boldt ------------------------------------------------
Toyabe ------------------------------------------------

Subtotal..........................................
New Hampshire: White Mountain" -------------------

New Mexico:
Carson.. . . . . . . . . . ..---------------------------------------
C ibola ----------------------------------------------------
G ila ------------------------------------------------------
Lincoln-..................................................
Santa F e --------------------------------------------------

Subtotal ................................................
North Carolina: North Carolina ------------------------------

Oregon:
D esohutes .................................
Fremont.. .. .. . .. .. ...-------------------------------------
Malheur-..................................................
M ount H ood ............................................
Ochoco -------------------------------------------------
Rogue River A-............................................
Siskiyou 16 ------------------------------------------------
Siuslaw.--------------------------------------
U m atilla 17-.......................
Umnqua.....------------------------------------
Wallowa-Whltman-.....................................
Willamette.. .. .. .. .. ..-----------------------------------

Subtotal.. . .. . .. . .. ..------------------------------------

Utah:
Ashley....--------------------------------------
C ache I, .................................................
Dixie------------- ---------------------------
Fishlake-..................................................
Mantl-LBSal It.--------------------------------------------
Uinta... .. .. .. .. .. ..---------------------------------------
Wasatchm..------------------------------------

Subtotal.. . .. . .. . .. ..------------------------------------

See footnotes at end of table.

1,662
531

176.0
48.0

101.9
38.7

2,193 224.0 140.6

1,069 88.5 3.6
581 61.0 29.4
328 12.0 4.6
809 65.7 6.0

1,135 134.0 98.7
783 69.0 24.8
722 68.1 12.9

1,758 236.0 171.7
1,149 76.9 16.1
1,772 191.1 110.0

10,126 1,002. 3 477.8

39 .1 .1
165 7.0 6.4

204 7.1 6.5
503 23.0 19.6

676 21.9 13.1.
743 18.0 5.9
621 30.3 23.4
450 11.0 6.0
464 43.6 38.2

2,954 124.8 86.6
975 40.6 42.0

1,335 140.0 184.9
928 120.0 106.5

1,091 120.0 136.6
854 314.8 365.8
660 95.0 134.4
642 180.2 170.0
778 153.0 228.8
549 315.0 855.7

1.120 100.0 89.0
882 303.0 377.5

1,361 123.0 126.2
1,083 529.0 578.9

11,283 2,493.0 2,854.3

602 24.2 15.6
132 8.0 2.3
657 38.0 24.1
215 3.0 1.8
318 7.6 1.5

22 8.6 10.7
300 20.0 9.6

2,246 104.2 65.6

SRP02557



THE WILDERNESS ACT 213

National forests, commeroial forest land, allowable annual cut, and flacal year
1960 volume of national-forest timber cut in States which have wilderness,
wild, primitive, anld canoe area8--Continued

National for-
eats, commer- Allowable

State and national forest cial forest annual Cut in fiscal
area, exclusive cut 3 year 1960 I

wilderness,
etc., areas I

Washington:
Colville------------------------------------------------ 824 95.0 62.0
Gifford Pinchot....----------------------------------------909 395.0 440.0
Mt. Baker-------------------------------------------- 696 222.0 256.9
Okanogan-------------------------------------------- 815 47.5 76.0
Olympic. . .. ..---------------------------------------------528 346.0 317.9
Snoqualmle------------------------------------------- 714 206.2 146.1
Wenatchee------------------------------------------- 763 105.0 103. 5

Subtotal. . . . . ..------------------------------------------ 5,249 1,416. 7 1,402.4

Wyoming: 3I
Bighorn. . .. ..--------------------------------------------- 580 15.0 4.3
Bridger---------------------------------------------- 728 54. 8 15. 5
Medicine Bow. .. ..----------------------------------------802 50.0 51.3
Shoshone. . . . ..--------------------------------------------386 15.0 11.3
Teton. . . . . ..-----------------------------------------------611 20.0 2.7

Subtotal. . . . . ..------------------------------------------ 3,107 154.8 85. 1

'Thousands of acres.
2 Millions of board feet.
3 Includes part of forest in New Mexico.
4 Estimates of the commercial area and allowable cuts not available.
I Includes part of forest in Nevada.
' Includes part of forest in Oregon.
7 Includes part of forest in Utah and Wyoming.
I Includes part of forest in Montana.
9 Includes part of forest in Washington and Montana.
10 Includes part of forest in Utah.
11 Includes part of forest in Wyoming.
12 Includes part of forest in Idaho.
Is Includes part of forest in South Dakota.
'4 Includes part of forest in California.
"Includes part of forest in Maine.
Is Includes part of forest in Calffornia-.
17 Includes part of forest in Washington.
1 Includes part of forest in Idaho.
It Includes part of forest in Colorado.
0 Includes part of forest in Wyoming.
21Excludes part of Black Hills National Forest which is largely in South Dakota
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Wild, wilderness, VrOWM~ve, andl canoe area&

Area in thousand acres

State and forest Area Total Reserved Noncom-
national commer- mercial

forest cial forest forest
land land

Arizona:
Apache ------------------

Do.
Coconino, Kaibab, Pres-

Cott.
Coronado ----------------

Do_
Prescott and Tonto ......
Tonto --------------------

D o -------------------
Do

Total-.................

California:
Angeles-....

Cleveland-...............
Eldorado-................
Inyo, Sierra-.............
Inyo, Sierra, Sequoia-----
Klam ath -----------------
Klamath, Shasta-Trinity
Lassen-..................

Do-........
Los Padres..........

Do.............
Mendocino, Shasta-Trin-

ity.
Modoc-..................
San Bernardino..

Do-
Do

Stanislaus ----------------
Tolyabe, Inyo.- -

Total ------------------

Colorado:
Arapaho, White River._-
Gunnison-..............
Rio Grande --------------
lkoosevelt.--------

Routt--------------.-
San Juan................
SanJuan, Unoompahgre.Unoompehgre Primitive

Area.
White River -------------

Do.
Total..........

Idaho:
Boise, Challis, Sawtooth.
Challis, Salmon Payette.
Clearwater, ezperce,

Lolo, Bitterroot.
Total ................

Minnesota: Superior-........
Total.....------------

Montana:
Beaverhead, Bitterroot,

Deerlodge.
Bitterroot, Lolo ..........
Flathead -----------------
Flathead, Lewis and

Clark.
Gallatin-...........
Gallatin, Custer--------
Gallatin......------------
Helena-.....
Kootenai, Lolo, Kaniksu_

Total.....------------

Blue Range Primitive Area'.........
Mount Baldy Primitive Area-...........
Sycamore Canyon Primitive Area-.......

Chiricahua Wild Area- -
Galiuro W ild Area ------------------------
Pine Mountain Primitive Area.......
Mazatzal Wilderness Area----------------
Sierra Ancha Wild Area-..................
Superstition Wilderness Area

Devil Canyon-Bear Canyon Primitive
Area.

Agua Tibia Primitive Area- -
Desolation Valley Primitive Area-........
Mount Dana-Minarets Primitive Area-....
High Sierra Primitive Area.-_.
Marble Mountain Wilderness Area .......
Salmon Trinity Alps Primitive Area------
Caribou Peak Primitive Area-...........
Thousand Lakes Wild Area-.............
San Rafael Primitive Area-..............
Ventana Primitive Area--................
Yolla Bolly-Middle Eel Wilderness Area..

South Warner Primitive Area-...........
Cucamonga Wild Area.............
San Gorgonio Wild Area............
San Jacinto Wild Area.............
Emigrant Basin Primitive Area ...........
Hoover Wild Area-.......................

Gore Range-Eagle Nest Primitive Area..-
West Elk Wild Area-..............
LaGarita-Sheep Mountain Primitive Area.
Upper Rio Grande Primitive Area.....
Rawab Wild Area-................
Mount Zirkel Dome Peak Wild Area....
San Juan Primitive Area............
Wilson Mountains Primitive Area-.......
Uncompahgre Primitive Area.........

Flat Tops Primitive Area-...............
Maroon Bells-Snowmass Wild Area......

Sawtooth Primitive Area.............
Idaho Primitive Area..............
Selway-Bitterroot Primitive AreaI.......

Boundary Waters Canoe Area........

Anaconda Pintlar................

Selway-Bitterroot Primitive Area I.......
Mission Mountains Primitive Area.......
Bob Marshall Wilderness Area..........

Absaroka Primitive Area...............
Beartooth Primitive Area...........
Spanish Peaks Primitive Area..........

tes of the Mountains Wild Area.......
Cabinet Mountains Primitive Area.

34.5
6.4
.2

8.8

3.0

674 52. 9

36

26
41
82

394
213
223

16
1i
74
52

109

69
9

34
21
97
43

1, 555

1.0

.6
3.3
2.2

10.2
109. 6
71. 4

1.0
3.0

39. 9

21.0

20.0

1.1
2.2

286. 5

3.0'
.7

5.7

9.0
.8

1.0
.7

7.1
1.3

29.3

3.0

4.5

108.6
78.3"
57.3
10.5

5.4
3.6-
1.0

27.5

7.6
6.5
5.0
8.6
4.2
5.1

359. 2'

61 9.9 24.4
62 8.0 34.0,
38 5.0 14.6
57 22.1 7.1
26 9.8 2.2'
53 2.6 32.9

238 53.1 58.0
27 10.4 .7
53 12.5 2.1

118 39.3 5.4
66 20.0 17.9

799 192.7 199.3

201 63.2 86.3
1,225 935.3 175. 1
1,578 568.0 732. 0'

3,004 1,566.6 993.4

887 648.0 13.1
887 648.0 13.1

1,921
iZC -

89.4

132.0
16.0

5m0.0

29.4
4.6

20.0
2.0

38.0
831.4

30.0

185.0
50.0

200.0

20.5
69.0'
21.6
18.0
33.9

628.0'

See footnotes at end of table, p. 215.
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Wild, wildrnesa, primitive, and canoe areas-Continued

215

Area in thousand acres

State and forest Area Total Reserved Noncom-
national commer- mercial

forest ctal forest forest
land land

Nevada: Humboldt-------

Total-------------

New Hampshire: White
Mountain.

T otal ------------------

New Mexico:
Apache.......------------
Carson......-------------
Gila.........--------------

Do......-------------
Do -------------

Lincoln ------------
Santa Fe-----------
Santa Fe, Carson. .......

.Jarbidge Wild Area .-----.................

Great Gulf Wild Area ---------------------

Blue Range Primitive Area I1--------------
Wheeler Peak Wild Area......-------------
Black Range Mountain Area-...
Gila Primitive Area -----------------------
Gila Wilderness Area ---------------------
White Mountain Wild Area...............
San Pedro Parks Wild Area-.............
Pecos Wilderness Area --------------------

Total-----------------.--------------------------------------------

North Carolina: Pisgah-----Linville Gorge Wild Area .................

Total-----------------.--------------------------------------------

esochutes, Mount Hood,
Wifllamette.

Desohutes, Willamette..--
Do ......-------------
Do---------------

Fremont......-----------
Malheur-----------
Mount Hood........
Rogue River.....--------
Slskiyou---------------
Wallowa-Whitman- .....

Mount Jefferson Primitive Area ...........

Diamond Peak Wild Area------------
Three Sisters Wilderness Area .............
Mount Washington Wild Area ............
Gearhart Mountain Wild Area ............
Strawberry Mountain Wild Area
Mount Hood Wild Area.... .......
Mountain Lakes Wild Area-.. .
Kalmiopsis Wild Area-....
Eagle Cap Wilderness Area-----..........

Total-------------------------------------------

Utah: Ashley, Wasatch-----High Uintas Primitive Area ...............

Total-----------------.--------------------------------------------

Gifford Pinchot, Sno-
qualmie.

Mount Baker, We-
natchee.

Okanogan, Mount Baker.

Total......-------------

Wyoming:
Bighorn......------------
Bridger-------------
Shoshone------------

D o -------------------
Do.----------------
Do------------
Do........------------

Teton........-------------

Mount Adams Wild Area-----------------
Goat Rocks Wild Area...-...........

Glacier Peak Wilderness Area........

North Cascade Primitive Area ............

Cloud Peak Primitive Area......----------
Bridger WI4derness Area......------------
Glacier Prifnitive Area........-------------
North Absaroka Wilderness Area......
Popo Agie Primitive Area-.......
South Absaroka Wilderness Area........
Stratified Primitive Area...........
Teton Wilderness Area------------

Total--------------

G rand total..--......... ............................................

6 .----------- 20.0-

65.-------20.0

5 0.6 2.7

5 .6 27

37 6.8 .7
6 2.1

169 49.0 99.0
130 30.0 34.8
438 50.0 213.0

28 8.0
41 12.0 22.1

165 54.5 56.8

1,014 202.3 436.5

8 4.6
& 4.6

87 4.6 61.3

35 11.4 22.2
197 143.0 30.2

47 23.9 11.6
19 139 4.3
33 12.1 17.9.
14 4.5 2.7
23 16.9 4.7
78 21.2 37.3

216 .5 127.2

749 252.0 319.4

241 76.5 4.0

241 76.5 4.0

42 8.3 11.1

83 47.0 17.9

468 93.7 120.8

801 50.7 474.1

1,384 199.7 623.9

94 7.5 17.5
383. 14.0 8.0
177---------- -43.4
360 65.0 153.7
70.------------19.0.

506 7T.0 161.3
202 8.9 56.6.
563 212.6 57.72,355 37.9 517.2

14.661 4,690.7 4,146. 0..

1 Blue Range Primitive Area lies in both Arizona and New Mexico.
3 Selway-BItterroot Primitive Area lies in both Idaho and Monta&a
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The CHAMAN. I think it would show that there are about nine-
tenths of 1 percent of the total commercial forest lands in these wilder-
nesses.

Senator MzrcAL. Less than 1 percent of the total commercial forest
lands would be in wilderness areas.

The CHAIRMAN. Now are we harvesting all the timber we need now?
Mr. PASEK. There is no scarcity of timber being harvested at this

time.
The CHAMMAN. And we could harvest a whole lot more if we wanted

to, could we not, on the existing land?
Mr. PASEK. I am sure we could. Some people think we are running

short, but I do not think the last inventory shows that we are running
short.

The CHAIRMAN. We have plenty we could cut that we do not cut.
I pointed out yesterday that in my home state we cut two-thirds of

what we could have cut easily. We also have a resolution which we
passed last year to accelerate reforestation. We have had hearings on
accelerating reforestation in the past.

There are some 52 million acres of all types of commercial forest
lands in the Nation needing reforestation. Wy would it not be better
to reforest those acres than to try to cut acres out of the wilderness
areas. They are commercial areas now.

Mr. PASEK. This is quite another and complicated subject which has
to do with ability to buy and price and so forth.

The CHAITR AN. Since you testified on this, do you know of individ-
uals in the timber business that now would like to go into these primi-
tive areas and cut timber, but cannot do itI

Mr. PASEK. I do know that the area, and I am not advocating a
change at this time, but I do know the area in northern Minnesota, and
the economic condition of that area has been greatly decreased. It is,
in the minds of some people, a depressed area and it-devolves directly
because of this particular canoe area which has 'been mentioned here
before, today, and-

Senator MrmALF. In what area?
The CHAI AN. The Minnesota canoe area. It seems to me, they

came down to ask us to pass that bill.
Senator Mm0ALF. In the State of Minnesota last year, they had

an allowable cut, according to these Forest Service figures, of 224
million board feet. They only cut 140 million board feet and with-
out going into any of this wilderness area they could cut 84 million
more board feet each year. We would be delighted to have them
do so, and clear up some of this unemployment.

Mr. PASEK. Mr. Senator, I am not a forester. Nor am I from
Minnesota. I will make one or two statements which I believe to
be correct.

First of all, it has to do with what you can afford to pay.
Senator MxrCALF. May I interrupt there a minute?
Mr. PASEK. Yes.
Senator M]DALF. These wilderness areas are in the most remote

areas. They are in the highest country; they are in areas where the
timber is perhaps not as good or accessible as some of the other areas
that you failed to cut.
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So would not normally the cost of production there be higher than
in other areas.

Mr. PAsEK. As I stated before, Mr. Senator, the subject of cutting
timber from national forests, commercial forest lands, is a very
com picated matter.]r. Crafts, in the room here, knows a lot more about it. There
are lots of economic problems to be solved, such as, is the extra
80 million feet, or whatever it is that you mentioned enough to
sustain another operation which isprobably what would ?e required?
There are many such questions that need to be set down and the
valuation of the lands to all of those before you can categorically
say whether or not you could or could not do this.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there other questions?
Thank you very much.
Senator ALLoTr..Mr. Chairman, I would like just to make the

inquiry: Has anything been put in the record, yesterday, with respect
to the status-of the final report of the Outdoor Recreation Resources
Review Commission.

The CHAIRMAN. The report was scheduled to come in by Septem-
ber of 1961. Mr. Rockefeller asked the introduction of legislation
be postponed until January of 1962 on the theory that Congress
would be in adjournment in September and any legislative proposals
might as well come in in January as in Septber.

The final report is to be filed in January 1962 with the life of
the Commission ending in September 1962.

Mr. Champ, of Logan, Utah.

STATEMENT OF FREDERICK CHAMP, LOGAN, UTAH; ACCOMPANIED
BY HOWARD BENNETT, OF THE APPALACHIAN HARDWOOD
MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION, CINCINNATI, OHIO; PAUL
JESSUP, OF KENNECOTT COPPER CO., NEW YORK; AND RICHARD
W. SMITH, REPRESENTING THE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF
THE UNITED STATES

The CHA AN. All right.
Mr. CHAMP. Mr. Chairman, I am Frederick P. Champ of Logan,

Utah, representing the Chamber of Coimmerce of the United States
I am a member of the chamber's natural resources committee, a

former vice president and director, and a banker doing business in
several intermountain States.

With me are three associates in the national chamber. On my far
right is Mr. Paul Jessup, secretary of the Kennecott Copper Co., New
York City.

On my immediate right is Mr. Howard Bennett, secretary-manager
of the Appalachian Hardwood Manufacturers Association, Cincin-
nati, Ohio.

And on my left, Richard W. Smith, manager of the Natural Re-
sources Department of the National Chamber of Commerce.

We appreciate the opportunity to be here to present the position of
the national chamber toward Senate bill S. 174, a bill to establish a
,ational wilderness preservation system.

66737-61- 15
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In the interest of time, I will, with your permission, sir, give a sum-
mary of the full statement whioh I would appreciate having made a
part of the record.

The CHAIR1IAN. We will take the summary down. The full state-
ment will follow it as if read.

Mr. CHAMP. The wise use of the resources of our Nation is of genu-
ine concern to us. We believe in the preservation of existing wilder-
ness areas which represent outstandingly beautiful camps of our
primitive natural environment.

We believe that legislation such as S. 174 is neither necessary nor
desirable. We urge the committee to take no action on S. 174. The
wilderness, wild untouched lands, contains many resources: water,
minerals, gas and oil, forage, game and fish, and forest products.
Each is as essential or more essential to the well-being and growth of
our Nation as is the inviolate preservation of wilderness conditions.

Wilderness should therefore take its competitive place in the man-
agement of our lands and resources.

Special legislation establishing separate wilderness management
makes it almost impossible for the Nation to use its resources wisely
on the basis of need and the greatest good to the greatest number.

Therefore, in our opinion, wilderness system legislation will not best
serve the Nation. It will only impose unrealistic restrictions on the
management of extensive areas of Federal lands resulting in failure
to provide the optimum beneficial use of resources, including recrea-
tional use.

Such legislation is not necessary or desirable because, first, we have
an adequate supply of wilderness presently established and ade-
quately protected and served by congressional and administrative
policy, by law, and by the Federal agencies entrusted with their
administration.

Second, the National Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Com-
mission has been directed to specifically study wilderness and will
present facts and recommendations including national needs and de-
sires for wilderness areas when it reports this September 1961 or later.

Establishment of any kind of overall congressional policy concern-ing wilderness will therefore be premature.
Third, S. 174 would include in a system about 8 million acres of na-

tional forest primitive areas whose resources are not yet accurately
inventoried. This is not wise resource management, in our opinion.

As an example of the effect of wilderness withdrawals on local com-
munities, I would like to cite two brief examples.

First, testimony before your committee on July 23, 1958, by William
Ellison, representing localgovernmental units and community groups
in the three counties encompassing the Boundary Waters Canoe Area
in Minnesota is pertainent. He lowed just one city, Ely, with 7,000
people, has suffered a loss of tourist revenue in excess-of $850,000
annually since the elimination of access roads and imposition of a
ban on airplane travel over the area.

Mr. Ellison said that studies showed 80 percent of the former
recreational users go elsewhere. Just this month figures were released
predicting an increase in the use of the border canoe wilderness with
expectation that 16,000 persons would make canoe trips during the
summer of 1961, just 16,000 persons on nearly 1 million acres of-land
and water in one season.

SRP02563



THE WILDERNESS ACT 219

The second example is, according to statements made by persons
from Darrington, Wash., in testimony before the Forest Service hear-
ings on the Glacier Peak Wilderness classification last year, 17 percent
of' that wilderness area supports merchantable timber amounting to
several billion board feet.

The economy of the region is deprived of an annual cut on a sus-
tained yield basis of 16 million board feet annually.

The Government loses $400,000 of stumpage yearly, $100,000 of
which would be lost to county governments, $1,056,000 will be lost in
logging, and sawmill payrolls directly supporting 880 persons and
affecting a total of 2,500 persons.

Thus, in the Darrington locality alone, a potential of nearly 1,500,000
is lost annually from wilderness restrictions on timber use alone.

Yet in 1956 only 2,872 persons used the nearly three-quarter-of-a-
million-acre Glacier Peak Primitive Area, according to the U.S. For-
est Service, and many of these were just local people who used the
area regularly 4nd were counted more than once.

We point out again that existing wilderness areas are adequate to
our needs and are well protected. We urge the committee not to take
action on S. 174 or any other wilderness system legislation at this
time.

(The formal statement of Mr. Champ is as follows:)
STATEMENT OF FREDERICK P. CHAMP, FOR THE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE

UNITED STATES

I am Frederick P. Champ, of Logan, Utah, representing the Chamber of Com-merce of the United States. I am a member of the national chamber's natural
resources committee, and am a former vice president and director. I am here
to present the views of the national chamber on S. 174.

The chamber is a federation of more than 3,600 business organizations and
25,000 business firms.

The wise use of the resources of our Nation is of concern to us. We believe
in the preservation of existing wilderness areas which represent outstandingly
beautiful examples of our primitive natural environment.

S. 174 would establish a national wilderness preservation system made up of(1) The present wilderness, wild, primitive, or canoe areas of the national
forests, except that the primitive areas shall be subject to review of their
boundaries by the Secretary of Agriculture within 15 years, and changes canbe made if not opposed by Congress; (2) all areas in the national park system
embracing a continuous area of 5,000 acres or more without roads, after theSecretary of the Interior has reviewed each area within 10 years and eliminated
the parts which should be reserved for roads, motor trails, buildings, accomoda-
tions for visitors, and administrative installation; and (3) such portions ofwildlife refuges and game ranges as the Secretary of the Interior may recommend
within 10 years.

In each case the Secretary's recommendations, if approved by the President,shall take effect unless the Congress acts to prevent it within the first complete
session of Congress following the date of such recommendations.

The wilderness preservation system thus established would prevent any com-mercial development of the natural resources of these areas, including waterresources, unless the President may determine that such uses within the national
forest or public domain areas are needed in the public interest, except that
grazing already established may continue at the discretion of the Secretaries.

We believe that legislation such as S. 174 is neither necessary nor desirable.
You may ask how one can firmly believe in the preservation of land for wilder-hess use and enjoyment, yet oppose S. 174. There are several basic reasons for

our Opposition to this legislation:
1. Our wilderness areas are now being preserved and protected. They will notbe lost. The wilderness categories listed in S. 174 are not in danger. There is

no crisis. The wilderness areas have been for years, are now, and will continue
to be, adequately managed and protected by responsible Federal agencies.
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2I The National Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission has been
specifically charged with studying our national recreation resources, our poten-
tial future needs, and our national demands, desires, and preferences for specific
kinds of outdoor recreation, including wilderness. The report of findings and
recommendations of the Commission is due in September 1981. Consideration
of wilderness legislation of any kind before more facts are known would be
premature.

8. S. 174 would include about 8 million acres of national forest primitive areas
whose resources are not yet inventoried. These areas were set aside in large
blocks subject to future review and classification to determine their stability
and the actual area eligible for final wilderness classification. They have not
been reviewed to determine accurately the resources Involved, or the effect of
resource use restrictions on the future economies -of communities, areas, or
States involved.

4. Wilderness legislation does not recognize, or meet, the national need for the
important resources, essential to growth, encompassed within undeveloped primi-
tive areas. These include water, minerals, gas and oil, forage, and forest
resources.

The recent Kennedy-Johnson Natural Resources Advisory Committee report
states: "If we are to meet our goals in wood fiber requirements in the next
40 years, our total production must be doubled. All forest land ownership, Gov-
ernment and private, will demand acceleration to meet this need." Yet, S. 174
would place 14 million acres of national forest land into a restricted use cate-
gory, effectively precluding even rudimentary management of the timber or
other resources.

5. The legislation proposes a system incorporating federally owned lands
already allocated to meeting specific national needs, including wilderness. This
system superimposes a program which would needlessly complicate the opera-
tions of the agencies and their management of our lands. It sets the stage for
future establishment of an unnecessary and undesirable wilderness agency
or council

HOW MUCH WILDERNESS I1 NEEDED?

We believe that the more than 55 million acres of federally owned lands now
dedicated to primitive or wilderness-type use and preservation are more than
adequate. Fourteen million acres are now in wild, primitive, or wilderness
withdrawals in the national forests. More than 22 million acres are maintained
In primitive condition in the national parks, monuments, and recreation areas.
More than 24 million acres in game ranges and refuges are in primitive,
wilderness condition. This acreage includes the areas listed in earlier hearings
by proponents of wilderness legislation (except Indian lands), plus areas recently
withdrawn which would surely qualify and be demanded. An intensive in-
ventory of Federal lands would undoubtedly show several million more acres
still in primeval wilderness.

It seems obvious that claimed dangers of losing our last remaining acres of
wilderness, and the need for Immediate action to save wilderness before it's
too late, are illusory. Forest Service statistics show that less than 1 percent
of those who use the national forest actually enter the wilderness areas. This
represents an infinitesimal portion of our population.

MANAGEMENT OF FI.DERAL LANDS FOR WILDERNESS

The three categories of Federal lands in S. 174 are already withdrawn from
other entry in order to meet specific national needs. They are under the man-
agement of the Forest Service, the National Park Service, and the Fish and
Wildlife Service. Each agency is dedicated to its land management mission as
established by Congress. Those missions recognize the wilderness principle
and provide for preservation of wilderness areas forever.

Since 1891, the national forests have been established to protect watersheds
and perpetuate timber supplies. Under a land management policy, defined as
being for the greatest good for the greatest number in the long run, all uses,
including wilderness, jve been provided for on the forests. Since 1924, the
Forest Service has specifically withdrawn and preserved 14 million acres for
wilderness use. In the 86th Congress, the National Forest Multiple-Use Act
was passed. In this act Congress recognized wilderness as a specific use for
which national forests lands should be managed.
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Our national parks and monuments have been established, since Yellowstote
National Park In 1872, for the specific purpose of preservation and enjoyment
of unique areas of inspiring scenery or of historical or scientific interest. Their
major purpose is to provide recreation at its highest inspirational level. Com-
mercial resource use is not permitted and national policy dictates that large
areas be left in primeval wilderness condition.

National game ranges and refuges have been established since 1903 and
managed primarily for wildlife purposes. Such management automatically
protects those areas and preserves their essentially primitive wilderness
condition.

S. 174, therefore, does not provide protection to wilderness that does not
already exist. But, the legislation would impose inflexible system controls on
our national land and resource management programs and would make difficult
any adjustment to changing conditions In the future.

SOME ISSUES CANNOT BE RESOLVED BY LEGISLATION

Some serious resources issues have been raised concerning wilderness systems.
These issues reflect the desires of our people for a variety of beneficial resource
uses. Satisfactory and equitable solutions seem possible only when resource
management is flexible and when professionally trained land managers are trusted
and allowed to make decisions in the national interest. Some examples of
issues are:

1. Wilderness withdrawals seriously affect local, State, and National econ-
omies. Testimony before your committee on July 23, 1958, by William Ellison,
representing local governmental units and community groups in the three
counties encompassing the Boundary Waters Canoe Area In Minnesota, is
pertinent. He showed that Just one city, Ely, with 7,00 people, has suffered
a loss of tourist revenue in excess of $850,000 annually since the elimination of
access roads and imposition of a ban on airplane travel over the area. Mr.
Ellison said that studies showed 80 percent of the former recreational users
go elsewhere. Just this month, figures were released predicting an increase in
use of the border canoe wilderness with expectation that 16,000 persons would
make canoe trips during the summer of 1981-Just 16,000 persons on nearly 1
million acres of land and water, in one season.

2. According to statements made by persons from Darrington, Wash., in testi-
mony during the Forest Service hearings on the Glacier Peak Wilderness clas-
sification last year, 17 percent of that wilderness area supports merchantable
timber amounting to several billion board feet. The economy of the region is
deprived of an annual cut, on a sustained yield basis, of 16 million board feet
annually. The Government loses $400,000 of stumpage income yearly, $100,000
of which would be lost to county governments; $1,056,000 will be lost in logging
and sawmill payrolls directly supporting 888 persons and affecting a total of
2,500 persons. Thus, in the Darrington locality alone, a potential of nearly
$1,500,000 is lost annually from wilderness restrictions on timber use alone.

Yet, in 1956, only 2,872 persons used the nearly three-quarter of a million acre
Glacier Peak Primitive Area, according to the U.S. Forest Service, and many
of these were just local people who use the area regularly and were counted
more than once.

3. The management of game and its harvest by sportsmen Is affected by wilder-
ness, and the values must be weighed. The Sport Fishing Institute Bulletin,
April 1959, states: "About 35 percent of the Nation's supply of huntable big game
apparently lives on national forest lands. However, only about 25 percent of
the hunting effort is centered on these lands. At the same time, only 15 percent
of the standing crop Is harvested." Based on this data, it can be expected that
relatively inaccessible wilderness on the national forests is penetrated only
slightly by hunters and that beneficial harvest of game on wilderness areas
is even less than 15 percent of the crop.

4. Based on records of use, it seems that relatively few people actually want
the hardships of travel in a wilderness area. However, probably most people
enjoy witnessing unique and beautiful scenery. This then indicates a need for
such scenic areas to satisfy the Nation's recreational needs through being made
accessible to many people.

S. 808 (Bennett) proposes a national parkway In Utah connecting and opening
up parks and monuments in that State. Senator Bennett's statement in the Feb-
ruary 6, 1981, Congressional Record emphasizes the issue of access. Will a
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national parkway through southern Utah best serve the Nation by making
available, to all, the grandeur of Arches, Capitol Reef and Dinosaur National
Monuments and of Bryce Canyon and Zion National Parks? Or, will access
restrictions, serving wilderness enthusiasts, best serve the Nation?

The national chamber believes that sufficient areas of true wilderness of out-
standing quality have been established. They are permanently protected by
law and administrative policy. Wilderness philosophy is also served in the
outstanding areas withdrawn and protected in parks and monuments. Game
refuges and ranges, by their nature, protect wilderness.

Wilderness system legislation, in our opinion, will not best serve the Nation.
It will only impose unrealistic restrictions on the management of extensive
areas of Federal lands, resulting in failure to provide the greatest good in the
long run.

We reiterate such legislation is not necessary or desirable because:
1. We have an adequate supply of wilderness presently established and

adequately protected and preserved by congressional and administrative policy,
by law, and by the Federal agencies entrusted with their administration.

2. The National Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission has been
directed to specifically study wilderness needs and will present facts and
recommendations, including national needs and desires for wilderness areas,
when it reports in September 1961. Establishment of any kind of overall con-
gressional policy concerning wilderness would be premature.

3. S. 174 would include, in a system, about 8 million acres of national forest
primitive areas, whose resources are not yet accurately inventoried. This is
not wise resource management.

We urge the committee not to report favorably on S. 174 or any other wilderness
system legislation.

The CHAIRMAN. As a member of the Outdoor Recreation Resources
Commission, I never realized how much aid and comfort I have given
to the National Association of Manufacturers and the Chamber of
Commerce of the United States.

Mr. CHAMP. We have about 240,000 acres of primitive area land,
wilderness land in Utah as I remember.

The CHArIMAN. Are there any questions?
Senator DWORSHAKr. Do your associates wish to make any state-

ments?
Mr. CHu3,; They are here to help me answer questions, sir.
The CIAnMAN. I am waiting to get to Mr. Jessup, because you are

talking about harvesting all the rest of the timber. I am suggesting
that we harvest all the minerals in the world that are not being
harvested.

Mr. JEssuP. I thought our group representing the mining industry
did a very fine job. fam willing to let it go at that.

The CiIAMAN. Mr. Jessup happens to be a very good friend of
mine.

Senator DWORSHAK. I think Mr. Jessup might give us a brief state-
ment on the potential effect on our domestic minerals industry by the
possible blocking in of some of our areas that have mineral deposits.

Mr. JEssuP. I think Mr. Chadwick covered that subject thoroughly
yesterday. I will be glad to go into it. But I think in the interest of
time, I should defer to his coverage.

I think he covered it completely.
The CHARMMAN. Mr. Chadwick did a very good job on that subject.
Senator CARROLL. Do we know or have any idea what sort of report

this Commission would make on how they are doing, how many people,
how comprehensive it would be? Do they know more than the people
who run the Government?. How large is this Commission?

The CHAIMAN. Senator Dworshak and I have been members of it.
Senator Jackson and Senator Miller are also members of it.
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And there are four members of the House. Seven citizens are
selected by the President, headed by Laurance Rockefeller who is
Chairman of the Commission, and some Cabinet officers are taking
part in it.

Until it reports, the Commission will not make any recommendation
on the subject of legislation. Its function is to show what the recrea-
tional needs of this country will be 'by the year 1980 and by the
year 2000.

Senator CARROLL How large a staff does it have?
Senator DWORSHAK. Most of the work is done through contracts

with the various colleges and factfinding groups throughout the
country.

The Commission, itself, has a very limited staff and does not do the
actual work of surveying and studying throughout the areas of the
country.

The CHAIRMAN. For instance, the study on wilderness is being
made by one of the California institutions.

Mr. JEssuP. I think it is the University of California.
The CHAIRMAN. There are several studies out there. The Com-

mission, I think, is making excellent use of very well qualified groups
for the studies that they are going to depend on for information.
They are studying boating, stu ying skiing, all the forms of recrea-
tion, other than urban recreation, paying no attention to city golf
courses or city swimming pools, things of that nature.

Senator CARROLL. The thing that is running through my mind, we
have some of these old-line agencies of Government with thousands of
employees, with experts who have been in this field for years.Here we have a few people, we have a contract, coming from uni-
versities to tell us about recreational values and what we should do,
but how does this affect mining and how does it work in other areas
which seem to me to have more of an economic slant?

What do we do about our mining areas ?
Senator DWORsHAx. Various-industries are represented on the

advisory commission, as is each of the executive departments of
Government, to make a well integrated and well coordinated report,
I am sure of that.

Our distinguished chairman is very influential in the discussion of
the Commission, and I am sure that-he will be most persuasive and
influential in the final report which is submitted to the Congress.
Senator CARROLL. I was wondering how valid is the proposal that

the Congress, itself, its committees and the Government itself, should
withhold action in an. area, if action is needed, waiting for a Commis-
sion that is necessarily limited in its approach and has a different pur-
pose and objective, I thought.

The CHAIRImAw. I can only say that the best answer I can give .is
the fact that I introduced this bill. I think the Commission will
make a fine report, but I do not think the report will have any bearing
on what to do with the areas that are now wilderness, wild, canoe,
and primitive, or how to handle them. I do not think it can touch
that field at all. It is going to try to estimate how many people will
want to go skiing by the year 2000.

I did think it would be well to proceed with the hearing on this
bill and try to find out if some settlement can be reached on these
questions.
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They are talking about these primitive areas being blanketed into
wilderness by thisbill. These primitive areas have been established
at least 20 years and some of them nearly 30 years and nothing has
happened to bring them either into the wilderness system or put them
back into the regular forest.

I think any bill which will act as a catalyst and make them decide
that will be a good thing.

I have been a little surprised, I have to say, that the Chamber of
Commerce takes the position it is better to let that matter rest in the
hands of the Secretary of Agriculture, whoever he may be, than in
the results of studies which will be reviewed by the President and his
group and then reviewed by the Congress.

But I recognize that in the Finance Committee we have not taken
the recommendations of the Chamber of Commerce of the United
States for a long while and maybe you do lose your respect for the
Conress of the United States.t

.CHAMP.We have a policy, Mr. Chairman, that would permit
us to support a congressional review and study of all public lands. So
we are not partial to the administrative approach.

The position that we take on this bill is based upon the majority
vote of our membership and it does not quarrel with the intent of the
bill. It simply takes the position that we don't need legislation at
this time to set aside wilderness, that we are adequately covered, that
the wilderness that we have is protected and is being reasonably well
administered.

The CHAmrMAN. You made a statement in the beginning about the
wilderness not being in danger, our wilderness areas are now being
preserved and protected, they will not be lost; the wilderness areas
included in S. 174 are not in, danger. Now, I hope you are sure of that?

Mr. CaAmp. We feel that way.
- The CHAIMAN. But I am not. For instance, the Gila wilderness
was one of the very first ones that was established. It was a very large
wilderness; still is.

In 1952 there was a hearing called at Silver City, N. Mex., to discuss
the Forest Service plans for making some modiication of the bound-
aries of the Gila wilderness.

The courthouse was filled with cattlemen who naturally felt they
had a right to claim some of that excellent grazing land.

The Forest Service was inclined-I do not wish to say that im-
properly because I hope I am one of the staunchest supporters and
admirers of the Forest Service--was trying to yield a bit on the
boundaries of the Gila wilderness.

I think I was the only person in public life who had a word to
say about the preservation of the system. The only reason I was,
was because the founder of it, Aldo Leopold, had given me a story
on it when I was a newspaper reporter 30 years before.

Miss Harlean James was the representing the few wilderness
enthusiasts. There were a small handful of others. There were four
or five of us. We stayed together for mutual protection.

But the whole room was constantly p~agamst us.
Everybody was demanding this be changed.
Now, it did not get changed. It got modifed a little, a little access

was given to some people who had some summer cottages, a little help
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in gebt'_g up to the Hot Springs and so forth was made available.
I thought a fairly reasonable result.

The Forest Service went a little farther than I would have liked,
but probably not farther than reason would have dictated.

But the area was in danger. If only a few had stayed home, they
would have carved up the Gila wilderness in fine fashion.

I think that fight goes on all the time. I would like to see it
resolved.

I had the problem of trying to deal with the wilderness when I
was in the Department of Agriculture. It is not a pleasant thing. I
would like to see it where a Secretary of Agriculture leans back and
says, "You want to change this? Well, we will consider it. We will
make a recommendation, the President will review it. He will bring
in his crowd and we will take it down to Congress. You have three
times -to present your story."

As it is now, the Secretary can do it with a scratch of the pen, and
nobody can say a word. Very sincerely, I have felt that the changing
of these primitive areas that have been just lying there as primitive
areas since 1930 or 1940 without being taken into the wilderness area,
and without being turned back into forest, was a bad thing.

I would like to see this matter resolved. I think this bill will help
to do it. It may be that the period is too long. Fifteen years may
be too long.

But I want to tell you that I found out when I was in the Depart-
ment of Agriculture the average time for answering mail was too lang.
I found letters that had been there 6 months. I also found there were
a great many letters that answer themselves if you do not answer them.You wait for the crisis to pas away. Fifteen years may be too
long, but I am sure my friends of the Forest Service will not mind
my saying it, this is hard ground to plow. When they get ready to
make a decision, in comes somebody who would like to round out his
range and they spend a long time arguing.

I do not think 15 years is too much. I would love to have it done
in 5 years or so. The Forest Service would also. But they are prac-
tical people. Maybe we should wait for some other organization to
take action.

If Congress takes that position, I think they will find very little in
the repoit of the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission
that will give guidance on this particular problem.

I hope they will give us some guidance on the future for wilderness
area because I hope it will ive some stimulation to the shorelands
area bill; we might then be !bie to make a little bit of an extension
to the State part in Indiana that covers some dunes, make a little
Federal area of dunes which we could have had many years ago for
virtually nothing.

I talked to a man Who used to be the principal owner of the Indiana
Dunes area that they are trying to make into a park or monument area.
Ile told me that he would have been very glad to have made some sort.
of arrangement at a low price to make that into a Federal park.
* Now, has a steel mill building on it. A harbor is being built and
that very fine area is gone forever. A portion of it yet remains. I hope
that, the study of recreational problem will result in Sharpening our
desires to preirve lands that may be Used for the purpose.
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I would think it would be very important to the East..The western
areas are goingto be ample for the people of the West, but they are
going to be needing additional recreational areas in the East.

The State of New York, as you know far better than I, undoubtedly,
has taken a very progressive point of view. Robert Moses is advocat-
ing a bill under which the State will pay a part and the community
will pay a part and the Federal Government may pay a part of acquir-ing additional park areas in various portions throughout the EasternUnited States.

I hope the recreation studies will demonstrate a need for that sort
of bill. It may not.

But I hope when it comes the chamber of commerce will be lenient
toward it, at least.

Mr. SmarH. The chamber feels that most of the areas that are
needed for local recreational purpose should be fulfilled by the local
governments and that the Federal Government should enter into it
only when it fills a national need.

The CHAIRMAN. I am sure I recognize that because that is the con-
stant testimony of the chamber of commerce on all similar proposals.
The local government should pay a good share of it.

Unfortunately, when you say "You dig down in your budget and
come up for several million dollars for parks," to some States they
find it very hard to do so. We have had to use the principle of Federal
aid in a great many endeavors.

I want to say that there will be that encounter if the bill proposed
by Mr. Moses comes forward. Those people who know anything about
past history know that I have not always agreed with Mr. Moses on
these things.

It is a very interesting proposal he has made and one that so inter-
ested Mr. Laurance Rockefeller, who is chairman of the Outdoor Recre-
ation Resources Review Commission, that he has asked Mr. Moses to
supplement it with some additional information and he has had some
discussion about it in the Commission.

It is looking to the future on recreation.
Senator CA ; oLL. Mr. Chairman, that is why I asked the questions

about the Commission, it is very important in the record. Almost all
the witnesses this afternoon have testified about putting this bill over
until we got a report from the Commission. I think the chairman has
pointed out very succinctly here what the purpose of this Commission
is. It will not be to face up to the problem with which we are con-
fronted as a legislative body.

Whether it is wise to wait, whether the report will be beneficial, I am
sure the report would be beneficial if the bill were passed.

WhyI Because it would be under continuous study for 15 years as
any other commission report.

Whether we should do this, wait; that is the question I have not,
myself, reached a decision on.

The CHAIRMAN. I will say this about the kind of commission it
is. It is customary when administrations change for commissions to
be changed very frequently. This Commission was selected by Mr.
Eisenhower. I think nearly all the members of it are Republicans, but
they are exceptionally high-grade people. It was my-recommenda-
tion to the incoming President that he leave the Commi ion alone
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because I-thought it was filled with very fine, dedicated people trying
to make a good report.
I want that to0goalong with the other thingsI have said.
Mr. CHAMP. We assume, Mr. Chairman, that the Commission would

come up with some interesting data on where the people want to play,
where they want to have their recreation, whether near at home or m
remote areas.

The CHAIRMAN. I think they will. As you know, they have made
use of the Census Bureau and have paid a very substantial sum of
money to the.Census Bureau so that on a very wisely selected sample
(I believe it is at least), the Census asked people a great many ques-
tions about recreation, where they wanted to goin the future and
by combining it with the regular 1960 census I think we will get mil-
lions of dollars worth of information for a rather modest sum. For
the first time that information will be available and will be accessible.
I do hope out of that a great many conclusions will be drawn as to the
necessity for providing recreation along the eastern seaboard and in
the areas very close to home.

For instance, I think it is strange that there are no wilderness areas
in Pennsylvania so far as I can see.

Mr. CHAMP. As has been pointed out here we are providing a large
portion of them under this bill. I have had experience on these wil-
derness areas. I have spent time with pack trains, and on foot, in
the Selway area in Idaho and the beautiful areas in Utah. My expe-
rience has been that that is an expensive, rugged experience that not
many people could undertake.

The CHAIMxAN. Both physically and financially ?
Mr. CHAMP. Both physically and financially; yes, sir.
The CHAjRMxA. Thank you very much.
The CHAxRMAN. Mr. Jay Gruenfeld.

STATEMENT OF JAY GRUENFELD, TACOMA, WASH., CHAMBER OF
COMMERCE

Mr. GRUENFELD. My name is Jay Gruenfeld. I am a practicing pro-
fessional forester employed by Weyerhaeuser Co., but at this time
representing the Tacoma Chamber of Commerce in a very short state-
rnent and the Puget Sound section of the Society of American Fores-
ters. With your permission, I appreciate it is unusual, I would like
to read both the rather short statements.

The CHAnmAN. Please proceed.
Mr. GRUENFELD. Thank you, sir.
Tacoma, Wash., and the neighboring area is at the present time

suffering critical unemployment. This present unemployment em-
phasizes the importance of resource base jobs to the social and eco-
nomic well-being of the community. Any legislation that decreases
future opportunities must be carefully examined to make sure that
other benefits provided clearly outweigh the job loss. The Tacoma
Chamber of Commerce believes in and has often endorsed the concept
of wilderness areas. Such areas serve important wants and needs of
our citizens and likewise promote proper utilization of the unique
qualities of certain areas.
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. Despite our deep belief in the importance of wilderness we oppose
S. 174 for several reasons, including the following two:

One, proper land management requires judicious conservation of
p3oductive land which is a basic source of our national well-being.
For example, by the year 2000 it is estimated that the United States
must double present wood production to supply the predicted de-
mands. This task is even greater than it appears because this would,
according to projection, have to be grown on 25 percent less area
due to withdrawals for competing land uses.

Blanket inclusion of the present areas as proposed in the bill
would make extremely difficult the exclusion of areas having a higher
national value for some other use. In our opinion, primifive areas
should be eliminated from any wilderness system since they have not
had sufficient study to justify proper classification. In our opinion,
legislation is premature until a report is received from the Outdoor
Recreation Resources Review Commission.

Two of the basic objectives of the wilderness portion of this project
are, first, to make a careful appraisal of the place of wilderness and
wild areas and the national pattern of outdoor recreation and, sec-
ondly, to make an analysis and projection of wilderness use, both
recreational and nonrecreational. In our opinion, logically the weceipt
of this information should precede legislation.

Thank you for the opportunity of testifying,
And for the statement on behalf of the Pudget Sound section of the

Society of Ameriman Foresters, let me say the Society of American
Foresters is composed of professional foresters and has over 17,000
members, which is approximately two-thirds of the total professional
foresters in the United.States.

,The Puget Sound section of the Society of American Foresters, of
which I am chairman, has over 600 members in the State of Washing-
ton working for Federal, State, and private agencies. We oppose bill
174 since, in our opinion, it w ild not promote wise resources mmage-
ment. In August 1958, by letter bal othe section overwhelmingly
passed a policy statement that affirmed our belief in the importance
aad desiri-bility of wilderness preservation.

However, it further stated in part:
The Puget Sound section of the Society of American Foresters strongly op-

poses any attempt to establish wilderness areas by blanket legislative action
without exhaustive study of individual areas and their interrelationship with
other lands in affected administrative units.

A copy of this entire statement is attached for submission to the
record if you agree. Some people believe that foresters are not inter-
ested in anything but economics and saw logs. This is not true. Most
foresters are not only technically trained land managers but are
also devoutbelievers in the nondollar values to be found in an outdoors
career. Anyone familiar with the foreter~s wage scale knows that this
must be true.,

Many foreters like myself not only like and love wilderness but use
it. In our opinion this combination of professional training plus the
awareness of nondollas values makes the forester unusually wel quali-
fied to make obje ive judgments regarding wilderness.

Thank you for the opportunity of presenting our testimony.
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Senator CARROLL. Thank you very much for appearing. May I ask
a question or twoI

Mr. GRUENFELD. Yes, sir.
Senator CARROLL. You really feel then that we should not pass this

bill until we have the report of this Commission?
Mr. GRUENFELD. Yes, sir. This is speaking on behalf of the Tacoma

Chamber of Commerce. That is absolutely correct. Now I have a per-
sonal feeling in this myself, because I was one of the several people
who was called in by the wild land research center which is associated
with the University of California at Berkeley, to discuss the proposed
outline for this wilderness study which has been contracted to them.

I had this belief prior to that time but after attending this 2-day
meeting, along with Olaus Murie who also testified here today, I was
very strongly convinced that if they implemented the outline which
they prepared at that time that there would be information here that
wouldbe invaluable.

I appreciate that very possibly I was mistaken since Senator Ander-
son is a member of the Commission and I assume aware of what they
are doing and yet he proposed this bill. This is my own sincere belief.
For instance, there is this problem. Senator Anderson himself said
that there has been this problem of defining wilderness. As of Auguist
1960 they had not defined it.

They had not even gotten the definition of wilderness. This illus-
trates the complexity of the problem. Here we are getting ready to
set aside 30-some-odd million acres for wilderness. We can't define
wilderness and even harder than that is the definition of the value
that a person gets out of going into a wilderness area and what type
of area will provide him with this wilderness experience.

Now I don't like to use this word but I am different in that I feel
like a lot of people in this room who are stanch believers in wilder-
ness. For me to get a real wilderness experience it takes a lot of
wilderness. Whenever I have had the opportunity in New Guinea
and the Philippines, in Europe, wherever I can get away from people
and go into tse areas, whether it is by canoe or by back pack, like
the way it usually was on patrol in the infantry I took it. But
I am a very different person and I am in a smali minority. If I
remember the statistics correctly, four-tenths of I percent of the people
who use the national forests get into these wilderness areas.

I think it is absolutely unwise from a land management standpoint
to set aside these areas for people like myself who are so tremendously
in the minority.

Now.I would be the first one to do everything I could financially and
otherwise to prevent the complete destruction of wilderness because
I believe in it heartily.

Senator CAitOr. I notice that you are chairman of this group of
the Puet Sound section of the Society of American Foresters. Are
you fully employed by that group or do you have another occupation?

Mr. nu-ENimLD. No, sir. I am employed as a forester by the
Weyerhaeuser Co. in the Tacoma office with the title of assistant land
supervisor. I was former manager of the Skykomish Tree Farm
which is one of Weyerhaeuser tree farms.

Senator CARRoLL. From what you say don't you think that your
Society, no matter what the Commission would recommend, would
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not recommend the handling of the lands in this fashion, the drawing
together under the President? Don't you think that is a pretty fore-
gone conclusion from what you say here, your feeling about this?

Mr. GRUENFELD. Sir, I am very sorry I did not understand your
question.

Senator CARoLL. Your statement here that you oppose this bill
because it would not promote wise resources management?

Mr. GRuEmin'i. That is correct, sir.
Senator CAmoLL. What if the Commission would advocate a meas-

ure along this line, along the lines indicated, a policy as advocated
by Senator Anderson in this bill?

Mr. GRuENFELD. If the Commission after its study advocated some-
thing like this I think it would certainly be good reason for passing
some sort of bill. The point here is that we should wait and hear
what they have to say and then act upon it and have the benefit of
their opinion, whatever it is, and their statistics.

Now one thing they are doing, sir, is making a census of about
1,500 people who are actually questioned within the wilderness area.
Now this is something that has never been done before and would
really be interesting to me and important, to see what these people
'went into the areas for: Were they simply going into there to hunt
or fish or what were they going in for? From a land management
basis look at the resource that we are going to blanket here in the
existing wilderness area, the geologic resource, the water resource.
More and more it is apparent that to manage a watershed properly
does not mean simply setting it aside.

For instance, the experiments in Senator Allott's State of Colorado
at Frazier-haVe shown that probably proper resources management
for water production primarily should include timber cutting because
it increases the total development of water.

These are things that we are going to forgo. Now if we are going
to forgo them in the interest of these very substantial values of
wilderness at least we should know what we are going to forgo in
our opinion. So this from the standpoint of the Society of American
Foresters is the approach of the land management.

Senator CmoLL. How many in the Society of Foresters are in the
Federal GovernmentI

Mr. GRUENFE L. I imagine there is someone here who can quote
that exactly. There is something less than 50 percent as I understand
it now, private industry has approximately 50 percent.

Mr. Crafts, do you know offhand the percentage of the Society of
American Foresters who are in the Federal service?

Senator CARROLL. I am informed that there are about 10,000 who
are employed by the Federal Government. Does the society speak
for these, too? I am thinking now of the professional group.

Mr. GRUENFELD..As stated I am speaking only for the Puget Sound
section. I am chairman of the.Puget Sound section of the society.
We have approximately 650 voting members. Of these 650, my off-
hand guess would be that 50 percent are Forest Service.

We sent this policy statement out by letter and overwhelmingly as
I recall by approximately 31/ to 1 or 4 to 1, they endorsed the policy
statement which included that statement that I read to you.

Senator CARROLL. You do not know how the other group-you do
not know how the group in private employment will feel about this.
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Mr. GRzzENFELD. In addition to that, I would say that our section
statement is in accord with the national statement which is not ex-
plicit, of course, on this bill, as our statement isn't, either, but our
statement did not disagree with the national statement.

So by written ballot the society approved something that was not
in opposition to this.

As I recall, it was very general, but I checked with the executive
secretary of the society, as well as with one of the council members,
to make sure that our statement was within the policy of the national
orgnization, and it was, definitely.

Senator CAmoLL. The reason I asked the question: I have not made
up my mind on this bill. I want to get thebest professional views I
can get. I want to know whether I am dealing with professional
men who are on the side where they have a right to be.

I am trying to get the best opinion I can get to find out what is the
best procedure. Should we go ahead or have the report come in before
we pass this bill?

Thank you very much.
Mr. GRUENFEL. Certainly that is a very good question.
Senator ALLOTr. Mr. Chairman, while this gentleman is on the

stand, and I appreciate your very fine statement, but I am sure you
would want corrected a figure which you gave and which I think is in
error.

Mr. GRUENFELD. Certainly.
Senator ALLOTT. Mr. Crafts is in the room. I asked him this

question this morning about the comparative number of people usingthe wildlife areas and Mr. Crafts, could you give us-if you do not
object, sir.

Mr. GRUFFELD. Not a bit, sir.
Senator ALLOTT. Give us those figures at this time.
Mr. CRAFTS. You are talking of the wilderness type areas in the

national forest ?
Senator Auorr. Yes, sir.
Mr. CAtrrs. The latest figures we have for 1960 and the estimate

was there are about 1,903 thousand man-days of use of these wilderness
tye areas.

ow, this averages about 2 percent of the total recreational use of
the national forest system.

In terms of num er of recreation visits the percentage is slightly
less, because the average individual when he goes into the wilderness
areas stays a little longer than he stays if he uses the mass-type
recreational facilities.

But for general purposes about 2 percent of the recreational use is
on the wildernes-

Senator Auuyrr. On a man-day basisI
Mr. CuRAS. That is right.
Senator ALLOr. On a visit-day basis I think you told me it is about

11/ percent?
Mr. CRAFTS. Yes; I did. But I find in rechecking the figures that

it is about two-thirds of 1 percent.
Senator ALLOT. This was the figure that was bandied around this

Inorning-that this wilderness area comprises about 8 percent.
Mr. CRAFTS. Eight percent. I might, if I have a moment, correct

another figure.
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In terms of commercial forest area, the wilderness-type areas include
about 5 percent of the total of such area in the national forest. In
terms of timber volume, they include about 4 percent of the sawtimber
volume.

Mr. GRUENFELD. This was not one of my figures.
Mr. CRAFTS. No; this was not.
Senator M. Mr. Crafts is talking as to some figures I put in

the record.
Mr. CRAr I was trying to clear up a number of figures.
Senator ALLOTr. Senator, I had asked him these questions this morn-

ing. I thought this was a good time. The witness used a very much
lower figure.

Mr. GRxuENFE. Sir, this figure I used, four-tenths of 1 percent,
this is the figure as I read it, as I said. I did not give it positively,
but the point was that it was a very minor proportion of the people
who go in.

Senator AILm. Thank you.
Thank you for permitting me to have Mr. Crafts get this in at

this time.
Senator CARROLL. Before the witness leaves the stand, I want to

ask Mr. Crafts a question.
Are you a member of the society of which this gentleman spoke?
Mr. CRAFTS. Yes; I am, Senator.
Senator CARROLL. How many of those professional foresters are in

the Government service? Do you know .
Mr. CRAFTS. I don't know exactly, but I would. estimate that of the

total membership in the Society of American Foresters something less
than half is currently in public employment. 4

Senator CARROLL. Are you familiar and acquainted with and do you
have knowledge of the opinion of your national group on this subject?

Mr. CRArrS. To my knowledge, Senator, there has been no refer-
endum taken on this wilderness question, at least, in recent years.

But there was adopted a statement of policy by the council of the
society a year or two ago, which is the governing body of the society,
and that statement, I believe, has been submitted to the committee in
connection with some of the earlier hearings. You will probably find
it in the record.

My recollection is that it endorsed the wilderness concept in general.
It did not go to specifics of legislat ion.

I think at that time-and I am not sure of this-that the resolu-
tion indicated that it thought the administrative procedures being
followed in the executive branch were in general adequate.

Senator CARROLL. Mr. Chairman, while you were out I was raising
a question; I am trying to make up my mind on this bill as I hear the
testimony about wanting to put it over until the Commission .makes
a report.

Here is a witness who is a professional man. I wanted to find out
about the other foresters who are not here and who may have a differ-
ent viewpoint.

I assume they differ like lawyers differ. Nevertheless, I like to get
the opinion of the professional men. I may not agree with it. I may
not agree with the Americani bar all the time. I am trying to find out,
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if I can, what group has a little vested interest here and what is the
reason they object to it here and what is in the broad national interest.

That is the purpose of my questioning and I thank you very much.
The CHAMMAN. Are there anyother questions ?
Senator MzTcumx. Mr. Chairman, when Mr. Crafts was testifying

a moment ago in response to Senator Allott, he volunteered a state-
ment about clarifying some figures that I had previously put in the
record.

I wonder at this time if it would not be well to further clarify those
figures.

The table that I put in the record from the Forest Service showed
that the commercial forest acreage in wilderness is 4,690,700 acres
out of a total of 14,661,000 acres. That is 32 percent of the wilderness
land. It equals 61/ percent of the commercial timberland in the na-
tional forest in those States with wilderness. '

It equals 5.2 percent, and this is the figure Mr. Crafts is talking
about, of the 89,450,000 national forest commercial acres.

It is but 4.3 percent of the 107,815,000 acres of commercial timber-
land available to log in all Federal holdings.

Now, here is the chairman's figure, it is a mere nine-tenths of 1 per-
cent of the 490 million commercial forest acres in the entire United
States.

The CHAIRMAN. The next witness is Mr. Roberts.
Senator DWORSHaK. Mr. Chairman, I would like to present Mr.

Roberts, who is from McCall, Idaho.
Art Roberts is chief fire warden and field manager of the Southern

Idaho Timber Protective Association; past president of Western
Forestry and Conservation Association during its 50th anniversary
year; for 12 years mayor of McCall, ani presently first vice president
of the Idaho Municipal League.

He is a member of the Natural Resources Committee of the Idaho
State Chamber of Commerce, and is representing that organization
today.

His statement is endorsed by the following Idaho chambers of com-
merce:Pocatello, Rupert, Boise, Kellogg, Nampa, Caldwell, Moscow, Cour

d'Alene, St. Anthony, Wallace, Oro0-.
Also, by the Mountain States Association which represents 8 States,

including 155 State and' regional chambers and trade associations.
By the North Fork Water Users Protective Association of St.

Anthony, and Associated Industries of Idaho.

STATEMENT OF ARTHUR M. ROBERTS FOR THE IDAHO STATE
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, McCALL, IDAHO

Mr. ROBERTS. Thank you, Senator.
Mr. Chairman, in addition I would like permission to introduce

into the record the statements from about 10.different organizations,
if I might. I do not want to read them, but simply introduce them in
the record.

These organizations include the Boise Cascade Corp. of Boise,
Idaho; Browns Industries of McCall, Idaho; the Idaho Cattlemen's
Assdition of Boise, Idaho; the Idaho Wool Growers Association

66737- 61--16
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of Boise, Idaho; the North Idaho Forestry Association, of Lewiston,
Idaho; and the Southern Idaho Forestry Association, of Boise, Idaho.

Also endorsing the statement of the State chamber, I am present-
ing resolutions to that effect, are the Goodig Chamber of Commerce
of Gooding, Idaho; the Wendell Chamber of Commerce; the
Northside Communities, Inc., of Shoshone, Idaho; and the Burley
Chamber of Commerce, of Burley, Idaho.

Thank you very much.
(The documents referred to follow:)

JOINT STATEMENT OF BROWN'S THz & LUMBER CO., INM, MCCALL, IDAHO; SALMON
RIVER LUMBER CO., RIGOINS, IDAHO; AND LAKEFOERK LUMBER Co., INc., LAKE-
FORK, IDAHO, BY WARREN H. BROWN

Honorable members of the U.S. Senate committee, the above listed compa-
nies are lumber manufacturers in the Salmon and Payette River area of western
Idaho. All are proximate to the primitive area of Idaho and all are dependent
in a very large part on Forest Service, Bureau of Land Management, or State
timber for their continued operation.

Be it known that we are not opposed to the designation of wilderness lands
that are so located as to be apparently endowed by nature with characteristics
which limit their use to recreational enjoyment but we are strongly opposed
to Senate bill 174 which attempts to create as wilderness, those areas which
are not so located or endowed because:

1. Being on the fringe of the great primitive land of Idaho we are cognizant
of the many uses of such lands and we are well aware of the economic effect that
creation of wilderness would have on the adjacent areas. Set-aside of these
lands for single rather than multiple use would eliminate many forms of direct
and indirect tax revenue that now exists for the use and benefit of the entire
populace while benefiting only those few persons who would actually use the
locked-Up lands for recreational purposes. Basically, this is detrimental to
many and beneficial to few.

2. Senate bill 174 would immediately convert to wilderness single purpose
use, all lands now classified as primitive areas. True, such lands, under Senate
bill 174, are subject to reclassification by the Secretary of Agriculture. How-
ever, such later changes are not consistent with known practices and policies
of governmental agencies and it is our contention that designation of specific
areas can await the report of the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Com-
mission and thus eliminate unnecessary inclusions and subsequent withdrawals.

3. The waste and destruction of valuable timber are now almost incomprehen-
sible because of inaccessibility in certain areas. To further add to such waste
by eliminating lands which are noW or may someday be accessible is not con-
sistent with good government and is dramatically inconsistent with the responsi-
bilities delegated by the American people for operation of our Government on
sound financial principles.

4. The future years are critical for all the people and congressional action

which favors a small segment of the population by setting aside valuable natural
resources for their use and enjoyment only without long range consideration
of the economic benefits to all people is not in keeping with the traditional con-
cepts of democracy.

IDAHO CATMrLEMENIS ASSOCIATION,

Boise, Idaho, February 24,1961.
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. ANDERSON: The Idaho Cattlemen's Association, consisting of some
2,500 members is opposed to the proposed wilderness bill, S. 174.

The economy of the State of Idaho is based upon its agriculture, mining, lum-
ber, sheep and cattle industries, and the use of its waters for irrigation and
hydroelectric powers.

We also believe one of the great potential industries of the State of IdahO
is its tourist trade and wildlife attractions and that all of the above industries
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are in turn dependent upon the wise and continuous utilization of the natural
resources of the State of Idaho.

We believe if this bill (S. 174) is enacted into law the agricultural, mining,
timber, sheep and cattle industries, and the wildlife and tourist administration
in accordance with multiple use principles of our natural resources by the
present land management agencies will be superseded and replaced by' another
unnecessary Federal bureau.

Yours very truly,
A. N. HOGAN, President.

STATEMENT BY WILBUR F. WILSON, PRESIDENT, IDAHO WOOL GRowERs AssoCIAToN,
BOISE, IDAHO

This statement is in opposition to S. 174 or similarly drafted legislation.
Such legislation is premature and should await the report of the Outdoor

Recreation Resources Review Commission.
Areas which might be so designated as wilderness are presently under the

administration of three Federal agencies which are being well administered.
Congress, in the last seesion, passed multiple use legislation for the express
reason they believed all Federal lands should be so administered.

There is no need for such legislation, as all land areas hold resources which
to some degree help support the economy of States and our Federal Government.

STATEMENT OF THE SOUTHERN IDAHO FORESTRY ASSOCIATION, BOISE, IDAHO

Mr. Chairman and members of the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
the Southern Idaho Forestry Association, organized under the laws of the State
of Idaho, for the purpose of conserving the forest resources of southern Idaho,
to promote practical forestry and to advance the standards of forestry education,
training, and practices, takes this opportunity to state definite objections to
the proposed Senate bill 174.

Inasmuch as Idaho is a sparsely settled State in the early stages of its devel-
opment and because there are many areas in our State which are at this time
considered primitive, we most strenuously object to the freezing forever of
the many known and unkown natural resources situated in these areas that
are so necessary in the orderly development of our State. Once placed in the
proposed wilderness system as envisioned under Senate bill 174, the resources
of timber, grazing, and minerals in these areas, and for which Idaho is renowned,
for all practical purposes could not be used. The increasing raw material needs
of our ever growing population demand that none of the natural resources of
our State be locked up in perpetuity.

We object to the restrictions Senate bill 174 would impose upon the devel-
opment and use of our State. We feel that our natural resources and recreational
values should be developed under the multiple use concept for the greatest
good to the greatest number of people. As our presently underdeveloped
State Is gradually opened up, we feel that an orderly harvest of the timber,
grazing, and mineral resources, must be carried out in all areas, for the economic
benefit of our State and the Nation.

We feel that the scenic beauty and the recreational possibilities in our beauti-
ful mountain areas should be made easily available to all of the people. The
privileged few who have the time and financial means needed to employ the
guides and pack strings necessary for trips into these planned wilderness areas
should not be the only beneficiaries.

We object to the setting aside, and the removing from any development,
thousands of square miles for these few who desire wilderness exploration.

We crave the understanding of the committee in our plea that the future
development of the State of Idaho be not hamstrung by Senate bill 174 which
would, in effect, close the door on any resource utilization on many thousands of
square miles.

Respectfully submitted.
ROBT. D. HAYES, Seoretary.
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CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,

Re S. 174, the wilderness system bill. Gooqng, Idaho, February 81,11961.

To: Senator CLnITox P. ANDERSON, chairman of the Interior and Insular Affairs
Committee.

We, the members of Gooding Chamber of Commerce, Gooding, Idaho, respect-
fully unanimously represent that:

Whereas the economy of the State of Idaho is based upon Its agriculture,
sheep and cattle industries, mining and lumber, and the use of its waters for
irrigation and hydroelectric power; and

Whereas 66 percent of the land area of Idaho is federally owned and contains
approximately 3 million acres set aside for primitive and wilderness areas;
and

Whereas these designations are restrictive to multiple purpose use and deny
to the natural resources industries of the State of idaho the right to wisely
develop the natural resources contained in these large primitive and wilderness
areas of the State and further deny ready access to these areas to millions of
Americans, all to the detriment of said industries and to the people of the
State of Idaho; and

Whereas one of the great potential industries of the State of Idaho is its
tourist trade and wildlife attractions; and

Whereas the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission will not report
their findings until February 1, 1962: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Gooding Chamber of Oommerce, Gooding, Idaho, That we are
opposed to dedicating additional lands as wilderness and primitive areas in
Idaho and sincerely request that all wilderness and primitive areas in the
State of Idaho be studied with the view of eliminating all lands which have a
higher or greater multiple use potential than that of single use dedication as
primitive or wilderness; and be It further

Resolved, That we oppose Federal enactment of future wilderness legislation
embodying the principle of locked-up areas for a single purpose use which would
deny to the natural resources industries the right to wisely develop such natural
resources and would also be to the detriment of said Industries and to the
people of the State of Idaho. VAo GRAY,

President, Gooding, Idaho, Chamber of Commerce.

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
Wendell, Idaho, FebruarV 3, 1961.

Re S. 174, the wilderness system bill.
To: Hon. Clinton P. Anderson, chairman, Interior and Insular Affairs Committee.

We, the members of Wendell Chamber of Commerce, Inc., respectfully unani-
mously represent that:

Whereas the economy of the State of Idaho is based upon its agriculture, sheep
and cattle industries, mining and lumber, and the use of its waters for irrigation
and hydroelectric power; and

Whereas 66 percent of the land area of Idaho is federally owned and contains
approximately 3 million acres set aside for primitive and wilderness areas; and

Whereas these designations are restrictive to multiple purpose use and deny
to the natural resources industries of the State of Idaho the right to wisely
develop the natural resources contained in these large primitive and wilderness
areas of the State of Idaho and further deny access to these areas to millions
of Americans, all to the detriment of said industries and to the people of the
State of Idaho; and

Whereas one of the great potential industries of the State of Idaho is Its
tourists trade and wildlife attractions; and

Whereas the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission will not make

their findings known until February 1, 1962: Now, therefore, be it
Resolved by the Northide Co , 4zities, Inc., office at Wendell, Idaho, That

we are opposed to dedicating additional lands as wilderness and primitive areas
in Idaho and sincerely request that all wilderness and primitive areas in the
State of Idaho be studied with -the view of eliminating all lands which have a
higher or multiple use potential than that of single use dedication as primitive
or wilderness; and be it further
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Resolved, That we oppose Federal enactment of future wilderness legislation
embodying the principle of locked-up areas for a single purpose use which deny
to the natural resources industries the right to wisely develop such natural
resources and would be a detriment of said industries and to the people of the

tate of Idaho.
KEITH DAVIS,

President, Wendell Chamber of Commerce.

NORTH SIDE COMMUNITIES, INC.,
Wendell, Idaho, February 21, 1961.

Re S. 174, the wilderness system bill.
To: Senator Clinton P. Anderson, chairman of the Interior and Insular Affairs

Committee.
We, the members of North Side Communities, Inc., Wendell, Idaho, respectfully

unanimously represent that:
Whereas the economy of the State of Idaho is based upon Its agriukure, sheep

and cattle, mining and lumber industry, and the use of its waters for irrigation
and hydroelectric power; and

Whereas 66 percent of the land area of Idaho is federally owned and contains
approximately 3 million acres set aside for primitive and wilderness areas; and

Whereas these designations are restrictive to multiple purpose use and deny
to the natural resources industries of the State of Idaho the right to wisely
develop the natural resources contained in these large primitive and wilder-
ness areas of the State and further deny ready access to these areas to millions
of Americans, all ,to the detriment of said industries and to the people of the
State of Idaho; and

Whereas one of the great potential industries of the State of Idaho is its tourists
trade and wildLife attractions; and

Whereas the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission will not make
their findings known until February 1, 1962: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the North Side Communities, Inc., Wendell, Idaho, That we are
opposed to dedicating additional lands as wilderness and primitive areas in
Idaho and sincerely request that all wilderness and primitive areas in the State
of Idaho be studied with the view of eliminating all lends which have a higher
or multiple use potential than that of single use dedication as primitive or
wilderness; and be it further

Resolved, That we oppose Federal enactment of future wilderness legislation
embodying the principle of locked-up areas for a single purpose use which would
deny to the natural resources industries the right to wisely develop such natural
resources and would alpo be to the detriment of said i es and to the
people of the State of Idaho.,

HERBEWR W. FoItw,
President, North Side Communitiea, Inc., SkoAo e, Idaho.

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
Burley, Idaho, Febrar 2 1, 1961.

Senator Cu-NToq P. ANDERSON,
Chairman of Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, Washington, D.C.

DEA SENATOR ANDERSON: With reference to S. 174 let us hasten to state our
opposition to the bill for the following reasons:

1. Inasmuch as Idaho's economy depends on its agriculture, livestock, lumber
and mining as well as its irrigation water and electric power, we feel that to
set aside any of this valuable land for primitive or wilderness purposes would
be detrimental to the State as a whole.

2. We 4eel that the natural resources of this land is of greater value to Idaho
than even-the Federal Government realizes and we see no need for such legis-
lation at this time.

3. We further feel that inasmuch as a committee has been appointed to review
said lands that your committee should hear their conclusions before pursuing.
this bill Orther.

Vety respectfully yours,,
Mrs. FRED P. ANDERSON,

Secretary-Munger.
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Boxse CASCADE CORP.,
Boise, Idaho, February 27, 1961.

Subject: Statement in opposition to S. 174.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
Senate Ofifoe Building, Washington, D.C.

MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE: This corporation, engaged
in the growing and harvesting of timber in the States of Idaho, Colorado, Wash-
ington, and Oregon, hereby expresses opposition to some of the features of S. 174.

Our first concern with the legislation is the fact that the establishment of a
huge wilderness system, without proper study, is not in the best interests of
the economy of the United States. We feel that the results of studies now under-
way by the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission should be evalu-
ated before any attempt is made toward putting great acreages into wilderness
preserves. Also, under the bill additional acreages could be had under the
authority of the President of the United States.

We feel that, even while no actual need for the legislation has been demon-
strated, the establishment of a wilderness system will have an adverse effect
on the economy of our Western States. To a great extent in Western States, the
economy is dependent upon the use of natural resources to provide jobs, products,
and funds for the operation of schools, roads, and other governmental functions.

Although other objectional features of the bill could be cited, we feel It is suf-
ficient to point out to the members of the committee our feelings that any action
should be deferred until reports made by study groups are available to the Con-
gress. Additionally, it is the position of Boise Cascade Corp., that we do not
object to wilderness areas being established where the terrain and natural re-
sources totally lend themselves to such a project. However, we do object to hav-
ing immense areas blanketed Into the wilderness system.

Respectfully submitted.
W. L. MILLs,

Director, (ompanv Relations.

Mr. Romrs. Mr. Chairman, this statement is presented in behalf
of the Idaho State Chamber of Commerce in opposition to S. 174,
the Wilderness Act.

We oppose the enactment of S. 174 in principle and for the fol-
lowing specific reasons-which I might add for the record, have
been covered up to now.

However, I would like the privilege to cover these in my own
language.

1. The Cong has already.assigned the study of the needs of the
outdoor recreation to the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Com-
mission and any legislation to take care of any one facet of the outdoorrecreation problem seems premature until their report is in.

We are told that this Commission will report in early 1962.
2. There is no evidence that true wilderness type areas are being

invaded by commercial forces or that such action is imminent.
A commercial venture or enterprise must be economic and true

wilderness does not yield itself to the support of a profitable or
feasible operation. In fact, acreage contained in wilderness classifi-
cation has been on the increase in recent years, and this trend would
seem to indicate that present laws and regulations are adequate to the
problem.

3. It seems incompatible to lump together lands of the different
Federal agencies, the Forest Service of the Department of Agricul-
ture, the Park Service of the Department of the Interior, and the
wildlife refuges and game ranges also of the Department of the In-
terior, all of which are set up with different objectives and regulations,
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and under different laws, into one system with still another set of
objectives and regulations under still another law.

The single purpose for which these lands would be set aside under
this bill would seem to call for separate administration under still
another agency of the Federal Government. We fear that this may
foreshadow the creation of an all-embracing wilderness agency.

4. Since over 3 million acres of Idaho land in the several national
forests is already in primitive area status, this bill, if enacted, would
place this considerable portion of Idaho in the national wilderness
system without inventory of the resources involved and without fur-
ther evaluation as to its desirability or eligibility as wilderness-type
area.

It is true that the bill contains machinery to remove some of these
acres from wilderness classification, but it is negative machinery call-
ing for a congressional concurrent resolution opposing any action of
the executive department involved in the particular inclusion, exclu-
sion, or expansion of the system.

Any inventory of the resources involved would be next to impossible
due to inaccessibility.

We foresee that the status quo in 'this case would be extremely diffi-
cult, if not impossible, to modify.

When the primitive areas were authorized under Department of
Agriculture regulation L-20 in 1929, they were set up with somewhat
indeterminate boundaries on the premise that the lands should be
examined as to their adaptability and acceptability as wilderness.

It was a well-known fact that much land included within these
boundaries had a greater use potential for other purposes. The legal
machinery to examine and classify as to their use for wilderness or for
other uses presently exists and is being used by the Forest Service.

In connection with that, I should like to direct your attention to
the administrative studies that have been made of the Sawtooth primi-
tive area, of the Glacier Peak primitive area, and the imminent hear-
ings which will be held beginning March 7 in Missoula and March 9
in Lewiston and March 14 in Grangeville on the Selway primitive
area.

The CHAIRMAN. What happened?
Mr. ROBERTS. The area has been recommended for wilderness. What

the present designation is, I am unable to find out. It is referred to
as wilderness.

The CHAIRMAN. You mentioned another one, Glacier?
Mr. ROBmRTS. The Glacier Peak Area has been classified as wilder-

ness by executive order.
.The CHAIRMAN. You say you do not want the bill, but you see these

pieces gradually going into wilderness by determination of the
Secretary?

Mr. Romm. That is right. After definite study. The part I am
objecting to here is the present inclusion of all these primitive areas
as wilderness.

May I continueI
The CHAMIMAN. Yes.
Mr. ROBE TS. No. 5. Inclusion in single limited use set-asides of

lands upon which resource industry operation is possible is grossly un-
fair to local economies and local governments.
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In public land States such as Idaho-.0 percent publicly owned,
including State ownership-and in counties such as mine--Valley--
89 percent publicly owned; 30 percent in the Idaho primitive area-
this consideration beco es tremendously important.

Our mills depend on public stumpage and our livestock industry
depends on the high ranges in Federal ownership for its existence.
One of our major industries, real and potential, in my county and in
the State of Idaho, is the tourist trade and the accommodation of
mass recreationists. These industries depend on multiple use man-
agement of the public lands upon which the resources essential to
their remaining in business exist.

The 25 percent, in lieu of tax contribution to local government
of the National Forest income gives a substantial lift to the tax reve-
nues of the counties in which this income is collected. To set signifi-
oant areas of these lands apart for single, limited use when more
diversified use is possible and where resource values exist is, naturally,
not in the best interest of our economy.

6. One of Idaho's greatest resources is the production and harvest
of fish and game. It is a well-known fact that scientific game manage-
ment depends on an orderly harvest. This can only be accomplished
by hunters' use of the area, and accessibility to it is the only way to get
them to use it heavily enough to get the desired result in'management.
For this reason we feel that wilderness areas should be restricted in
size to areas of true wilderness and that there should be fairly ready
access to the boundaries of these areas.

The CHAIM AN. Is it your understanding that in the wildlife area
there can be no hunting?9

Mr. RoBERts. No, that is not my contention here. My contention is
that due to the. difficulty of getting into these areas the hunting is
necessarily cut down. That is my point. The use is nxedessarily
limited.

To conclude, in the light of the above, we oppose the enactment of
S. 174 and suggest that wilderness system legislation is not needed at
this time. We do not oppose wilderness use for certain areas of public
land and as the only use for certain pf these lands.

We humbly suggest, however, that all lands under consideration
for wilderness designation be completely inveittoried to determine
what their optimum use may be. This inventory should include rec-
reation, hunting and fishing, minerals, natural gas and oil, grazing,
and forest products.

We further suggest that each wilderness designation should be con-
sidered on its own and should be authorized by direct action of Con-
gress and with the approval of the legislature of the State in which
the area is located.

Now to go a little further on that legislature business, I would be
open to suggestions on some other method of approval by the local
economy.

The CHArRMAN. Are there any questionsI
Thank you very much.
Mr. Hammerle is our next witness.

240
SRP02585



THE WILDERNESS ACT

STATEMENT OF W LIJA C. HAMMELE, FORESTE, AMERICAN
PULPWOOD ASSOCIATION, NEW YORK, N.Y.

Mr. H.aERLE. I am William C. Hammerle, forester for the Ameri-
can Pulpwood Association, with headquarters at 220 East 42d Street,
New York, N.Y. This association is composed of pulpwood producers,
dealers, consumers, and others directly or indirectly concerned with
the growing and harvesting of pulpwood-the principal raw material
used in the manufacture of paper and paper products.

I would first of all point out to you gentlemen that the industry is
not opposed, and never has been, to the idea or concept of wilderness
areas where such status represents the primary value of the areas and
the natural features they include.

We are opposed to creating a wilderness preservation system which
would lock up large areas for all time for the benefit of a select few
without regard to the full economic development of many badly
needed resources including areas needed to meet the less exacting,
less rigorous, and less costly recreational demands of the great mass
of our population who will not and cannot use wilderness areas. Such
legislation is single purpose and special privilege and can simply
be categorized as class legislation which completely disregards the
needs of the many for the benefit of the select few.

The pulpwood industry has testified-in opposition to legislation
establishing, a national wilderness preservation system in hearings
before previous Senate Committees on Interior and Insular Affairs,
at Washington, D.C., on June 19-20, 1957, and on July 23, 1958. Also
western members of the American Pulpwood Association testified at
the hearing on November 10, 1958, held at San Francisco Calif.

We fully recognize the improvements that have been made in draft-
ing S. 174 as compared with previous bills. However, the improve-
ments have not removed the basic objections of our industry to the
establishment of a national wilderness preservation system.

In our opinion the proposal is not only unnecessary but implies a
criticism of the administration of wilderness areas by the respective
agencies in the Departments of Agriculture and Interior.

The first wilderness areas were established by the Forest Service
in 1924. Since then the Forest Service has steadily added to the
original acreage classified as wilderness until there are now approxi-
mately 15 million acres of wilderness area in the national forests.

In addition, they have designated other areas as wild-so classified
because of their smaller size--and still others as primitive. The latter
are so classed pending study and determination as to suitability as
wilderness.

It is from these areas that the Forest Service has quite regularly
increased the wilderness acreage of the national forests. We believe
that evaluation of national forest lands should be continuously made
and local hearings called in the areas affected to assure that wilder-
ness values are, and in the future will remain, the dominant use for the
areas.

To the best of our knowledge, no legal questions have been raised
regarding the use of Federal lands for wilderness which necessitates
legislation to establish a wilderness system. In fact, wilderness was
enacted into law as a use of national forest lands in the Multiple
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-Use-Sustained Yield Act of June 12, 1960 (Public Law 86-517) which
gave adequate recognition and authorization for the administration of
wilderness areas in the national forests.

National parks and monuments comprise those areas which are of
such superlative scenic, natural, and historic values that they are of
national importance to all our people. They are managed on the
principle that they shall be handed over to future generations un-
im aired.

Actually, the organic National Park Service Act of 1916 offers
nearly as much flexibility in managing recreation resources as the
multiple-use principles of forest service administration of the national
forests. The National Park Service has devoted considerable atten-
tion to preserving the natural character and wilderness aspects of the
national parks while at the same time providing for their enjoyment
by our people.

National wildlife refuges and game ranges, administered under
regulations of the Secretary of the Interior, were established to
meet a very specific need and purpose. By their very nature, they are
basically wilderness areas and have been administered as such.

The administration of these wilderness areas under regulations of
the Secretaries of Agriculture and Interior, and under various acts
of Congress, has provided a degree of flexibility and continuity of
purpose to assure us confidence in the continuing management of
wilderness areas by these executive agencies without the necessity of
establishing them into a wilderness preservation system.

We would also point out that lumping together into a new, huge
system the lands administered for di fferent purposes by three Federal
agencies in two executive departments could lead eventually to
placing all under one new agency specialized in wilderness. This
would only mean an additional, unnecessary Government agency
with increased appropriations, the loss of efficient administration and
procedures which have been built over the year, and interminable
conflicts between the various administering agencies.

All of us concerned with our forest resources have become increas-
ingly conscious of the growing needs of our people for healthful
recreation and the tremendous importance of our forest lands in
meeting these needs.

The pulpwood industry, like the forest products industry as a
whole, is steadily expanding its contribution to these needs by pro-
viding industry lands for recreational use including hunting and
fishing, pici and campsites, and community recreation areas.

These help to provide the areas and facilities for mass recreational
use-where the real needs exist. Wilderness as it exists today, or as
envisioned in a wilderness system, cannot and will not meet these
needs-and by its very conception is not intended to do so. Wilder-
ness has its place in our overall recreational requirements for present
and future generations but it must be seriously questioned if locking
up areas variously estimated as 50 million or more acres is either
advisable or necessary.

The CHAIRXAN. Where does that figure come from?
Mr. HAMMERLE. Well, we have heard up to 55 million acres here

today. I have. seen it in various articles and reports in the past in
connection with the wilderness bills that have been introduced.
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The CHAMMAN. You did not write this here today. Where did
you get this?

Mr. HAMMELE. Out of past statements that were made.
The CHAIRMAN. Did you just accept it?
Mr. HAMMERLE. No, I said variously estimated as 50 million acres

or more. I didn't say that this bill was going to set up exactly
50 million acres.

In fact, I am not too sure exactly what acreage is going to be
covered by this bill.

The National Park Service in its publication, "Preservation of Nat-
ural and Wilderness Values in the National Parks" (March 1957)
states:

Comparatively few park visitors experience true wilderness. By contrast,
millions profit from those quantities of wilderness which are available to them
in the near vicinity of park roads and developed areas.

I would also cite the situation in the State of New York which is
planning to spend $75 million for the acquisition and development of
parks to meet its recreation problems. Yet, in the State forest pre-
serve there are 2,172,000 acres in the Adirondacks and 232,000 acres
in the Catskills.

This is true wilderness in that article XIV of the Constitution pro-
vides that the preserve "shall be forever kept as wild forest lands."
On February 14 of this year, Mr. Robert Moses, chairman of the State
council of parks, urged Governor Rockefeller to support a revision
of the State constitution that opens up the forest preserve for con-
trolled recreational use. In his letter to the Governor, Mr. Moses
stated:

We cannot afford to restrict the use of the forest preserve to extremists who
insist on keeping it a complete wilderness, accessible and available only to those
who have the experience, toughness and leisure to enjoy it without the elementary
conveniences and facilities required by the average vacationist and his family.

These citations lead to the thought that it is not vast areas of wilder-
ness that are needed to preserve their benefits for present and future
generations, but rather the quality of the areas and their relative
accessibility for enjoyment and use of our citizens.
S. 174 would blanket into a wilderness system all areas within the

national forests classified as wilderness, wild, primitive, or canoe; each
portion of each park, monument, or other unit in the national park
system embracing a continuous area of 5,000 acres or more without
roads; and such portions of the wildlife refuges and game ranges as
the Secretary of the Interior may recommend within 10 years follow-
ing the effective date of the act.

Obviously this automatic inclusion as wilderness circumscribes any
real determination as to the real suitability of all this vast area as wild-
erness, and whether or not it is predominantly valuable for that
purpose. -

Possible exceptions are the present wilderness areas in the national
forests.

Due regard is not provided for the use of other resources such as
timber, minerals, water, and opportunities for mass recreation urgently
needed by our expanding population. To protect the economic sources
of livelihood of thelocalcommunities and their people, it is only right
that decisions as to the predominant use of each arma should only be
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made after an impartial consideration of all the resources present,
all uses and all users.

Such a study is now underway by the Outdoor Recreation Resourcm
Review Commission which was created by the Congress (act of June
28, 1958), to review the Nation's present outdoor recreation resources
and opportunities, to forecast those that will be required by the year
1976 and the year 2000, and to report its findings and recommendations
to the President and the Congress.

One of the studies which the Commission has already contracted for
with the Wildland Research Center at the University of California
is that of wilderness. As stated in the Commission's outline of its
study program, released June 1960, "The study will permit the Com-
mission to put the problem of wilderness recreation into proper per-
spective in the development of overall outdoor recreation policy and
program proposals."

The enactment of wilderness preservation system legislation at this
time prior to completion of the thorough studies and reports which
the Congress itself deemed essential in dealing with the overall recrea-
tion problems and opportunities, is definitely premature and a com-
plete waste of public funds.

The pulpwood industry has no way of knowing what the findings
and recommendations of the ORRRC will be, but does believe that
results of such a study should be given careful consideration before
the Congress takes any permanent action.

The inconsistencies existing in provisions of S. 174 strengthen our
opinions on this point. The bill is inconsistent in that it would permit
the continuation of many activities presently being carried on in the
areas involved, and at the same time require the administering agency
to preserve the wilderness character of the areas in the system under
its jurisdictiona. From this it appears that many of the areas to be
automatically blanketed into the system should not be classified as
wilderness at all.

The pulpwood industry is opposed to legislation establishing a
national wilderness perservation system, and therefore is opposed
to S. 174, on the grounds that:

1. A. wilderness preservation system is unnecessary since they are
wilderness areas already established under existing ei.gremional
authority with adequate provision for designation of additional areas
which meet wilderness requirements, and that existing areas are
being administered effectively under regulations of the Secretaries
of Agriculture and Interior.

2. Such a system would unnecessarily freeze large areas of land
and resourecs for sin le-purpose use for a very few people without
regard to quality or the minimum size required to meet the objectives.

8. The establishment of a wilderness system or passage of any
general wilderness legislation prior to the completion of the overall
inventory of outdoor recreation resources and needs, which is now
Jnprocess under legislation enacted by Congress, is premature.

The CHAmMAN.This New York wilderness area to which you refer
on page 5. these 2 million acres in the Adirondacks would require
a constitutional amendment to open up would they notI

Mr. HAMMERLE. That is correct. They cannot be changed without
a constitutional amendment.
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The CHAIRMAN. That was done in 1894.
Mr. HAM mERLE. Around there.
The CHAIRMAAN. Do you have any idea why it was done?
Mr. HAMMFMZ. It was a little before my time, but it is my under-

standing that it was done-
The CHAIRMAN. They were being gutted by timber cutting, were

they not?
Mr. HAMERLE. In some of the areas, I believe that is it.
The CHAMAN. And conservationists got together with business

interests including the timber interests and tried to protect what
little remained.

Today New York produces about 300 million board feet of timber.
They were producing several times that prior to the time this amend-
ment went into effect.

So there was good sound reason for its adoption, the fact that it
was necessary to do this by constitutional amendment so that a new
legislature would not wipe it out. It might be some warning to us
now to try to get something done by law so that some Secretary of
Agriculture might not wipe these out?

Mr. HAMMERLE. It is possible, but here are the recreation people
who are now trying to get that New York area changed and opened
up.

The CHAIRMAN. Now, Robert Moses does not speak for all the re-
creation people in New York. The New York Times carried an edi-
torial on the matter we might put in the record here.

(The matter referred to follows:)

[From the New York Times, Feb. 23, 1961]

FOREST PRESERVE IN DANGFA

The New York Forest Preserve, covering some 2,400,000 acres in the Adiron-
dacks and the Catskills, is without question one of the finest publicly owned
scenic and recreational areas in the eastern part of the United States. It is
still that way 76 years after its establishment by act of the legislature because
in 1896 the voters of this State wrote into the constitution a provision that the
lands of the forest preserve must be kept "forever wild."

That Is why in large parts of the Adirondacks and in smaller parts of the
Catskills there still remain some of the most unspoiled, untouched natural beauty
in the Northeast. It is why the forest preserve has in fact been preserved for
the use and enjoyment of future generations. Will this generation be the one
to throw away that heritage and invite into the forest preserve the commercial
interests, the highway builders, the professional mass recreationists, the people
who would make the publicly protected lands of the preserve indistinguishable
from the privately owned properties with which it is surrounded and interspersed?

The answer must clearly be "No"; yet the growing frequency and intensity
of attack on the forest preserve should alert the citizens of this State to the
danger of their losing it in its present form. Two separate problems are involved.
One is the pressure to open the preserve to commercial exploitation, especially
lumbering. The other is the pressure to open the preserve to greater mass-
recreational developments. This is the kind of invasion that Robert Moses, chair-
man of the State council of parks, would invite by the incredibly bad forest pre-
serve amendments he is proposing.

Mr. Moses suggests, as one alternative, opening up the forest preserve to any
highway construction approved by the legislature, which is the same as signing
a death warrant for the preserve. In more moderate mood, he suggests mere
construction of "campsites and recreational facilities," or "enclosed buildings"
for recreational purposes as far as 1% miles from existing highways. Such
sweeping proposals could be as destructive as they are unnecessary. There are
plenty of "enclosed buildings" within easy access of forest preserve lands; pri-
vate and commercial properties are already scattered throughout the entire area.
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We do not say that there must be no change in the forest preserve whatsoever.
We do say that each road, each campsite, each ski development, each intrusion
on natural beauty and tranquillity must be carefully scrutinized at leisure and
in detail before irrevocable decisions are made. We think construction of the
northway through the preserve was a mistake, but at least it was fully debated
and -the issues partially understood before it was voted. We think the proposed
private ski development on forest preserve land at Hunter Mountain in the Cats-
kills would be outrageous, and we hope it will be defealted.

But the essential thing, as former Conservation Commissioner Lithgow Osborne
has pointed out, is to move with extreme caution-which is not the way In which
the Moses amendments to the constitution would move against the forest
preserve.

Mr. HAMxFmL. No, but he is one of the outstanding park recrea-
tional authorities.

The CiAwiMAN. Yes, air; he is. He is a fine person but a contro-
versial character.

Mr. HIAMumRLE. Very much so.
The CHAnmAN. In any event, I believe Governor Rockefeller did

not do anything about his recommendation, did he?
Mr. HAMIERI E. I haven't seen anything on that yet.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any questions?
Thank you very much, Mr. Hammerle.
Mr. HAMMERLE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. C. R. Gutermuth, one of our persistent workers

in the field of conservation has been here 2 days to testify. Now he has
had to go to another hearing. Without objection, his statement will
be included in the record at this point.

(The statement is as follows:)

STATEMENT OF C. R. GUTERMUTH, VICE PRESIDENT, WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT
INSTITUTE

Mr. Chairman, I am C. R. Gutermuth, vice president of the Wildlife Manage-
ment Institute, with headquarters in Washington, D.C. The Institute is one of
the older conservation organizations, and its program has been devoted to the
restoration and improved management of natural resources in the public interest
since 1911.

Conservationists are delighted that the distinguished chairman of this com-
mittee and so many of his colleagues in the Senate have assumed leadership once
again in seeking agreement on the widely supported proposal to establish a
national wilderness system. Public endorsement of the wilderness system concept
never has been broader or more vigorous than at present. This citizen support
has endured and flourished during the several years that the philosophy of
wilderness preservation has undergone scrutiny at congressional hearings in
Washington and in the field. Over the years, the bill has undergone continuing
study and revision in order to incorporate the many helpful suggestions that
have been received and to make absolutely clear that the establishment of a
national wilderness system will not interfere with or impede the rights and
prerogatives of others on Federal, State, and local levels.

Those who continue to claim an inability to understand the scope and objec-
tives of the wilderness bill simply have failed to read the proposal and the
extensive printed record that has been compiled. A number of newspaper clip-
pings have crossed my desk in recent weeks in which a few individuals are
reported as stating that enactment of the wilderness bill would be a disastrous
blow to local and regional economies.

Those statements Invariably have been by officials of local chamber of com-
merce organizations, and I must say, that It is inconceivable how some people
can continue to be so uninformed for such a long time, Mr. Chairman. It looks
as though the spokesmen for some of those groups are deliberately misrepresent-
ing the facts in an effort to block this legislation. Of one thing I am sure, the
wilderness bill has been misrepresented more and has been the subject of more
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misunderstanding than any other natural resources bill that I have known in
my experience in Washington. People who have designs on breaking down the
national forest, national park, and wildlife refuge systems obviously do not
want to have any additional impediments created that might obstruct their
efforts.

Actually, this wilderness bill has only one objective-to make readily avail-
able to all Americans for recreation, natural history study, watershed, and
other social, cultural, and healthful benefits and purposes, a reasonable number
of true wilderness areas that already are established within the national forests,
parks, and wildlife refuges. The sole requirement is that each area so desig-
nated would continue to be administered in such a way as to preserve existing
wilderness character.

S. 174 provides a procedure whereby all interests can be heard in the future
on questions concerning boundary adjustments and -deletions or additions to
areas encompassed within the national wilderness system. The requirement
for public hearings and a period of review would lessen the danger that any
administrator may decide on a course of action before having access to all the
facts that should be considered. Moreover, an administrator who can make a
change by issuing an administrative decree is subject to continual pressure.
Then again, enactment of S. 174 would provide a desirable shield from direct
attempts to influence the administrator's decisions.

Conservationists concur with your statement when you introduced S. 174,
Mr. Chairman, that its enactment would strengthen and supplement the in-
vestigations and conclusions of the National Outdoor Recreation Resources
Review Commission.

We are hopeful that this committee will give prompt and favorable considera-
tion to S. 174. Creation of a national system of wilderness is one of the great
conservation opportunities for the 87th Congress.

The CHARMZAN. Mr. Barker.
I am very, ve glad to welcome a citizen of my own State who has

a very distinguished record in this whole field.

STATEMENT OF ELLIOTT S. BARKER, SANTA FE, N. MEX.

Mr. BARKER. I am very glad to be here and have the privilege
of testifying before this illustrious conunittee. I have here before
I embark on my statement a number of additional statements I would
like to file for the record. The first one is a statement prepared by Don
Clauser, president of the New Mexico Wildlife Conservation Associa-
tion. Then, Mr. Chairman, I have here several statements supporting
the statement that I and the wildlife association make. They are from
27 individuals in New Mexico.

Most of these letters, Mr. Chairman, are addressed to you, but were
sent to me because they learned through the newspapers that I was
coming to testify, and asked that they be submitted.

I would like to submit these 27 letters-they are very short-for
the record.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, they may be included.
Mr. BARKER. I have also 15 conservation associations in New Mexico

that have submitted supporting letters to the statement that Mr.
Clauser and myself will make. I would like to submit those for the
record. I will not take time to read them.

I have letters from nine different individual organizations in New
Iexico other than the conservation clubs, they are the New Mexico
fountain Club and what they call the Jeep Herders Club, not sheep

but Jeep Herders Club of New Mexico. They don't want roads back
there even for the jeeps.
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(The documents referred to follow:)

STATEMENT or DON CLAUSEs, PRESIDENT, NEw MExico WILDLIFE AND
CONSERVATION AsSOCIATION, INC.

I am Don Clauser, president of the New Mexico Wildlife and Conservation
Association, founded in 1914 for the purpose of giving voice to all sportsmen
and conservationists, in matters related to the preservation and management
of all our natural resources. For this reason I feel that it is not only my privi-
lege but my duty to those who elected me to this office, to present this statement.

No one can deny that Senate bill 174, known as the wilderness bill, is any-
thing but fair to all interested groups. This bill is the result of many hearings
held in all parts of our country. There has been a great deal of so-called give
and take by both sides. Long hours of study and review of all testimonies
received at the many hearings, have gone into the preparation of this bill.
It is the result of more than 5 years of work by many individuals and commit-
tees in Congress. We feel the wilderness bill in its present form should be in-
acted into law now.

Gentlemen, time is running out. If something is not done soon, we can for-
get the entire aspect of wilderness. What wilderness areas that still remain
intact are almost entirely within the boundaries of the national forests and
parks. The actual amount of land n question is about 8 percent of our na-
tional forests and parks. This is the last 8 percent of true wilderness remain-
ing in the country. If we are to save any of this great heritage for posterity,
you must act now.

In review I would like to point out that practically all testimony at previous
hearings objecting to a wilderness bill was offered by individuals or organiza-
tions who either directly or indirectly would in someway receive financial bene-
fits from the exploitation of our remaining wilderness. While on the other
hand those favoring the bill had nothing more to gain than the satisfaction
of having helped preserve by law the last remnants of wilderness that once
covered this great land.

May I point out that this bill does not change the status of these areas. It only
provides, by law, protection which the Secretaries of the Interior and Agriculture
are now giving them. We cannot entrust so great a heritage as wilderness
to individuals, subject to outside pressures and ideals. We need their pro-
tection by law.

In closing I would like to impress on all present, just one fact and please
think about it both now and in future deliberations on this important matter.
Any man in this room can destroy wilderness, but once destroyed, there is
nothing all of us can do to replace what we have destroyed. Only God through
His process of nature can replace it. This takes many hundreds, yes thousands,
of years; not even our children will live to see even the beginning of this res-
toration.

My charge to you is to protect what we have remaining, before man in his
greed destroys the last of our wilderness.

CLAYTON, N. Mix.., February 27, 1961.
ELLioTT S. BAKmt,
Care of Statler Hilton Hotel, Washington, D.C.:

Our board of directors unanimously adopted a resolution supporting Senate
bill 174. Do everything possible to assure its passage.

UNION COUNTY WILDLIFE AND CONSERVATION
ASSOCIATION,

Ons WErSEL, President.

SAN JUAN WILDLIFE FEDERATION,
Farmington, N. Mex., February 22, 1961.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR: The San Juan Wildlife Federation has gone on record a8
being in full support of the wilderness preservation bill, S. 174. In the interest
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of the future good welfare of our country, for the economy and the individual,
this bill must receive the approval of thi committee.

One of New Mexico's most respected men, and surely one most learned in
the importanoe of the wilderness, Mr. Elliott S. Barker, is to testify before the
committee in favor of wilderness preservation, and our club recognizes and
proudly supports him in his struggle for .retain our wildernesses. We also
endorse any stateAents made bt the New Melco Wildlife & Conservation
Association.

Sincerely,
Lois FBIEL, Secretarp.

Socoo CouaNIr WiaWrX CON srVATION AssUM N,
SoQofnJ, X. Mev., February U, 1961.

Son. CLINTON P. ANDUS09,
Ch&irvtan Senate Interior anInW AWffaire OmmitBe,
Waehington, D.O.

DFAR SENATOR ANDzRSON: It to our understanding that February 27 and 28
is set for a public hearing before the Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Com-
mittee on the wilderness preservation bill.

We wish to again say, that our association fully supports the preservation
of wilderness and the wilderness preservation bill, S. 174.

Mr. Elliott Barker, executive secretary of the New Mexico Wildlife Conser-
vation Association, will represent our State organization at the hearings. Our
Jocal chapter fully endorses tbl statepkents that wIll he submitted by Mr. Barker.

Yours very Aruly,• ALrRED A. -COu?4uox, $eoretary.

MELWNE SPORTaWW's CLUB,
Meirae, N. Mew., February4 , 1061.

HOe. CULnTQXI P. 4VE1W KN,
Chairman, Senate Interior and Imidar Sa 4r# .ovpAtteq,
Washingto , D.O.

DEAR SI: Our group would like you to know that we fully endorse the
preservation .t wi41araess and the wilderness preservation bill, S. 174. Also,
we endorse the statements being submitted by the New Mexico Wildlife &
iJonservaion A bowiation and Mr. Eiliott SI Barker at the hearing.

Sincerely yours,
MAcx BEENDERSHOT, President.
ROGER B. PARs, ,Secretary.

SANTA FE WILDLIFE & CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION,
Santa Fe, N. Mew., February 22, 1961.

Subject: S. 174.
Ron. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
Washington, D.O.

Mr. CHAxR AII: This masterpiece is so pimplV and precisely worded, it is our
thinking that it cannot be misquoted or misinterpreted by anyone competent to
read or comprehend the high purpose and objective of this bill. Therefore, a
long and wordy analysis of the benefits, or attempt to forecast and answer
Potential opposition to this bill would be superfluous.

Your wise provision for protection of and "subject to existing private rights"
is most commendable; also your provision for periodic review and redetermina-
tion of values as a wilderness area in--t t-light of changing times and conditions
is very well covered. M]utiple uSe and administration of wilderness areas for
the benefit of adjacent areas is necessary and well defined.

Last, but by no means least,, is your statement accompanying S. 174; we
think it is eloquent and expressive, but we particularly refer to the paragraph
titled "For the Whole PeQple."

]For this fine work, we thank you, sir, and our thanks to your colleagues who
Signed this bill.

66787-61-17
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We heartily endorse S. 174, and request a timely do pass recommendation
from the eminent Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee.

Sincerely,
CLA.NCE W. VIA, President.

ROSWELL WILDLIFE & CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION,
RoeweU, N. Mem., February 20,1961.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. ANDERSON: As president and spokesman for the Roswell Wildlife
& Conservation Association, I would like to convey our official stand concern-
ing the pending wilderness preservation bill, Senate bill 174. Our organization1
endorses the bill wholeheartedly. If our wilderness areas are to still be in
existence for the enjoyment and recreational use of our children and grand-
children, such legislation must be passed, and the sooner the better.

I would also like to say that any statements made by the New Mexico Wild-
life & Conservation Association and Mr. Elliott S. Barker, at the public
hearing on Senate bill 174, also have the full endorsement of the Roswell Wild-
life & Conservation Association. Thank you.

Very sincerely yours,
K. G. LITTRELL, President.

SOUTH EDDY COUNTY GAME PRoTECTIVE AssocIATIoN,
Carlsbad, N. Mew., February 21,1961.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Commission,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. ANDERSON: I am writing this letter to you in behalf of the Carlsbad
Wildlife Conservation Association. We, as an organization, fully and whole
heartedly endorse the preservation of wilderness, and the wilderness preserva-
tion bill S. 174, which I understand will go before the Senate Interior and
Insular Affairs Committee on February 27 and 28 in Washington, D.C.

Also our organization wishes to endorse the statements that will be submitted
by the New Mexico Wildlife and Conservation Association and Mr. Elliott
Barker of Santa Fe, N. Mex.

We will appreciate your help and support of the bill, and also the help on
State WCA proposals.

Sincerely yours,
C. B. DAvIs, Secretary and Treasurer.

NEW MEXICO WILDLIFE AND CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION,
Ro well, N. Mew., February 21, 1961.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
Washington, D.C.

DEAB SIR: The Roswell Chapter of the New Mexico Wildlife and Conservation
Association enthusiastically endorses the wilderness bill 8. 174.

The Roswell chapter also endorses any statement submitted by Elliott S.
Barker, executive secretary from Santa Fe, N. Mex.

Very truly yours,
E. H. BANTA, Director, Area No. 7.

ALAMOGORDO, N. MEx., February 22, 1961.
ELLIOTT S. BARKER,
New Mexico Wildlife and Conservation Association,
Santa Pe, N. Mew.:

The board of directors ot the Otero County Wildlife Association are definitely
in favor of the Wilderness Act S. 174. A telegram to this effect has been
sent to Senator Anderson.

JAMES W. AUBREY,
Secretary-Treasurer OC WA.
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ALBUQUERQUE WDLIFE & CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION,
Albuquerque, N. Mex., February 21, 1961.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

SIR: The Albuquerque Wildlife and Conservation Association wishes to inform
you of its wholehearted support of Senate bill 174 which you introduced on
January 5, 1961. Our organization feels that a national wilderness preservation
system such as submitted by you is a necessity for the people of the United States.

Since we will not be able to attend the first hearing of your committee on this
bill, Mr. Elliott S. Barker, executive secretary of the New Mexico Wildlife
and Conservation Association, will represent our organization as well as all
other similar organizations in the State of New Mexico.

The Albuquerque Wildlife and Conservation Association endorses all of the
statements which will be submitted by the State organization.

Sincerely yours,
CHARLES L. HINES, President.

McKINLEY COUNTY WILDLIFE WCA,
Gallup, N. Mew., February 20, 1961.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Senate Interior 4 Insular Affairs,
Washingtont, D.C.

DEAR SIR: The McKinley County Wildlife Conservation Association fully en-
dorses the preservation of wilderness and the wilderness preservation bill, S.
174. This bill has long been needed. We endorse the statements being submitted
by the New Mexico Wildlife Conservation Association and Elliott S. Barker, our
N6w Mexico WCA executive secretary.

Sincerely,
PrE B. CSRSTO, President.

CHAMA, N. MEX., February 21, 1961.
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman,
Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SIR: The Chama Chapter of Wildlife and Conservation Association fully
endorses the preservation of wilderness and the wilderness preservation bill,
8. 174.

We also will endorse the statements being submitted by the New Mexico Wild-
life and Conservation Association and I91liott S. Barker.

Sincerely,
R. E. LEwis, President.

BELEN, N. MEx., February 21, 1961.
Ron. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman,
Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: We of the Belen Game Protective Association do
hereby endorse the preservation of wilderness and the wilderness preservation
bill, S. 174. We also endorse the statements being submitted by the New Mexico
Wildlife and Conservation Association and Elliott S. Barker.

Your consideration of the Belen Game Protective Association will be appreci-
ated.

Very truly yours,
HENRY C. KAMM,

President, Belen Protective Game Association.
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Ls V uGa, N. Mxx., February 20, 1961.
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Ch.wwnomi
Semte Interior and Ineilr Affairs Committee,
Wahkingtov, D.C.

DA SENATOR ANDERSON: Regarding wilderness preservation bill No. 174
(Senate) the San Miguel County Game Protective Association has Instructed
me as secretary to advise you of our 100 percent support in favor of the wilder.
ness preservation bill. None of us being well versed in statutory language, have
analyzed the bill completely. That detail is left to your good judgment and that
of your colleague& We do, however, heartily approve ot the sense of the bill
as gleaned from the record of your debate in the Senate of Friday, January 6,
1961. As sportsmen and as individual citizens we cherish the natural resource
which permit us to get away from daily cares and routine into the wilderness
areas.

Our discussion of this matter brought out to some extent the position of those
who are not in favor of such a system. We are quite willing to grant that easy
access to the natural wildernesses is desired for those who do not wish to face
the rigors of hiking or horsebacking into such areas. It was felt, however, that
those in that category are presently able to enjoy scenic areas by means of auto-
mobiles and that additional inroads into wilderness areas would serve no real
need. We also felt -that exploitation of the timber resources would serve only
the economic status of one generation and that we feel is being a little short-
sighted.

As indicated above please be advised that our organimation of some 60 members
is fully In favor of passage of Senate bill No. 174.

Yours very truly,
SAN MIGUEL COUNT GAME PnOTzCTIV AssocATioN,
R. C. Moomr, Seorea.

U-

RATON, N. Mzx., February 18, 1961.
Hon. CWrToN P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, SenateInterior and Insular Affairs Committee,
Ws kington, D.C.

DunA SENATOR ANDERSON: This is to reaffirm my personal stand and the Colfax
County Game Protective Association's stand endorsing Senate bill 174 which you
introduced. An stated in my previous letter to you, we feel It Is fair to all
concerned and there is a dire need for its passage to insure wilderness areas
for future generations to enjoy.

This association strongly endorses the statements being submitted by the New
Mexico Wildlife and Conservation Association and Elliott S. Barker at the hear-
ing starting February 27.

Repctuly, CoxAx COUNTY GAME PROTECTIVE ASSOCIATION,
By DR. JOHN A. LANGSTON, President.

CENTRAL, N. Mzx., February 24, 1961.
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR Sa: I would like to take this opportunity to express my approval of the
wilderness preservation bill, S. 174. After studying Senate bill 174, I see no
reason why this bill should not be passed at this session of the Congress.

I have resided for many years close to the Gila Wilderness and have enjoyed
visiting it on many occasions. Therefore, a bill giving it permanent status
should mean a lot to our area as well as any other areas where wildernesses are
located or may be established.

I would like to endorse the statements being submitted at this hearing by the
New Mexico Wildlife and Conservation Association and by Mr. Elliott S. Barker.

As a sportsman and rancher, I urge you to use your influence toward the pas-
sage of Senate bill 174.

Sincerely yours, FLOYD TODD.
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ALfvqmmhQE, N. Mzx., February 23, 1961.
ML. E&uO'rr S. BAu,
Sant Fe, N. Mere.

DR4 MI. BARxax: My thoughts and hopes are indeed with you on your coming
trip to Washington to speak for many of us in behalf of the wilderness bill.
Since our first meeting at the Albuquerque hearings in 1958, I have come to feel
that you, as much as anyone in New Mexico, represent the philosophy of wise
use of our resources in the present with a feeling of sensitivity and obligation to
the future.

I am very sorry that I cannot be with you, but I feel confident that you will
speak most eloquently for all of us who would like to see as much as possible
of our beloved land preserved in its natural state for our children to enjoy and
study, and we hope, to pass on to their children. How fortunate are we in the
West to possess the remnants of wilderness America. Living almost within
sight of the Pecos area is a source of continual inspiration to me and a con-
stant reminder of our obligation to preserve not only our heritage of political
freedoms and Individual liberties, but also some examples of the physical en-
vironment and primitive beauty in which our forefathers brought these concepts
into full fruition.

Respectfully yours,
BEET W. LINDSAY.

Nuw MEXIco PACKG Co., INC.,
Carlsbad, N. Mew., February 24,1961.

Hon. CLI=NTO P. AxDERSow,
Chairmen, Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Commttee,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SIR: This is to state that the Carlsbad chapter of the New Mexico Wild-
life and Conservation Association definitely agrees with the State organization
and fully endorses the wilderness preservation bill, S. 174.

I would also like to add that I, personally, endorse the statements being sub-
mitted by the New Mexico Wildlife and Conservation Association, and Elliott
S. Barker.

Your work, Influence, and support In the preservation of wilderness will, I am
sure, be greatly appreciated by all sportsmen.

Sineerely,
R. N. BALE.

AtauQuEnqu, N. Mzx., Pebury 28, 1961.
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Senate committeee on Interior and Insular Affafrs,
Wae1ngtot, D.O.

DxAi SENATOR ANDERSON: This letter Is being written in support of Senate
bill 174 to establish a national wilderness preservation system. Previous hear-
ings on similar bills have establish the need for establishing the preservation of
wilderness areas. These hearings have also brought out the conflicts involved.
Your bill S. 174 appears to have met all of the major valid objections, and
also fulfills the objectives that are sought. It should be enacted Into law.

Sincerely yours,
OLAJN L FORsUNG.

SANTA Fa, N. MUx., February ,, 1961.
Senator CLmxTON P. AwNumoN,
Washington D.C.

DEAn SrNATO ANDERSON: We fully support Mr. Elliott Barker In his efforts
to obtain passage of Senate bill 174, pertaining to the country's wilderness areas.
We would like you to give your support to this legislation.

The trips we have made into the Pecos Wilderness Area in the company of
Mr. Barker and others have been some of the highlights in our lives. We
earnestly hope that these areas can be maintained in their present status for
Our descendants and future generations. We feel that the passage of Senate
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bill 174 will help the continuance of these areas which are so important in
these days of fewer and fewer opportunities for people to "get away from it all"
so completely as a wilderness trip affords.

Respectfully yours,
KENNETH D. DELAPP, Jr.
MANRY L. DELApP.

FIRST FINANCE CO. OF SANTA FE.,
Santa Fe, N. Mew., February 8,1961.

Senator CLUNTON P. ANDERSON,
U.S. Congress, Washingto^ D.C.

DFAs SENATOR ANDERSON: The Santa Conservation Association and all local
sportsmen and conservationists wholeheartedly endorse the wilderness preserva-
tion bill now up for consideration by your committee. We urge you to do all
in your power to see that this bill and our New Mexico wilderness resources are
protected through this legislation.

Very truly yours,
A. H. FORTE.

ALBUQUERQUE, N. MEx.,
February 1,1961.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
U.S. Senate Offices,
Wouington, D.O.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: I appreciated your sending me a copy of the wilder-
ness bill as amended by yourself and others. As I read the bill in its present
form, it seemed that nobody should be able to offer any more valid objections to
It.

Some form of wilderness preservation seems essential here In the West where
the relatively tiny areas of land above 9,000 feet in elevation provide 80 per-
cent of the water in our streams. The watershed can hardly receive the pro-
tection it should have without being placed, in a great many cases, in wilderness
category. The preservation of this high watershed, it seems to me, is even more
important than the well-known need of preserving some primitive areas for
their recreational value.

Fortunately the creation of wilderness areas accomplishes several highly
desirable objectives, without bringing with their creation any of the evils
attributed to the plan by opponents of the establishment of wilderness areas.

You are to be commended for sponsoring this bill and your knowledge of the
West should lend much authority to your support of the legislation that would
establish a permanent wilderness policy.

Respectfully yours,
F. Louis HERNANDzZ.

ALBUQUERQUE, N. MEx.,
February 8,1961.

Hon. CLNTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Comnttee,
Waulington% D.C.:

Again I find myself writing you in support of a wilderness bilL
I am happy that this particular bill, S. 174, was introduced by you. Perhaps

this time favorable action will be taken on the wilderness bill. The bill Is per-
haps weaker than I would like to see. However, If the minority groups opposing
all wilderness bills succeed in any more delaying action it may be too late to
save the wilderness areas that rightfully belong to the people; therefore, I urge
you arid your committee to give the bill a do-pass vote.

I understand that Mr. Elliott Barker is to testify for himself and the New
Mexico Wildlife and Conservation Association, and would like to go on record
as endorsing these statements.

Sincerely,
LE 0. Hm, 4Jr., D.D.S.
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ALBUQuERQUE N. MEX.,
February 92, 1961.

jion. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
tjhairt an, Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
Wa. ot4n, D.C.:

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: This letter is written for the purpose of conveying
to you. to support Senate bill 174, the wilderness bill.

I will do all that I can to assist you in passing this needed legislation. We
do need to protect our wilderness areas for the many reasons that you point out

Sincerely yours,
G. W. PENFOLD, Jr.

WATERSHED CONSERVATION EDUCATION PROJECT,
UNIvERSITY OF NEW MEXICO,
Albuquerque, February 22, 1961.

Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.O.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: I wish to express appreciation for your continuing
efforts in behalf of the establishment of a National Wilderness Preservation
System and to indicate my personal support of Senate bill 174, which makes
specific provision for preservation of appropriate wilderness areas for the public
welfare.

I am certain that the proposed legislation gives fair consideration to the
interests of all who, now or in the future, may benefit from systematic natural-
resource management.

Very truly yours,
GEORGE W. WOWZY.

ALBUQUERQUE, N. ME., February 21, 1961.
Mr. ELLIOTT BARER,
Santa Fe, N. Mew.:

I am in favor of preserving a portion of our country as an unspoiled inherit-
ance to future generations. Please do what you can to support passage of the
wilderness bill now under consideration.

VICTOR J. RoB.

ALBuQumqUE, N. Mzx., February 21,1961.
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Ohairn, Interior and Insular Affairs Oommittee,
Senate Opjgoe Buoilding, Washington, D.C.

SI: I believe that the new wilderness bill offers vitally needed control to
prevent the possibiity of losing more of our wilderness areas. Please pass the
new wilderness bill now.

Yours very truly,
R. L. PZUmZOY, Jr.

Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Ohaitrmaa Interior and Insular Affairs 8Committee,
Senate Ofiloe Building, Wa.0hington, D.O.:

Please pass the wilderness bill now.
Sincerely yours,

ROBERT E. MARSH.

ALBUQUERQUE, N. MEx., February 21, 1961.Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,

Chairman, Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Oommittee, Washington, D.C.
My DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: As the head of a home, of which every member

of it is a lover of nature, I would like to see bill (S. 174) pertaining to preserva-
tion of our wilderness be passed in the U.S. Senate.
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It has been a pleasure, both for us adults and children of school age with
their little problems, to be able to get away from the humdrum of everyday
life, and seek excitement and healthful enjoyment in our gleat wlderness.
It is to our interest and welfare to contnue this liberty Which ti1ls great country
of ours provides, not only for our generation, but for generation to come.

Respectfully yours,
NICK ]e MONTOYA.

AtvRuQUq 1, N. Mzx., Pebruarj 21,1961.
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Senate Interior and Ineular Affairs Oommittee, Washington, D.C.
My DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: As an individual and member of the Albuquer.

que WCA I wish to express my interest in seeing bill (S. 174) pertaining to
preservation of our wilderness and recreational opportunities now afforded
to the citizens of New Mexico. passed in the U.S. Senate.

Further, I would like to tell you how grateful we are to you for your un-
tiring efforts to protect our wonderful wilderness so that our children and
grandchildren may enjoy the things that make America what it is today.

Respectfully yours, C~nMio MACEs.

ALUQUqRQu, N. Mzx., February 21,1961.
Hon. CLINToN P. ANDERSON,
Chauotsan, Senmte Interior and Inslar Affairs Committee, Washiftgton, D.C.
My DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: As an outdoorsman, I am very, much in favor

of the wilderness preservation bill (S. 174). I admire ytir o'th in all con-
servation matters and specifically the sponsoring of this bill. If passed, this
bill will preserve our beautiful wilderness areas for the present and future
citizens if the United States to enjoy for recreational purposes and a means
to commune with nature. I give my support wholeheartedly.

Sincerely and respectfully, AY .WALOW.

Hon. CLNTON P. ANDERSON,
Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, Washington, D.C.

DEAR CLIaNT: My association fully endorses the preservation of the wilderness
preservation bill, S. 174. 1 am hoping that you can get it through the com-
mittee, also through the Senate.

Sincerely yours,
Doo H. BURNEr.

A±IitQZquK, q. 3hx., 1e*ftt 9 1,091.
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Oommittde, Wa &ijton, D.C.

My DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: We fully endorse the preservation of wilder
ness and the wilderness preservation bill S. 174.

We also endorse the statementS bef 'Inmntted by the New Mico Wildlife
and Conservation Association and Mr. EliI~tt &. Barker at the hearlit.

Your full support In the Pasage of this bill will be greatly appreelated
Sincerely yours, Mr. and Mis RoBERT S~rw~aT.

Mr. and Mrs. L 0. HYDE.

ALBUQUERQUE, N. Mix., FebruarV 81, 1961.
Hon. CLINTON P. A3NDEaoN,
Chairman, Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, Washington, D.C.
DzA SENATOR ANDERSON: I am a member of the Albuquerque Wildlife & Con-

servation Association and I would like to express a desire to endorse the wilder
ne preservation bill (S. 174) as written, without reservations.
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I have hunted and fished In the Quetico-Superior canoe country of Minnesota
and in the Peeos and Gila Wildernes Areas of New Mexico and have deeply
enjoyed their natural beauty and primitive atmosphere.

I would also like to congratulate you for sponsoring this bill In particular and
for your interest in conservation in general.

Sincerely,
ROBERT J. LONOHARI0H.

MONT AUMa, N. MEx., Februnry 20, 1961.
Subjeet: House bill No. 174.
ELW-rT S. BAnKr,
E/ecstve Direotor, New Meek* Wilul Life Assodatm.

DEAR MR. BARmza: As an individual and as a director of the San Miguel
Game Protective Association. I will state that I am seriously opposed to any
form of tresoasstng, by means of roads or gradIng or clearing of timber or
otherwise making for convenience for automobile travel Into the designated
wilderness area of New Mexico, now, or at any time in the future.

Please lend my support -to this effort -to keep New Mexico wilderness clean
and a natural habitat for our fish and wildlife

Respectfully yours,
A. B. MAxy,, Sr.

ALBUQUERQUE, N. MEx., FPeetary 21,1961.
Hon. CLINToN P. AiNunsow,
0on~rwm of the UneA State*,
Joint Committee on Atomic Bnergy.

DaL Srz : I am *tftfIn regard to SenSe bill 114.-to eetablish a national
wilderness preservation system. I know of the hard work you have put into
this bill. I am highly in favor of establishing a wilderness preservation sys-
tem. As second vice president of the Albuquerque Wild Life Oowervatlon As-
sociation; I have talked to the members of this organization and they feel as I
do about It. It Is our sincere wish that Congress will be successful in estab-
lishing this bill.

As a native of this State, recognizing the increase of the population, we are
in extensive need of wildlife preservation.

I thank you and Congress for your attention to this letter.Yours sincerely,
SAM G. BAoA, Vice President.

ALUqu Q , N. Mzx., Febrisary ,1, 1961.
Hon. CrNTON P. ANDEsoN,
Chua&mu, Senate Interior and Inesular Affairs committee, Washington, D.C.

My DEA SENATOR ANDEssoN: I am wholeheartedly in favor of the wilderness
presE6tfton bill (S. 174). The Albuquerque Wildlife & Conservation Associa-
tion also endorses this bill as written, without reservations, and asked me to
express their appreciation for your persevering efforts in all conservation mat-
ters and speeifccally in sponsoring this bill.

This bill, iftpated, will preserve our beautiful wilderness areas for our chil-
dren and ail fuftlf generations tO enjoy.

These wilderness areas will eventually provide the only opportunity to com-
mune with nature away from the pressures of modern living and, as our popu-
lation increases, will become more and more important for recreational use by
our citizens from all of the United States of America.

Sincerely and respectfully,
ED YOUNG,

Past President, Albuquerque WCA.
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NEw MExio MOUNTAIN CLUB,
Albuquerque, N. Mew., Februari 21, 1961.

Mr. ELIToT BARx
Sante Fe, N. Mew.

DEAR Mi. BARKER: We are delighted to learn that you will be going to Wash-
ington next week to testify on the new wilderness bill, S. 174. You may remem-
ber that our club was heavily represented at the hearings held by Senator
Anderson in Albuquerque in November 1958. We wish we could do the same
again.

But since we cannot afford to send our own delegate to Washington, we would
very much like to have you add our organization to the list of those for which you
are acting as spokesman. The New Mexico Mountain Club currently has ap-
proximately 60 members. Our organization has repeatedly gone on record as en.
dorsing the wilderness bill introduced in the last session of Congress, which was
essentially the same as S. 174.

We feel proud that Senator Anderson has introduced the bill and hope that
New Mexico will give him solid support.

Sincerely yours,
ARmIN BEHR,

Conservation Chairman.

ALBUQUERQUE, N. Mx.x., February 21, 1961.
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Ohairwaon, Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, Wasfti on, D.C.

My DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: The Thunderbird Travel Trailer Club of Albu-
querque, N. Mex., wholeheartedly endorses the wilderness preservation bill (S.
174) and admires your efforts in sponsoring this bill.

We, as a group of some 80 members, enjoy our wilderness areas and hope they
may be preserved for all Americans to enjoy now as well as future generations to
come.

Sincerely and respectfully,
WALTER L. KUBFINK,

President, Thunderbird Travel Trailer Club.

LA FONDA,
Nzw MEwco STATE AFL-CIO,

Albuquerque, N. Mew., February 23,,1961.
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
U.S. Senator From New Mexico,
Washingto, D.C.

DF&B SENATOR ANDERSON: The New Mexico State AFL-CIO and all of its
affiliated organizations wish to go on record as being in favor of passage of
S. 174, the wilderness area preservation bill, and strongly endorse the remarks
of Mr. Elliott Barker, executive secretary, New Mexico Wildlife and Conserva-
tion Association, in regard to said S. 174.

We humbly ask your support for said measure.
Respectfully yours,

TOM E. ROBERTS,
Eweoutive Secretary-Treasurer.

AuLBQUERQuE JEw HERDERS CLuzm
Albuquerque, N. Mew., Februar 21,1961.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DrA Sm: In regard to Senate bill 174 to establish a wilderness preservation,
system, which was introduced by you on January 5,1961:

We wish to call your attention to the fact that not only the many millions
of sportsmen, but also many more millions of people use the outdoors for some
form of recreation, and, in common with the various sportsmen's organizations,
we all hope that you may be able to get this much needed measure enacted Into
law this time.
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While the present bill, with its various compromises, to placate the timbering,
mining, and livestock interests, seems to lean over backwards in their favor, at
least this seems to be a small step in the right direction and we all hope that it
may lead to preserving those small portions of the land now left for public
enjoyment.

Sincerely,
LENT A. WILIAMSON, President.

Los ALAMOS SPORTSMEN's CLUB, INC.,
Los Alamos, N. Mex., February 20, 1961.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chirman Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: The Los Alamos Sportsmen's Club, consisting of
over 150 members, fully endorses the wilderness preservation bill, S. 174, and
urges its passage as an insurance of continued enjoyment of the great outdoors
by future generations and prevention of exploitation by minority groups.

Very truly yours,
JACK ]. JOHNSON, President.

Iz&Air WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA, INC.,

NEw MExco COUNCIL,
February 23, 1961.

Mr. ELLIOTr S. BAwm,
Woa1hington,, D.C.

DEAx ELLIOTT: Thank you very much for your kind letter of February 18
informing us of the hearing on the new wilderness bill, S. 174, to be held on
February 27 and 28. We have already sent word to our Joe Penfold in
Washington telling him that the New Mexico division as well as all the chapters
stand behind the new bill.

We do appreciate your keeping us Informed because we sometimes do not
hear of such activities as soon as you do. Lots of luck on your trip and I do
hope the bill passes this time.

I expect that you know of the proposed amendment to the Rio Grande Gorge
bill proposing to cut down the width of the park to one-half mile from the rim
of the canyon. Several of our boys will be in Santa Fe to fight that proposal.

Sincerely yours,
A. D. VAN VESSEM, Seoretary.

Four CORNER SUN CLUB,
Farmington, N. Me:., February 23, 1961.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
Washington, D.C.

HON. SENATOR ANDERSON: We are writing our support and endorsement for
the wilderness preservation bill, S. 174. This bill is worthy in every respect
and we hope to see it get out of the committee this time.

Also to testify for this bill will be our own very much respected Elliott
Barker. We are behind him and fully endorse what he has to say. This also
is true of the New Mexico Wildlife and Conservation Association.

Good luck.
Sincerely,

MrRiz Hos rrm4President.

ALBUQUERqUE, N. MEX., February 27, 1961.FtLLIOTT BARKER

Executive Seoretary, New Mexico Wildlife and Conservation AssoofatioN
Statler Hilton Hotel, Washington, D.C.:

The New Mexico Field Archery Association fully endorses preservation of
Wilderness and statements by NMWCA. Urge passage S. 174.

JASON P. MooRz,
President, New Mewico Pield Archery Association.
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Mr. BArKE. Mr. Chairman, I would like to read just one letter
here that gives a little sentiment that is prevalent throughout your
State and mine. It is from the Tiano Sporting Goods Co., in Santa
Fe, N. Mex., to you, the Honorable Clinton P. Anderson.

DuAm SwNATOR ANznrsOw: The Tiano Sporting Goods store serves a very large
segment of the people in this area who indulge in outdoor recreation.

A great many of our customers hike, ride horseback, pack4n, camp, hunt and
fish in the Pecos Wilderness Area. We know that practically all of them are
highly In favor of wilderness preservation and necessary legislation to guarantee
continued protection ot wilderness areas.

We of this company are also highly in favor of It It is hoped your committee
will act favorably upon the wilderaees preservation bilL

Mr. Chairman, that represents more or less the sentiment of all these
additional statements I have filed. Here is a rather unusual statement
that comes also. Last Saturday evening in Chicago there was a little
reunion of the wilderness trail riders there at a hotel. They got
together, 42 of them there, people who have been on the American
Forestry Association sponsoredtrail roads.

They prepared a little statement and signed it, all of them, with
their names and addresses, endorsing the preservation of the wilder-
ness bill and urged the passage of legislation that will assure its
continuance.

(The letter referred to is in the committee files.)
Mr. BARmm. With that, if I may, I would like to proceed with my

own personal statement.
Mr. Chairman, I am Elliott S. Barker, of Santa F, N. Mex. While

I am a member of conservation and wildlife organizations, this state-
ment is my own personal statement. Yet I know that in supporting
wilderness preservation it represents the deep feelings of hundreds of
my personal friends and scores of thousands of good American men
and women who annually trail ride, camp, hike, hunt and fish to refresh
their minds and restore their souls in the God-given, primeval wil-
derness areas of the West.

I know that is so because I have been on wilderness trail rides,
camping, hunting and fishing trips with some 500 of them from all
stations of life and almost every State in the Union. When such a
sample is unanimous in its enthusiastic support of wilderness preser-
vation there can be no doubt that it is representative of other scores of
thousands of wilderness users.

The fact that I have been the American Forestry Association's rep-
resentative in charge of a dozen 11-day, 15 to 25 guests wilderness trail
rides in 5 different States, and have made scores of other wilderness
rides with guests might lead this honorable committee to believe that
I am speaking from a single viewpoint. Quite the contrary is true.
I seak from widely varied experience and multiple viewpoints. I'll
telyou why. _

I immirated to a mountain ranch in New Mexico with my arents
overland im covered wagons 71 years ago. I was ranch-re, some
call it hillbilly, and for a time was a professional gIde and hunter,
and operated a sawmill. Then I spent 10 years as U.S. forest ranger
and forest supervisor. Resigning because of low salary I reached for
11years ranging cattle on the Pecos Wilderness Area.

I might explain it was not declared wilderness until after but it is
the same identical area and was as much or more wilderness area then
than it is now.
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After that for a year I was in charge of wildlife management and
predator control on a 300,000-acre mountain cattle ranch and game
preserve. Then I was State game warden, head of the department of
game and fish for 22 years, retiring in 1953.

So I have had the opportunity to look at wilderness and the need
for its preservation from all angles.

The opponents of this bill seem universally to overlook the fact
that the lands involved-national forests, public domain, national
parks and wildlife refuges are public property. They belong to all the
people. The fact that a very small segment of the public, principally
stokmen and lumbermen, are permitted to carry on commercial enter-
prises on the bulk of these public lands does not give them the right
to dictate what shall be done with a small remnant of it.

Each American citizen's share of federally owned lands amounts to
about 3 acres, and his share of national forests lands is about 1 acr.
I for one want my share in a wilderness area.

Speaking from a stockman's viewpoint, I would say that since the
wildness preservation bill specifically provides for continuation of
established grazing privileges I would have no possible reason to
protest. I'd be content to continue enjoyment of grazing privileges
on the national forests, public domain, and State lands at fees far
below the commercial rates on private lands. My ranch and grazing
permit successor and my friends and neighbors to graze stock on the
Pecos Wilderness Area. I know they are secure because this bill
positively does not jeopardize grazing permits on wilderness areas.

Speaking from a lumberman's standpoint, I would have to admit
that 92 percent of the national forest area is now available for lumber-
ing operations so far as wilderness areas are concerned. I would also
have to admit that for me to protest the reservation of the remaining
8 percent, most of which is too high and rugged or barren for lumber-
ing anyway, as wilderness for the benefit of present and future gen-
erations would be to take an exceedingly selfish attitude.

The CHAnxAN. Mr. Barker, have you ever gone on horseback from
Willow Creek Ranger Station to White Creek Ranger Station in
Gila?

Mr. BAwum. Mr. Chairman, I have been on every game trail and
livestock trail and forest service trail in the Gila area.

The CHAIMAN. I am just trying to qualify you as an expert witness.
Is there any of that land you would undertake to timber if you were
in the timbering businessI

Mr. BAiixMi. Yes I was in the timbering business.
The CHAMXAN. iWould you go into that particular area and try to

timber it at the present time?
Mr. BARER. I don't get the question. I hear so pQorly.
The CHAIMAq. I thought it was a little rough to go through there.

I was wondering if you would try to cut over that area in preference
to other areas in our State for timbering. We are not cutting all the
timber in New Mexico that they can cut?

Mr. BARym. Oh, no. They don't need that because they are not
cutting their portion on the national forest timberlands.

The CHAmxR N. Timbering on those lands is easier, isn't it?
Mr. BA ,ER. Yes. I am sorry that I am hard of hearing. It is an

advantage some times.
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Speaking as a hunter and fisherman myself and for thousands of
others I can say that wilderness areas provide opportunities for the
highest type of sportsmanship, recreation, and. enjoyment of the
great outdoors. The satisfaction of hunting, fishing, riding, hiking,
and camping, in the inspiring primeval environment of wilderness
areas is incomparably greater than indulging in the same activities
in adjacent road-scarred areas.

If I should speak from the standpoint of multiple-use administra-
tion of the national forests for the greatest good for the greatest
number in the long run, I would have to say that wilderness is in-
dispensable. It is one, but by no means the smallest one, of the multi-
ple uses to which the national forests are dedicated.

The 86th Congress in the Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act of June
12, 1960, specifically recognized wilderness preservation as being
consistent with the Forest administration's multiple-use policies.

S. 174 would guarantee permanence and stablity for the wilderness
system that has developed through the years and provide strict pro-
cedures for creation of new areas, modification of boundaries, and
abolition of wilderness, wild, and primitive areas. Without it the
Secretary of Agriculture could, if he were so minded, wipe out the
entire system with a stroke of his pen.

S. 174 would take away no privilege that any one now enjoys. It
does not affect States water rights, nor does it jeopardize established
grazing privileges.

Wilderness perservation inherently includes several uses. Most
important, of course, is that it provides for the highest type of water-
shed protection in the most important watershed areas. It includes
grazing regulated just as it is on all national forest lands. It includeshunting and fishing, camping, hiking and horseback riding, picture
taking and nature study. It provides untrammeled areas for scientific
study in a Nation where such areas are rapidly giving way to the
onslaught of mechanized civilization.

In fact most wilderness areas are veritable natural history museums
far surpassing anything that man can set up under a roof.

Mr. Chairman, 2 years ago the New Mexico Legislature passed a
joint memorial protesting wilderness bill, S. 1123. Actually it devel-
oped that only two or three legislators had ever read the bill. But we
can agree with one statement made in that memorial. I quote:

That the social and economic welfare of the State of New Mexico is best
served by the present uses allowed of federally controlled land.

The uses were then, and had been for many years, characterized by
six wilderness, wild and primitive areas. 5. 174 would insure such
continued uses which the memorial says would be best for the economic
and social welfare of the State. We heartily agree.

The charge is often made that only a very few people use wilder-
ness areas. That just is not so. Typical of such baseless charges was
one made by one of the sponsors of the memorial referred to. In a
public Farm and Livestock Bureau meeting he stated that statistics
showed that only 3,600 persons visited the entire 82 wilderness, wild
and primitive areas on the national forests each year. Of course, that
is ridiculous.

The University of California has just had a biological report made
of the 165,000-acre Pecos Wilderness Area in New Mexico for the Na-
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tional Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission. Based
upon carefully prepared estimates by the U.S. Forest Service and the
Yew Mexico Department of Game and Fish the report shows that there
were 8,000 visitors for 20,000 visitor-days on that area alone.

Another spurious charge is that only the very strong, hardy young
people can enjoy the wilderness areas. The percentage has been
placed as low as 2 or 3 percent of our adult poulation. I have ob-
served many hundreds of wilderness users andl would say that only
the sick and infirm and extremely old people can't enjoy it.

I have been responsible for some 250 wilderness trail riders for the
American Forestry Association on twelve 11-day rides, and with that
many more on other trips. These people are just average American
men and women from 16 to 70 years. I've had one lady 72 and several
men over 70-one 76. A few of these trail riders are experienced
horsemen, some with a little experience riding, and many of them com-
plete novices. In all my trips only three have had to leave the party
because the trip was too hard for them.

Still another frequent charge is that only the rich can afford a wild-
erness experience. That, to use the vernacular of slang, is pure
poppycock. Even these deluxe wilderness trail rides sponsored by the
American Forestry Association, the Wilderness Society, and others
with everything furnished, except one's bedroll, including horses, sad-
dles, sleeping tents, food, cooks, pack outfit, packers, wranglers, guide,
and a medical officer cost only $20 to $22 per day.

My hotel bill here in Washington is running more than that, and
I'm not furnished a horse either.

But there are cheaper ways. A day's hike in from road's end costs
nothing. Back-pack for a few days, as many do, for $1 to $1.50 per
day; hikers with horse transported camp outfit $3 to $4 per person
per day; horseback pack-in trips without service crew, $8 to $10,
and with packer-wrangler for $11 to $12 per day. I'd say a wilder-
ness trip is about as cheap a vacation as one can take. Certainly it
is the most refreshing and mentally and spiritually satisfying.

At the Phoenix hearings some opponents of S. 1123, for want of
a valid reason to protest, accused the proponents of being a unit of a
large communistically inclined group seeking to overthrow the Gov-
ernment. That being diametrically contrary to fact was deeply re-
sented. To his credit Hon. Barry Goldwater ordered all such state-
ments stricken from the record.

Proponents of wilderness preservation are often accused of being
selfish. With 92 percent of national forest area available for regu-
lated commercialization, road and dam building summer homes and
developed recreation areas, I ask who is being se sh? Those who now
have 92 percent of the national forest area and want the other 8 per-
cent, or those who would preserve 8 percent of it in its majestic,
God-given,.pristine condition?

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that every single argument against
this streamlined wilderness preservation bill, S. 174, can be success-
fully refuted, and that there is no valid reason why it should not
be passed by the Congress.

It seems to me that in this present-day mad race for an undefined
goal we will be held in utter contempt by posterity if we fail to pre-
Serve an adequate system of unscarred, untrammeled wilderness areas.
Call them wilderness, outdoor museums, or God's sanctuaries.
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They mean too much to too many people, including our dhidren
and grandchildren, for scientific purposes and watersheds, for a place
to go to relax stresses and tensions of everyday life, and for refreshing
of minds and restoring of spirits. Let's not be guilty of saving too
little too late.

There must be something very special about wilderness areas when
they inspire and old codger like me to express his feelings in verse
as in my "Wilderness Temple" with which, with your kind indulgence,
I will conclude my statement.

As a place to relax there's no spot that I know
Can compare with a seat in a camp fire's red glow.

When you solace require for tired spirit or mind
Seek the wilderness trails; there refreshment you'll find.

Although cities may boast of their grandeur and sheen,
Yet they never can match pristine forests I've seen.

There tall trees and high peaks raise their crowns toward
the sky

As in silence they praise the Creator on High.
Not a church will you rd, nor a shrine built by man,
That inspires faith in God as the wilderness can.

It was Moses, then Christ, went to mountains for prayers;
Whatsoever their needs, are not ours more than theirsI

I thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the privilege of presenting this
statement.

The CHAnRMAN. Now you can all understand, after hearing him
testify, why we think so much of Elliott Barker out in New Mexico.

The CHARMAN. Spencer Smith.

STATEMENT OF DR. SPENCER M. SMITH, JR., SECRETARY OF THE
CITIZENS OGMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES

Dr. Siirrm. May I file my entire statement and make one or two
conclusionsI

The CHAIRMAN. You surely may. Thank you very much for that
cooperation.

(The statement referred to follows:)

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DL SPENCER M. SMITH, JR, SECRETARY OF THE CrIZENS
COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES

The Citizens Committee on Natural Resources is pleased to have the oppor-
tunity to present its views in regard to S. 174, which provides for the establish-
ment of a national wilderness preservation system.

The Citizens Committee on Natural Resources is composed of some of the
Nation's outstanding conservationists. Our chairman, Dr. Ira N. Gabrielson, is
well known to those Interested and active in the field of conservation. Our board
of directors represents a variety of professions and interests. Many of us have
been hopeful for some time that appropriate action could be taken by the Congress
to achieve the protection we feel is needed for wilderness areas. There is little
need to burden the members of this committee with the history of legislation
in regard to this measure. Sufficient to note at this point is the lengthy considera-
tion, both In terms of time and in the amount of effort put forth, that has been
given various legislative proposals with essentially the same objective of the
measure now before the committee. It is a pleasure to see that S. 174 has resulted
from these efforts, since it is a concise, careful presentation of the concept of
wilderness and implements that concept with the minimum of administrative
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protocol. It should be stated that those supporting this measure have in good
faith sought to achieve a wilderness system under legislative protection that
would accomplish the goals and aims that many of us supporting this legislation
feel are imperative and yet at the same time doing as little disservice as possible
to the rights and needs of others involved.

WHY LEGISLATION TO PROTECT THE WILDERNESS SYSTEM IS NEEDED

We feel it imperative to effect legislation with adequate protection for the
wilderness areas in the United States. Poets and philosophers down through the
ages have been far more eloquent in describing the bounty that nature provided for
us in its wilderness, than can be stated here. The wilderness areas form a basis
for public recreation, which is needed for national health, both mental and
physical. The President of the United States in his advocacy of the vigorous
life as being the only type of life compatible with a healthful and strong United
States is supporting the wilderness bill as a part of his overall program for
recreation. We might well pause and be reminded that the term recreation,
generally, means recreate. The wilderness areas offer an abundance of oppor-
tunities for people to recreate within themselves the needed stamina to face the
battles of a very complex world. The aesthetic enjoyment or appreciation which
is unmatched in many of our wilderness areas certainly must be considered as one
of the fruits of wilderness enjoyment. In addition, the unspoiled areas of the
United States--unspoiled, that is, by man's intrusion--offer ample opportunity
for scientific investigation and research in so many areas of the sciences, that
would be impossible to detail here. The historical significance of so many areas
must be preserved not only because they deserve such preservation on the merit
of their signifiance but in terms of what might very well be learned from them
for future benefit.

One of the most compelling reasons for protecting wilderness areas by law is
that any serious change made in such areas is an irrevocable one. Man is accom-
modated to the method of trial and error-in his individual behavior and in the
behavior of the institutions he has created. Our economic and political systems
are based upon a trial and error method. Technological and scientific methods
effect a trial and error process in an effort to ferret out reasonable answers to
problems propounded. It is therefore probable that an attitude prevails that if an
unrestrained use of resources in the wilderness areas proves less useful than an
absence of development, the error can somehow be rectified. The decision that a
mistake has been made is always too late. It Is not a question of tearing down a
building and building another of different specifications on the same site; though
in this instance, time has been lost, costs have been incurred, but the impossi-
bility of creating something different has not been confronted as in the case of
destroying wilderness.

Thus with population expanding, with the economic abilities of our people
increasing with each generation, with the workweek dropping in terms of hours of
labor, with greater mobility on the part of our people, the competition for the use
of land is accelerated at an awesome rate. It seems prudent, therefore, to set
aside at least 1 percent of our total land mass of some 2 billion acres for purposes
of wilderness, relaxation, and the opportunity to give full consideration from
which we have developed, and be better prepared for that to which we should
aspire.

WHAT S. 174 PROPOSES

Since wilderness legislation has had a long history, and since many different
versions of protective legislation have been introduced in the Congress over the
past few years, it is important that everyone interested in the present measure
realize specifically what is before this committee. It is not a bill that was
introduced In the 85th Congress, nor any of the various amendments thereto. It
Is not a measure Introduced In the 86th Congress. It is a measure that has de-
veloped over a long period of time. I am not attempting to belabor the obvious in
Pointing this out, but I am suggesting some of the opposition to the present
Ineasure should not exist since the character of this opposition is to provisions
that appeared In earlier versions of wilderness legislation, and do not appear in
the present S. 174.

The present measure would determine the policy of Congress, to establish a
Wilderness preservation system. The wilderness system would comprise the
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several wilderness areas in the national forests, administered by the Forest
Service in the Department of Agriculture; areas of the national park system
administered by the National Park Service in the Department of Interior; and
the areas in the wildlife refuge system administered by the Fish and Wildlife
Service, also in the Department of Interior. That part of the proposed wilderness
preservation system involving the national forest system would include the ad.
ministrative designations of wilderness, wild, primitive, or canoe areas. The
primitive areas, however, will be reviewed as to their suitability for inclusion in
the wilderness system within 15 years. The President will inform the Congress
each year as to his decision, which may suggest boundary modifications; and
such decisions will be effective upon the final adjournment of Congress, unless
the Congress previously approves a concurrent resolution opposing the Presi.
dent's recommendation& In the latter event, the usual procedures for concurrent
resolutions will be followed.

The national park system would incorporate Into the proposed wilderness
system any continuous area of 5,000 acres without roads. Each area, however,
shall be reviewed and the President will recommend, within 10 years, such areas
for inclusion into the wilderness system. The provisions of congressional re-
view and possible dissent conform to the procedures described above in connec-
tion with national forest areas.

The national wildlife refuges and game ranges would become a part of the
wilderness system in essentially the same fashion as indicated for the inclusion
of national parks.

Any new additions or eliminations from the wilderness system, not provided
for under this act would require authorization by law. Existing private rights
within the wilderness system would not be revoked by the present measure, and
the prohibition of commercial and other uses not consistent with wilderness
does not preclude many existing uses. In addition, prospecting for oil and other
minerals and their development could be undertaken within the national forest
and public domain areas if the President determines such use is of greater public
benefit.

The prohibition to activities in wilderness areas are not as sweeping as often
charged, nor are the decisions permanent without the flexibility to meet possible
emergencie.

WHY S. 174 IS OPPOSED

One could amass a string of objections given by opponents of this measure but
In substance the basic opposition is that of continued development with minimum
restraints versus preservation. Many argue that the proposed legislation would
have the effect of locking up these areas, and preventing the commercial uses,
which are often contended to be of equal or greater importance than the use for
wilderness. It is their interest in extending mineral exploration, timbering,
increase in grazing, all of which are competing uses for the area. Their justifica-
tion for this is that the needs supplied by this use are of greater importance
than the needs the area would have for wilderness. This is especially claimed in
States that have a preponderance of Federal-owned land within their borders.
This is an argument that anyone should understand, and It becomes a matter
of Judgment as well as concern as to which need or use should receive the highest
consideration. It would be redundant for us to again detail what we believe to
be the clearly marked preference in favor of wilderness.

Some of the opponents of the wilderness preservation system feel it important
to point out that they are in favor of wilderness but-. They are in favor of
wilderness that Is consistent, for example, with mining. In many Instances
what they really mean is that they are in favor of certain kinds of recreation
that could be continued In these areas and not be inconsistent with commercial
development, but it would not be a wilderness area. Those who are committed
to commercial development of many of these land areas do not care for the
proposed legislation that would require the approval of the President with the
concurrence of Congress, to determine that their needs were greater than those
of wilderness. In our judgment, the present measure is long overdue because
of the contracting resource base within the United States relative to our con-
tinuing increase in population. The catch-as;catch-can system of development
will not longer suffice, and additional commitments of resources to development
must be made more prudently and carefully. The present measure before this
committee does not lock up any resource, it does not make impossible the explOits-
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tion or development of any of the resources w1thin the wilderness system. It
does, however, place a serious burden of proof upon those who wish to develop a
particular resource within a wilderness area to come forth with the reasons for
that development and engage In discussion as to the merits of wilderness vis-a-vis
the merits of economic or commercial development. Upon that basis the country
through Its elected officers and representatives In the executive branch and in
the Congress can make a determination. That development will be slowed down
as a result of the passage of this act is without question. It is the purpose of
this act to slow down such development, much of which in the past was not
prudently accomplished and much of which in the past has been noteworthy for
its destruction.

Some contend that this legislation should be held up until the report of the
Outdoor Recreation Commission is made. The logic of this objection escapes
us. In actuality, the passage of this legislation is far more consistent with the
objectives of the Outdoor Recreation Commission than not passing this legislation.
As indicated before, this legislation certainly reduces the speed by which develop-
ment can take place, and the result would appear to favor not frustrate the
Outdoor Recreation Commission's study. If development would be allowed to
continue and some areas were developed by the time the Outdoor Recreation
Commission reported, quite obviously the options before the Outdoor Recreation
Commission would be diminished.

Mr. Chairman, there seems to be little question that time is running out and
if the people of the United States are to achieve any serious protection for areas
not already intruded upon by the works of man, this is the golden opportunity
to do so.

Dr. SixTH. I am Spencer M. Smith, the secretary of the Citizens
Committee on Natural Resources. I simply wanted to call attention
to one or two items which have not been brought out today. One is
the long history of this legislation. On the one hand a group of con-
servationists would like a wilderness bill that would blanket all of
the wilderness areas, including the primitive areas, into a wilderness
preservation system immediately.

On the other hand, another group, as indicated here today, desires
to include only areas that are now specifically designated as wilder-
ness. As a result, they would allow primitive areas to be included in
the wilderness system only by act of Congress.

S. 174 therefore, is a compromise with these two extreme positions,
the one group who would want to take everything in now and the one
group who would want to leave out a substantial part of it. S. 174
is the result of a lot of bickering back and forth, discussions and
meetings over the past 5 or 6 years. It is this compromise that
I think is effective. If the opponents of S. 174 prevail 55 percent of
the total land area of the proposed wilderness in the national forests
would be excluded. About 40 of the 83 areas in the national forests
would be removed from the bill. The result would hardly be adequate
for the purpose we have in mind.

Mr. Chairman, I also want to point out that much has been made
of the fact that we wish to lock upthese resources. I think every-
body in this room knows usually wh at happens when the determina-
tion is left to administrative decision. If somebody wants to open
up a wilderness area for something they attempt to pressure the Sec-
retary to open it up.

People who don't want it opened pressure the Secretary to that end.
Essentially this bill would put such discussions out on the table, by
directing all parties to come before Congress and have their discus-
sions in open forum, as we are doing now. In our judgment the bur-
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den of proof should be on development for if we should not develop
the particular resource in the wilderness area and it is true later we
may have been incorrect the resources not developed are still there
and the mistake may be remedied.

On the other hand, the situation is not reversible. If we do go in
and develop these particular areas and then find we have made a
mistake-the wilderness is gone and the mistake cannot be rectified.
It seems to me that prudent resource planning should insist that a
use or commitment to develop undergo the most searching inquiry
and analysis.

One other thing that amuses me somewhat. Some reference has
been made that a wilderness has not been defined. The bill itself de-
fines wilderness and it is specific as to what it means. The conser-
vationists supporting the measure are perfectly content with the
definition.

It seems to me this is reasonably resolved at the present time. The
next item that bothers me is the opponents' reference to the multiple-
use concept. Certainly the Forest Service that has had a lot of ex-
perience in administering multiple use testified in favor of the bill.
The chairman of this committee has had some experience as Secretary
of Agriculture, and is aware of some of the problems of multiple
use. I don't think multiple use means that on a specificpiece of ground
every conceivable use has to be made of that piece of ground. It is
quite proper in an area such as a national forest that & percent of it
may have well been set aside for some particular use when this use is
of such quality that it might be incompatible with other uses. There
is nothing wrong with such a setting aside nor does it contravene the
multiple-use concept.

I also want to compliment the chairman on his ability of persuasion.
When the outdoor recreation bill was before this committee, if I read
right, those who are supporting it so strongly at the present time did
not find the same measure of support when the bill was being heard.

The CHAIRMAN. The Senator referred to that when he got a little
further along.

Dr. Sxrm. It is a great pleasure to me to see that you have been
this persuasive. What, conceivably, could the passage of this measure
do to affect adversely or in any way hinder the Outdoor Recreation
Commission? This bill asks that resources not be committed to de-
velopment use. Therefore, if the Outdoor Recreation Resources Com-
mission reports on areas that meet the needs for recreation, an un-
developed area would be far more consistent with any such report than
if a mine or some similar development had taken place.

It is amusing to hear some of the inconsistencies of the opponents.
They assure us that we have nothing to fear; that the wilderness is
in good hands and will not be destroyed; and shame on us for locking
it up and not letting them get to it.

The CHAntRAN. Thank you very much, Doctor. I appreciate your
appearing.Dr. Smru. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The next witness is Dr. Zahniser.
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STATEMENT OF HOWARD ZAHNISF ON BEHALF OF TRUSTEES
' -FOR CONSERVATION

Dr. ZA NIsER. Mr. Chairman, I am Howard Zahniser, speaking
today in behalf of Trustees for Conservation, an organization with
headquarters at 251 Kearny Street, in San Francisco. I am happy
to accept your suggestion of smply filing a statement to appear in
the record as though read, and to assure the committee and the
individual members of it that I am stationed here in Washington,
D.C., and available for consultation or conference at any time and to
yield the time here for the benefit of the committee's hearing those from
out of town.

The CH&IRMAN. I would like to ask you one question. Dr. Smith
made a point I thought was a very good point; namely, that this bill
is in itself a substantial scaling down from the original proposal.
Do you feel that also?

Dr. ZAHNISER. It is indeed, sir. Senator Anderson, as I recalled the
half dozen years of concern with this legislation in which I have been
involved and listened to a former witness speak of stampeding it, I
thought of the nervous fellow who came home and sat down in the
living room and started to read his paper when the house cat came
walking in the room, and he turned and said, "So you have to come
stomping around here."

The CuAurw. Well, we are now going ahead with all deliberate
speed.

Dr. ZAuNISER. As I think of these primitive areas I think of them
as part of our wilderness system. We have had a de facto wilderness
system for a good many years. The National Wildlife Federation
has a fact sheet on it, I helped prepare, that includes a map entitled
"Our Wilderness Preservation System." It is a fact sheet that does
not refer to legislation. It includes the primitive areas.

So these primitive areas are all units of the wilderness system that
we have, through the years considered de facto. This legislation
would make the wilderness de jure. To be forced into a position of
submitting the primitive areas to a gauntlet of consideration, area by
are4 agency b agency, would be to run a risk of losing something
that ha already been somewhat secure.

It reminds me of the fellow up in a small town in Pennsylvania
where I grew up that used to enjoy getting the younger boys who came
downtown to flip nickels on the basis "heads, you keep your nickel;
tails, I get it." Eventually he always got the nickel away from the
boy. I don't think that we should submit our primitive areas to the
hazards of a system of that sort. However, I came up here to sub-
Mit a statement to save time and not to get into a discussion.

CLARIFYING A3MENDMENT PROPOSED

What I should like to do now is to suggest a clarifying amendment
to make clear that the primitive areas are to be preserved as wilder-
nS until Congress agrees otherwise. As I view it, this proposed
amendment would make exploit what I take to be the meaning of
the bill. By this act Congress would establish the primitive areas
as parts of the wilderness system, subject to review under scrutiny
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of Congress. The areas, in my view, then, should not cease to be
wilderness-system units without the agreement of Congress. Ac-
cordingly I propose adding to line 19 on page 4 the following sen-
tence, at the end of section 3(b) (1) :
Upon rejection in accordance with said subsection (f) of any such recommenda.
tion of the President, the primitive area involved shall remain within the
wilderness system in status quo until a subsequent recommendation of the
President with respect to the area shall have become effective subject to the
provisions of said subsection (f) or until the area shall have been eliminated
or modified by act of Congress.

I have some maps here that I should later be glad to take up with
you or others in the committee that show, to scale, these various areas
and include explanatory statements. In New Mexico, for example,
the 11/2 percent of the land that is involved is shown here to scale.

The CHAIMAN. Could you hand those to the committee now so
that we can discuss them?

Dr. ZAHNISER Let me submit them at this time. I have a letter
too, that I wanted to suggest for the record. But I will take that up
with you, too.

The CHAnB N. Fine.
Dr. ZANisF . We are very fortunate, Senator Anderson, in the

opportunity that you and your cosponsors have created by introduc-
ing this measure, S. 174, which provides so reasonably for the pres-
ervation of some of our remaining areas of wilderness unspoiled, still
representing what America is naturally. We appreciate this.

And I want to congratulate you also, as chairman of this committee,
for thepromptness with which you have called these hearings, thus
taking the necessary steps toward enactment of the measure you have
sponsored. We appreciate this, too.

We were encouraged by your remarks, Mr. Chairman, when you
introduced this bill to the Senate-the statement of your purpose to
do all you can to advance the legislation, your recognition of its
urgency, as well as your care in seeing to its reasonableness. I trust
that your statement on introducing the bill on January 5 will appear
in the record of this hearing, and I have appended a copy of it as
printed in the Living Wilderness to my statement.

There has been enough delay. It has, of course, taken time to make
sure that such opposition as exists has been brought out clearly and
that objections have been met as far as possible. But now that we
have done this and the results are so wel incorporated in your bill,
S. 174- we should, as you have well said, proceed to act, and not run
the risk of losing our opportunity.

THE PRESIDENTS ADVOCACY

When the President sent to the Congress his message on natural
resources last week, he listed wilderness legislation first among the
steps he called essential in meeting the Federal Government's appro-
priate share of responsibility for fulfilling the Nation's recreational
needs.

(A) To protect our remaining wilderness areas--

President Kennedy said-
I urge the Congress to enact a wilderness protection bill along the general lines
of S. 174.
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The next day the New York Times, in an editorial entitled "Ken-
nedy on Natural Resources," said "we warmly welcome his endorse-
ment of the pending wilderness protection bill."

Day before yesterday, on itsSunday, February 26, 1961, editorial
page, the New York Times said further:

We are particularly pleased by the President's wise words in respect to the
great scenic and recreational resources of the country, which are now meeting
pressures such as they have never known before-pressures that will only
increase in the forseeable future. Conservationists will be delighted by his
advocacy of the pending wilderness bill, S. 174, a modest effort to preserve for
future generations some of the natural quality of primeval America.

I cite this one comment as representative of a general public ap-
proval of the wilderness bill and also as representing the sense of
its urgency.

STATEMENT OUTLINED

In this statement today I should like to stress still further this
sense of urgency.

I should like also to emphasize the reasonableness of this present
proposal with reference to those who have objected to such legislation
in the past, and similarly the unreasonableness of opposition that
refuses to recognize a revision which does deal reasonably with legiti-
mate objections.

I wish further to comment on the fact that in my opinion this is
a sound measure for establishing a national wilderness policy and
program and, accordingly, one that should be guarded against weak-
ening amendments.

Finally, I want to look on what we are doing as the beginning of
a program that can be expected to endure, not a piecemeal proposal
for dealing with threats here and there, not a rearguard action to slow
down inevitable destruction, but a positive and constructive proposal
to establish policies and programs that can be expected to endure.

A SOUND MEASURE

Perhaps I should first of all comment on the soundness of the pro-
posal, as I view it, in the light of our consideration of the require-
ments of wilderness preservation and my understanding of the condi-
tions under which we must act.

There has been no one whom I have heard testifying at this
hearing who has questioned the desirability of wilderness. This is in
accord with my general experience during the past 15 years of my
intensive work in connection with wilderness. When I first went
to work for the Wilderness Society my former colleagues warned me I
was concerning myself with something of interest only to a minority.
I went to work anyhow because I was convinced that wilderness preser-
vation was something worthwhile and of enduring value. But I soon
found out that rather than dealing with a minority concern I was
doing something of general interest, something that almost everyone
favored and commended when he or she heard of it.

And I am now more confident than ever that when we are working
to preserve wilderness we are doing something in which the citizens of
the United States are interested. The American people want to see
sorne of our wilderness protected.

Our purpose is a valid and sound one.
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I am certain, however, after a decade and a half of e-perielce,
observation, and study that if we are to have wilderness aregs we must
set them aside and protect them. Every conmsideration I have made
confirms the declaration in S. 174 that our increasing population
with its expanding settlement and its mechanization is destined to
occupy and modify all of our wilderness except those areas which we
deliberately designate for preservation and protection in their natural
condition. This indeed seems to me to be a sound premise on which
to base such legislation as this wilderness bill.

Fortunately our federally owned land areas include much of our
still remaining wilderness. It is a further good fortune that areas of
wilderness suitable for preservation are contained within our national
forests, our National Park System, our wildlife refuges and ranges,
because this means that the are in areas already being protected to
a great extent from commodity or commercial uses. In other words,
in order to provide for wilderness preservation we do not need to inter-
fere with established enterprises-at least not to any significant extent.

S. 174 relates its wilderness-preservation policy and program to
these areas already receiving some protection. It avoids interference
with the purposes for which these areas have already been established
as forests, parks, or refuges. It gives to administering agencies the
added responsibility for preserving the wilderness character which
the lands to be involved still have, but it does this with respect for the
other land-management policies and programs already Underway.

This I consider a sund approach to a new policy and program.
The very nature of our undertaking is such that we can deal only

with areas that are wilderness. Andm this legislation only areas of
wilderness already being protected to some extent are included. I
want to emphasize that this bill deals only with wilderness, and fur-
thermore only with wilderness in Federal areas where special protea
tion is already a purpose.

This proposal also recognizes that there may well be future needs
to adapt the program to changing conditions, and accordingly pro-
cedures are provided for additions, deletions, and other changes.
There is in this proposal no lock for which the legislation does not also
provide a key, to be used as may be necessary.

These are examples of the features of this proposal that seem to me
to mark it as sound. Most important of all is the fact that through itsprovisions we can expect to see wilderness preserved. It will eitablish
a national policy to this end, a practical p.gram for this purpoSe.
and it relates this policy and program to definite areas of Federal land.
It provides the instrument with which we can carry out our national
purpose to see some of our primeval America presev. for the per-
petual use and enjoyment of.the people who own it. It improves our
prospect for success in realiziMgthis purpose.

Finally, an important aspect of the soundness of this rmeiure is
its reasonableness.

A REASONAIM. KRASCUR

The proponents of the wilderness bill-and I have long beefl one of
them-have seemed to me to be outstandingly reasonable and patient
in efforts to devise a wilderness preservation program that eotS
other interests and fits in with other programs. They have seemed to
me to be most accommodating in their-willingness to cooperate in
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revisionsto meet objections. S. 174 represents the culmination of
such revisions--a measure skillfully designed to accomplish its special
purposes without interference with others. I should think that rea-
sonable men would certainly commend its reasonableness.

It seems unreasonable that opposition against this proposal should
continue. There are no areas, for example, involved that are subject
now to lumber orations. All are at present already set aside from
timber cutting. They are within national parks or monuments, wild-
life refuges or ranges, or areas set aside as wilderness within national
forests. It must be that any lumbermen who oppose S. 174 must want
to cut timber in areas already being protected from lumbering.

If so, it is. f course, all the more important to pass this measure as
soon as.posl e.

But it just does not seem reasonable or consistent to me for anyone
as a lumberman who claims to be in favor of wilderness preservation
to object to making more orderly and more secure the protection of
areas that are not available even now for his lumbering.

As to mining or power projects or other waterworks or other facili-
ties that may be needed it seems to me that this bill is as reasonably
considerate of such nonconforming uses of wilderness as it possibly
could be and still insure the preservation of wilderness.

In fact so considerate is it that some supporters of wilderness pre-
servation are very much concerned with thoseexceptions. I have
had letters asking me if this bill is doubletalk, if it really is designed
to preserve wilderness or if its effect is to provide for the exploitation
of wilderness; I have beea asked by wilderness supporters if I am in
favor of it.

In response I do, of course, expres my strong support. I point out
the .!mPrbvem~nt in our ptosects for wilderness proservationt that it
provides and I try to explain why even in wilderness areas we have
to face the prospect of possible mining, possible dams, possible other
uses that may modify the wilderness.

Certainly no weakening amendment should be tolerated, and if the'
reastaable features of S. 174 still meet with the opposition of these
commercial'ihterests, perhaps it would be better to abandon efforts to-
compromise--efforts that out opponents seem to consider futile any-
how&

In faet, when I heard the testimony in behalf of the mining inter-
ests yesterday I began to wonder how it happens that on lands that
belong to all of us ti xvate industrycan have such profitable priv-
ileges that its kepresentaties will wor so hard against such a modest
proposal as this one to give added protection to so small a portion of
this land that we all own.

I begah to wonder if we ought not to look into a situation in which
this could be true. And I remembered a speech that the Chief of the
Forest Service Lyle F. Watts made 10 years ago here in Washington
on the subject "Can We Save Our Wilderness AreasI" I looked it up.
It was delivered at a National Citizens Conference on Planning for
City, State, and Nation held May 12 to 17 1950. Mr. Watts pointed
Out what he called three real dangers, and the first one he discussed
was the problem caused by mining. Here is what he said:

All 6 out wilftern areas are in lands withdrawn fbr national forest pur-
Poses frOth tihe pblit domialih. Thit means that these areas are subject to
Mineral location under the U.S. mining laws. Under these laws any citizen
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may locate a mining claim upon discovery of mineral sufficient to justify a pru.
dent man in the further expenditure of time and money. Upon doing $500 worth
of work, a valid mining claim may be patented. Also the mining claimant is
entitled to reasonable Ingress and egress--and that means roads, and roads
mean the end of wilderness.

Mr. Watts went on to say:
The mining laws date back to 1872, when it was the policy of the United States

to give away lands lavishly to encourage settlement and development. Those
days are gone. The crying need today is for conservation. Public lands today
should be managed for the conservation and wise use of their resources in the
permanent public interest. So far as mineral developments on public lands are
concerned that could be accomplished by a mineral leasing law instead of a
law allowing patent-by a procedure that provides for the weighing of all public
values before a lease is granted, and that allows the agency In charge of the lands
to attach such conditions to a lease as may be necessary to safeguard other
values.

That is what the Chief of the Forest Service, Lyle F. Watts, said in
1950.

I have not been concerned with mining on all the public lands.
Perhaps as a citizen and conservationist I should be. I have been
eager to see worked out a reasonable way for preserving wilderness
without damaging other interests. I think that S. 174 which Senator
Anderson has worked out does this, and I am certainly aroused to the
threat of mining to wilderness when I see the determined way in
which the mining industry is seeking to frustrate and defeat this
culmination of wilderness preservation efforts which to me seems so
modest and reasonable.

What I call the unreasonableness of such opposition by miners,
lumbermen, and other commercial interests is emphasized, in my mind
anyhow, when I think of how little of our land we are seeking to pre-
serve. It is only about 2.2 percent. And that includes all that we
could possibly hope to preserve, at the most, under this legislation-in
national parks and monuments, in wildlife refuges and ranges, as well
as in wilderness, wild, primitive, and canoe areas in the national for-
ests-a little more than one-fiftieth.

If we consider only the national forest areas which are now subject
to mining that we seek to preserve-the wilderness, wild, primitive,
and canoe areas--we find that we are dealing with some 14,500,000
acres out of our total land area of 2,316,570,240 acres-less than 15
million acres out of more than 2,300 million-0.65 of 1 percent-less
than seven-tenths of 1 percent.

I have here a series of outline maps of the Western States on which
the areas that might be preserved as wilderness are shown roughly
to scale and their areas are listed. There are, for example, 8 areas in
New Mexico comprising only 11/2 percent of New Mexico's area. In
Montana there are 14 areas, 4,093,843 acres, only 4 percent of Montana's
-area. Idaho would have 5 areas, 3,094,568 acres, 5.7 percent of the
State's area. Colorado would have 16 areas but less than 2 percent of
the State's area would be involved. And I should emphasize that all
these figures are based on maximum possible acreages-the full total
of primitive areas, of refuges and parks; in other words, included in
these possibilities are a good many acres that cannot be expected to be
included.

I am glad to submit a complete series of these outline maps for the
record with the statement that backs them up and explain them. They
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illustrate the reasonabless of this proposal as to the portions of our
land involved. They and the statement regarding them were released
by the Citizens Committee on Natural Resources.

(The exhibit referred to is as follows:)

PROPOSED WILDERNESS SYsTEM WILL NOT DAmAGE COMMERoIAL INTERESTS

Attacks on the pending wilderness bill by livestock, timber, and other com-
mercial interests are labeled false and misleading by Dr. Ira N. Gabrielson,
chairman of the Citizens Committee on Natural Resources, because the proposed
program will not damage these interests and will affect only a very small part
of the Federal lands.

The opposition stirred up against the wilderness bill "by commercial interests
with covetous eyes on even our last remaining areas of wilderness," the citizens
committee described as "completely without justification."

Existing grazing privileges in the national forests are continued by a provision
of the bill.

No areas open to lumbering are affected.
Mining on the national forest lands involved may be permitted if needed in

the national interest.
A special provision in the bill safeguards State water laws.
The wilderness bill, it was explained, has been carefully designed to avoid

damage to existing interests and to "fit into" the land-use programs already
established.

LESS THAN 2.2 PERCENT OF THE NATION

Only in 10 Western States where there are large acreages of Federal land
are there considerable percentages of the land involved in programs to be estab-
lished by the wilderness bill, according to the citizens committee. Even in these
10 States the maximum wilderness involved would vary from only 1 percent
to only 7% percent, or an average of about 4 percent of the so-called western
public land States.

The 10 Western States and the percentages of their areas involved are Idaho
(5.7 percent), Utah (less than 1 percent), Wyoming (less than 7% percent),
Oregon (1 % percent), Montana (4 percent), California (5Y1o percent), Colorado
(less than 2 percent), Arizona (5 percent), New Mexico (1%,5 percent), and
Washington (less than 6 percent).

Other States in which wilderness areas could be established by the proposed
Program are Nevada, North Dakota, South Dakota, Oklahoma, Texas, Minnesota,
Michigan, Louisiana, Florida, Georgia, South Carolina, North Carolina, Tennes-
see, Kentucky, Virginia, Maine, Alaska, and Hawaii.

The total area of the United States involved would be less than 2.2 percent
at the most, the citizens committee estimated.

National forest areas were estimated to be about 15 million acres at the most
and national park system areas to total less than 20 million acres. Within
the national wildlife refuges and ranges the areas that could be designated
have not been predicted in any detail, it was pointed out, and it is estimated
that they would not In the extreme exceed 15 million acres.

A national total of 50 million acres was thus estimated to be considered an
outside maximum, out of the Nation's total of more than 2,300 million acres.

ONLY 5.7 PERCENT OF TIAHO

Only five areas in Idaho are involved, the citizens committee points out, and
they comprise 5.7 percent of the State. More than 94 percent of the State is
'ot affected at all by the bill.

Out of Idaho's total of 83,557 square miles, only 4,835 would be preserved as
Wilderness under this measure.

Two of the areas in Idaho to be given protection are already in the national
park system, and are not available for commercial use.

The other three areas are all within national forests, and have been for
a long time set aside by the Forest Service for special protection. The wilder-
less bill would make all three of these subject to further studies before they
can become permanent units of the wilderness system.

IRSS THAN 1 PERCENT OF UTAH

Only six areas in Utah will be involved. These include 845 square miles, or
left than 1 percent of the State's 84,916 square miles.

275
SRP02620



276 THE WILDERNESS ACT

Five of the areas are already In national park system, two parks and three
monuments. These are already unavailable for commercial use or exploitation.

Just one Utah area remains to be considered, the Hugh Uintas Primitive Area.
The wilderness bill will require further study of this area before its inclusion
in the permanent wilderness system.

LESS THAN 7.5 PERCENT OF WYOMING

Two of the areas in Wyoming to be given protection by the wilderness bill
are already in the national park system and not available for any commercial
use.

Of the other areas, eight are within national forests, and have for a long time
been set aside by the Forest Service for special protection. The wilderness
bill would make four of these subject to further studies before they become
permanent units of the wilderness system.

Ten areas in Wyoming are involved, the citizens committee points out.
More than 92 percent of Wyoming is not affected by the bill at all.
Out of Wyoming's total of 97,914 square miles, less than t,262 would be pre-

served as wilderness under this measure. The bill does not withdraw any addi.
tional units or acreage.

ONLY 1.5 PERCENT OF OREGON

Only 1% percent of Oregon, the citizens committee points out, Is involved
In the 11 areas of the State included in the proposed system.

This means that more than 98% percent of Oregon is not affected by the bill.
Out of Oregon's total of 96,981 square miles, only 1,508 would be preserved

as wilderness under this measure.
One of the areas in Oregon to be given protection by the wilderness bill is

already in the national park system and not available for any commercial use.
The other 10 areas are all within national forests and have for a long time

been set aside by the Forest Service for special protection. The wilderness bill
makes one of these subject to further studies before it becomes a permanent
unit of the wilderness system.

FOVRa EZ( NT OF MONTANA

TWO of the units in Montana to be given protection by the wilderness bill are
already in the national park system and not available for any commercial
use.

Of the other units, nine are all within national forests and have for a long
time been set aside by the Forest Service for special protection. The wilderness
bill would make seven of these subject to further studies before they become
permanent units of the wilderness system- Three areas are now protected by
the Fish and Wildlife Service.

In all, 14 areas in Montana are involved, the citizens committee points out.
Out of Montana's total of 147,138 square miles, only 6,397 would be preserved

as wilderness under this measure. More than 95 percent of Montana is not
affected by the bill at all.

LESS THAN 5.1 PERCENT OF CALFORNIA

California has more units and more acreage affected than any other State. Its
27 units include 5,775,053 acres. Californians are proud of the parks, mona-
menta, and national forests. Yet these occupy only 9,023 square miles, or less
than 51o percent of the State's total of 158,297.

Of these units, nine are national parks or monuments, already removed from
commercial exploltation.

The remaining 18 units are all in national forests and have for years been set
aside by the Forest Service for special protection. The wilderness bill would

make 16 of these subject to further study, to make certain that only areas
"jtpedomlnsnty of wilderness value" will be Included.

LOA THAN 2 PEooIr 01 O OTOADO

Less than 2 percent of Colorado, the citizens committee points out, is involve

in the 16 areas of the State IncluGed in t e ProPosed y*em.
This means that more than 98 percent of Colorado is not affected by the bill-
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Out of Colorado's total of 104,2A7 square miles, only 2,044 would be preserved
as wilderness under this measure.

Five of the areas in Colorado to be protected by the wilderness bill are already
in the national park system and not available for commercial use.

The other 11 areas, all within national forests, have for a long time been set
aside by the Forest Service for special protection. The bill makes nine of these
subject to further studies before becoming permanent units of the system.

ONLY 5 P RENT OF ARIZONA

Seventeen areas in Arizona are involved, the citizens committee points out,
and they comprise only 5 percent of the State.

This means that 95 percent of Arizona is not affected by the bill at all.
Out of Arizona's total of Ui3,909 square miles, only 5,631 would be preserved

as wilderness under this measure.
Six of the areas in Arizona to be given protection by the wilderness bill are

already in the national park system and not available for any commercial use.
Of the other areas, nine are all within national forests and have for a long

time been set aside by the Forest Service for special protection. The wilderness
bill would require further studies of four of these before they become permanent
units of the wilderness system. Two of the areas are game ranges protected by
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

LESS THAN 1.5 PERCENT OF NEW MEXICO

Only eight areas in New Mexico are involved, the citizens committee points
out, and they comprise less than 1% percent of the State.

This means that more than 98% percent of New Mexico Is not affected by the
bill at all.

Out of New Mexico's total of 121,666 square miles, only 1,795 would be pre-
served as wilderness under this measure.

Two of the areas in New Mexico to be given protection by the wilderness bill
are already in the national park system and not available for any commercial
use.

The other six areas are all within national forests and have for a long time
been set aside by the Forest Service for special protection. The wilderness bill
even makes three of these subject to further studies before they become perma-
nent units of the wilderness system.

LESS THAN 6 PERCENT OF WASHINGTON

Only six areas in Washington are involved, the citizens committee points out,
and they comprise less than 6 percent of the State.

This means that more than 94 percent of Washington is not affected by the bill.
Out of Washington's total of 68,192 square miles, only 3,942 would be preserved

as wilderness under this measure.
Two of the areas in Washington to be given protection by the wilderness bill

are already in the national park system and not available for any commercial
use.

The other four areas are all within national forests and have long been set
aside by the Forest Service for special protection. The bill requires that the
largest of these-the 801,000-acre North Cascade Primitive Area-must be studied
further before becoming a permanent unit of the wilderness system. The other
national forest units are the 458,505-acre Glacier Peak Wilderness Area, the
8 2,680-acre Goat Rocks Wild Area, and the 42,411-acre Mount Adams Wild Area.

"CONSERVATIONISTS' TASK FORCE" HAS MAPS

The Citizens Committee on Natural Resources described itself as a conserva-
tionists' task force for representing the public interest in legislation. Incorpo-
rated "to advance conservation, restoration, and sound management of natural
resources in the public interest," the committee, with a nationwide membership
Of 43 conservation leaders, maintains its headquarters at 1346 Connecticut Ave-
nue NW., Washington, D.C.

Outline maps of each of the 10 Western States with potential wilderness sys-
tem areas of significant acreage, showing to scale these areas, are available from
the committee, as follows:
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URGENCY

One of the most insidious of the arguments by those who seem to be
diehards in their wilderness bill opposition is the proposition that
this legislation should be postponed until after the Outdoor Recreation
Resources Review Commission has made its report.

Some of those advancing this argument seem to be more interested
in defeating the wilderness bill than in helping the recreation review,
and those who are advancing it in all earnestness seem to be under-
estimating the urgency and usefulness of the wilderness legislation and
misunderstanding the nature of the recreation review's place in our
immediate programs.

It may be superfluous for me to comment further on this argument,
to you, Mr. Chairman, or to a committee of your colleagues. I am
aware of your leadership in sponsoring the legislation that established
the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission and of your
membership on the Commission.

I am also aware of the comments in your statement on the introduc-
tion of your wilderness bill. I agree with you that this legislation will
establish a policy and program regarding wilderness which will give
shape and orderliness to the Outdoor Recreation Commission's con-
siderations regarding wilderness.

I should think that this legislation would indeed be a help to the
Commission, for, as you have said, it will provide procedures where,
the Commission's wilderness recommendations can be carried out,
and the existence of these procedures can help the Commission formu-
late its recommendations. It. also includes a definition.

We value highly the prospect of having the report and recommen-
dations of the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission,
but we should not postpone the urgency of this wilderness legislation
any longer.

The wilderness bill has been pending since before the Outdoor
Recreation Commission was established. It has been the subject of
extensive hearings. It has been studied in detail by the executive
agencies. It has been commended by the President. It should have
prompt consideration by the Congress, and in my opinion should be
promptly enacted.

AN ENDURING PROGRAM

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I should like to share with you my faith
that in this effort we are dealing with something that can be of en-
during benefit to the American people.

We are not engaged in a rearguard action. We are facing a frontier.
We are not opposing civilization or progress. We are dealing

positively and constructively with an important aspect of our civiliza-
tion. We are making progress, not fighting it.

The opportunity you have created by introducing this measure is
one for establishing policies so consistent with other national policies
that they will become progressively firmer, more deeply respected,
more highly valued.

With this measure enacted, we shall face a future in which wilder-
ness, I am confident, will be recognized as one of our great cultural
as well as natural resources and its preservation an American tradition.

288
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ADDED COMMENT

I might add a word, a brief comment, that seems to me to be im-
portant in connection with many of the issues raised at this hearing
including Senator Church's comments. That is this: This proposal
deals onIy with lands that are presumptively wilderness. It includes
and invo ves no large areas or regions made up of both wilderness and
nonwilderness. All the areas included are a part of our present
wilderness system de facto. This legislation when enacted will make
it de jure. The primitive areas are an important part of our present
wilderness. The Forest Service has long called them wilderness and
has administered them as such. The procedures regarding primitive
areas to be set up by this legislation I take to be based on the pre-
sumption that these areas will be preserved as wilderness but need
reviewing as to details-a reviewing over which Congress should
exercise some supervision. The "heads I win, tails you keep, your
coin" process should not be applied here.

Also I should like to present for the record a letter sent me by
Thomas J. Lyon, of Providence, Utah, and a clipping from the Salt
Lake Tribune to which his letter refers. The clipping and letters are
at the end of my testimony.

Finally, I should like to comment that I have read Senator Allott's
substitute introduced to the Senate last week, and I should like to point
out that it is almost identical with the substitute submitted last year
by Senator Allott and Senator O'Mahoney. Every possible feature
of that bill was adopted or adapted when Chairman Murray of this
committee last year prepared his clean bill introduced as S. 3809.
Senator Murray in his statement to the Senate introducing S. 3809
pointed out the features that were adopted or adapted from Senator
Allott's and Senator O'Mahoney's substitute. Now Senator Ander-
son has told us that the present bill, S. 174, was prepared with the
use of, or on the basis of, Senator Murray's with consideration for
Senator O'Mahoney's substitute. So by inheritance, you might say,
this present bill, S. 174, includes already every possible acceptable
feature of Senator Allott's proposed substitute

Incidentally, I notice that the provisions regarding mining are
almost the same in S. 174 and Senator Allott's substitute.

(The documents previously referred to follow:)

[From Salt Lake Tribune, Salt Lake City, Utah, Feb. 19, 19611

Up, DOWN, STREEr: WILDERNESS LOBBY JUMPING GUN?
(By Robert W. Bernick, Tribune Business Editor)

The American Mining Congress said Saturday that a small but vocal segment
of the outdoors people are jumping the gun in their efforts to get Washington to
set aside millions of acres for wilderness preservation.
AMC has just Issued a detailed statement on contributions the mining industry

has made to outdoor recreation.
In It, the AMC stresses that a congressional commission was established in

1958 to review and inventory the Nation's recreational resources.
The agency is scheduled to make its report to President John F. Kennedy and

Congress on September 13 1961, according to AMC.
"Greater opportunities for outdoor recreation are Important--but our Nation

also will need more minerals, more lumber, more livestock, and more food crops.
So Congress made it plain that the Commission must be guided by the fact that
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sound planning of resource utilization for the full welfare of the Nation must
include the coordination and integration of all such multiple use."

The American Mining Congress says that a small group of outdoor enthusiasts
has been working actively for a Federal law which would set aside millions of
acres of public domain-mostly in the Western States-in a national wilderness
preservation system.

Lands and water areas within the wilderness system would be managed in an
unimpaired manner for future use and enjoyment as wilderness.

Sponsors of this legislation include outdoor clubs, sportsmen's organizations,
labor groups, and others.

However, what many of these well-intentioned people do not understand is
that the law would prohibit not only mining but any other productive effort on
these lands. It would prohibit construction of permanent roads, bar the use of
automobiles or motorboats, etc.

Asks the American Mining Congress: Who, then, would have the greater oppor-
tunities for outdoor recreation?

Certainly not the average American family, which relies on its car to get to
and from the recreational area.

It seems obvious -that only the relatively few people with ample leisure and
plenty of money to hire guides and hike, ride horseback, or canoe could really
enjoy this wilderness which purportedly is being set aside for all the people, the
mining group says.

Other fundamentally bad aspects of the legislation, insofar as the economy
and future development of the Western States is concerned, Is that the wilderness
proposals would lock up forever potential sources of metals, industrial minerals,
fuels, etc.

"Many thousands of jobs and hundreds of communities are dependent upon -the
public land resources--which include soil and water, minerals, timber, and forage
as well as recreation, fish, and wildlife."

For the wilderness advocates also would exclude in their program the legiti-
mate recreational interests of fishermen, hunters, and other types of outdoor
sports.

Beyond all other considerations, however, is the one of principle. That prin-
ciple is multiple use of the public domain.

It is a principle which has been arrived at only as a result of great conflict in
the past and now represents a basic compromise of many of the users of the
public domain. It is the only unifying principle In land management that effec-
tively meets the real Interests of the people of the United States.

It holds that no group, single industry interests, etc., is paramount to another.
The wilderness lobby rejects multiple use.

While the advocates of wilderness legislation wildly charge and attribute all
sorts of sins to the miners and timbermen on the western domain, they are them-
selves guilty of the most selfish of motives. They want to exclude the interests or
considerations of others.

Furthermore, most of -the very people who sign petitions and write letters to
their congressmen on this controversial subject reside in major eastern cities,
have never been to the Far West and would, if here, actually be unable to view
the preserved area about which they wax emotional.

It is only through the sound concepts of multiple use that tourism has been
encouraged and expanded in the Western States. Locking up millions of acres
for the selected few with leisure and money, as the AMC says, Is no way to
develop the West.

This also is why broad assertions now heard In Washington that the Nation's
land laws must be rewritten, etc., are so distressing to residents of the area who
have found accommodation through the principle of multiple use of the Federal
domain.

PROVIDENCMr, UTAH, February 22,1961.
EDrrO, SALT LAKE TRmUNE:

Mr. Robert W. Bernick, In his business editorial of February 19, has made sev-
eral misstatements of fact in his opposition to wilderness legislation. He has
also made inferences about the proponents of such legislation which are untrue.
These misstatements and incorrect inferences are so numerous that they deserve
to be examined in detail.

To begin with, the constant Iteration by Mr. Bernick that the proponents of
wilderness legislation are small in number is absurd. Even a cursory reading
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of the volumes of testimony given at Senate-conducted public hearings will erase
this notion. The recorder of the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs reported that letters from unaffiliated citizens ran over 50 to 1 in favor
of wilderness legislation, just to indicate where the preponderance of public
opinion lies. Further, the organizations which support such legislation as the
wilderness bill (S. 174 of the present session) are large, not small. For instance,
the Izaak Walton League, the Sierra Club (over 14,000 members from all parts
of the country), the Wilderness Society (over 12,000 members), not to mention
the huge AFL-CIO, which happens to be made up of the workers in the corpora-
tions that are naturally Mr. Bernick's first interest. There are many other or-
ganizations, too numerous to mention here, which also support wilderness legis-
lation. Therefore, it is a patent untruth to assert that these groups and these
people are a "small but vocal segment" of the public. On the other hand, the
group which opposes the wilderness bill is quite "small but vocal." Its opposition
is based purely and simply on the remote possibility of financial loss, and is not
based on regard for the public as a whole. Only those who in some way think
they will lose money because of wilderness legislation have opposed it-and
certainly this is a tiny minority.

Secondly, Mr. Bernick states that the wilderness law would prohibit "not only
mining but any other productive effort on these lands." The wilderness bill
states, "The President may, within a specific area and in accordance with such
regulations as he may deem desirable, authorize prospecting (including explora-
tion for oil and gas), mining (including the production of oil and gas), and the
establishment and maintenance of reservoirs, water conservation works, and
other facilities needed in the public interest * * *." What Mr. Bernick does
not realize is the "productive effort" of ecological studies in wilderness areas.
He fails likewise to mention the "production" of sound bodies and minds which
wilderness experience has been proved to provide. Such is the result of the
single-minded orientation to the interest of business corporations.

To Mr. Bernick's objection that only rich people with ample leisure time can
enjoy the wilderness areas, I can only tell him to read the record of the Senate
hearings, where countless people, not rich and not with ample leisure time, testi-
fied to their previous and long-term enjoyment of wilderness. It has been shown
by others that a family camping vacation is much cheaper than one spent in a
resort, for example, and I need not belabor this point.

The myth of the rich man from the eastern city locking up the precious re-
sources of the West is one which opponents of wilderness legislation have pushed
to the limit of the absurd. I need only say that the wilderness bill of the
present session of Congress was introduced by Senator Clinton P. Anderson of
New Mexico, with the cosponsorship of Henry M. Jackson of Washington, Mau-
rine Neuberger of Oregon, and Thomas H. Kuchel of California, to name only
a few. I quote Senator Anderson, certainly no "easterner": 'Through two
Congresses, our Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs has considered this
legislation. Extensive hearings have been held both in Washington, D.C., and
in the field. Four volumes of printed testimony have been assembled * *.
Objections of various groups have been met with revisions, elimination of un-
desirable features, and the iclusion of various special provisions, to meet
particular needs and to avoid the disruption of established practices or inter-
ference with private rights or with necessary developments in the public in-
terest." Furthermore, and Mr. Bernick again fails to mention an important
fact, the wilderness areas of the West are already "locked up," as he puts it,
to commercial development. The Forest Service has set them aside and dedi-
cated them "to man's welfare and peace of mind." They are not at present
being used for commercial gain. All the wilderness legislation would do Is
make the protection of these areas from exploitation more certain. Many
OPPonents have spoken of "setting aside" areas, as if this were a new and wild
idea, so it seems only fair to bring out the truth. The "thousands of Jobs"
Which Mr. Bernick casually speaks of will not be affected by the wilderness
legislation, mainly because they do not now exist. As a matter of cold eco-
Ilonic fact (and this, sadly enough, is the only avenue of thought by which
OPponents to wilderness law can be reached), people living near wilderness
areas benefit directly in terms of dollars and cents from the use of wilderness
areas by visitors. As an example, a 1956 Fish and Wildlife Service study
showed that 3,000 out-of-State hunters came to Idaho to use the Selway-Clear-
water wilderness for big game hunting. Surely they left a little money behind.
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The most distressing distortion in Mr. Bernick's editorial, however, is the
way he states the multiple-use concept. In the first place, I suggest that Mr.
Bernick read the 1960 University of Utah Reynolds Lecture, delivered by Dr.
H. Bowman Hawkes. This excellent document traces the history of our Na.
tion's policies toward our land, and shows that there are actually two prominent
land management theories in operation: the multiple-use concept and the natural
harmony concept. Neither has demonstrated any clear-cut ascendancy as yet
but this is not the point. The point is that they can exist harmoniously side
by side-there can be land which is used economically and there can be land
which is used scientifically and esthetically. Our country is still in a position
to satisfy both concepts and, with intelligent management of resources, can
continue to do so. There is no need for the business interests to become hysteri-
cal about the wilderness legislation. It won't hurt them; it will simply provide
for the needs of other people who respond in a different manner to the land.
After all, this is supposed to be a democratic country. And, the land in ques-
tion is Federal land, to be administered for the good of all the people. The
advocates of wilderness legislation do not oppose the multiple-use concept;
they merely oppose a narrow, economic interpretation of it, because they hold
wilderness to be a legitimate use in itself.

The wilderness advocates do not want to "exclude the interests or considera-
tions of others," any more than the money interests do. In this respect, the
imputing of selfish motives to preservationists on the part of businessmen is
rather like the pot calling the kettle black. If I may quote Dr. Hawkes, slightly
out of context, "Public welfare [is] not an automatic result of the relentless
pursuit of individual interest." There is room, I repeat, for many kinds of
land use. "There are profound and various reasons that give great importance
to our concern with preserving areas of wilderness," in Senator Anderson's
words. "These reasons are not solely concerned with our recreation, vital as
this can be to the health of individuals or a nation. There also are educa-
tional and historical values, and it may be that the scientific values related
to our human understanding of natural processes in relation to our own enter-
prise may prove to be the greatest of all." Does this sound like a "rich
easterner" who is simply "emotionally" involved in the problem? Not to me.

In conclusion, I suggest three things to Mr. Bernick: (1) read S. 174, the
wilderness bill; (2) read the testimony of the public in the Senate hearings;
(3) attempt to look at problems from a broader intellectual base than mere sub-
servience to corporation business.

Sincerely,
THOMAS J. LYON.

Senator ALLoTT. Mr. Chairman, I would like to submit for the
record three statements. The first of these is a statement made by
Mr. Fischer, who has previously testified in past hearings, who is one
of the great conservationists of his own State of Nevada. I believe
that his statement, while I do not want to take the time now to go over
the points made, is one of the clearest, most concise statements I have
seen. I would like to submit it for the record.

The CHAImAN. Very well.
Senator AILjoa. Then I would like to submit in behalf of that

grand old man of Colorado on natural resources, Jud Warwick M.
Downing, whom we all know so well, a statement which was prepared
by him and sent to me for inclusion because he could not come here.

The CHAIRMAN. That will be received.
Senator AuxLOr. Then I would like to submit for the record the

statement of Mr. T. P. Campbell as president of the Board of Water
Commissioners of the City and County of Denver representing the
official position of that city and county on this matter.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection they will all be put in the
record at this point.

(The documents referred to follow:)
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STATEMENT OF Vi]ais L. FisoEHE, LAS VEGAS, NEV.

I am a hiker and mountain climber with broad experience as a wilderness
recreationist in all of the 11 Western States. As an outdoorsman in the scenic
West, I feel that all Americans should have the opportunity for healthful, high-
quality outdoor recreation. Therefore, I am a believer in a balanced program
of outdoor recreation for all citizens, and am particularly impressed with the
scope and thoroughness of the ORRR Commission. I am looking forward to its
final report with anticipation that the studies and recommendations will make
a place in our history as the most important step ever undertaken. in this field.

Since this Commission is making wilderness and wilderness problems a sub-
ject of a special study project and can hardly avoid making some recommenda-
tions, I wonder why all the haste on the part of the bill's supporters to pass this
legislation now? Wihy have such a study, why bother with any recommenda-
tions, why authorize the ORRR Commission to come up with a national recrea-
tion plan in the first place, if we are to enact legislation In advance affecting
such an important segment of the whole?

There might be some Justification for action on this bill now if otherwise the
wilderness were to "vanish" in the next few months, but surely no one Is seri-
ously advancing this charge. Rather, isn't the record of the administrating
agencies for guardianship of the wilderness covered in this bill quite convincing?
The dire need for this legislation has never been satisfactorily demonstrated
to me, but, in addition, I regard it as conspicuously premature-as premature
as would be a bill, for instance, to enact a vast system of seashore areas for the
exclusive use of skindivers. Surely an opportunity should be given for the
Nation to digest the ORRR Commission's findings. Let's not cut up the pie
until we're sure there's enough pie to go around.

Being a believer in a balanced recreation program for all, and having learned
to define conservation as the wise use of our natural resources, I have attempted
to take an objective look at some of the organizations which have been in the
vanguard of pushing wilderness legislation. As a member of several of them,
I cannot fail to see a group of enthusiastic wilderness devotees with, generally
speaking, some especially dedicated devotees at the top. I cannot fail to notice
the growing ambitions which have accompanied their increasing political effec-
tiveness, and I have had numerous occasions to weigh these ambitions with my
personal philosophy of a balanced recreation program and wise use of our re-
sources. These ambitions are often in serious conflict with that philosophy, and
I have learned not to take my conservation spooned down to me from the top.
There is no substitute for first-hand knowledge, and as an experienced western
wilderness observer I would like to discuss several aspects of this proposed
legislation besides raising the question of prematurity. And I hasten to add
that I have no commercial interest in the matter, vocationally, or otherwise.

There has always been considerable doubt in my mind that wildlife refuges
and ranges belong In a wilderness system as defined in the bill, since improve-
ment of the habitat by ,the hand of man is a basic principle of the management
plan. Even where natural conditions are deemed best for a species, manipula-
tion of the vegetation, water improvements, and basic research in species man-
agement, sometimes even survival, may indicate the need for giving nature a
helping hand. To many visitors, what appear to be natural conditions may
actually have been artificially created. In my opinion, the management of our
wildlife refuges is in competent, professional hands, and this management
should be allowed to continue with any wilderness resulting therefrom being
Incidental rather than a primary objective. If I may borrow a word from the
bill itself, wildlife management should be left "untrammeled".

Unlike the wildlife refuges, the units of our national park system have been
established with preservation of their natural features specifically provided
for in the law. The National Park Service has shown excellent Judgment in
the compromise between the "preservation" and the "enjoyment by the people"
Provisions of the National Park Act of 1916. The natural features of the parks
are usually so magnificent or unique as to constitute the reason for their very
existence. Their continued protection is basic to continued maintenance as
Parks. To destroy these features would be to destroy the reason why they were
established in fthe first place. I don't see how anyone can accuse the Park
Service of destroying Itself out of business. It appears to me that the Na-
tional Park Service already bas all the authorization needed to enable It to
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continue doing in the future the same outstanding job it has performed in the
past, without any wilderness bills or other admonitions.

I therefore submit that the real objectives of the more militant groups among
the wilderness bill proponents are large sections of the national forests, in
which the aim is to prevent multiple use. Here again the already established
wild and wilderness areas and those portions of the old primitive areas pre-
dominantly valuable as wilderness are not being contested. Everyone sees
to agree on the desirability of their continued preservation as such, and I, for
one, have the utmost confidence in the integrity of the U.S. Forest Service in
continuing to do so. After all, it originated the idea of wilderness preservation,
and its record in this field speaks for itself.

There are, however, vast sections of the national forests that are being con-
tested. First should be mentioned the old primitive areas. These lands, which
were quite remote at the time, were designated "primitive" under an old reg-
ulation without ever having received the intensive study of today's rules and
criteria for wilderness, which as might be logically expected will result in
some boundary adjustments and elimination of portions found not to be pri-
marily of wilderness character. I think this is entirely reasonable, and that the
Forest Service should go ahead with its program of reclassification which pro-
vides adequate safeguards in the form of public hearings and review of
testimony.

Under S. 174, however, these boundary adjustments are no longer to be under
the administrative determination of the responsible land managing agency, but
instead transferred to the President with a virtual guarantee that he will be
bombarded with a national campaign of emotional hysteria in which any reduc-
tion of a primitive area will be almost like coming out against motherhood.
And you may be sure this game will be played to the hilt, since it is relatively
easy to stir up public support among those who have no background in resource
management with a picture of a few trees, a wildflower or two, a moss-covered
rock, a dancing brook, with perhaps a mountain off in the distance, packaged
into a campaign that all will be destroyed under those nasty multiple use
people. And under terms of this bill Congress, only by passing a concurrent
resolution in both Houses which, too, will be worse than defiling motherhood,
can prevent automatic enactment into law. If Congress thinks we have trouble
enough now, it should know there are some 40 of these reclassifications yet to
come.

The second category to be considered is the nondedicated portions of the
national forests, the ordinary forest land, the typical tree-farming terrain,
those parts that may have some scenic value but don't measure up to the high
standards warranting special dedication, those areas more suitable for mass
recreation of a citizenry traveling on wheels, where commercial value pre-
dominates or several values in combination predominate. As our national for-
ests pass from the custodial to the developed stage, those portions which fall
short of fufilling the criteria for wilderness establishment and deemed best
suited for multiple use management, but as yet without access roads, are the
real bone of contention. This is the crux of the issue. Here is the Trojan
horse behind the wilderness bill.

What started out being an innocent effort to insure perpetuation of the
Nation's existing wilderness system, by congressional recognition, Is being
subverted into a ruthless scheme to prevent the multiple use development of a
long list of national forest areas. For a partial list of these areas, nearly all
of which are national forest lands (and I emphasize the word partial), I in-
vite congressional scrutiny of resolution No. 8 passed by the 1959 convention of
the Federation of Western Outdoor Clubs and reiterated in 1960. This resolu-
tion appears on page 4 of the November 1959 issue of the Sierra Club bulletin,
a copy of which is submitted herewith, and was sponsored by the only conserva-
tion organization in the Nation which opposed the multiple use bill passed
by Congress last year.

With passage of the wilderness bill in the form of S. 174, the Nation can
expect a never-ending series of campaigns to balloon every administrative
decision of the Forest Service, involving multiple use development of this list
of areas, into a national political issue. Full development of the national
forests can thus be prevented for years to come by these high-pressure cam-
paigns for Presidential intervention, and by such gimmicks as special bills
calling for a so-called impartial study to see whether such and such an area
should be added to the wilderness system. A better tool could hardly be fash-
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ioned for throwing a monkey wrench into sound land management and bal-
anced planning.

In conclusion, I feel that passage of S. 174 at this time would be both pre-
mature and unwise. The wilderness will not "vanish" while awaiting the
ORRR report, and the splendid record of the Forest Service in administration
of both the national forests and their great wilderness resource hardly justifies
the political meddling of a hostile group notorious for its rabid opposition to
the concept of multiple use management. On the other hand, did not the Con-
gress provide all the authorization needed for national forest wilderness areas
in the multiple use bill of last year? It seems to me that urgency to save
wilderness which even now is in safe hands is not the pressing need. The real
need, I submit, is for all of us to unite in supporting a sound program for the
wise use of the Nation's natural resources.

STATEMENT OF WARWICK M. DOWNING, DENVER, COLO.

I am the representative of the Governor of Colorado on the Interstate Oil
Compact Commission; chairman of the public lands committee of that organ-
ization; chairman of the Oil and Gas Conservation Commission of the State of
Colorado; a member of the National Petroleum Council; and a director of the
Independent Petroleum Association of America and the American Petroleum
Institute. Incidentally, I have been largely responsible for the recreation facil-
ities of the city of Denver; I was named by Mayor Speer as the "father" of the
mountain park system, "father" of the playgrounds, and the "father" of the
boulevard system of Denver; I think I have a splendid record of bringing recrea-
tional enjoyment -to the maximum number of our citizens. I am making this
statement in behalf of the Interstate Oil Compact Commission. See report of
the public lands committee of that organization, published in the oil and Gas
Compact Bulletin of December 1956, at page 39.

The statement here expresses the viewpoint, not of any of the 32 compact
member States, but the viewpoint of the compact commission as a whole, com-
posed as It is of the Governors, or their representatives, of the 32 States. The
recommendations are not those of partisans or sections of our people, but the
deliberate viewpoint of public officials, whose only aim and purpose is the public
good.

The compact commission strongly opposes S. 174 in its present form. How-
ever, I do not think there is a single member of the compact commission who
opposes a proper conception of wilderness areas. Everybody believes in that
idea. But we are not "expansionists," and have other objections as herein to
be stated. We believe wilderness areas should not include more lands than
needed now or in the future. As drawn, S. 174 permits the wilderness areas to
be enjoyed only by the strong, hardy, enthusiast, who is compelled, if he wishes
to enjoy the wilderness area, to carry his pack, including, of course, sleeping
equipment and food. A proper use ratio between wilderness areas and recreation
areas should be, perhaps, 1 to 10,000. The wilderness area should be defined and
described, and of course should include more than one distinctive area. Millions
of people every year enjoy our recreation facilities, and manifestly, they should
not be denied the use of their recreation facilities because of the very, very, very
few who might enjoy the wilderness areas.

Furthermore, there is ample public domain for both Industry and wilderness.
After all, our growth as a Nation, our power in the world, has not been created
in the slightest degree by wilderness advocates, but by industry. Any wilderness
bill should recognize this, and certainly should not make use of tremendous
wilderness areas (far more than ever will be needed) to harm and prevent other
uses of the public lands, which are of great importance.

WHAT THE BILL MEANS

The bill would enact a statement of policy and a definition of wilderness about
as far reaching and as broad as they could be made. It omits any reference to
policies which have been of long standing and highly important. I will mention
now only the omission of the policy of multiple ownership of public lands, con-
firmed by long practice and embodied In several statutes.

Under S. 174, as I understand it, the national wilderness preservation system
would be definitely created now, and its area would be definitely created in part

SRP02640



296 THE WILDERNESS ACT

now. All areas within the national forest classified on the effective date of S.
174 as wilderness, wild, primitive, or canoe, and all portions of each national
park which on the effective date of S. 174 embraces a continuous area of 5,000
acres or more, are definitely created wilderness. There are provisions empow.
ering the Secretary of Agriculture (within 15 years) and the Secretary of
the Interior (within 10 years) to review the suitability of every primitive area
in the national forests and national parks for preservation of wilderness, and
to report his findings to the President. This apparently includes, not only the
areas now established, but such further areas as either Secretary shall recom-
mend, and gives them power to add adjacent areas of forest lands and national
parks. If the President approves, each such additional area shall take effect
upon the day following the adjournment sine die of the first complete session
of Congress following the date upon which such recommendation was received
by Congress; but only if prior to such adjournment the Congress did not approve
a concurrent resolution declaring that Congress is opposed to such recommen.
dation.

There is also the provision that there is incorporated in the wilderness system
now, such portions of wildlife refuges and game range reserves as the President
may recommend. Plainly, all the provisions relating to additions and sub-
tractions will become statutory law unless Congress in speedy time repudiates.
I doubt if anyone ever had the temerity before to suggest that any recornmend-i-
tion by the President shall take effect and become the law of the land, without
affirmative action of Congress.

It is further provided that subject to existing private rights, there shall be no
commercial enterprise within the wilderness system, no permanent road, nor
shall there be any use of motor vehicles, motorized equipment, or motorboats, or
landing of aircraft nor any other mechanical transport or delivery of persons
or supplies or property, nor any temporary road, nor any structure or installation
in excess of the minimum required for administration.

It is further provided that the President may within a specific area and in
accordance with such regulations as he may deem desirable, authorize prospect-
ing, exploration, and mining of oil and gas, and a somewhat similar provision
concerning water conservation works, etc.; with like permission, the grazing of
livestock is permitted when well established prior to the effective date of S. 174;
but only if such prospecting, etc., for oil and gas, and such irrigation works shall
be permitted to continue subject to such restrictions as are deemed necessary
by the Secretary.

THE POWER OF CONGRESS

Congress is deprived of its constitutional powers. It has always been very
clear that under our Constitution, Congress and Congress alone has the power
to enact laws. Legislative authority is not delegated to anyone else. The pro-
visions of this bill, giving the Secretary the power to change boundaries and
make additions, would seem clearly a legislative power. It is in part, at least,
a repeal of the statute. The provision delegating legislative powers to the
Secretary, and that his decisions shall become statutory unless Congress within
a short time repudiates, does not by any means override the duty of Congress
to pass legislative laws. And as a practical matter, there is probably no group
in America, whether against wilderness ideas or against almost any other type
of legislation, that would ever feel strong enough in the matter to ask such
repudiation.

No one knows how many acres will now become wilderness areas if this legis-
lation should pass in its present form. Should Congress ever pass a law which
is entirely uncertain as to what property and how much property will be
affected? Will the inclusion of 5,000 continuous acres damage or ruin our
national parks? How many acres in the national forests, now classified as
wilderness or wild may prove areas valuable for oil and gas, and which may
possibly overlie the largest oil and gas fields ever discovered in the United States?
There is no provision that the U.S. Geological Survey should inspect such areas
now created, to determine their mineral value. There is certainly enough public
domain in the United States, including Alaska, to provide ample areas for
wilderness, and to leave for probable public use and benefit, a vast amount of
public lands available for industrial use. What will happen to the growth
and prosperity of Alaska if this bill passes?

We bitterly oppose any such principle in legislation. Any group of our citizens
which wishes legislation along their ideas should obtain It. It is un-American
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and tremendously unfair that those who oppose additions to wilderness areas
should be required to obtain an act of Congress in order to prevent unlimited
additions to such areas. This is another example of why legislative proposals
by enthusiasts should always be viewed with suspicion by Congress. They want
it all their own way, and frequently ask for provisions that make it almost im-
possible to do Justice as between all Interested persons.

POLICY OF CONGRESS HAS ALWAYS BEEN TO ENCOURAGE DEVELOPMENT

The policy of Congress for a great many years has been to encourage the de-
velopment of oil and gas on the public domain. Congress has on many occasions
made use of the public domain for development purposes of our undeveloped
regions, such as grants to railroads, homestead, irrigation, desert land laws, the
gift of precious metals to those who find them, etc. Recreational use is a more
recent development. Nevertheless, I think the people of the compact States
strongly favor recreational use of the public lands. But I don't think any rea.
sonable man wants recreation to displace development of natural resources nor'
industrial use. Practically all of our Nation except the public land areas have
had the benefit of this policy. They have grown and prospered under it. Ought
not the public land States to have the benefit of this policy for their growth and
prosperity, rather than that the States who have enjoyed this policy and grown
fat under it, sould seek to take away in toto a like benefit to the public land
States?

Perhaps the latest act of Congress on this general subject is the recreation
bill passed by the last Congress, an act for the establishment of a National Out-
door Recreation Resources Review Commission to study the outdoor recreation
resources of the public lands and other land and water areas of the United
States, and f r other purposes. It will be remembered that the said act, S. 846,
provides, referring to the Recreation Review Commission, that "The Commission
shall recognize that lands, waters, forest, rangelands, wetlands, wildlife, and
such other natural resources that serve economic purposes also serve to vary-
ing degrees and for varying uses outdoor recreation purposes, and that sound
planning of resource utilization for the full future welfare of the Nation must
include coordination and integration of all such multiple uses."

My purpose is simply to analyze the so-called wilderness bill, and advise you
exactly what it means. I think the best argument against the bill is to show
what enthusiasts under a deceptive banner are trying to put over on Congress.
Inasmuch as the bill affects primarily the public land States, it seems to me that
Congress should take the viewpoint of the Governors and other persons interested
in public welfare in the public land States. I am confident that what the public
officials, the industries, and the people of the public land States want and must
have, is legislation that primarily permits the development of the natural re-
sources of their States, and fully believe that recreation, wildlife, and wilder-
ness regulations should be considered a multiple use, and subordinate to the
necessity of the industrial development of the public lands. We must also re-
member the tremendous interests of the United States as a whole. The greatness
of our Nation has been caused very largely by the development of our natural
resources. Today there is nothing more important to our national safety than
the discovery of more oil within our continental United States. We must not
only have ample oil for shooting purposes, but we must have an adequate, ample
supply of oil within continental United States, which is and will be the greatest
deterrent to attack by a foreign power. In other words, our safety depends upon
the strength of our oil reserve. A new oil field on the public doman is far
more important than that geese and bear should be unmolested in their daily
life.

STATEMENT OF T. P. CAMPBELL, PRESIDENT, BOARD OF WATER COMMISSIONERS
OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF DENVER, OOLO.

This statement regarding the Wilderness Act is made on behalf of the Board
of Water Commissioners of the City and County of Denver, Colo. The board is
a nonpolitical board having charge and control of the municipally owned water-
works system and plant which furnish a water supply for all purposes to
most of the Denver metropolitan area, one of the fastest growing areas in the
United States.
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Denver is also an important defense center. The Martin Co., manufacturer
of the Titan missile, the Rocky Flats atomic energy plant, and many important
Federal agencies and military installations, such as the Denver Federal Center,
Lowry Air Force Base, Fitzsimons Army Hospital, and the Rocky Mountain
Arsenal, are all located in the Denver metropolitan area and are dependent upon
the Denver Water Department for a water supply.

Measured against this background, we must remember that Denver is located
in the semiarid West. Water cow'mands a value unknown in moister climates.
Denver's water gathering system extends over hundreds of square miles and
from the Mississippi Basin across the Continental Divide into the Pacific
Ocean's watershed. Practically all of its water supply, as it presently exists and
as it must be augmented, arises on the national forests of the United States.

Upon these national forests, wild areas have already been established upon
an administrative basis. In our opinion the Forest Service is to be commended
for its judicious approach to the problems of administering the national forests
so as to provide for various coordinate uses. Consequently, we can see no need
for the legislation now proposed and known as the Wilderness Act. Yet we
have before us S. 174 which would make wilderness a single end in itself.
In the areas affected, the earth would remain untrammeled by man and the
paramount needs of man, such as for a water supply, would for all practical
purposes be ruled out all together.

The wilderness bill would put affected areas of the national forests and
national parks in a straitjacket. Once a boundary becomes established, Presi-
dential action becomes necessary to change the boundary. Also the bill provides
that reservoirs and water conservation works within national forests and public
domain areas included in the wilderness system may be established only after
Presidential determination that such use in the specific area will better serve
the interests of the United States than will its denial.

We suppose that an attempt might be made to run the whole U.S. Government
by providing that nothing can be done without Presidential act. A President,
already overburdened with responsibilities, is put in an impossible position.
It would appear that the wildlife interests promoting this legislation want to
make sure that these wilderness areas remain untrammeled by man no matter
how great the need of man may be for their use.

In effect, the wilderness bill puts the essential needs of man in a subordinate
position and puts desirable but nonessential objectives in first place. The bill
would give wildlife interests dominant control of these areas such that their
position would be practically unassailable.

It is important to consider the effect of giving the wildlife interest a com-
manding position of authority over those charged with responsibility for furnish-
ing mankind with the basic necessity of water. To the Denver Water Depart-
ment this is no theoretical problem. We should like to give you a case in point
learned by Denver in the hard school of practical experience.

In Colorado, we have years of good rainfall and years of drought. Drought
has occurred repeatedly in the past. It will occur in the future. One such
drought began in the year 1953. By 1954, it was necessary for Denver to impose
severe restrictions on the use of water. By the time Denver hit the bottom of
the drought, the situation bordered on the desperate. Growing out of this
experience, Denver launched a capital construction program costing $140 million
to improve and augment its water supply. This program included the construc-
tion of reservoirs, collection facilities, and tunnels located on or across national
forests and public domain, some of which have now been completely constructed
and some of which are still under construction. Approximately $40 million
worth of this entire program is yet to be completed.

In connection with this program it was necessary for Denver to secure rights-
of-way for reservoirs, collection facilities, and tunnels on and across the national
forests and public domain. Notwithstanding the fact that Denver has now
spent $100 million upon such facilities, Denver has not been able to secure a
firm title across any of the federally owned lands involved.

When Denver makes application to the Bureau of Land Management for a
right-of-way, the Bureau of Land Management clears with various govern-
mental agencies before granting the right-of-way. Clearance has been obtained
readily from all Government agencies excepting one. The holdout agency has
been the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. To date, on account of the impossible
demands of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Denver has not been able to
firm up one single right-of-way for its vast expansion program, made necessarY
in order to supply people with that essential commodity-water.
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In connection with one set of stipulations submitted to the board by Fish and
Wildlife Service, we have computed the capitalized value of water lost to the
board on account of fish and wildlife demands at $25 million. This is only one
out of numerous examples that we might cite.

The attitude of the Fish and Wildlife Service may be demonstrated in
another way. Stipulations submitted to the board for its signature in connec-
tion with rights-of-way sought by the board are prepared by the Fish and Wild-
life Service on a technical basis. We have been informed by the very persons
who prepare these stipulations that they are prepared on the sole basis of what
was advantageous and- desirable from a fish and wildlife point of view regard-
less of their effect on the needs of others such as the need of human beings for
drinking water. It has been our actual experience that stipulations prepared
on this sole technical basis are then submitted to the Board of Water Commis-
sioners with the requirement that the board sign the same. It is thus Imme-
diately apparent that a special interest group such as the Fish and Wildlife
Service places its special interest ahead of everything else, a policy quite at
variance from other Federal agencies which recognize the desirability of multi-
purpose use of federally owned land.

The above example of the experience of the Denver Water Department in
dealing with fish and wildlife interests indicates why the board is alarmed when
wildlife interests seek to blanket a national wilderness system over the national
forest, where the earth is to remain untrammeled by man. It is the experience
of the board that when wildlife interests are given the whip hand, they promote
their own special ends without any regard whatsoever to the needs of others.
S. 174 would give wildlife interests an absolute and arbitrary control over areas
where the Denver Water Department in its continuing growth hopes to establish
collection facilities in order to supply an expanding city with its water needs,
The prospect of having to deal with such arbitrary authority lodged in a narrow
special interest group is appalling to the board. Consequently the board em-
phatically opposes the enactment of the wilderness bill into law. The board
does, on the other hand, wholeheartedly support the present practice of the for-
est service of administering the national forest upon the multiple-use theory.

The CHAIMAN. Mr. Douglas Nelson.

STATEMENT OF DOUGLAS E. NELSON, IND E NT PETROLEUM
ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA

Mr. NELSON. Mr. Chairman, my name is Douglas E. Nelson. I am
representing the public land committee of the Independent Petroleum
Association of America. I will try to skip through some of this.
The statement is short but to keep up with your interest in briefness
I would like to make some specific provisions, or rather observations,
that we have with regard to S. 174.

With respect to national forest and national park lands involved
in this Senate bill 174 it is perhaps safe to say that in such large areas
some of the lands are potentially productive of oil or gas. The national
forest and national park lands involved in this bill are not at present
of general interest to petroleum prospectors.

We believe the procedure of wholesale withdrawal from multiple
use as provided in S. 174 is inadvisable because it does not follow what
appears to us to be the more appropriate procedure as we have outlined
in our statement. With respect to wildlife refuge and game range
lands we believe it would be extremely inadvisable to withdraw such
lands as proposed in S. 174 from multiple-use development, including
petroleum exploration and development. Much of these lands contain
geological structures favorable to the existence of petroleum and
particularly in the game ranges where some areas are actively being
explored today.
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In fact, in some instances production has been obtained. These
lands total several million acres. More important than the existing
refuges and ranges is the unlimited acreage that might hereafter be
classified as such. Under section 3(d).of S. 174 during the next 15
years unlimited acreage might be classfied by the Seretary of the
Interior as wildlife refuges and game range andthis unlimited acreage
might be moved into the wilderness system under procedures of this
bill thereby being withdrawn from petroleum exploration and devel-
opment.

Under this provision Congress is granting a blanket delegation of
authority to remove unlimited amounts of the public lands from
multiple use subject only to the negative vote by Congress as provided
in section 3(f). For these reasons we believe wildlife refuges and
game ranges should be removed entirely from this bill.

Thank you for letting us present our views.
(The prepared statement of Mr. Nelson follows:)

STATEMENT OF DOUGLAS E. NELSON ON BEHALF OF THE INDEPENDENT PETOLEUM
AsSOCIATION OF AMERICA

My name is Douglas E. Nelson. I am a member of the public lands committee
of the Independent Petroleum Association of America and am appearing here on
behalf of the association.

The Independent Petroleum Association of America is a national trade as-
sociation of Independent producers of crude oil and natural gas, including land
and royalty owners. The principal interest of the members of the association
is in the domestic production of oil and gas. Every oil producing area of the
Nation is represented in the association membership.

By way of general comment, we wish to observe that the Congress historically
has espoused a policy of multiple-use development of the public lands as is re-
flected in the multiple-use laws that have been enacted. We believe this policy
of multiple-use development has been proven to be sound as demonstrated by the
vast and rapid development of the public land. Violation of this policy through
withdrawals for special single purpose use should be practiced only as an excep-
tion to the general policy where It can be clearly shown that such single purpose
use is (1) essential and (2) is incompatible with other uses. Further, it would
seem to us to be appropriate for any withdrawal for a single purpose use to be
preceded by a careful land use study, including public hearings. Finally, any
withdrawal of substantial acreage should be accomplished by positive action
of Congress.

As to specific provisions of S. 174, we have the following observations:
1. With respect to national forest and national park lands involved in S. 174,

it is perhaps safe to say that in such large areas some of the lands are poten-
tially productive of oil and gas. For example, the South Absaroka National
Forest east of Yellowstone is an area covered by non-petroleum-bearing igneous
rock overlaying sedimentary formations which are potentially petroleum bearing.
There has been considerable interest in this area on the part of the petroleum
industry in recent years. Despite the fact, however, that the national forest
and national park lands involved in this bill are not at present of general Inter-
est to petroleum prospectors, we believe the procedure of wholesale withdrawal
from multiple use as provided in S. 174 Is inadvisable because it does not follow
what appears to us to be the more appropriate procedures as outlined above.

2. With respect to wildlife refuge and game range lands, we believe it would
be extremely inadvisable to withdraw such lands as proposed In S. 174 from
multiple-use development, including pertoleum exploration and development-
Much of these lands contain geological structures favorable to the existence of
petroleum and particularly in the game ranges, are actively being explored today.
In fact, in some instances, production has been obtained. These lands total
several millions of acres. More important than the existing refuges and ranges
Is the unlimited acreage that might hereafter be classified as such. Under sec-
tion 3(d) of S. 174, during the next 15 years unlimited acreage might be classic
fied by the Secretary of the Interior as wildlife refuges and game ranges and this
unlimited acreage might be moved into the wilderness system under the pro-
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cedures of this bill, thereby being withdrawn from petroleum exploration and
development. Under this provision, Congress is granting a blanket delegation
of authority to remove unlimited amounts of the public lands from multiple use,
subject only to the negative veto by Congress as provided in section 3(f). For
these reasons, we believe wildlife refuges and game ranges should be removed
entirely from this bill.

We appreciate the opportunity to present our views on this matter.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there questions?
Senator ALLOr. I just want to say, Mr. Nelson is from Denver.

I appreciate very much his very brief and lucid statement.
The CHAmmAx. So do I.
Mr. NELSON. Thank you.
The CHAMAN. Next is Mr. Laughlin.
Senator HicKEY. I would like to introduce Mr. Laughlin who in

addition to being executive vice president of the Rocky Mountain
Oil & Gas Association is an attorney from Wyoming and long-time
friend.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT B. LAUGHLIN, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESI-
DENT, ROCKY MOUNTAIN OIL & GAS ASSOCIATION

Mr. LAUGHLIN. Thank you, Senator.
Mr. Chairman, my name is Robert B. Laughlin. I am the execu-

tive vice president of the Rocky Mountain Oil & Gas Association
which is the association of those engaged in the oil industry in the
Rocky Mountain States. I have filed my statement which is only
a few pages and will direct my oral comments to only part of the
points.

The CHAImAN. Thank you very much.
(The prepared statement of Mr. Laughlin follows:)

STATEMENT OF ROBERT B. LAUGHLIN, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, ROCKY MOUN-
TAIN OIL M& GAS ASSOCIATION

Mr. Chairman. my name is Robert B. Laughlin; I live in Casper, Wyo., and
I am serving as the executive vice president of the Rocky Mountain Oil & Gas
Association.

Our association is a trade association representing the oil and gas industry
in the States of Utah, Wyoming, Montana, South Dakota, Nebraska, Colorado,
and Idaho, You will note that these States are those often referred to as
"public domain States," or in other words, States having a high percentage
of public lands within their boundaries. In at least two instances more than
50 percent of the lands in such States are still owned by the United States.
This applies not only to the surface of such lands, but also to the oil and gas
and other minerals which may be found therein. In some of these States the
United States owns upward of 70 percent of the minerals.

Our association has over 2,200 members composing every element of the oil
and gas business in our territory, and, therefore, I speak today on behalf of
drillers, producers, royalty owners, lease brokers, and others, whose livelihood
Is dependent upon our industry.

The purpose of the association is to promote the discovery, development, pro-
duction, and conservation of oil and gas in the Rocky Mountain region.

Our industry is opposed to S. 174, the bill you are considering today, which,
If enacted, would undertake to establish a national wilderness preservation
system. I appreciate this opportunity to tell you briefly why we are opposed
to it.

Perhaps at the outset I should say that we, here in the West, are already ac-
Customed to living in a country which is still in its natural state, and we often
think of parts of our respective States as being wilderness. Many of us are
well acquainted with such natural wilderness areas through hunting and fish-
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ing expeditions, and also in our business from exploring in such areas for gas
and oil. Being well acquainted with this area, we who live here cannot under.
stand the need for this bill.

The bill would carve out vast areas and simply insulate them against serving
any useful purpose whatever, other than extremely limited recreational use.
Under the present law, millions and millions of people, year after year, are pres-
ently able to enjoy all that these areas have to offer and, in addition, these same
areas are daily put to some productive use.

Our indusry has long been committed to support the principle of multiple
use as applied to our Government's public lands. Under that principle most of
the areas made the subject of the bill can now be used alternately and simulta-
neously for recreational purposes, oil and gas exploration and development, tim-
ber and logging, sheep and cattle grazing, and hard-rock mining. So long as
effective conservation principles are applied by each of these users, we cannot
see the necessity for restrictive legislation such as this. Present law and regu-
lations prescribe that the U.S. Geological Survey shall regulate oil and gas activ-
ities so as to accomplish effective conservation and such regulation has been
and is effective as to surface as well as to the subsurface strata. S. 174, if
enacted into law, would prohibit, for all practical purposes, the use of these
areas 'for any form of commercial enterprise." We cannot believe that such a
prohibition would be in the interest of the people of the United States.

The established policy of the United States in the administration of the public
domain is one of multiple use in order to achieve maximum use. There was
passed, at a recent session of Congress, a law which prohibits the military from
withdrawing in excess of 5,000 acres without congressional approval, except in
time of war or emergency. That law reiterates that the Secretary of the In-
terior has full authority for the disposition in accordance with the applicable
public land mining and mineral leasing laws of all minerals in withdrawn or
reserved public lands that are withdrawn for the military, except lands with-
drawn or reserved specifically as naval petroleum, naval oil shale, or naval coal
reserves.

But the proposed bill would withdraw at the outset an area which has been
estimated to comprise some 50 million acres and with few exceptions from any
form of commercial enterprise. There are provisions for additions to the wilder-
ness system which can only be prevented by the positive action of Congress.
With such vast areas, it is safe to say that some of these areas are oil bearing.

It takes years of exploration, study, evaluation, and many dry holes to find oil.
Is it not too great a gamble with the security of the American people to wait until
an emergency arises? It may then be too late.

The oil industry is contributing greatly to our economy. During the period
1920 through June 30, 1959, there was paid into the U.S. Treasury as receipts
under the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920 almost $800 million. Pursuant to that
act, 37% percent of the receipts go to the States and 52% percent goes to the
reclamation fund. As a result, Wyoming alone has received over $120 million for
its highways and schools.

No one is opposed to providing for recreational areas, but we can do that
without adversely affecting multiple use or losing resources necessary for the
maintenance of our economy. With our increasing population, every acre must
contribute all it can to our needs. Practical land management emphasizes high-
est use for each acre, but does not exclude other uses.

Our Nation cannot afford to lock up its resources in the vast area proposed
in this bill.

It may be of interest to you and the other menibers of the committee to learn
that in the summer months of each year. in almost all of the States I have
already named, it is not uncommon to see in one locality an oil and gas-drilling
rig in operation next to a fishing stream being well used by sportsmen, running
across a meadow on which are grazing sheep and cattle, and at the far end will
be a hardrock mining operation extracting some valuable natural resource. It
is also probable that in that same locality will be found a timber operation going
on. We think that this example serves to illustrate a policy which for many
years has resulted in the greatest good for the greatest number of people. At
the same time, I am compelled to say that S. 174 would put a stop to all of
that.

In the 85th Congress there was created the National Outdoor Recreation
Resources Review Commission, which was formed to study outdoor recreation
resources of public lands in the United States. That Commission has been ap-
pointed and there are serving on it many outstanding Senators, Representatives,
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and public members. That Commission alone should serve as a sufficient watch-
dog over the national recreation resources of our country.

Will you, therefore, record the strong opposition of our industry and this
association to this measure designated as S. 174 for the principal reasons that:
First, it abolishes the wise and sound principle of multiple use in connection
with our public lands; second, that it would so restrict millions of acres of our
Western States as to effectively insulate those areas against any economical
use and even against any significant recreational use; and finally, it would
jeopardize the security of the United States.

Mr. LAUGHLIN. We have no objection to the concept of wilderness
if adequate provision is made for multiple use. We think that wilder-
ness and other uses are compatible. It has been stated here that this
bill as now written does take into consideration the concept of multi-
ple use so far as the oil and gas industry is concerned. It does not
and the reason it does not is this:

On page 11, beginning at line 12, the bill provides:
Except as specifically provided for in this act and subject to any existing

private rights, there shall be no commercial enterprise within the wilderness
system, no permanent road, nor shall there be any use of motor vehicles.

The "except as otherwise provided" begins on line 8 of page 12
which provides that within the national forests and public domain
areas included in the wilderness system the President may within a

specific area and in accordance with such regulations as he may deem
eirable permit prospecting, including exploration for oil and gas,

and mining, including production of oil andgas.
Now for all practical purposes that does not provide for multiple use

so far as oil and gas are concerned. Oil and gas, the finding of oil and
gas, the production of oil and gas cannot be turned on and off like a
spigot. It takes years of exploration, it takes years of study, and un-
fortunately many dry holes are the result. Presumably the President
would not open up any area under this authorization unless some
demanding circumstances such as a national emergency required it. I
submit that at that time it might be too late.

The CHAIRMAN. This does not relate to an emergency, does it?
Doesn't it say, "Will better serve the interests of the United StatesI"

Mr. LAUGHLIN. That is correct. But in the absence of a change in
circumstances there would be no reason for the President to make such
a determination.

I suggest, so far as the oil and gas industry is concerned, that phase
of it that I represent, that no one is opposed to providing for recrea-
tional or wilderness areas but we can do that without adversely affect-
ing multiple use or losing resources necessary for the maintenance of
our economy. With our increasing population every acre must con-
tribute all it can to our needs. Practical land management emphasizes
highest use for each acre but does not exclude other uses.

Thank you very much.
Senator ALLOTT. I would just like to ask one question.
Mr. LAUGHLIN. I refer to section 6(b) and 6(c) (2), the two sec-

tions you referred to in the act. Now when you take those two sections
in conjunction with page 3, section 3 (b) (1), in which you bring in all
primitive areas and the primitive areas, the general testimony is7 is
greatly unclassified today, could it not be that you would be freezing
into the wilderness system without any chance for any economic use
land that might be very valuable and which might not be of any partic-
ular value as wilderness system?1
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Mr. LAUGHLINi. That is correct.
Senator ALuoAr. Would that be your interpretation ?
Mr. LAUGHLIN. That is my interpretation.
The CHAImAN. Any other questions?
Thank you very much, Mr. Laughlin.
The CHaIRAN. Mr. Merryman.

STATEMENT OF SOMERS G. MERRYMAN, NORTHERN PACIFIC
RAILWAY 00.

Mr. MFRRYMAN. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I have
a statement here which will run about 8 minutes. I have taken the
liberty ofibriefing it in accordance with your instructions. I will
guarantee it will be done in 5 minutes.

The CHAIRA. Thank you.
Mr. MERRYXAN. My name is Somers G. Merryman, manager, Tim-

ber and Western Lands, of the Northern Pacific Railway Co., 1008
Smith Tower, Seattle, Wash.

The Northern Pacific, first of the northern transcontinental rail-
roads, has had a great deal of firsthand experience with wilderness
in the Northwest. Today, its lines serve hundreds of dependent com-
munities where a perpetual flow of forest products is the source
of raw material that sustains their economy. Forest products alone
produced 28 percent of the rail revenue of the Northern Pacific in
1960; therefore it is easy to understand that management of timber,
minerals, water, grazing, recreation, wilderness, and other resources
of Federal lands, is of vital concern to the Northern Pacific. I would
like to make clear the railway company is not opposed to wilderness
providing' the amount set aside is consistent with other needs.

The withdrawal of resources from the economy of the Northwest
will be felt not only by the transportation industry but by numerous
other supporting services, including common labor and skilled pro-
fessional people, whose occupations are indirectly dependent upon
industries using resources from Federal lands.

It will be necessary to develop all natural resources to their fullest
extent to sustain the present standard of living as the population
expands. Renewable resources can be most efficiently managed under
one agency, with the authority to adjust the ratio of uses from time
to time to realize maximum social and economic benefits. Failure
to do so will result in lost recreational opportunities as well as lost
economic values.

The uses to which the resources of our national forests are put,
directly or indirectly affect every citizen. Withdrawal of lands from
multiple-use management by legislation for limited use before sound,
careful studies have been completed, will result in poorly conceived
boundaries and will not produce the maximum possible benefits.

The railway company manages its 21 million acres of land under
the principleof multiple use, with a technically trained staff of for-
esters, geologists, engineers, grazing, recreation, and other land-man-
agement specialists. The various possible uses of its property are
integrated to yield the highest and best combined use. The relative
values of the resources on its lands are constantly changing.The
railway company cannot, in good conscience, dedicate portions of its
properties to limited use in the future based upon today's knowledge-
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Changing need and demand for the resources of our Federal lands
also cannot be accurately predicted for the future. Sound land man-
agement olicy requires that land managing-agencies be provided
with freedom to continually alter the balance of resources utilized in
order to fu lfill society's requirements. To arbitrarily establish
boundaries today which cannot be readily revised to fit the needs as
foreseen tomorrow, is wasteful, shortsighted, unnecessary and not in
the best interest of future generations.

As each of these areas approaches development, the wilderness needs
and boundaries can be better determined in view of more reliable in-
formation. The existing procedure of wilderness preservation has
resulted in bountiful wilderness availability far beyond the present re-
quirements.

There is no proven need to establish an additional system to manage
wilderness; in fact, such a system will create many difficulties as it will
be dependent entirely upon appropriations, whereas much of the
current cost'of recreation is indirectly borne by other resources which
are providing access and protection.

Little has been said about the vast acreage of nondedicated national
forest and private land which is available for recreation and which is
suitable for providing wilderness-type experience. Wilderness and
timber are renewable resources. Cropping of timber does not fully
destroy the wilderness value but only reduces its quality for a period.

Prope establishment of, wilderness requirements and boundaries
can only be made after careful studies of each individual case. The
areas now set aside in primitive classification were purposely created
larger than necessary to be sure of including all p bible wilderness
values., A wilderness bill to protect primitive areas is unnecessary as
they are now assured adequate protection under their primitive status
until studied and reclassified for their best use under the multiple-use
principle.

Hearings are scheduled early in March by the regional forester,
northern region, to review the Forest Service proposal to reclassify
the Selway-Bitterroot Primitive Area to wilderness status. As a
case in point, this area of 1,833,039 acres contains nearly 7 billion
board feet of timber and over 900,000 acres of commercial timberland.
The center of the primitive area is within 375 miles (1 day's travel
by car) of 33 separate areas containing 12$75,231 acres of principally
wilderness-type country dedicated to limited use in the national forest
and national parks.

The CHAnmmAN. Did I understand you that this has 900,000 acres
of commercial timber!

Mr. MERRYmAN. That is correct.
The CHAIRMAN. In a primitive area ?
Mr. MERRYMAN. That is correct.
The CHARMMAN. This could be cut at any time now, could it V Could

it have been for the last 30 years?
Mr. MMRRMAN. It awaits growth development, Senator.
The CHAMMAN. I understand. There was not enough demand for

us to put access roads in it. We have an access road program. None
of it has been cut for 30 years.

Mr. MMMYMAN. That is correct. I agree. I am not concerned,
however, with what has happened in the past. I am concerned with
the future.
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This timber will all be needed for the economy of the United States
in the decades ahead and also the State of Idaho as has been well
brought out here in previous discussion.

In the opinion of many who have visited it, the area is too large
even for proper use as a wilderness due to restricted access. It can
only be entered a few months out of the pear and cannot be adequately
protected from devasting fires, because of its inaccessibility.

Furthermore, it includes private lands, some of which axe owned
by the Northern Pacific, road landing fields, and hunting lodges, all
of which are not consistent with true wilderness. Elimination of most
of the above conflicts will still leave an area of over 1,000 square miles
containing practically all of the true wilderness.

The Setway-Bitterroot example shows how important it is that each
area be careuy studied before classification to limited use.

For the Congress to enact S. 174 before the Outdoor Recreation
Resources Review Commission report is available, is tantamount to
a doctor operating before he completely diagnoses the illness. This
study promises to be far more complete than any to date, and the
urgency of the problem just does not warrant such hasty action.

It is respectfully recommended that consideration of S. 174 by
the Congress be set aside, ending completion of the above study.

I should point out that the railway company is a substantial owner
of land in the Selway-Bitterroot Primitive Area, the Mission Moun-
tain Primitive Area, and it owns approximately 8,000 acres inside
Yellowstone National Park.

Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Any questions.
Senator MErCALF. Mr. Chairman, I can't let this witness go without

commenting on his testimony about the Selway-Bitterroot area, be-
cause that is an area with which I am familiar. I grew up in the
Selway-Bitterroot area and know it and I also know the ontana
area he is talking about.

There are only 83 million board feet of timber in the whole Mon-
tana national forest area that is in wilderness and there are 524 million
board feet of allowable cut not being harvested right now in Mon-
tana. Now we have 14 percent unemployment in the logging areas
of Montana. Mr. Merryman knows that as well as I do, because he
operates in the Northern Pacific; his Northern Pacific areas are up
near Libby and Kalispell, down near Bitterroot.

You know we are not even beginning to cut annually the amount
of timber that is allowable to cut right now. Last year Senator
Murray and Senator Mansfield and I as ed for a survey of the timber
resources in Montana. Mr. Tebbe, the regional forester, said that we
could have a development of eight times the present level without
going into the wilderness areas.

We could have three times as many jobs in primary employment
as we have at the present time. So we are not even beginning to use
the present timber resources we have outside, without even touching,
the Selway or the Bob Marshall or any of the other wilderness areas.Mr. MERRYxAN. Senator, I would respectfully have to disagree
with your figures. I don't know the source, but I do know what the
Northern Pacific is cutting in western Montana. It is, roughly 100
million board feet per year. This includes the area east of'the bon-

0006 SRP02651



THE WILDERNESS AOT 307

tinental Divide in the Gallatin Forest area. This is coming from
lands largely intermingled with those of the U.S. Government Forest
Service.

This cut is considerable in excess of the average growing capacity
of the land. We do not believe that we can continue to keep up this
cut and fulfill the requirements of the local mills. I have also had
it told to me by members in the Missoula area-and I am sorry I can't
remember the exact figure-that the average head capacity in the
Bitterroot Valley, northern, and including Flathead Valley, is ap-
proximately 150 million to 200 million greater than the annual cut
capacity that may be sustained.

Senator MErCALF. I will give you the figures. I put into the record
a while ago a statement of the allowable cut in the national forest for
1960 in the State of Montana. It is 1,000 million board feet. The
actual cut was 478 million board feet. This means an additional 524
million board feet could have been cut. In the State of Idaho the
allowable cut was 1,025 million board feet. The actual cut was 790
million. There, 235 million board feet more could have been cut.
Now, all the cut in the wilderness in Montana would be 83 million
board feet, and it would only be added to 524 million board feet of
allowable cut outside the wilderness areas which was not cut last year.

In Idaho it would be 156 million board feet added to 235 million
board feet of allowable cut which was not used last year. Until you
begin to cut the amount of timber that is available in western Mon-
tana and in eastern Idaho, begin to even come halfway to cutting that
timber, I don't see that there is any argument about the shortage of
timber.

Mr. MRYXAN. Senator, I will respectfully have to again disagree
with you. I will have to know exactly what areas this volume of cut
is short in. I know that there are substantial volumes of timber in
the Bob Marshall Wilderness Area, which I have heard previous
reference to and which was stated as not being acceptable timber value.

My. recollection, not from personal experience becauseI have not
been in there, but discussing it with timber operators in the general
area, that the fir lodge in th6 Bob Marshall-is some of the best fir
lodge timber in the State of Montana.

The CHAIkMAN. The point is, if you can't cut the allowable cut
outside the wilderness-type areas, why do you want to go into the
wilderness?

Mr. MERRYMAN. Senator, I think perhaps I should repeat the state-
ment I made a little earlier. I am not worried about what we are
doing today. The cut in the Montana area or Idaho is sufficient to
serve the capacit of the existing mills. I recently made a trip
through parts of idaho. I think that it is very obvious when you look
at some of the existing plants where they are only operating 25 or 50
percent of capacity, a lot of people are out of work, but there are
plenty of logs around to supply their needs. They don't have the
markets available.

I was going to say it is not due to shortage of timber, but to short-
age of market, I know why some mills in New Mexico closed. They
closed because they could not sell their lumber. We are looking at this
tiling through different pairs of glasses, I am using telescopes, looking
20, 30, 50 years ahead of the timber in a perpetual basis. p
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You cannot look at it in terms of the next decade or two. I main-
tain we are going to need the timber to supply the needs of the
American people to build homes in within the next 75 and 100 years.

Timber and wilderness both are renewable resources. What I mean
by that is that if you cut over a wilderness area it will replenish itself
where timber grows.

The CHAIMRAN. If you are so worried about having enough timber
to cut 25 or 50 years from now why don't some of you pitch in and help
me on my reforestation billI

Mr. MmmyMAN. I will be glad to do that.
The CHAIRMAN. I welcome you to the trenches.
Senator METCALF. Mr. Chairman, I made a trip with Mr. Merry-

man and the Northern Pacific people. We looked over the timber
operations in western Montana. I want to say that the tree farms
and the conservation policies of the Northern Pacific are splendid. I
know that he is familiar with Senate Document No. 9 of the 86th
Congress, entitled "Full Use and Development of Montana's Timber
Resources," because we discussed that.

That is the timber survey from which I was quoting that showed
that we have a very inadequate !development, that we have less than
50 percent of development of our timber resources and we could in-
crease some areas in western Montana eight times.

We also talked about your bill, Mr. Chairman, Senate Joint 'Reso-
lution 95, and, the need for reforestation. We can increase many
times the amount of timber in western Montana by adequate re-
forestation.

It will take several hundred years to reforest denuded timberlands
in Montana at the present rate if we don't accelerate the reforesta-
tion. There are plenty of ways to look through this telescee at 90
years from now, or at the year 2,000, or whatever Mr.. Merryman

as his telescope spotted on and develop the timber needs 'we have in
that area without invading these wilderness and primitive areas.

The CnArRHAN. I have my telescope on the clock. Are there addi-
tional questions? You have been a good witness.

Mr. Barnard is an attorney and son of a very distinguished lawyer
who is also a great natural resources lawyer, as ig Mr. Barnard.

He represents the Colorado Water Congress and I believe is as
capable as anyone in the State to testify on the general view in my
own State concerning the present bill.

STATEMENT OF ZOHN B. BARNARD, FIRST ASSISTANT ATTORNEY
GENERAL OF THE STATE OF COLORADO

Mr. BARNAR. Thank you, sir.
Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I revised slightly

my prepared statement, some typographical errors and some unfor-
tunate language I saw on rereading it, so the original will be different
from the copies I present.

I will also brief this and in doing so make one or two flat state-
ments that will be further qualified if one reads the entire statement.

Colorado first expressed itself in connection with wilderness legis-
lation about 2 years ago by a memorial of its legislature.

Later on the Colorado Legslature drafted some amendments based
on the objections to the legislation then pending.
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Amendments were later prepared in cooperation with the Senator
from Colorado and we felt that the end product of those amendments,
the O'Mahoney-Allott substitute to 1123 last year represented a con-
siderable compromise as far as the water interests of the State of
Colorado were concerned.

As can be seen from a quick review of the report of the Senate Select
committee e on Water Resources, the Colorado River Basin and other
basins which affect Colorado are going to be short of water, very short,
in 1980, even more short in the year 2000.

A good share of this water is produced in high mountain areas. It
is in those same areas that there is generally a great deal of desire to
createe wilderness areas.

Just what in detail activities will take place in respect to water
development we cannot predict. We know we will have to develop the
water. We know that high mountain areas are going to be affected.

We take the position that in the creation of the present wilderness
aind primitive areas the only consideration given was its value as
wilderne.ss. There was no comparison of its value for other resource
development. I am thinking particularly of its value for water
developmentt.

Contrary to popular opinion reservoir sites, canal sites, tunnel sites
(10 not exist everywhere. They are as difficult to find as proper
wilderness areas.

We further take the position that if and when a conflict develops
between wilderness and water the water which is necessary to sustain
every form of life known to man must take first precedence.

Now, we feel that whenever any proposal is made for the creation of
these areas by congressional action as distinguished from the present
administrative action it should be given a look at, so to speak, by the
agencies that are directly responsible for water development.

This has not been done.
Now, when we proposed to this Congress through this committee a

water project we are required to present the views of the Fish and
Wildlife Service and the views of the National Park Service and the
l'iews of others whose Federal responsibilities may be affected by the
water project we wish to develop.

We do this and sometimes it is a difficult proposition to work out
these conflicting interests, but unless we do and work it out to the
satisfaction of the Congress, we do not have the project.

Yet I still contend that the water projects are of extreme importance
and in the final analysis, if it comes to a direct conflict, are far more
important to human life than wilderness areas.

Now, we submit, and we feel that the review provided for under the
present S. 174 is inadequate in that without the presentation of the
views of these other agencies whose Federal responsibilities are af-
fected the Congress has no factual basis on which to make this very
same comparison.

The sweeping leg islation, we feel, in short, ignores the potential
water development that may be necessary in the Mountain States,
particularly, and all over the United States eventually.

We don't know the exact areas of conflict. They have not been
studied.
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On the other hand, we submit that the proponents of wilderness can't
know these areas of conflict because they have not been studied for
them just as they have not been studied for us.

Now, Mr. Zahniser said a few minutes ago that why should we be
required to flip a coin with you by comparing values when we already
have not even these areas. I submit that while those who are desirous
of obtaining wilderness reservation, have a logical point when we say
we are citizens and stockholders, and we therefore have a right to be
heard in respect to the proper disposition of this land, the administra-
tive setting aside administrativelyof these areas does not mean an
appropriation to their own exclusive use and benefit of these lands and
areas and until they are examined from the standpoint of their com-
parative values with other areas the Congress should not throw its
cloak over the establishment of these areas.

We strongly urge that if the Congress shares the view that some
legislation is necessary, a view which incidentally I do not share,
the Congress should take its action based on a specific review of each
area and by giving consideration to not only wilderness value, but other
values.

Incidentally, we would concur with the covering in of the existing
wild and wilderness areas although some do not feel that is sufficient
because they were not given this comparative consideration at the
time they were established.

However, I think most of the people will go along with that, recog-
nizing the right of other citizens to be heard in respect to the dis-
position of public lands.

This legislation in my view involves many resource problems. I
understand that the statement was made to this committee that the
best protection that can be given to watersheds is to stay out of them.

As a member of the Advisory Council of the Experimental Forest
at Frazier, Colo., I have seen progress reports on experiments in forest
harvesting to determine the effet of such harvesting on water supply.
These preliminary reports indicate that the proper kind of harvesting
will provide healthier watersheds and at the same time substantially
increase water supply.

This is a matter of extreme importance to us where our water supply
is limited.

There are other similar experiments being conducted with rivate,
State, and Government funds to prove whether or not this is true,
that we can improve water supply.

If the fact is and it is established that this can't be done and the
only way to keep the water supply as high as it is is to leave the
watershed alone, I submit the money is being wasted.

One thing I noted in the report of the.Interior Department, they
suggest a cafarifying amendment by submitting the words "non-Fed-
erail" for privatelyy owned."

I am not in a position to say at the present time but it seems to
me that the States and local governments who may be affected by the
power to acquire all non-Federal land within the primitive areas eight
wish to say something about this because there are State' and local
interests in certain water conservation facilities and in land within
these areas.

These State and local governments have their responsibilities also.
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I read the last portion of this very briefly. Although not directly
related to the specific problem of water development, I should like
to point out that the political system devised by our Founding Fathers
in our Constitution, has worked quite well. It gave recognition to
small States of the Union, in terms of population, by creating a U.S.
Senate, to be composed of two Senators from each State.

It gave recognition to population differential by creating a House
of Representatives in which House representation is determined by
population.

Thus, the interests of both the populous and nonpopulous States
were protected by requiring the concurrence of both types of repre-
sentatives to legislation.

Congress is charged with the duty of making needful rules and regu-
lations concerning Federal property. If it does so by delegating its
authority to the executive department, reserving only a veto power, it
vests such power in either the representatives of population or the
representatives of States, instead of exercising its power by concurrence
of both.

While the courts might hold such action to be within the authority
of Congress, it flies in the face of the obvious principles of the
Constitution.

For a more complete and far more learned discussion of this issue,
I respectfully refer the members of the committee to the remarks of
Senator O'Mahoney to this committee's predecessor on February 16,
1960, which remarks were subsequently set forth in the Congressional
Record.

I personally would like to call the attention of the distinguished
members of this committee to the effect of this legislation on the pro-
tection given to less populous States by the senatorial system.

Discussion of all the technical aspects of this legislation is
impossible.

Suffice it to say that while it is simple in appearance, in fact
it produces vast changes in established procedures and areas of au-
thority, including the authority of Congress itself.

Perhaps after those who can express only emotion have exhausted
themselves emotionally, some consideration can be given to the prac-
tical political changes and technical resources problems it will produce.

Thank you.
The CH AImAN. Are there questionsI
Senator Auzio. I just want to thank Mr. Barnard very much for

his fine statement, because I think he has brought forth one of the
things that concern some of us in the West and particularly in my own
State, which is that we will have to develop water where you can de-
velop it and for that reason we are very concerned about the implica-
tion, some of the implications, of this bill.

Mr. BARxARD. Thank you sir
(The formal statement of Mr. Barnard is as follows:)

PIPAMZ STATEMENT OF JOHN B. BARNAD, FIRST ASSISTANT ATrORNEY GKIquhAL
STATE OF COLORADO

My name is John B. Barnard, Jr. I am here today as first assistant attorney
general of the State of Colorado. I also represent the Colorado Water Con-
gress. In 1959 the Legislature of the State of Colorado, by memorial, opposed
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the enactment of legislation to create a wilderness system, which action has
never been rescinded or modified. In the memorial some of the moreglAring
defects of the legislation were pointed out During the course of the consideration
by this committee of wilderness legislation in its many forms, this memorial was
used in drafting numerous amendments In order to carry out the feeling of our
legislature. In addition, the Colorado Water Conservation Board, on which
board I serve as the appointee of the attorney general of Colorado, unanimously
expressed itself in opposition to such legislation, and its views were considered.
the Colorado Water Congress has likewise consistently suggested certain amend-
ments which it feels are essential for the protection of Colorado's future.

In an effort to compromise, the amendment in the nature of a substitute by
Senator O'Mahoney, o~ered in the 86th Congress for himself and Senator Allott,
the Colorado Water Congress approved this proposal It represented the limit
to which those interested In the development of Colorado could go In attempting
to compromise. Unfortunately, S. 174 of the 87th Congress exceeds these limits
in several particulars, some of which I will, suggest to the committee today.

The Select Committee on Water Resources created by the 86th Congress has
reported, without going into details, the tremendous task that Hes before us in
developing and stabilizing our water resources, particularly in the Western States.
With particular reference to the Rocky Mountain States, a large portion of our
water supply originates in high mountain regions. The development of water
at the point where it Is available Is difficult from an engineering standpoint and
very expensive. It must take place, to provide an efficient and eonomical use
of water, In these high mountain areas, If such development is to take place
at 'AL These areas of future development of water can well be the same areas
as those for which wilderness status Is sought.J.

In the hundreds of pages of testimony before this committee on this legislation
there is much repetition of certain emotional phrases, such as "our hertage of
wilderness" and "shve this for our children and our children's children." As a
matter of fact the hearings could have been much shorter had these phrases
been expressed as values such as X and Y. In the place of this emotional
approach, we submit that the Congress should recognize that water, necessary
to sustain all forms of life, is of paramount and controlling importance.

With this background, we compare S. 174 with the amendment thereto in the
nature of a substitute, intended to be proposed by Senator Allott; as printed,
which is essentially the same as the substitute proposed by Senator O'Mahoney
in the 86th Congress.

Wild, wilderness, and primitive areas were established by the Forest Service
on the basis of an examination of these areas to determine their value for wilder-
ness. The amount of wilderness necessary to satisfy the desires of a few of our
citizens to be alone has not been weighed against other future human needs.

The Forest Service is not responsible for water resource development. Those
who are, so far as we know, were not asked to review these areas from that
standpoint. Other agencies having specific Federal responsibilities have not
examined these areas in connection with such designation, to my k owledge.

When we propose a water development to the Congress we must have a report
from the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife as to the effect of the project
on fish and wildlife, as well as reports from other agencies and the affected
States. This assures that no potentially more valuable utilization of the lands
iivolved is overlooked when we go to Congress for water project authorization.
However, under S. 174, a congressional act-that is, the designation of an area
as a part of a wilderness system-occurs, not by congressional enactment but by
administrative fiat, and then with no information which the Congress can use to
analyze the potential conflict with other important resource objectives. The
amendment intended to be proposed by Senfator Allott corrects this situation.

This sweeping legislation ignores the potential necessity of water development
It would place additional, and perhaps insurmountable barriers In the Tway of
the development of water projects essential for logiftl development of the vast
potential of the West. We cannot point to specific areas of conflict, because
we do not know what all potential water project requirements may be. By
the same token, It Is equally Imssible for the wilderness proponents to state
unequivocally that there Is no such conflict, unless they are vested with some
mystic power to see the future. We strongly rge that if the Oongrwss shares
the view that some legislation. Is necessary, a view which I do not share, the
Congress should take Its action based on a specific review of each area, and by
giving consideration to not only wilderness value, but other values.
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This legislation Involves many resource problems which are not apparent from
a casual inspection. For example, I understand that the statement was made
to this committee that the best protection that can be given for watersheds is
to stay out of them. As a member of the advisory council of the experimental
forest at Fraser, Colo., I have seen progress reports on experiments in forest
harvesting to determine its effect on water supply. The preliminary reports
indicate that certain kinds of harvesting provide healthier watersheds and
increase water supply. Also, experiments in other areas are going on In the
control of disastrous fire and increasing water supply by controlled brush burn-
ing. I am not technically qualified in this area, but if the answer is clear that
the best proteton is to leave them alone, how do we justify the expenditures
for experiments in forest management-which is doing the opposite?

Further, one amendment proposed by the Department of Interior would sub-
stitute the words "non-Federal" for "privately owned" on line 7, page 10, S. 174.
This is said to be a "clarifying amendment." It seems pretty clear to me the
way It is, but I would have to give some thought and obtain some information
on the effect of the amendment on State and municipally owned land, and water
developments, before I could say that this is or is not highly objectionable. How,
what, when, and under what conditions can this "power to acquire" be exercised
in respect to State and local government property? State and local governments
have their problems--and responsibilities-alsm How does this affect them?

Although not directly related to the specific problem of water development, I
should also like to point out that the poltical system devised by our Founding
Fathers in our Constitution, has worked quite well. It gave recognition to
small States of the Union, in terms of population, by creating a U.S. Senate, to
be composed of two Senators from each State. It gave recognition to population
differential by creating a House of Representatives, in which House representa-
tion is determined by population. Thus, the interests of both the populous and
nonpopulous States were protected by requiring the concurrence of both types
of represeDtatives to legislation. Congress is charged with the duty of making
needful rules and regulations concerning Federal property. If It does so by
delegating its authority to the executive department, reserving only a veto
power, it vests such power in either the representative of population or the
representatives of States, instead of exercising its power by concurrence of
both. While the courts might hold such action to be within -the authority of
Congress, it flies in the face of the obvious principles of the Constitution. For
a more complete and far more learned discussion of this issue I respectfully
refer the members of the committee to the remarks of Senator 0'Mahoney to
this committee's predecessor on February 16, 1960, which remarks were sub-
sequently set forth in the Congressional Record. I personally would like to
call the attention of the distinguished members of this committee to the effect
of this legislation on the protection given to the less populous States by the
senatorial system.

Discussion of all the technical aspects of this legislation is impossible.
Suffice it -to say that while it Is simple in appearance, in fact it produces vast
changes in established procedures and areas of authority, including the authority
of Congress itself. Perhaps after those who can express only emotion have
exhausted themselves emotionally, some consideration can be given to the prac-
tical political changes and technical resource problems it will produce.

Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Smith.

STATEMENT OF HEBER SMITH, GRACE, IDAHO, REPREVIUING
THE IDAHO WILDLIFE FEDERATION

Mr. SxrI. Mr. Chairman, my statement is very brief but I will
still brief it a little more.

I have here a copy of an editorial or column, written by Pierre
Pulling, which appeared in the Intermountain Pocatello newspaper,
and I would like to present this with your permission at this time for
inclusion in your records.

66787-61----21
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Mr. SMrrlr. Mr. Chairman, I am Heber Smith of Grace, Idaho.
I am attending this hearing as representative of the Idaho Wildlife
Organization. This organization is made up of approximately 85
local groups, sportsmen and conservation societies. The State mern-
bership is approximately 22,000. The Idaho Wildlife Federation has
for several years favored passage of a wilderness bill to give stature
to the preservation of our dwindling wilderness.

At our last State convention held in Boise we unanimously reaf-
firmed this stand and favored wilderness protection. We believe in
setting aside and protection of certain wilderness areas, the least we
can do for future generations.

As our population expands at an unprecedented rate the need to
protect test areas becomes more imperative. Wilderness once lost is
lost forever, and its need in the future will be even greater.

Our organization is in favor of the multiple-use doctrine of public
land management. We feel that this does not mean each acre of
pitblic land necessarily must be used for all purposes. Those areas

st adapted to wilderness stature should be so used. There are many
other areas suited for other activities and they should be used and
they should be so managed. We believe that any proposed legislation
which would at the outset make possible the deletion or exclusion of
land now classified as wild, primitive or wilderness, should be resisted.
We do not wish to increase present wilderness and primitive areas
boundaries, nor do we wish to see them reduced.

I wish to thank you for the opportunity of appearing here and pre-
senting briefly our opinion in Idaho. We would like to see some type
of wilderness to protect what we have today.

Senator ALJOrTT. I have just one short question. On page 2 of your
statement in the third paragraph you say-

Under the mining laws, which incidentally perhaps need some revision, a miner
now for his own profit could establish a mine and demand a road.

Can you tell me what law would entitle a miner to demand a road to
his ilace?

Mr. SMrrH. I don't know the present laws.
Senator ALLym. Are you not thinking of his right to access?1
Mr. Sivrrm. Perhaps, yes.
Senator ALLOTr. But not a right to a road.
Mr. SMITH. I imagine that would probably be the definition of it.
Senator ALLoTr. Thank you.
Senator DWORSHAK. I would like to say, Mr. Smith, that I share

your pride in the fact that in Idaho we hav three primitive areas with
total acreage of about 3 million. While I enjoy the outdoors as much
as anyone, I have very limited time to penetrate those areas. But in
your judgment we have been able to utilize fully the recreational fa-
cilities of these primitive areas in Idaho, is that true?

Mr. SMrriT. I think perhaps, yes, limited to the people who have
wanted to go there. I think it has been pretty much that way, yes.

Senator DWORSHAK. How would yo make those facilities more
available to a larger number of people, whether they come from our
State or from other States?

Mr. Smm[. I think the facilities are there now for them to use, if
more people would desire to use them. We would like to have more
people use them.
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Senator DWORSHAK. Of course, we would have to have more roads
before we could get into some of those areas. I have been a very
ardent supporter of our access roads program under the U.S. Forest
Service, because each fall during the congressional recess I try to
make a trip into some area, remote area, in Idaho, and I find that
where these access roads are built primarily to make available timber
to be logged, that subsequent to that operation these roads are used
extensively by people who enjoy recreation and want to get into these
more remote areas. So sometimes it is difficult for me to reconcile the
theory that if we prevent the building of roads in primitive and
wilderness areas we are making available to a larger number of people
the utilization of those recreational advantages.

Mr. SMITH. That would be true probably, Senator, to the extent that
an unlimited amount of damage was not done after those roads
were built in there. That would be my only objection to it. You
know, only a small percentage of people have the facilities to think

to protect other peoples'.property, and lots of damage is done, when
noy roper consideration is given.

Senator DWORSHAK. I think the Forest Service officials in those
areas do a lot of policing and do very effective work in trying to pre-
serve the largest potential use of those facilities for the-largest number
of people.

The CHAIMAN. Thank you, Mr. Smith, very much.
(The formalstatement of Mr. Smith follows:)

STATEMENT OF HEBEa SMITH, GRACE, IDAHO, REPRESENTING THE IDAHO

WILDLIFE FEDERATION

Mr. Chairman, I am Heber Smith of Grace, Idaho. I am the past president
of the Idaho Wildlife Federation. I am now serving as representative of the
Idaho Wildlife Federation at the annual meeting of the National Wildlife Fed-
eration which will be held here in Washington, D.C., during the next 4 days.

Before leaving Idaho I was asked by Mr. Ernest Day, president of the Idaho
Wildlife Federation, to appear at this hearing and to inform this committee of
the Idaho Wildlife Federation's support of S. 174. We urge that this measure
be enacted without further delay or weakening amendments.

Sportsmen in Idaho realize the great value of wilderness. We see that if this
measure is not enacted soon, some of our best areas of primitive country will be
destroyed.

Our national forest primitive areas offer some of the very best fishing and big
game hunting in primitive country that's to be had anywhere in the Nation.
We are proud of this fact and we don't want these areas to be cut up.

The opportunity we In Idaho now enjoy in being able to hunt and to fish and to
camp in some of the Nation's finest wilderness country, is something we don't
want to lose. Neither do those thousands of people who come from all corners
of the Nation to visit our Selway-Bitterroot Primitive Area, the Idaho Prim-
itive Area, and the Sawtooth Primitive Area. When they return from a wilder-
ness trip In one of these areas they know they have had an unforgettable expe-
rience-whether it's been a hunt for some of our fine elk or other big game,
fishing in our wilderness streams for chinook salmon or steelhead trout, or
Just a pack trip through some of our rugged mountains to soak up the scenery
and to get "the feeling of the back country."

Mr. Chairman, the Idaho areas Involved in the wilderness bill are already set
aside for protection as primitive areas or part of our national park system. All
told less than 6 percent of the State's land areas is involved. No new additional
areas of public land would be classified as wilderness. These areas are rugged
and mountainous and they never have been open for lumbering, or similar use.
Where grazing has been allowed on the national forest primitive areas It would
be allowed to continue as it has in the past under Forest Service regulation.

This wilderness bill would give some much-needed added protection to na-
tional forest areas of wilderness where mining could under present rules need-
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lessly as far as the public is concerned destroy the wilderness. Under the min.
Ing laws (which incidentally perhaps need some revision) a miner now for
his own profit could establish a mine and then demand a road. In other words
he could destroy a large area of wilderness Just for his own profit--and do
this on land that belongs to all of us. S. 174 would help in this respect, but
even here it would not be at all severe, for it does provide for mining if the
President finds it to be in the national interest. We think this little bit of
mild reform would be a good thing.

The CHAImMAN. Mr. Hillard.

STATEMENT OF ED HILLARD, PRESIDENT, CONSERVATION COUNCIL
OF COLORADO, ]DENVER, COLO.

Mr. HiLAR-D. Mr. Chairman, I do not have a written statement but
I appreciate a chance for a couple of minutes. I will try to hold it
under your quota of 5 minutes I am Edward Hillard from Denver,
Englewood, Colo., resident of the Conservation Council of Colorado.

f am authorized to represent the Colorado Wildlife Federation,
also the Izaak Walton League of Colorado, and the Colorado Moun-
tain Club, all obviously recreational interests, and they have passed
resolutions urging you to vote S. 174 out of the committee.

We note with great satisfaction that nearly or virtually everyone
here today has accepted the wilderness principle, to indicate that they
are not against wilderness. They see a need for it. The usge of
wilderness, while it is small as measured by numbers, according to
Mr. Crafts only 2 percent of the forest is used, we think it is significant
that the growth of wilderness usage in this period when we are all
supposed to -be getting softer and riding in plushier cars to the very
scene of our recreation, that the usage of wilderness is growing at the
same rate as the usage of the forest in general.

To further that point the superintendent of Rocky Mountain Park
told me that the off road usage there, the wilderness portions of the
park, is growing at a great deal more rapid rate than the general
visitations to the park. So we can foresee in possibly 50 years wil-
derness will be a great attraction and that the actual number will
have increased substantially.

A number of the people who have opposed wilderness express a
concern over local economy. If the use of wildernesses does grow as
we think it will, and as there are indications that it will, are not the
local economists going to be stimulated by the attraction to the fringes
of wilderness of many, many tourists. Would there not be people in
1900 who would say Yellowstone Park is a waste of asset, lockin it
up. Yet can anyone deny that Gardner and.Cody and a few other
surrounding towns have alot more economic stimulus than they would
if the logging and mining that might exist in Yellowstone had been
developed. We think the same would be true of wilderness in general
in another 50 years. So we are gratified that your committee is de-
voting the time to preserve it.

The other point is that, I think, taking the wilderness consideration
to a national level is extremely significant and worthwhile. I don't
have a confidence in the administrative people based on local hearings
to withstand the pressures for local commercial development.

I feel I own part of the public land in Idaho, let us say, I want to
be able through my representatives to have a little say on how it is
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used. I think the man in New York or California should have some
say on how the Federal land in Colorado is used.

I don't see that local administrative people in a local hearing can
withstand the pressures of well organized business groups, particu-
larly mining, timbering, livestock and so forth. So taking it to the
national level for review by Congress is wholly sound. We urge that
this be voted out to the floor.

Thank you.
The CHAIRAli. Thank you.
Mr. Sykes.
Senator MmrALF. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Sykes is an old friend of

mine. We have been members of the Montana bar together. He is
a constituent of mine both when I was in Congress and now that I am
over here on this side. I certainly welcome him to the committee and
I am glad to hear his testimony.

The CiaunxR. I am going to cut you right down to 5 minutes,
Mr. Sykes.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT C. SYKES, PRESIDENT, MONTANA
WILDLIFE FEDERATION

Mr. Syxn. Senator Anderson, I would like to say that Senator
Metcalf, a stanch Democrat, makes those kind remarks about me, a
stanch Republican, I appreciate the remarks just that much more.

We in the Federation, regardless of politics, recognize.Senator
Metcalf as an outstanding conservationist. We appreciate his efforts
in the past on conservation. I have with me today approximately 40
letters from my friends and neighbors in Calypso who asked me to act
as post office and present them to you. They are addressed to you.

The CHAIRMAN. They will be received and become a part of the
record, if you desire.

(The letters referred to follow:)
KALISPELL, MONT., PebrurV 24, 1961.

Senator CLINTON P. ANDz3SON,
Washiagton, D.C.

DAR Sin: Your efforts in wilderness legislation are sincerely appreciated.
Only the future can tell how valuable these areas are.

Yours truly,
GzT CoLu.

KALSPEL, MONT.
SENATOR CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Wauheton, D.C.

DAR SENATOR CLINTON ANDERSON: I like wilderness areas as they have pro.
vided me with great outdoor recreational experience. The Bob Marshall Wilder-
'ess Area of which I am most familiar has been the scene of several terrific
hunting trips on horses--next summer we plan a 5-day back packing trip to this
area mostly for the scenery and solitude afforded by the area.

I have an 8-year-old boy who is a bit too young yet for these trips-but it is
nice to know that through your efforts on behalf of the wilderness bill that they
will also have this excellent experience in store for them when the time comes.

Please then accept my deep gratitude for your past and future efforts in the
eonervatlon field-this you should be most proud of.

Very sincerely,
LomNi L. KUCK.
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KALISPELL, MONT., Februwry 23, 1961.
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Senate Building, Washington, D.C.

DA SENATOR ANDERSON: I would like to express my approval of the wilder-
ness bill (S. 174). I believe that it is essential to protect our present wil-
derness areas with this legislation so that in the future we and our children may
enjoy these resources.

Yours sincerely,
ROBERT F. MuLLou M..

HENNESSY'S MOTEL,
KALISPELL, MONT., February 23, 1961.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: I believe it is important for all of the people of
Montana that the wilderness bill be passed in this session of Congress.

We have appreciated your efforts for this bill and know that it will have your
continued support.

Yours sincerely.
HUGH HENNESSY.

KALISPELL, MONT., February 83, 1961.
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: It is important to us here in Montana that favorable
action be taken on the wilderness bill. It is one of our greatest assets from
both a recreational and economic standpoint.

Thank you for your support.
Yours sincerely,

CHAUNCEY M. SMITH.

WHITEFISH, MONT., February 24, 1961.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Senate Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR: I wish to express my support of your bill (S. 174) because
I feel that it is far less costly to preserve our natural resources than to replace
them after they have once been destroyed.

Sincerely,
G. I. BURK.

WHITEFISH, MONT., February 24,1961.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DrA SENATOR: I wish to express my support of your bill (S. 174) because It is
a sound program in preserving what natural resources that we have left.

Sincerely,
L. S. RU'rHERFORD.

WHITEFISH, MONT., February 24,1961.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Senate Building, Washingto, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR: I wish to express my support of your bill, S. 174, because our
natural resources provide healthful outdoor recreation for the public.

I would like to see this privilege remain free to the people instead of falling in
the hands of a few individuals who would commercialize on our lost wilderness.

Sincerely,
ABoHIE Lusi.
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KALISPELL, MONT., February 24, 1961.
Re Senate bill 174.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Senate Office Building, Wasuington,, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: I am writing to you in support of the wilderness bill.
As a physician I realize that there is a very definite medical need for recreational
areas where one can go to release the ever-increasing tensions that we are
seeing in our daily lives. It is becoming more and more apparent to the
medical profession that the stress of modern living is becoming more than the
average person can bear. One only has to see the increasing use of tranquilizers
to realize that people need some means to secure tranquillity.

I sincerely support the above bill and urge its passage by the Congress of the
United States.

Respectfully yours,
JOHN J. LiPNsKI, M.D.

COLUMBIA FALLS, MONT., February 24, 1961.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
State of New Mexico.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: First, let me say that you have a truly large num-
ter of admirers, the majority of whom you likely have never heard of, and
will probably never know personally. We want you to know that you have our
sincere and deep appreciating respect for what you have done and, are trying
to do on behalf of "wilderness areas."

These lands, in area, are relative in size depending on what they are com-
pared with. To an adjoining county, they sometimes appear large; to a nearby
rancher they are immense, but when they are all plotted on a map of the
United States they make a pitiful small dot on the paper.

This is the land that remains for all Americans, now and in the future, to
visit for the purpose of seeking the very highest form of recreation-the com-
plete relaxation of the human mind from the complex problems of civilization.

We are fully aware there are tremendous pressures, most of them well
financed, which are in direct opposition to the philosophy of wilderness, and
to those who believe in it.

It is amazing to think of the vision that men in past have had such as Teddy
Roosevelt, John Muir, Aldo Leopold, and others. They could predict even then,
that these conflicts in interests, of what is best for our land, would take place.
It is enlightening to know that we still have men like yourself, Olaus Murie of
Wyoming, and John Craighead here in Montana, that have carried on in this
work of supporting the high ideals.

Most of us, as individuals, feel somewhat helpless in our ability to help when
the battlelines are drawn. I feel we are strong in numbers but so badly
scattered in geography that our meager efforts are sometimes in vain.

I want you to know that I am a supporter of the wilderness bill and hope
that it will be successful so that our future generations have the privilege of
enjoying the same things that we had. Mainly, that they can retreat to areas of
significant size and see how undisturbed nature works as compared to man's
Powerful and sometimes ruthless methods.

Very truly yours,
HAL KANZLER.

KAU SPELL, MONT., February 25,1961.
HOn. CLINTON ANDERSON,
U.S. Senator from New Mexico, Senate Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR: It is my understanding that a bill is before Congress at this
time relating to the wilderness areas and transferring them from the jurisdiction
of the Secretary of the Interior to more direct control under Congress.

Please be advised that I am in favor of such control by Congress. It is not
that I distrust the Secretary of the Interior. Montana's future depends wholly
on its resources-one of which is its natural beauty unmolested by pressure of
civilization, yet within reach of those who care enough to exert themselves a
little to enjoy it. This is what I would like preserved for my children. This
is more likely to be changed if it is under the control of only one man.

Respectfully yours,
GEORGE R. DACHS.
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FEBRUARY 24, 1961.
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SIR: A bill to help keep our wilderness area, we people In this Flathead
valley want to preserve it for sure for ourselves. In view of that fact think of
the value of a wilderness area for the generations to come.

Hope you can pass the bill that will protect what we have now for primitive
area.

Yours truly,
AUGUST A. LUSTNER.

LIBBY, MONT., February 24, 1961.
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Washigtnon, D.C.

Dm.R MR. ANDERSON: Thank you for drawing up and Introducing bill S. 174.
As a lover of the great primitive outdoors I certainly hope your bill is passed.

Sincerely,
E. W. SWENSON.

[ALISPELL, MONT., FeruaV 2 84,1961.
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SIR: After studying your bill (S. 174) I strongly approve and recommend
passage of this bill. We have the Bob Marshall Wilderness Area in this section
of Montana and would like to see it preserved for generations to come.

Sincerely,
JIM ZACHA.

KATSPELL, MONT., February 24,1961."Senator CxjNTON P. ANDERSON,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DFAR SENATOR: You are to be commended for your efforts toward getting a
wilderness preservation bill passed in this session of Congress. These areas
should and must be preserved for this and future generations. The importance
of preserving these areas for scientific and recreational purposes cannot be over-
emphasized, with the population increasing and the pressures of modern-day
living becoming more hectic every day.

I have spent many hours in the wild country in western Montana with my bow.
Numerous people are using these areas now and the number seems to be increasing
vastly every year.

Men before us have had the presence of mind to see that wilderness areas,
wild areas and national parks were set aside for us. It is our duty to preserve
these national heritages for our children and their descendants.

I sincerely wish you the best of success in passing S. 174 in this session of
Congress.

Sincerely yours,
W. J. WISE,

Past President, Flathead Bowmen.

KAS-TPELL MONT., February 84, 1961.
Hon. CLINTON P. AND5,ON,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR: Thank you for drawing up bill S. 174. We in this area are
pleased that you have drawn up and introduced this bill. We are very interested
in our wilderness area and would like to see it perpetuated for generations to
come.

Sincerely,
RoozG BRYANT.
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FEBRUARY 24, 1961.
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON.

DEAR SIR: We the people of Kalspell and vicinity are anxious you will be
able to pass a law which will protect our primitive areas for now and for
generations to come.

Thank you.
Yours truly,

AL PRESENTrNE.

KALISPELL, MONT., February 24,1961.
CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
U.S. Senator,
W"Aingt?, D.C.

Hon. Senator ANDERSON: The value of our wilderness area has long been under-
estimated and I am happy to see Senate bill 174 getting so much support.

As this country becomes more populated these few untouched areas will
increase in value as an inexpensive retreat for the average citizen of the United
States-the only chance for him to enjoy the simple wonders of nature that all of
us in the past years have taken for granted.,

Preservation of these areas as they now stand needs your support.
Sincerely,

Louis PHnLLws.

BRicK & BUILDERS SUPPLY, INC.,
Kaliepell, Mont., February 24,1961.

Senator CLiNToN P. ANDERSON,
Wahingtoti D.C.

DEAR SENATOR: I want to express my appreciation for the work you have done
in the field of conservation and for the establishment of wilderness areas.

In particular I want to register my support of your bill S. 174 now under
consideration. I personally feel it is broader than desirable, but realize that
concessions must be made to get overall approval.

These areas are very important to me, as they should be to all citizens, and
time is running short if we are to save what remains.

Sincerely,
RALPH S. BRUNEL

FEBRUARY 24, 1961.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Washintoi, D.C.

DEAR SI: I want to let you know that the work you are doing toward keeping
our wilderness areas from becoming a mass of logging roads and treeless hill-
sides meets very much with my approval.

I am very much for anything that will preserve these areas. Your bill, S.
174, is a great stride toward preserving the few wilderness areas left.

Sincerely,
GENE H. WATTERS.

LAW OFFICES OF S. Y. LARRICK,
Kslispell, Mont., February 23, 1961.lion. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,

Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.
Dz a SENATOR ANDERSON: I want you to know that your efforts on behalf

of the wilderness bill have been greatly appreciated. I believe that we should
maintain these wild undisturbed areas, not alone for the present generation,
but to leave something as God made it for those who come after us to enjoy.

I sincerely hope that this year Congres will pass a strong wilderness bili.
Yours sincerely,

S. Y. LARRICK.
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RocKwOOD & SYKES,
ATTORNEYS AT LAW,

Kalispell, Mont., February 22, 1961.
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,

U.1. Senator,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: I take this opportunity to commend you for intro-
ducing Senate bill 174, known as the Wilderness Act.

I have just read your very excellent statement on this bill appearing In the
autumn-winter number of the Living Wilderness. The objectives you so ably
outline are those for which many of us here in Montana have been working for
the last 15 or 20 years.

In examination of the bill, and especially the part thereof under the heading
"Special Provisions," it would seem to me to more than amply provide exceptions
where the public Interest might require such.

I most sincerely hope that this bill will be enacted Into law, and I commend
you and all others that are working for It.

Yours very truly,
FORREST C. RoOKWOOD.

KALISPELL GoLF CLUB,
Kalispell, Mont.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR Si: This is to signify that I and my family are in favor of Senate bill
S. 174 to retain our wilderness areas in their present state and we are against
cutting them up and running access roads into these territories. It is our
belief these areas are of far more value as recreational areas than to exploit
them for their natural resources.

Yours respectfully,
GEORGE HADDOW.

GREAT FAiLS, MONT., February 23, 1961.
Hon. CUWTON P. ANDERSON,
Senate Offim Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAJI Sm: Your wonderful support for the preservation of wilderness is
greatly appreciated.

I sincerely hope that Congress will pass wilderness bill S. 174.
Yours respectfully,

ARNOLD H. OLSON.

KA SPELL, MONT., February 23, 1961.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Senate Building, Washington, D.C.

DEA SENATOR ANDERSON: I urge support of the wilderness bill (S. 174).
In my opinion the very small part our country which has been left unspoiled
should be so preserved. I think wilderness areas are of inestimable scientific,
esthetic, educational, inspirational, and recreational value for our and future
generations.

Sincerely yours,
GAEL L. HAU.

KALISPELL, MONT., FebruarV 24, 1961.
Re wilderness bill, Senate bill 174.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDFxsor: Your bill to establish wilderness areas by act of
Congress rather than by administrative action has my grateful support.

I feel, however, that your bill (S. 174) has been watered down due, no doubt,
to the realities of the situation, to where the wilderness areas can still be
subjected to attack on the grounds of national interest

In spite of this (to me) weakness, I again state that I am in favor of your
wilderness bill.

Sincerely,
W. C. E. HEINECKE.
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FEBRUARY 23, 1961.
lion. CLINTON P. ANIDERSON,
Senate Offlce Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: I believe that it is important to all of the people
that a system of wilderness areas be preserved.

it is gratifying that we have representation in the Senate by men of your
caliber who are farsighted enough to realize that these sanctuaries need the
protection by an act of Congress.

Yours very sincerely,
W. HALE THOMPSON.

KALISPELL LAUNDRY & DRY CLEANERS, INC.,
Kali8pell, Mont., February 23, 1961.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Senate Office Building,
Wa8hington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: I am most anxious to see the passage of a strong
wilderness bill during this session of Congress.

Your efforts in this regard are greatly appreciated by myself and numerous
associates in Montana.

Yours very sincerely, GEORGE M. BEG.

WHITEFISH ROD AND GUN CLUB,
Whitefish, Mont., February 24, 1961.

Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

MY DL& SENATOR ANDERSON: Support of your Senate bill 174 by the sports-
men and conservationists of this community is expressed through the voice of
the Whitefish Rod and Gun Club, an affiliate of the Montana Wildlife Federa-
tion, and an affiliate of the National Wildlife Federation.

Preservation of the existing wilderness, wild, primitive, and canoe areas with-
out further encroachment except as stated in your bill is mandatory by the
principles and goals of our organization.

May we extend our utmost appreciation for your intelligent effort in drafting
S. 174; and may we urge that this bill be approved for adoption by the 87th
Congress.

Sincerely,
W. R. RAMLOW, President.

WHITEFISH, M ONT.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,

Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

My DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: Courage, foresight, and a genuine interest in
the welfare of your fellow man, today and for generations to come have inspired
the effort put forth in your Senate bill 174.

We who live in the midst of the "Last Frontier" while sometimes prone to
miss the forest for the profusion of trees; nevertheless, are also priviliged to
observe the esthetic wealth of the wilderness areas firsthand. Montana is not a
region of financial wealth, yet thousands of people in all walks of life are satis-
fied with moderate monetary returns for the privilege of living close to the
beauties of primitive, unspoiled, wilderness areas.

Senator Anderson, I thank God that in these days of turmoil, strife, and greed,
some of our learned men can understand values not calculated by the dollar
sign. I most heartily endorse your wilderness bill, S. 174, and congratulate
You for drafting a bill that will help preserve some of the basic rights of our
Constitution.

I remain humbly at your command for further assistance in writing Senate
bill 174 into the Congressional Record as law.

Sincerely,
Russ RAMLOW.
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KALISPELL, MONT., February 25, 1961.
lkR SENATOR ANDERSON: This is merely a note of confidence on your wilder-

ness bill. Having done some biking in oUr back country and having experienced
the thrill that goes with being in a remote undisturbed area, I feel we owe it
to our grandchildren to see that there will be some such areas left for them to
enjoy also.

Sincerely,
DAVID W. DowNEY, D.D.8.

KALSPELL, MONT., February 23, 1961.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
U.S. Senate, Wauhington, D.C.

DEASENATOR ANDERSON: I was born and raised in northwestern Montana,
and with the exception of the time I spent in business college I have lived my
entire life here. Many people in this part of the country take wilderness,
national parks, and dean, unpolluted water as a matter of fact because they
are not familiar with conditions in other parts of the country. In other words,
they cannot see the forest for the trees. None of them, however, can discount
the value, not only in dollars and cents but also for recreation and peace of
mind.

The past 2 years I had an opportunity to visit New York, Boston, Denver, and
other large cities and now I can see better than ever how important it is to
preserve all the wilderness possible for this and future generations. I sincerely
believe that if this great country cannot survive on the 99 percent of the land
now under exploitation, no improvement could be expected from exploiting
what little wilderness is left I feel that wilderness now in the present system,
in the best interests of the most people, should not be eliminated or even reduced.
These areas will become much more valuable.

We here in western Montana are extremely thankful that we have men like
you, Senator Metcalf, and others back there in Washington who realize the
importance of these things which are so vital a part in our American way of life.

Although I would like to see an even stronger bill than S. 174 passed, I sin-
cerely hope for its success. I have a great number of friends here and I'm sure
that they feel as strongly as I do toward preserving our wilderness areas as
well as enlarging them.

Sincerely yours,
DALLAS F. EKLUND,

VicePresident, Kalispell Lions Club.

KALISPELL, MONT., February 24, 1961.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR AtDERSON: I live In an area close to Glacier National Park
and the Bob Marshall Wilderness Area. Your efforts toward securing passage
of S. 174 for the preservation of wilderness will be sincerely appreciated by
millions of people of this generation and many millions more in future
generations.

It seems to be a pitiful situation if a country like the United States should
find it necessary to encroach further on the 1 percent of parks and wilderness
areas that we now have. Our increasing population will certainly need these
areas for recreation in the future.

I certainly can see no good reason why anyone should oppose the wilderness
preservation bill in its present form.

I hope that the Congressmen back there in Washington fully realize the
importance of protection of these areas for the future. I am sure our children
will appreciate your efforts.

Sincerely,
NORMAN BEYEL.
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KAI SPEL, MONT., February 23, 1961.
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERsoN,
Senate Offim Building, Waslhngton, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANzusoN: I know we can count on your continued support
for wilderness bill S. 174. Many, many of us here in Montana sincerely feel
that the people will derive more benefits from keeping these areas undisturbed
than any development for material gain.

The time and effort that you have personally put forth in support of wilder-
ness is deeply appreciated by us Montanans.

Resctfully yours
V. R. ANTONSOH.

KALISPELL, MONT., February 23, 1961.
Hon. CLNTON P. ANDEzSON,
Senate Ofl" Building, Was1Ungton, D.C.

DrZa SENATOR ANDERSON: One of the most important assets that we have
and one that is constantly being jeopardized is our wilderness areas in Montana.
Some of us are being pressured into silence by selfish interests who would de-
stroy all of God's country for a few immediate dollars. These areas, left undis-
turbed, are more valuable to the people over the long pull than the immediate
return that would be obtained by their destruction for the timber involved.

Your efforts in support of the wilderness bill have been greatly appreciated.
Sincerely yours,

FRANK LrrrLE.

Mr. SYKEs. I would like to invite the committee's attention to the
hearings on Senate bill 4028 held at San Francisco, Salt Lake City,
and Albuquerque. I took the liberty to take a look at the ratio of
those speaking for the wilderness bill then and those against.

The closest ratio at any hearing was 3 to 1 in favor of the wilder-
ness bill then. In most cases closer to 5 to 1 in support of the bill by
individuals and organizations, members of those organizations appear-
ingeither in person or in the record by letter.

For the record, my name is Robert C. Sykes. I am an attorney by
profession, living in Kalispell, Mont., a small town that is in the mid-
dle of a green valley surrounded by mountains. Within a 60-mile
radius of Kalispell, there are more than 500 lakes. I appear here
today on behalf of the Montana Wildlife Federation, of which I am
the president. I wish to thank this committee for the privilege of
makin this appearance in support of the wilderness bill, and giving
me this opportunity to state the views of the members of my
oraition.

thin it might be interesting to consider that the four largest
industries of the State of Montana are miig., agriculture, logging,
and tourist trade. These are the same industries that are here today
expressing their opinions on the wilderness bill.

As a smalltown attorney, my livelihood is dependent upon the
economy of Kalispell; and my clients naturally, are my neighbors
and friends, who are the loggers, mill operators, the ranchers, and
farmers, as well as those who serve the many tourists that visit our
beautiful country each year. These are the same people who make
up the membership of the Montana Wildlife Federation throughout
the State of Montana. Now, it would be extremely unwise for me,
from a selfish standpoint, as well as from an economical standpoint,
to jeopardize the existingeconomy of those who make up the member-
ship of the federation.
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In other words, I would not be here before you today, if I thought
that this wilderness bill would adversely affect Montana's economy,
or any segment of that economy.

I would not purport to be an expert on the uses of natural re-
sources. However, I am a user of those natural resources, and I live
with, and represent, people who make other uses of those natural
resources. My hobby is horses and amateur style pack trips.

Each year, for the last 15 years, I have taken my family and friends
into the Bob Marshall Wilderness Area, and I might say, if it was not
for my fall trip return, bringing-bck the elk meat, that my family
would have a meatless winter most winters.

Because I have had the actual privilege of enjoying, and using
these resources, and because I live with, and work for, other different
users of these natural resources, I believe I understand the meaning
of multiple use of national forests.

As I understand it, "multiple use" means that use or management
of the forest lands which achieves the maximum benefits for all the
various users of such lands.

I further understand, and assume, that such management for multi-
ple use requires application of this principle to the national forests
as a whole, rather than attempting to apply multiple use to each and
every foot of ground that exists. If this is a reasonable definition of
multiple use, then by all means, the wilderness bill is necessary so that
wilderness use can have value or recognition, whatsoever, in the
multiple use of national forests

I have been quite impressed with the viewpoint expressed by Sena-
tor Anderson when he compares a wilderness area to a museum. He
quotes Dr. Luna B. Leopold, Chief of the Water Resources Division
of the U.S. Geological Survey, who said:

We take for granted that there is some social gain in the erection and mainte-
nance of a museum of fine arts, a museum of natural history, or even a historical
museum. Sooner or later, we ought to be mature enough to extend this concept
to another kind of museum, one which you might call the museum of land types,
consisting of samples as uninfluenced as possible by man.

I think we must take for granted that he also includes the fish and
wildlife that inhabit such a living museum.

The wilderness areas of Montana are a vital segment of our tourist
trade. Should Montana ever lose its wilderness areas, the adverse
effects to Montana, economically, would be disastrous.

I sincerely believe the opponents of the wilderness bill are opposed
to wilderness use of public lands. They profess stanch support for
the multiple use of public lands; however, I earnestly submit that
the only multiple use they will ever support on public lands is on
those lands which do not in any way contribute to the type of resource
which their industry is dependent on.

I further submit that they probably are speaking for a segment of
the industry they represent, but that segment is either misinformed
or does not know the purpose of the wording of Senator Anderson's
bill.

I do know this, that the opponents who have appeared here today
do not speak for any of the members they claim they represent. With-
out qualification, I know that I speak for every conservationist, not
only in the State of Montana but everywhere else, when I ask that this
committee support Senator Anderson's bill.
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In considering Senator Anderson's bill, I fail to see how it will,
in any way, adversely affect the economy of any of the members of
my federation, regardless of what vocation, business, or industry their
livelihood is dependent on.

For instance, this bill does not in any way affect the present estab-
lishment of the working circle or the annual sustained yield cut, as
established by the National Forest Service for logging. The reason
for this is that wilderness areas have never been used in establishing
such working circles or sustained yield cuts.

The provisions of the bill itself under section 6, paragraph (c)
and more particularly the subparagraphs (1) through (7), thereof,
clearly permit existing users to continue to do so, and going further
than that, it permits the President to authorize prospecting, in-
cluding exploration for oil and gas, as well as the establishment and
maintenance of reservoirs and other facilities needed in the public
interest.

Also, the Secretary may permit grazing of livestock, where this has
been done prior to the passage of SenatorAnderson's bill. I do not
know what more could be expected in giving reasonable protection
to grazing and mining interests than this.

I request favorable consideration of Senator Anderson's bill for
the following reasons:

1. To protect and preserve the last reservoir of natural resources for
the use of future generations.

2. To establish and protect the economy derived through wilder-
ness recreation and education.

3. To afford greater opportunity to those living adjacent to wilder-
ness, inhaving the right to speak relative to any boundary changes
of such wilderness area.

4. To prevent exploitation of what few wilderness areas remain.
I believe that if we look back to the hearings on the establishment

of the national forests and the national parks that the same oppo-
nents of the wilderness bill made the same objections then that they
are making now, and they must concede that they were wrong then;
and in the future they will concede they are wrong now.

You will find the same opponents of this wilderness bill making
the same objections then that they are now making to this wilderness
bill and at this time I believe they must concede that they were wrong
then.

In the future when this bill is passed they will concede and will
have to concede that the are wrong now.

In closing, I would ike to invite the committee's attention to the
fact that once a wilderness area has been invaded and exploited and
as a result destroyed, it is gone forever. A wilderness area is as
fragile as the most priceless piece of porcelain or china.

Should that china or porcelain be broken, it can never be replaced
nor restored to its original condition. The same thing applies to a
wilderness area. Restoration of a destroyed area would be impos-
sible because of the tremendous cost it would entail.

I would like to make one more remark relative to reservoirs in a
wilderness area if the committee would pardon my play on words.

staunchly feel that I never want to see a reservoir in a wilderness
area, not by a damsite.

Thank you.
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The CHAnt i. Thank you very much.
Mr. Hyatt.
Senator IhcKY. Mr. Chairman, I would like to introduce Mr.

Hyatt, a member of the Wyoming Natural Resources Board, and I
believe he has been a member since the creation of that board. I was
recently an ex officio member of the board.

Mr. HYATT. Thank you, Senator.
The CHAIRMAN. I would like to add that Mr. Hyatt is no stranger

to me.

STATEMENT OF SAM C. HYATT, WORLAND, WYO., MEMBER OF THE
WYOMING NATURAL RFSURCES BOARD

Mr. HYATr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chaixman, and members of the committee, may I extend .my

appreciation and that of our board for the privilege of appearing
before your committee today.

My name is Sam C. Hyatt, my address is Worland, Wyo. I am a
member of the Wyoming Natural Resources Board.

May I briefly explain the history and duties of the natural resource
board. The natural resource board was created by an act of the
State legislature in 1951, and is a department of the executive branch
of government. The natural resource board is composed of nine
members, representing each of the seven judicial districts, plus two
members at large. Ex officio members of our board are the Governor,
State engineer, State highway commissioner, commissioner of agri-
culture, the game and fish commissioner, and the president of the
University of Wyoming. The board is charged with the fullest de-
velopment of our State's natural resources and maintains a full-time
office and staff at 215 Supreme Court Building, Cheyenne, Wyo.

When our board was established, the first, and for a time the sole,
responsibility was for water resources development.

Wyoming is a unique State in regard to water resources. Significant
tributaries of three great river systems, the Columbia, the Colorado,
and the Missouri, rise in Wyoming and flow in all four directions
across its borders. The full development of the use of the water
which arises in Wyoming's mountains not only is a necessity to the
future welfare and growth of our State but has a direct bearing on the
well-being of the river basin States. Naturally as a board we are con-
cerned with any legislation which would place the multiple-use con-
cept in danger and which might in any manner postpone or deny us
the opportunity to make full development of the water which we will
need in the years ahead.

Our board has endorsed the principle of multiple use, the manage-
ment of each acre for the highest uses for which it is suitable, for we
consider that a balance of uses is the most effective utilization of our
resources. These practices of Federal domain lands are of direct and
indirect benefit to each person who resides in the United States.

To the stockman, multiple use means grass upon which to graze his
cattle and sheep. To the man on the street, it means a place to picnic,
fish, hunt, hike, and ski. To the merchant, it means added sales in
sporting goods. To the filling station operator, it means extra sales
of gasoline to the local man and the ever-increasing number of tourists.
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To the hotel and motel operator these tourists are a livelihood. To
the mining and timber men, multiple use means a potential reservior
of raw materials. To those concerned with present and future water
needs of families, industry, and agriculture, it means water develop-
ment programs to meet an ever-increasing demand.

What are the principal objections to the present administration of
our wilderness areas? The best wilderness lands are in the national
park system where they are protected from commercial development
of their natural resources, for only 5 percent of our national park
area is developed at all. The 1916 National Park Act directs the Serv-
ice to "conserve the scenery and the natural and historical objects and
the wildlife therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same by
such means as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future
generations."

The administration of the wilderness areas in the national forests
and wildlife refuges is based on recognition that their primeval char-
acter represents their optimum use, and other uses are allowed only
when they do not unduly interfere with this wilderness character.

The administration of Federal lands should be sufficiently flexible
to allow for changing conditions, and we should not freeze the admin-
istration, and remove local jurisdiction, so that desirable changes
would be difficult if not impossible as would be the case if lands ad-
ministered by three Federal-agencies for different purposes, as is now
the case, are lumped together m a new huge wilderness system. This
system would be, moreover, fair game for a future Congress to place
logically under one agency specialized in wilderness.

Wilderness areas, then, are not going to disappear, as the agencies
now administering them are going to continue to preserve them. Our
oppsition to thisbill does not mean opposition to the maintenance of
existing wilderness areas under the present administrative agencies.
Passage of this bill could, however, mean that we jeopardize the in-
terests of all by enacting legislation without due consideration, for it
is folly to remove actual-multiple use from large areas before an ade-
quate study can be made.

Nature and natural resources are dynamic-not static. Even in
areas now classified and used in wilderness sense, catastrophic happen-
ings are entirely possible, such as devastating storms, fires from natural
or human causes, insect epidemics, and serious overpopulation of
animal life.

Preparation for, revention of, and control of such happenings are
of vital concern.F or example, the Bridger National Forest Wilder-
hess Area, one of the areas involved in this matter, had, in 1960, one of
the most severe fire seasons that it has ever experienced. In this re-
Port, they state that "roads, trails, radio communications, fences, and
uildings are vital ** * in protecting forest resources." In this bill

under rSpecial Provisions," it establises two separate procedures to
provide or protection and future possible multiple use. First it
states that within national forest areas included in the wilderness
Sstei such measures may be taken as may be necessary in the control
of fire, insects, and diseases subject to such conditions as the Secre-
dtry of Agriculture deems desirable. Then it states that the Presi-
dent may within national forests and public domain areas included in
the wilderness system, within specified areas, authorize mining, reser-
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voir and road construction, and other activities if the specified area
will serve the interests of the people of the United States. However,
these special provisions are, interestingly enough, in direct conflict
with the rest of the bill. But, nowhere in the bill do I find where there
is a proviso to take care of fire, insects, diseases, or overpopulation of
wildlife within the national parks or national wildlife refuges and
game ranges that are incorporated into the wilderness system-

This legislation affects the West more than any other section of the
country because the lion's share of the lands involved are situated in
the 11 Western States. The feelings of one of the Western States has
already been expressed by the signing on February 7 of a memorial
to the President and the Congress by Governor Gage of Wyoming.
The text of the memorial is as follows:

This memorial proposes to memorialize the President and Congress of the
United States to the effect that the people of Wyoming oppose the creation or ex-
tension of wilderness areas in Wyoming and that if such areas are necessary
and desired in other States that wilderness areas be created in such other States
to make the same available to more people of the country than can be the case
with wilderness areas only in the West.

The economy of Wyoming is closely tied to the future of forest,
grazing, mineral, or water resources in the presently undeveloped
primitive and wilderness areas within its boundaries, such areas now
totaling about 1,430,000 acres classified as wilderness and 871,000 acres
as primitive. And further, there are 2,349,637 acres in national parks
and monuments.

Might I digress here and say that this total acreage of 4.6 million
acres is approximately 8 percent of the total area of Wyoming; or,
if you take Wyoming, a State where 50 percent of the land is owned
by the Federal Government, it is 16 percent of the federally owned
land that is in these categories of wilderness, primitive areas, and
parks and monuments. When they classified 2 percent and in some
cases 1/2 percent of the wilderness and primitive areas being used
for recreation, I can't conceive of where Wyoming is even getting
that percentage with the number of acres that are involved. We
know this of the Yellowstone National Park. With approximately
5 percent of it developed, that Old Faithful erupts every tour on the
hour, a million and-a half people drive within a couple hundred
yards of it every year to enjoy its wonders. The same thing with
the mud spots. So the backwoods of the Yellowstone are still-there.

The board, representing the State of Wyoming, believes that ade-
quate recognition is now given to the wilderness concept through
existing departmental regulations and through legislation already in
existence which has established national forests, nationallparks and
monuments, and wildlife refuges and ranges. We feel, and I repeat
this, that there is no present need for additional legislation, and that
any consideration of-a bill such as S. 174 should at least await the
report to come out of the National Outdoor Recreation Resources Re-
view Commission, created by the 85th Congress to study this issue and
due to report later this year. Too often, as past experience shows,
have areas been assigned to a certain category without sufficient study
and investigation. We do not wish to see this happen again.

As to our water rights we know that this legislation does not inter-
fere with the State's water rights. But we do feel on the Natural
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Resource Board which is developing small projects where we have to
look to our mountain areas for these 2,000, 3,000, 4,000 acre-feet
reservoirs at the headwaters.

So any legislation that might hinder us in these small reservoir
sites makes us very apprehensive. The State of Wyoming and the
other States of the West in other legislation do not interfere with
the wildlife.

Now, we want our wildlife and we love it in our State and it runs
on Federal lands but we also want it to be so that our State and fish
commissioners, game commissioners, can regulate and control that
wildlife so that the time does not come that overpopulation results
and they die of disease. I am wondering whether in this legislation
that we can have complete control of our wildlife?

The CHAIRMAN. I thought that was in the bill. Have you read
the bill?1

Mr. HYArr. I have read it. You say you don't control our wildlife,
but they do run on these primitive and wildlife areas.

The CHA IRAN (reading):
Nothing in this Act shall be construed as affecting the Jurisdiction or re-

sponsibilities of the several States with respect to wildlife and fish in the
national forests.

Do you mean to tell me that you don't think that permits the State
fish and game department to regulate forests itself?

Mr. HYATr. In reading the other part of the bill, Senator, would
that mean that the State of Wyoming could go into your primitive
and wilderness areas and build trails and roads so that the game can
be harvested? If you can't go back there and hunt the game and keep
the numbers down, they are going to increase your wildlife in
primitive areas to the extent of where they will die of starvation.
We have to have some way to get back there and harvest them.

The CIRAMAx. That is an old story. I admit they are not going
into wildlife areas to build airports so that sportsmen can fly in and
shoot ducks. I don't believe we are going to be able to build roads for
them so they can travel in. It is quite enjoyable to go into these wild-
life areas even on horseback and some people do it very successfully
walking.

I am trying to say that the State game wardens do have jurisdic-
tions in these areas.

Mr. HYArr. I can't say the exact figures now, but they have a p rob-
lem in Yellowstone Park even this winter in getting the elk down
to the number that next year's feed will take care of.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.
Mr. HYATr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Warren Moore.

STATEMENT OF WARREN S. MOORE, MANAGING PARTNER,
FREMONT MINING 00., DULUTH, MINN.

Mr. Moox. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am the
managing partner of the Fremont Mining Co., an exploration part-
nership, currently working in Western States, including Alaska.

Your patience and willingness to hear yet another voice in oppo-
sition to certain provisions of S. 174 are appreciated.
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Fremont Mining Co. has explored for minerals in almost every
State in the West. Recently our efforts have centered in Alaska. We
hold some hundred claims on Brady Glacier, 150 miles northwest of
Juneau, which glacier is a part of the Glacier National Monument.

The staking of claims and the right to mine within the monument
is expressly authorized by the terms of an act of Congress passed in
1936, following the passage of the National Monument Act.

We have enjoyed the confidence and have had the complete coopera.
tion of the National Park Service throughout the period of explora-
tion in the monument.

But the united front of Park Service personnel, hoping that we
find no commercial ore body there, is no secret.What is particularly alarming to us is to see in this legislation the
specter of losing an investment of some $500,000 to $600,00, for
without the express authority, by which we have a right to be there,
our brief candle would be out and the definite encouragement, geo-
logically, which we have detected by probing under 600 feet of ice,
will be abandoned.

Under S. 174 the park supervisors will have no choice but to show
us the gate, for the bill expressly provides under section 3 (c) (1) that
there shall be incorporated into the wilderness system:
each portion of each park, monument, or other unit in the national park
system.

Knowing the attitude of the Park Service, we can anticipate what
their recommendation will be even before the bill is passed.

The CHA.ArN. Now, did you pay any attention to the part on page
11, line 12:
except as specifically provided for in this act and subject to any existing private
rights?

Mr. MooRE. Yes; we have speculated about that, Senator.
The CHAIRMAN. You do not think that gives you any protection
Mr. MooRi. I think that would be the minimum of right.
The CHAnRMAN. It does not give you any protection, you say?
Mr. MoosE. That would be the minimum protection. For instance,

in the case of such strong argument that follows that, what about the
right to mill, the right to have townsite, the right to have, to bring in
power, the right to have a dock, the right to have roads of access?

We think that the words "subject to any existing private rights"
are some protection, of course, but there is much more to a mining oper-
ation than the mere holding of claims or the right to a property.

We think this leaves much to be desired.
I have in mind preparing an amendment which will stiffen this

out but we think to lean on those few words alone would be a rather
weak crutch to protect our rights.

The CHAIRMAx. We thought it would give you sufficient private
rights, but it may not.

Mr. MooRE. But there is more to this business than a financial loss
to the Fremont partners. It so happens that these claims on Brady
Glacier represent the only first-class nickel prospect within the con-tnental United States. Our country is in hort supply of this stra-
tegically important mineral. Russia has ample reserves of nickel,
also Scandinavia, Africa, and our good neighbors to the north.
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So serious did the Office of Defense Mobilization count our defi-
ciency in nickel as to encourage, if not lead, our country into the follow:
ing ventures:

1. To loan Cuba $80 million to construct and equip the much touted
Nicaro nickel project now in the bloody hands of one Guevara.

The CHAMXAW. Did they loan that to Cuba?
Mr. MooRz. Yes, sir.
The CHAIMMAN. Is not an American corporation involved there?
Mr. MooRE. There is, and I will come to that in a moment, sir.
2. To execute a Government purchase contract for nickel with

Freeport Sulphur in order to encourage multimillion-dollar invest-
ment, by banks and others, in the now confiscated Moa-Bay nickel
project, also in Cuba.

There were two, then, Senator. One was a loan and one was merely
a contract.

The CHAIRMAN. I just remember they came to the Senate Finance
Committee seeking some relief.

Mr. MoosE. They have both gone by the wind.
3. To loan the M. H. Hanna Co., for the development of low grade

nickel ores of Oregon, $25 million. This one, of the three, is operating
successfully.

Now, I submit, gentlemen, does it make sense to spend millions in an
effort to make our country self-sufficient in nickel, on the one hand, and
then, in one stroke of legislation, knock down the one known, remain-
ing chance, and it is only a chance, to secure for this country an im-
portant supply of this mineral and, at no cost whatever to Uncle ?

To incorporate the Glacier National Monument within the wilder-
ness system will not only confiscate our investment, deny to our coun-
try what would, geologically at least, be an important new source of
nickel, but possibly ruin the chances for a distinct gain to the economy
of our new State, Alaska.

The discovery of oil and gas in Alaska has come forward with leaps
and bounds. But in base metals and bullion, the value of Alaska's
mineral production is a poor third to canned salmon and forest prod-
ucts.

There are many good mineral prospects in Alaska, to be sure, and
I, for one, believe that the prospects for new mines there are bright.

But as of the moment, except for Kennecott's new copper find i
the western part of the State, I know of no major base metal prospect
in Alaska, unless it is the one in the monument.

Alaska needs to have this possibly important find go forward. A
successful operation here could easily employ 1,200 men.

We have new tools today with which to explore, to venture into the
bleak vastness of mountainous Alaska, to assault ranges never before
examined by geologists. Within the last 15 years no less than a half
dozen new geophysical methods for mineral detection have been per-
fected.

The geologist has now acquired a twin, the geophysicist. If these
twin scientists with newly developed instruments mounted on fixed
wing planes and helicopters are not permitted to evaluate heights
heretofore unattainable or to penetrate the valley bottoms to unseen
depths, as this bill, in part, proscribes, our country and, Alaska in par-
ticular, will be the tragic loser.
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I thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there any questions?
Senator AmoTT. Might I ask this one quick question ?
Your contention, Mr. Moore, is that on page 11, paragraph 6(b),

that even if you should concede that this guarantees you your present
rights to prospect and create a mine, that there is nothing in the bill
which would guarantee.your rights to develop that mine and do the
necsary thing which would be necessary as a logical result of dis-
covering nckel

Mr. MooRE. That is right. We might get a surprise.
But we think the attitude of the departments in charge of these

affairs is that once they get a change to kick us out, they will be glad
to do it. They have been fair with us so far, but once they get a foot-
hold that we have no right there, we are quite fearful that this lan-
guage is not strong enough.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Moore.
Our next witness is Mr. Vickerman.

BTAN OF W. S. VICKERMAN, CHAIRMAN, PUBLIC RELATIONS
COMMITTEE, WASHINGTON STATE SPORTSMN'S 00UNCIL

Mr. VICKERMAN. Mr. Chairman, and fellow members, I am W. S.
Vickerman. I am here representing the Washington States Sports-
men's Council.

I live in Moses Lake, Wash.
The Washington Sportsmen Council is the State organization for

conservation in the State of Washington.
I have a letter to Senator Jackson containing our statement that I

ask be put in the record.
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection it is so ordered.
Mr. VICKERMAN. Thank you.
The CHA RMAN. If you have something additional to supply for

the record, we will be glad to have it.
(The formal statement of Mr. Vickerman follows:)

FEBRUARY 27, 1961.
Hon. HENRY M. JACKSON,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR JACKSON: It would be much appreciated if the following state-
ment could be included in the present hearings on the wilderness bill.

The Washington State Sportsmen's Council is a statewide sportsmen's organi-
zation composed of over 150 member clubs whose delegates meet quarterly to
consider the business before the council It is recognized as the spokesman
through Its elected officers of hunters, fishermen, and recreationists and their
interests in the State.

For almost 30 years the council has recognized the conservation policies of
the U.S. Forest Service and last year in the 86th Oongress gave its support to
the multiple-use bill which is now accorded the protection of law. Of equal
need in the belief of the council is the protection by law of another policy
originating In the Forest Service, that of wilderness protection. Without it
and with commercial pressure exerted to the utmost it is entirely possible that
these irreplaceable sites and others that should be so designated as wilderness
areas could be wiped out by the stroke of a pen.

It would seem that In this instance the issue is clear-to either commit every
acre of public land to access road building or commercial use and ultimate
violation of any wilderness character now existing or to set aside by law a
small portion of these public lands to leave for our posterity to enjoy and
treasure.
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As for the commercial opponents of this concept of wilderness protection,
it is well to remind them that this Is publicly owned land. Therefore if
it has been established-and I believe it has-that the owners of this land
favor the protection of these wilderness areas, they must certainly have the
right to do so by law, through the elected Congress. The position of the com-
mercial users that somehow by long use they have acquired a vested right
in the public lands and the authority to dictate how and by whom the land
may be used is an assumption wholely unwarranted.

True wilderness areas are shrinking before the inroads of civilization and
commerce and time is running out if we are to protect and leave a little of this
unspoiled beauty for future generations to enjoy.

Sincerely your,
W. S. VICKERMAN,

Chairman, Public Relations Committee.

The CHAiaxAiN. Mr. Michael Nadel.

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL NADEL, NEW YORK CONSERVATION
COUNCIL

Mr. NADEL. My name is Michael Nadel. I have been requested by
the New York State Conservation Council through its president, Mr.
William Roden of Diamond Point. N.Y., to present a statement in
behalf of that organization endorsing the legislative proposal for a
national wilderness preservation system.

(The statement referred to follows:)

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL NADEL FOR THE NEW YORK CONSERVATION COUNCIL

My name is Michael Nadel. I have been requested by the New York State
Conservation Council, through its president, Mr. William Roden of Diamond
Point, N.Y., to present a statement in behalf of that organization endorsing the
legislative proposal for a national wilderness preservation system.

The New York State Conservation Council, founded, as I seem to recall about
30 years ago, is a statewide organization of sportsmen-conservationists. Struc-
turally, it is composed of representatives from each of the State's county federa-
tions of clubs; the county federations in turn are composed of representatives
from clubs in the rural communities of the State, the cities, towns, and villages.
It is, in fact, the root-representative of the organized sportsmen-conservation-
ists of the State.

It is a pleasant duty to present this endorsement, which reflects the official
position of the council arrived at in its conventions. For several years before
I came to Washington to join the staff of The Wilderness Society as assistant
executive secretary, I was a vice president of the New York State Conservation
Council and the editor of its quarterly bulletin. I was closely associated with
the sportsmen-conservationists of the State as a member, for four consecutive
annual terms, of the State Conservation Commissioner's Advisory Committee on
Fish and Game, as a trustee of the Friends of the Forest Preserve, and in other
associations as an officer or editor.

It is fitting that the thoughtful people of New York should find in the legisla-
tive proposal before you some reminiscence of their own struggle to preserve a
great forest heritage within their State. Much of the force of the movement for
the preservation of wilderness came from this State. In 1885, 6 years before the
Federal law creating the national forests, the State legislature authorized the
creation of a State forest preserve, to halt ruinous commercial exploitation of
the State's forest lands.

In disregard of the clear public purpose of the act creating the State forest
Preserve, commercial-minded interests exploited loopholes through which to
Chisel at the forests. Public indignation at length found expression in the
constitutional convention of 1894, when the forest preserve was brought under
the protection of the State constitution with the approval of the voters.

The memorable words of the constitution provide that-
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"The lands of the State, now owned or hereafter acquired constituting the
forest preserve as now fixed by law, shall be forever kept as wild forest lands.
They shall not be leased, sold, or exchanged, or be taken by any corporation,
public, or private, nor shall the timber thereon be sold, removed or destroyed.,,

The people of the State have repeatedly, through the democratic process, voted
down amendments sought by special interests or thoughtless groups that would
corrupt this constitutional protection.

The great constitutional lawyer, Louis Marshall, said in addressing the State
constitutional convention of 1915:

"If I were asked to state what the most important action of the convention
of 1894 was, I should say, without the slightest hesitation, that it was the
adoption of section 7 of article VI (now sec. 1 of art. XIV) of the constitution,
which preserved in their wild state the Adirondack and Catskill Forests."

The protected wilderness in the Adirondacks alone consists of approximately
2% million acres. This is a State-owned preserve, and thus does not come
within the scope of the national wilderness bill, which pertains of course to cer-
tain areas respected as wilderness within federally managed lands.SThere is nevertheless a union of vision between the "forever wild" concept
of the New York State Forest Preserve and the inviolate Federal wilderness.
In each we see inspiration which sustains the instinct for freedom which breeds
courage for country, and courage for life.

It does not, and cannot, interfere with the necessary commodity operations
and interests which prevail outside, in the communities surrounding the oasis
of the "forever wild" forest preserve, the oases of wilderness on Federal lands.

The late Robert Marshall, son of that Louis Marshall whom I quoted a few
moments ago, found in the Adirondacks the inspiration for his profound
wilderness ethic. He wrote the classic interpretation, "The Problem of the
Wilderness." He contributed to the establishment and regulation of wilder-
ness areas within the national forests, as a ranking staff member of the U.S.
Forest Service. He became a principal founder of the Wilderness Society,
which in the felicitous phrase of its executive secretary and editor, Howard
Zahniser, "in the fullness of time became the American people's public evidence
of a distinctive purpose."

The New York State Conservation Council thus has a sense of what is
at stake in the proposal for a national policy of wilderness preservation.
The council joins with citizens across the country in a prayer that the legis-
lation before you, carefully evolved through long consideration, shall not be
aborted.

The New York State Conservation Council respectfully urges this committee
to act favorably on this wilderness bill.

Mr. NADEL. Mr. Chairman, I ask permission to put in the record at
this point an article which appeared on pages 107 through 119 of the
Utah Law Review, spring 1960, vol. 7, No. 1, entitled, "The National
Wilderness Preservation Bill: A Question of Values," by Richard V.
Brandt. It is a balanced and analytical summary of the history of
the wilderness bill, with many helpful references of value to the legis-
lator and the student.

THE NATIONAL WILDERNESS PREsERvATIoN BILL: A QuzTioN or VALUs'

On May 24, 1955, Mr. Howard Zahniser delivered an address at the National
Citizen's Planning Conference on Parks and Open Spaces for the American
People, in Washington, D.C.2 It might be justly maintained that this presen-
tation was the motivating factor behind one of the most spirited efforts in recent
years to make a significant policy change in the administration of the public
lands of the Nation. The central theme of Mr. Zahniser's speech was that
commercial interests were rapidly destroying the vast reaches of untouched
wilderness areas and that immediate and drastic measures were necessary if

I Acknowledgment is gratefully extended to the Rocky Mountain Mineral Law Founda-
tion for its grant in support of th4s note.t This address was inserted in the Congressional Record for June 1, 1955, and appears
in 101 Congressional Record A8809 (1955).
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the remote areas were not to go the way of the American bison." The present
note will consider the legislative history and declared purpose of the bill presently
before Congress to establish a national wilderness preservation system. Also,
an attempt will be made to set forth and evaluate the positions taken by advocates
and opponents of the bill, particularly as to its effect on the multiple-use aspect
of public lands administration.

That the present dispute is but another chapter in the long history of the
public lands is apparent, and perhaps a better understanding can be had of the
instant disagreement if it is viewed in the context of past events. It is common
knowledge that the U.S. Government is, and always has been, the largest propri-
etor of land in the Nation.' This position is a result of numerous large-scale
acquisitions, beginning with the State cessions of the late 170Ws,5 and ending with
the purchase of Alaska in 1867.6 These acquisitions, which approximated 1/4
billion acres of land," have proven sufficient to maintain the status of the Federal
Government as a landholder despite a policy of disposal which began soon after
the first acquisitions and extended far beyond the era of large-scale acquisition!
In spite of grants to States and railroads, military bounties, and private land
claims, entries under numerous acts and miscellaneous disposals-all of which
transferred over 1 billion acres to private ownership -there still remain over
700 million acres subject to Federal control.20

The history of this Federal land ownership and management has been one
of mirroring the goals and ideals of the Nation." Thus, the era of acquisition
was largely attributable to a nationalistic desire to expand the borders of the
young nation from coast to coast."2 The era of disposal was a function, based on
the premise that occupied land is easier to retain," of furthering the expanse of
the Nation. The third era, that of reservation, resulted from the slow realization
that the vast areas of the continent were not in fact inexhaustible and that a
more restrictive policy was required. 14 A recognition of the need for manage-
ment in both the reserved areas and those remaining in the original public
domain was concomitant with reservation, but was limited to custodial activities
until an intensive management program based on a desire to attain the greatest
good for the greatest number was initiated in the early 1930's.1,

Ownership of the land itself has not been the only consideration present
in the policy decisions involving public lands. Such provisions as the early
reservations of lead mines, leasing arrangements, the mining laws of 1866 and
the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920 have played an important role in the public
land policies of the United States."

' Other examples of contemporaneous problems in the area are: the Echo Park dispute
discussed In 101 Congressional Record 6952 (1955) (remarks of Representative Saylor) ;
so-called giveaway charges against the administration as to oil and gas areas (for a
defense to such charges see 102 Congressional Record 3541, 3546 (1956) (remarks of
Senator Goldwater) ; the much-discussed public power dispute centered on Hells Canyon,
whose conservation aspects are considered in 102 Congressional Record 3548 (1956)
(remarks of Senator Neuberger) ; the closely related "Three Sisters" decision commented
on In 103 Congressional Record 1907 (1957) (remarks of Senator Morse); and S. 1899
(providing for the establishment of an arctic wildlife refuge in Alaska) commented on in
105 Cosional Record 10192 (daily edition, June 18, 1959) (remarks of SenatorGruening.,,.,

'Seeiawon & Held, "The Federal Lands: Their Use and Management," 15 (1957).
5For a discussion of the history of the State cessions which occurred from 1781 to

1802, and placed 237 million acres In the original public domain, see Id. at p. 18.
I TheAlaska purchase amounted to 375 million acres. See id. at pp. 16-22 for a con-

sideration of this and other acquisitions.1 See Id. at p. 21. See also Hibbard, "A History of Public Land Policies," 31 (1924).
a See Clawson & Held, op. cit., supra, note 4, at p. 17 for a graphic illustration of the

phasing of the major eras in Federal landownership and land management.
9 See td. at pp, 22-27 for a history of the era of disposal under each of the respective

headings. See generally Hibbard, op. cit., supra, note 7, for the motivating factors leading
to the various disposals.110 See 105 Congressional Record 3768 (daily edition, Mar. 16, 1959), containing tables
Ihowing lands owned by Federal Government on June 30, 1957, totaling 771,226,000 acres.

u Clawson & Held, op. cit., supra, note 4, at p. 15.
2 Id. at p. 17.
1Id. at p. 22. Of course, the factors alluded to In note 9, supra, played an important

role In the disposition of the lands.1 1 Id. at p. 27. Although Yellowstone Park was set aside In 1872, it was not actively
Inanaged, and It was not until 1891 when the forest reserves were established that a
system of Federal land reservation came Into being. Ibid.
's Clawson & Held describe the custodial era as being extensive In the economic sense,

While they accept Webster's definition of "Intensive" as follows: "Designating * 0 0 a
methoa1 of cultivating land designed to increase the productivity of a given area by the
expenditure of more capital and-labor upon it." Id. at pp. 34-85. It is likely that both
Parties to the Instant dispute could turn these distinctions to their own advantage.

2See Hibbard, op. it., supra, note 7, at pp. 512-528 for a discussion of these provisions.
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One continuing theme has appeared in all questions which have been raised
oncerning disposal or management of the public land or its fruits. Unlike

considerations as to the treatment of land under sole ownership, the Federal
government's position may be likened to a tenancy by the entirety or a trustee
arrangement with a diversity of interest as to what the ultimate disposition of a
given area shall be. Therefore, partisan politics and social or economic ambition
have played an important role in most instances." That the instant dispute is
-subject to such influences is apparent from a reading of the testimony before
the Senate Subcommittee on Interior and Insular Affairs and comments
appearing in the Congressional Record. 8

The note sounded by Mr. Zahniser found ready acceptance in the minds of
many, and received the backing of stalwarts such as Senator Hubert Humphrey
of Minnesota, who on February 29, 1956, formally announced the need of a leg-
islative fiat to preserve a remnant of our heritage.' He then promised that in
the near future he would come forth with a positive measure to effectuate his
beliefs. This promise was fulfilled on June 7, 1956, when he introduced Senate
bill 4013 for study and discussion." The bill stated its basic purpose as follows:

"[T]hat, In order to secure for the American people of present and future
generations the benefits of an enduring resource of wilderness, there is hereby
established a national wilderness preservation system * * * composed of
areas * * * retaining their natural primeval environment and influence [and
being managed for purposes consistent with their -continued preservation as wil.
derness] which areas shall serve the public purposes of recreational, scenic,
scientific, educational, conservational, and historical use and enjoyment by the
people in such manner as will leave them unimpaired for future use and enjoy-
ment as wilderness." 2

Wilderness was defined as "an area where the earth and its community of
life are untrammeled by man, where man himself is a member of the natural
community who visits but does not remain and whose travels leave only trails." '

The original study bill was comprised of five sections: the first was definitive
and normative; ' the second designated the areas to comprise the system; 2'

the third specified the uses to be included and excluded in the systems: '
2 the

fourth created a national wilderness preservation council to serve as a clear-
inghouse for the various interests involved in the system;w and the fifth speci-
fied a short title "This act shall be known by the short title 'National Wilder-
ness Preservation Act.' "12 In the turbulent history of the measure before
Congress only the first and final sections have remained basically unchanged.
Major changes have been the abandonment of naming the specific areas in
section 2,," abandonment of the entire philosophy of section 4," a softening of

27 See Hibbard, op. cit., supra, note 7, at pp. 547-570. See also Clawson & Held, op. cit.,
supra, note 4, at pp. 132-150.

0 See, e.g., 102 Congressional Record 9777-9783 (1956); 103 Congressional Record
1899-1907 (1957) ; 105 Congressional Record 2391-2401 (1959).

" See 102 Congressional Record 3551 (1956) (remarks of Senator Humphrey).
20 See 102 Congressional Record 9772 (1956) (remarks of Senator Humphrey). The text

-of the study bill is set forth on pp. 9775-9777.n S. 4013, 84th Cong.. 2d seas., sec. 1(a), 102 Congressional Record 9775 (1956). The
bracketed portion as added in subsequent revisions, but seems only to be for further clarifi-
cation and not of a substantive nature.

22S. 4013, 84th Cong., 2d seas., sec. I(c), 102 Congressional Record 9775 (1956).
2 S. 4013, 84th Cong., 2d seas., sec. 1, 102 Congressional Record 9775 (1956).
"S. 4013, 84th Cong., 2d sess., sec. 2, 102 Congressional Record 9775-9776 (1956). This

section has 8 subsections dealing respectively with national forest areas, the units of the
national park system, national wildlife ranges and refuges, Indian reservations, miscel-
laneous areas, and the method of adding to, modifying, or eliminating any of the above
areas.

95 S. 4013, 84th Cong., 2d sess., sec. 3, 102 Congressional Record 9776 (1956). Subsec.
(a) provides that the act shall not interfere with purposes stated in the establishment of
the administrative agency, but that these agencies shall be responsible for preserving the
wilderness character of the areas for the public purposes compatible therewith. Subsec. (b
reserves vested rights but excludes all other commercial Interests "except as contemplated

by the purposes of this act." Subsec. (c) was comprised of special provisions such as the
allowance of roads necessary for access to private property and permitting the continuance
of nonconforming uses, subject, however, to restrictions and terminations when possible.

2S. 4013, 84th Cong, 2d seas., sec. 4. 102 Congressional Record 9776-9777 (1956).
27S. 4013, 84th Cong. 2d sess., sec. 5, 102 Congressional Record 9777 (1956).
"The naming of specific areas was replaced in S. 4028 by a provision that the agencies

concerned should determine the question. However, as noted in the text accompanying
note 95, infra, there is a current move to reestablish the principle of legislatively determin-
i th:pecific areas.This provision, though Included in S. 4028, 85th Cong., 2d sess., sec. 4, 104 congre5-
sional Record 11553 (1958). has been subsequently dropped due to continued charges of
bureaucracy. 106 Congressional Record A1451 (daily edition, Feb. 23, 1960).
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the exclusionary language in section 3,30 and the removal of Indian lands from
section 2.n

While the history of the present bill may discourage some, other advocates
find solace in the fact that the national parks bill was in Congress 5 years
before its ultimate passage." That such solace should be earnestly sought after
is evident when one considers the subsequent history of Senate bill 4013. The
measure was reintroduced in substance on February 11, 1957, as Senate bill
1176," and hearings were held thereon before the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs in Washington, D.C., on June 19 and 20, 1957." As a result
of these hearings and subsequent conferences, the measure was revised and on
June 18, 1958, reintroduced as Senate bill 4028.2 Among the numerous changes
incorporated In the revised form were the following: first, a new subsection
was added as section 1 (d), emphasizing that the bill is in keeping with multiple-
purpose philosophy; "a second, in lieu of listing included areas by name, a
provision was made for included areas to be determined by the interested
departments;3' third, a provision was added to section 2 (a) clarifying the need
for further study to determine included primitive areas and their boundaries,
together with a provision that such determination should be made within 10
years from the date of the act;"3 fourth, it was provided that proposed changes
in the included areas could be vetoed by a concurrent resolution of Congress
within a 120-day period; 88 fifth, the last sentence of section 1(d) made clear
that the purposes of the wilderness bill would not interfere with those of the
national forest system;* sixth, the list of prohibited uses was dropped from
section 3 (b) and a proviso made that "no portion of any area * * * shall be used
for any form of commercial enterprise not contemplated in the purposes of
this act"; 41 seventh, although permanent roads remained categorically pro-
hibited, yet section 3(c) (2) was clarified so as not to interfere with necessary
administrative protection of the areas from fires, insects, and disease," though
there is a continuing prohibition of operations and improvements "in excess
of the minimum required for the administration of the area for the purposes
of the act"; " eighth, an allowance was made in section 3(c) (2) for mining
and reservoir construction upon a Presidential determination that such use
"will better serve the interests of the United States"; " ninth, section 3 (c) (5)
made clear that nothing in the legislation may be construed to modify existing
water law;" tenth, provision was made to include areas given to a Federal
agency for purposes of wilderness preservation;" eleventh, certain safeguards,

1 A special provision In see. 3(c) now allows mining and reservoir construction in
national wilderness areas upon a presidential determination that such use "will better serve
the interests of the United States."

31 Though modifications to the original measure were set forth in S. 4028, 85th Cong.,
2d seas. sec 2(d), 104 Congressional Record 11553 (1958), further amendments are re-
ported to have entirely omitted the lands from consideration. The reasoning for this
exclusion was advanced for purposes of motivation in 105 Congressional Record 2468
(daily edition. Feb. 19. 1959) (remarks of Senator Neuberger).

I See 106 Congressional Record 763 (daily edition, Jan. 20, 1960) containing a reprint of
an article which appeared in the Albert Lea Tribune for Jan. 3, 1960, wherein the present
delay was discounted on this basis.

'0 . 1176,85th Cong., 1st seas., 103 Congressional Record 1813 (1957). fhe text of the
bill and discussion thereon appear in 103 Congressional Record 1893-1896 (1957).

3Hearings on S. 1176 before the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 85th
Cong., 1st sess. (1957)

M g. 4028, 85th Cong., 2d sees., 104 Congressional Record 11552 (1958). A similar bill
had been tentatively introduced by Senator Neuberger 2 months earlier as S. 3619, 85th
Cong., 2d ses., 104 Congressional Record 6341 (1958).

MS. 4028, 85th Cong., 2d sess., sec. 1(d), 104 Congressional Record 11552 (1958). For
a consideration of this assertion see p. 118, infra.

" E.g., S. 4028, 85th Cong., 2d sess., sec. 2(a), 104 Congressional Record 11552 (1958).
This has reduced the length of the bill by about 6 pages." 104 Congressional Record

11558 (1958). But see p. 117, infra.
'" S. 4028, 85th Cong., 2d seas., see. 2(a), 104 Congressional Record 11552 (1958). It is

further provided that if such determination as to a given area is not made within that
period it is automatically included. The period of time varies with the different units.
F or example, sec. 2(c) limited the determination as to wildlife refuges to 5 years. But
see note 95. infra.

'S. 4028, 85th Cong., 2d sess., sec. 2(f), 104 Congressional Record 11553 (1958). Theoriginal study bill provided that either House could veto the effectuation of a proposed
change. S.r013, 84th Cong., 2d sees., see. 2(f), 102 Congressional Record 9776 (1956).S. 4028, 85th Cong., 2d ses., see. 2(d), 104 Congressional Record 11553 (1958).41. 40285, 8th Cong., 2d sess., sec. (b).. 104 Congressional Record 11558 (1958).S. 4028, 85th Cong., 2d sees., sec. 3(c)M, 104 Congressional Record 11553 (1958).

48 S. 4028, 85th Cong., 2d sess., sec. 3(b), 104 Congressional Record 11553 (1958).
'"S. 4028, 85th Cong., 2d seas., sec. 3(0 (2), 104 Congressional Record 11553 (1958).
45 S. 4028, 85th Cong., 2d sees., sec. 3(c) (5), 104 Congressional Record 11553 (1958).
" S. 4028, 85th Cong., 2d seas., sec. 2(c), 104 Congressional Record 11552 (1958).
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now obsolete, were included to meet objections regarding Indian lands; "and
twelfth, certain changes were made in the scope of section 4 governing tbe
council which are also obsolete." Senate bill 4028 was also subjected to nu.
merous hearings before the committee, held at various sites in the West in No.
vember of 1958,* and while that bill was dead at the time, the hearings operated
on the entirely valid assumption that the issue was not.'

Subsequent to consideration by the 84th and 85th Congresses, the issue, in
the form of Senate bill 1123, came before the 86th Congress on February 19,
1959. 1 Committee hearings 2 elicited public reactions similar to those previously
held toward the measure.5

While these various bills have differed in many respects, and alterations both
of improvement and appeasement have been made in the course of its long
history before congressional committees, the fact remains that its basic purpose
is to protect certain areas from what its sponsors term "exploitation." "To
accomplish this purpose they feel it is essential that teeth remain in the act,%
while those interests which oppose the measure are equally adamant that the
effective parts of the measure be destroyed." It must be recognized that there
are some who feel that the present bill does not go far enough in preserving the
wilderness and others who feel that It defeats the principle [sic] purpose of
multiple-use management.w' A more complete understanding of the respective
arguments will, of course, result from a realization of the type of interests which
promote them.0 Although there are exceptions, the major opposition to the bill
comes from livestock, oil, mining, and lumbering interests,W while its principal
support comes from conservation groups and individual "lovers of the wild." 0

Advocates of the measure have taken two major tacks: first, what may be
termed the "negative approach," which stresses the fact that the measure does
not interfere with other interests; second, the positive approach, which empha-
sizes what are felt to be the real and important values which can be achieved by

t" Rather than the original inclusion by name, the instant version provided that consulta-
tion with the tribes involved should determine which areas to include. S. 4028, 85th
Cong., 2d sees., sec. 2(d), 104 Congressional Record 11553 (1958). Three possible solu-
tions were posed In 104 Congressional Record 11555 (1958). These were to leave them
out, to include them with the consent of the Indians or to include them as other Federal
lands. See 106 Congressional Record 2856 (daily edition, Feb 18 1960), where the first
alternative is declared to have prevailed. See also, Hearings on .4028, supra, note 34,
at p. 502.

*See note 28, supra.
49Hearings on S. 4028 before the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 85th

Cong. 2d seas. (1958). These hearings were held at Bend, Oreg.; San Francisco, Calif.:
Salt ake City, Utah; and Albuquerque, N. Mex.

50 See, e.g., hearings on S. 4028-4048, supra, note 49, at p. 554.61 S. 1123, 86th Cong., lst seas., 105 Congressional Record 2888 (daily edition, Feb. 19,
1959).

6 Hearings on S. 1128 before the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 86th
Cong., 1st seas. (1959), were held at Seattle, Wash., and Phoenix, Ariz.

"See p. 112, infra.
"' See, e.g., 102 Congressional Record 9781-9782 (1956) (remarks by Senator Morse).
* "those who understand the problems of wilderness preservation on Federal lands are

convinced that congressional action i necessary to retain wilderness areas for future
generations." 102 Congressional Record 12314, 12316 (1956) [reprint of Gilligan,
"Wilderness in a Democracy, the Living Wilderness"I (spring-summer 1955)]U "The wilderness system, no matter what Congress does to it, will always be under fire
from those who see in the forest nothing but board feet and kilowatts." Editorial appearing
in the Eugene Register-Guard of June 18, 1956, and reprinted in 102 Congressional Record
10980 (1958).

I" The controversy has been said to consist of "Board feet and Kilowatts versus String-
savers." See note 56, supra.

go Of perhaps particular interest, although limited importance, is the fact that the forte
of the opposition seems to have been testimony given in the committee hearings, while the
supporters of the bill have been rabid in placing their side of the story in the Congressional
Record. Three of the limited exceptions to the favorable comment appearingin the
Congressional Record are: 105 Congressional Record A5013 (daily edition, June 11, 1959)
(remarks of Senator Bennett); 106 Congressional Record A144 (dailr edition, Jan. 11.
1960) ; and 106 Congressional Record A532 (daily edition, Jan. 20, 1960) (remarks of
Representative Westland). It is to be noted, however, that certain flanking movements
are being attempted. See, e.g., 106 Congressional Record A2705 (daily edition, Mar. 24,
1960), discussing H.L 10572 which is purported to "commit forests to 'multiple use' so
that they cannot be set aside except by further congressional action." uaUgsee bearings on S. 1123 before the Senate Committee on Interior and Insua
Affairs. ,86th Cong-, 1st seas., at p. 467 (statement of American National Cattlemen',

Assocation), 379-380 (statement by representative of Signal Oil & Gas Co.), 418-414
(statement of Maricopa Council of Small Mine Operators' Association),, and 108-112
(statement by Western Pine Association) (1959).

WSeee eg. hearings on S. 1128, suprg, note 59, at p. 441 (statement by the Santa Fe
Wildlife & (onseryation Association), and 242 (statement by John R. Barnard, Seattle,
Wash.) (1959).
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the establishment of a wilderness preservation system. Under this latter cate-
gory, backers of the bill maintain, among other things, that the program will
protect areas of scenic grandeur for the entire population, both present and
future. Arguments in justification of preserving scenic grandeur have included
the relatively materialistic urgings of those who assert its efficacy as a tourist
attraction with consequent swelling of local coffers,f claims that wilderness
areas are "essential to the American way of life," and the claim that wild nature
is "a most vital essential in this era of restlessness approaching hysteria."m
Finally, and perhaps more realistically, the claim is made that "if for no other
reason than sentiment" every effort should be made to preserve scenic areas.'
A second value ascribed to the bill is that the wilderness affords a type of recrea-
tion sought by many people." This recreation is purported to possess qualities
capable of rehabilitating both the mind and the body, and to be of a type which
is within the economic reach of those who seek It." It is further claimed that
certain scientific assets will be protected. These assets include plant and animal
life, geological materials, and the preservation of control areas for purposes of
scientific research. 'O Next it is maintained that establishment of a wilderness
system will insure watershed protection in these areas. A final plea is made
for passage of the bill upon the ground that the potential of the area should be
preserved for determination by future generations as to what use should be
given the highest priority."

Realizing that the benefit of any undertaking must be weighed against the
disadvantages which arise therefrom, it has been vehemently asserted by the
wilderness backers not only that its passage is necessary to assure its aims, but
also that an adequate system of wilderness can be established without sacrific-
ing other interests." In support of this claim, the supporters stress the fact
that only Federal lands are involved and that the entire area ultimately to be
included will not exceed two percent of the country's total area.27 More specif-
ically, they assert that all existing rights including grazing privileges and the
operation of mines, will continue to be recognized,t1 as will State water law&-''
Much emphasis is also placed upon the assertion that no areas now open to
lumbering will be affected, and that 90 percent of the areas in the national
forest would remain unaffected and open to lumbering interests and other com-
mercial ventures. 3 The somewhat anomalous position is taken that the bill
will actually benefit these interests as well as the nation as a whole by encourag-
ing development and maximum utilization of available areas.7 '

The two allegations which cause the greatest dispute between the factions
involved are (1) the necessity for the measure, and (2) its effect on the multi-
ple-purpose doctrine of Federal land management.tm The proponents, while
commending the agencies involved in the present management, maintains that
adequate protection against designing interests in the future requires that Con-
gress have the key to the storehouse of wildernes&s They are equally as vocif-

See, eg., 105 Congressional Record 10636 (daily edition, June 24, 1959) (editorial by
attorney general of Montana reprinted from Great Falls Tribune).

10 See 102 Congressional Record 8552 (1956) (exerpts from letters to Senator Humphrey).
a Id., at p. 3553.", See, e.g., hearings on S. 1123, supra, note 59, at p. 11. But see note 80, infra.
6 105 Congressional Record A2512 (daily edition, Mar. 28, 1959) (remarks of Senator

Neuberger), 102 Congressional Record 12583 (1956) (remarks of Representative Saylor).
See, also, hearings on S. 1123, supra, note 59, at p. 436. But see Id., at p. 368.

" See, e.g., 105 Congressional Record A7297 (daily edition, Aug. 24, 1959) (reprint of
editorial from June 1959 issue of Montana Wilkilife).

'" See, e.g., 105 Congressional Record 13609, 18610 (daily edition, Aug. 3, 1959) (remarks
of Senator Neuberger),.

"See, e.g., hearings on S. 4028, supra, note 49, at p. 498.
"108 Congressional Record 1893 (1957) (remarks by Senator Humphrey).0 See, e.g., hearings on S. 4028, supra, note 49, at p. 521. But see hearings on S. 1128,

Wpra, note 59, at p. 187.
71 -ee note 25, supra.
" See note 45, supra.
13 Senator Murray furnished statistics showing: first, that only 14 million acres (or 9.6

Percent) of the forest areas would be included; and secondly, that present cut on the non-
Wilderness areas could increase by 50 percent before it exceeded the allowable cut on these
areas. 105 Congressional Record 2435 (daily edition, Feb. 19, 1959). But see hearings on
S. 4028, supra, note 49, at p. 544; hearings on S. 1123, supra, note 59, at p. 198.

%'This would seem to be the gist of Senator Humphrey's comments in 103 Congressional
Record 1893 (1957).

"See Y.118, nfra.
S See 106 Congressional Record A2578 (daily edition, Mar. 22, 1960). However, the

eCarge i frequently made that the proposed measure is a criticism of the present admin-
"'tration of the areas. See 106 Congressional Record A2768 (daily edition, Mar. 29, 1960).
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erous in their claims that multiple-purpose philosophy Is espoused in their
measure. 4

Those who are opposed to the bill take issue with each of the basic posi-
tions taken by the advocates. They not only deny the necessity of the present
measure, but assert that its effect upon other interests is of such serious nature
that its passage should not be considered.TM They strongly urge that existing
laws and regulations for the management of Federal lands are fully adequate
and that under these laws sufficient acreage has been reserved as wilderness
areas.7 In any event it is claimed that there is no evil at which the proposed
legislation could be aimed, since not only have the administrative agencies
themselves set aside such areas, but also an analysis of statistics indicates that
the type of use for which such areas are designed is unproductive and therefore
unjustified.8°

In addition to the claim that the present system provides adequate protec-
tion of the type sought, opponents of the bill attack the dedication of large areas
of public land for a single use. These groups maintain that the sole purpose of
the bill is to provide a monopoly to the few individuals who are inclined to take
advantage of the afforded recreational facilities." It is argued that adoption
would pose a dangerous precedent for departure from long-established prin-
ciples of multiple use.' This departure would lessen the opportunity for near-
to-the-road recreation which is in far greater demand than the pioneer recrea-
tion advocated by the bill." A loss of a more material nature is forecast in the
form of unrealized potential both of recreation revenues and resource receipts
from commercial developments." Claims regarding the loss of resource devel-
opment also include the foreboding possibilities of a fatal breach in national
defense due to shortages of strategic materials." Not only would resources be
idle, it is argued, but their value could actually be lost forever by the creation
of large blocks of inaccessible areas which would remain vulnerable to fires,
insects, and disease." Frequent mention is also made of possible losses occur-
ring through nonfacilitation of water storage sites."

In conjunction with the claim that the system is not needed, opponents of
the wilderness bill frequently stress that no evidence of such a need has been
demonstrated, and any action should be postponed until a release of the results
of a fact finding survey being made by the National Outdoor Recreation Re-
sources Review Commission." In addition to arguments emphasizing the need-
lessness, cost, and prematurity of the bill, it has been asserted that the bill as
phrased is incomprehensible at best, and possibly unconstitutional. The basis

I But a notable exception to the claim of multiple use is apparent in 102 Congressional
Record 12314 (1956), containing a reprint of an article wherein the author stated that
"the Forest Service * * * finds itself in the awkward and contradictory position of
setting aside wilderness units and at the same time advocating multiple use as a basic
policy."

" E.g., it is asserted that the bill would seriously reduce the potential dollar production
of the land, and since each dollar of production creates $5 in trade economy, the future of
jobs and payrolls would be jeopardized. See hearings on S. 4028, supra, note 4U, at p. 544.
See also hearings on S. 1128, supra, note 59, at p. 39.

9 However, it is to be noted that some of the groups who recognize this virtue in the
controlling agencies concede that adjustments, when demonstrated to be in the "public
interest" are easier to effectuate through the agencies, and for this reason are opposed to
a statutory establishment of these areas. Hearings on S. 4028 supra, note 49, at p. 546.

80 "The records show that only about 0.3 percent of our population visit and use wilder-
ness areas, while around 30 percent visit and use national forest areas under multiple-use
management that only 1 percent of the people visiting and using national forests visit
and use wilderness areas *. We are now talking about setting aside over 50 million
acres of wilderness area for use by a small number of people." Hearings on S. 4028,
supra, note 49, at p. 516.,"Wilderness use is a special type of recreation available only to a handful who want
to and can hike or climb over our mountainous country or who can afford the luxury of
pack animals and guides." Hearings on S. 4028, supra, note 49, at p. 545.

82 "If enacted (the bill) will lift the lid off a political Pandora's box which will trigger
movements for other single-purpose land dedication ** * all to the detriment of the
sound multiple-use land policy under which the Government is now managing most of its
western lands." Hearings on S. 1128, supra, note 59, at p. 189.

"See hearings on S. 4028, supra, note 49, at p. 546.
"Tvhe proponents fail to tell the people that many of the areas proposed to be set aside

by the bill are potential sources of revenue." Hearings on S. 1123 supra, note 59, at
p. 189.

"See, e.g., hearings on S. 4028, supra, note 49, at p. 487.
"Id. at p. 546.
O E.g., te claim is made that the bill would result in the loss of Utah's water storage

facilities in Dinosaur National Monument. 105 Congressional Record A5018 (daily edi-
tion, June 11, 1959) (remarks of Senator Bennett),

n The report on this survey--o due by Sept. 1, 1961. Hearings on S. 4028, supra, note
49, at p. 489.
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of the former claim is centered on the lack of definition and failure to spell out
certain procedural devices, while the apparent attack on constitutionality is
based upon the assertion that the proposal to grant agencies an extended and
differing period to determine what areas will be included is an attempt to legis-
late for future Congresses and supposedly violative of separation of power
principles.

While the arguments set forth above are not inclusive, they represent the
major issues raised by the respective parties. In evaluating these positions, the
value and need of the end sought should be weighed against the cost of the
action in terms of sacrificed values. Other alternatives to attain the same or
a similar end should be considered and a choice made of that plan which in
the long run will provide the greatest good for the greatest number. It is sub-
mitted that each side has presented arguments based upon premises for which
no foundation has been laid, though it is likewise conceded that the nature
of the values sought often precludes other than abstract contentions. However.
where such is the case it should be squarely recognized and not obscured.

It would appear first that the contention that the existing agencies are doing
an adequate Job of preserving wilderness areas is but an attempt to confuse the
issue. This is supported by the reason often given (and always implicit) for
leaving control with the agencies, i.e., that they are easier to convince of the
wisdom of commercial development in the public interest.90 This in turn
results in the circumvention of the purported purpose of the act. If its purpose
is a worthy one then the proper way to carry it forward is to let the representa-
tives of the people speak.

Although any consideration of the values to be attained by the bill must be
measured against the cost of the achievement, the nature of the values asserted
is by and large incapable of the price-tag evaluation. Certainly the worth of
observing scenic grandeur, a sense of national pride, preservation of the Ameri-
can way of life, and spiritual rejuvenation for both the mind and body are in-
capable of a dollars-and-cents reduction. And, it is equally impossible to prove
that the proposed plan will effectuate these values or that it is the only feasible
method of so doing. Nonetheless, the contention that these ends are in fact
valueless would seem to impose an undeserved materialistic outlook upon a
people who have often supported economically unsound ventures in favor of
intangible rewards. 1 At first blush a definite measurable loss in economic
opportunity would seemingly result from an exclusion of commercial interests
from these areas. Yet, a degree of uncertainty enters at this point, since no
showing has been made as to the necessity of utilizing whatever resources na-
ture has stored in these areas. Anomalously it would seem that an argument
as to the urgency of entering these areas for exploration and development in
order to maintain the status quo would encourage the passage of the bill. That
is, if 2 percent of the area of the country has assumed such significant impor-
tance to survival, the only regret might be that controlled development and
maximum utilization of more limited areas was not sooner promulgated and
enforced.

In one sense the most impressive argument against the present passage of
the bill Is its alleged prematurity. The survey presently being made should
Provide far more knowledge than is now possessed in regard to the recreational
habits of the American people."2 However, even assuming that the result of the
survey shows, as it most probably will, that to provide playgrounds of easy
access is a more pressing need than is "wilderness" recreation, by no means
would this lead to a conclusion that the disputed areas should not be with-
drawn from commercial uses. Of course, it may be necessary to open up these
Wilderness areas to a more commercialized or at least "civilized" type of recrea-
tiOn, with a clientele of weekend picnickers rather than adventuresome out-
doorsmen, but there Is nothing in the proposed act which would prevent Its
use for this purpose if necessary. Beyond a doubt, the presently proposed use
Would leave the areas In a receptive condition for such a policy, whereas a
wide-open brand of commercial development might conceivably constitute an
interference. Therefore, the mere fact that the survey may show a pressing

These views are set forth, together with a proposed substitute bill professedly avoiding
the shortcomings of the one under attack, in 106 Congressional Record 2653-2657 (daily
edition, Feb. 18, 1960).

'0 See, e.g., note 79 supra.
See, e.g., 105 Congressional Record A2811 (daily edition, Apr. 7, 1959).
See note 88, supra.
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need for a different type. of recreation than that proposed by the bill should
not prejudice the bill. This being the case It becomes apparent that this argu.
ment, as many others, is used for its harrassing and, confusing tendencies and not
for any particular application to the merits of the basic dispute. This also
applies to the arguments on ambiguity, and those alluding to constitutional
problems." As to the former, It should be noted that a bill purporting to be
largely declaratory of a congressional intention toward a basic policy question
need not be phrased in the exacting language of the Internal Revenue Code
The many failings in that work should be indicative of the futility of attempting
to thread the needle in those situations where exigencies do not require pains.
taking articulation." As to arguments alluding to the uncon ituionality of
that portion of the bill which allows agemies 15 years to select those areas
which they determine should be included, 6 it is interesting to note that the
original bill had an extended listing which was later dropped in favor of the
general delegatory powers presently included." It is further interesting to
note that Senator O'Mahoney's amendment, which specifically lists the areas,
would set aside approximately 14 million acres, compared to the estimated 55
million under the unmnended version of the bill." The underlying rationale
of any constitutional argument must be that the power given the agency heads
would constitute the making of laws binding future Congresses." The rationale
of such a position is rather difficult to accept. Any bill at all passed by a pres-
ent Congress 'binds future Congresses to some degree. Moreover, it would
appear that greater restrictions upon a future Congress would result from
naming specific areas which the present Congress feels should constitute the
system. In such an instance future Congresses would be forced, in the event of
widespread or concentrated disagreement as to prior policies, to repeal or
amend the existing law. The 'bill as -presently proposed recognizes the difficulty
of instantaneous determination of the specific areas to be included and provides
a time period within which those closer to the scene may carefully investigate
the advisability of each inclusion. It provides the safeguard that Oongress,
meaning to some degree future Congresses, can prevent any specific inclusion by
passing a joint resolution. To say that the latter procedure is lawmaking for
future Congresses to a greater extent than an outright withdrawal would seem
to be unfounded. One aspect of Senator 0'Mahoney's proposal which may be
advisable is that which provides for approval by the State Governors of areas
to 'be included." Any major determination dealing with the disposal or treat.
ment of lands within a given State should be influenced by the wishes of the
State citizens for whom the Governor speaks. However, in dealing with Federal
lands it should be recognized that this is a matter of comity, not of right, and
that it is more likely that a Governor would be swayed by a group with narrow
interests than Congress would. Therefore, although it is certainly to be ex-
pected that ultimate determinations would consider local interests, it is like-
wise desirable that these will be balanced against the broad national policy.
Such an end could easily be achieved by the joint efforts of the local land
managers and State officials, aided by national goals as reflected and reinforced
in the proposed legislation. The second argument hinting at the unconstitu-
tionality of the bill hinges quite naturally upon the overworked separation of
powers concept. However, it would appear that an otherwise sustainable dele-

" See note 89, supra.
"As an example of the thinking in this area, there was much discussion in the commit-

tee hearings as to the effect of the antimotorized provision on rescue operations. Although
the age-old example of the "letting of blood" statute should answer such forebodings,
Senator Allott felt an explicit need to provide for such a contingency. As an Incident
to such careful revision it should be noted that the entire purpose of the bill is defeated.
see, e.g., see. 2(b) appearing in 106 Congressional Record 2654 (daily edition, Feb. 18,
1960).

96 Senator O'Mahoney made much of the different time periods allowed in the bill. 106
Congressional Record 2653 (daily edition, Feb. 18, 1960). Perhaps had he taken more
time considering the purposes attempted to be achieved, the best means of so achieving
them and less time flyspecking the language, the puzile would have cleared up. Certainly
there is nothing unconstitutional in such a differentiation.

"See, supra, notes 28 and 89. But see 106 Congressional Record 2656 (daily edition,
Feb. 18, 1960) (proposed amendments by Senator Allott).

Uf See 106 Congressional Record 7716 (daily edition, Apr. 20, 1960) (remarks of SenatorO'Mahone ).Flee 1WCongressional Record 2653 (daily edition, Feb. 18, 1960).

0 In this respect the amended version is said to resemble the Flood Control Act of 1944,
106 Congressional Record 7716 (daily edition, Apr. 20, 1960).
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gation of power 1" is in this case placed beyond reproach 'by the controls reserved
in the legislature.

A final and emphatic point of disagreement between the disputants-perhape
the ones upon which the entire issue turns--is the actual effect of the bill upon
the multiple use policies. Opponents assert that since the bill defeats long
established multiple, use policies it should automatically be rejected. The pro-
ponents assert with equal vigor that since the bill itself is a further recognition
and promotion of the venerated multiple use doctrine it is per se acceptable.
Admittedly multiple use has played an increasingly important role in the
management of public lands. m It was recognized at an early date that tying
up land for ow purpose when It was capable of simultaneously serving others
was not in the best interests of the land nor the Nation. Such a recognition
has been incorporated into many statutes, notably Public Law 585, passed In
1954. ,  Yet, a consideration of the myriad number and types of possible uses '
indicates the futility of hinging an argument upon the existence or absence
of multiple use, since any definition other than a completely arbitrary one would
illustrate that it is next to impossible to have other than a multiple use on any
extended area of land.' Likewise, even though a proposed disposition of land
technically results in a "multiple," since not a "single" use, yet this does not
entitle it to an "untouchable" status. The true purpose of the multiple use philos-
ophy is not one which Is achieved quantitatively but rather qualitatively. This
means that the best management of land should not be determined by the number
of uses to which it can be put under a given plan, but rather what combination
of proposed uses offers the greatest good to the greatest number in the long
run.1"

In the final analysis the problem reduces itself to two basic propositions.
The conservationists wish to stop what they term further encroachment by com-
mercial Interests upon the public domain. On the other hand, these same
commercial Interests wish to preserve every opportunity for further and rapid
development of the natural resources of the country. They assert that the
conservationists are promoting a colossal land grab to serve their own selfish
interests. Yet, it is submitted that the basic problem should center not upon
whether the conservationists and any other individuals should be let in, but
rather upon whether commercial Interests should be kept out. Even though
selfishness may be the motivating factor behind much of the effort expended on
behalf of the bill, this should in no way detract from the wisdom of Its stated
purpose.

While it is unlikely that the proposed bill will pass in the present Congress,
it will undoubtedly be reintroduced and further efforts made to effect its pas-
sage without the type of crippling amendment which would defeat its purpose.
It is fortunate that an organized group has seen fit, regardless of motive or
source of incentive, to challenge a long-standing and continuous course of con-
duct on the part of another organized group with diametrically opposed ideas.
Such a situation stimulates wide publication of the issues, provoking some
reaction from the citizenry involved. Thus, if the wilderness is not preserved
It will be because of an "adjudicated suit" and not by public default, which,
if not Justice in the minds of all, at least must be termed due process.

RICHARD V. BRANDT.

10 Cf., Light v. United States, 220 U.S. 523 (1910) ; United State* v. Grimaud, 220 U.S.
506 (1910).g101 For a discussion on the topic see Patton, "Current Aspects of Multiple Use of Public
Lands," 4 Roeky Mt. Min. L. Inst. 521 (1958).

30 U.S.C., sees. 521-531 (1958).
,,See Clawson & Held, "The Federal Lands: Their Use and Management," 46-47

(1958), .or a clssifeCation of the various uses of land.
S4"Actually 'single' and 'multiple' uses represent the extremes of a continuum of

methods of use and administration. here is virtually no land with only a single use; all
laud upon which rain or snow falls is watershed, all land except the most extreme desert
has Rome wildlife, nearly all land has some recreation and scenic vslne, and most land has
foliage or tree growth which can be harvested." Clawson and Held, op. cit., supra, note
103. at 51.

'0' See Id. at 51-52.
"The essence of multiple-use management is the conscious management of the land tothe end that it will provide several uses at the same time. The process is not hrphfasrd:

it is deliberate. But no matter how assiduously 'multiple' purpose use is sought I, Federal
15d administration, there must be some scale of preference* for choice among iqes In
th ee situations where full use for one purpose Interferes with frill use for another .Then the question arises: Which se, or whi h deqree of one use, should be sacrificed to
anOther use, or to some degree of another use?" [ Italic added. ]

66737- 1--23
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Mr. NA L,. Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.
Finally we come to David R. Brower, executive director, Sierra

Club, Mills Tower, San Francisco.

STATEKMNT OF DAVID R. BROWER, EXCUTIVE DIRECTOR, SIERRA
CLUB, MILLS TOWER, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIF.

Mr. BiOWFR..dy name is David Brower. I come from Berkeley,
Calif.,.representing the Sierra Club. I left San Francisco at 3:30
your time and if I had pushed the jet a little faster, I would have
been here when my name was first up.

As of now I would like to present niy statement as if it were read.
46, because I was overweight on the airplane coming in this

morning, I should like to make sure I submit to the committee for the
committee files these publications which I think are relevant to the
leg-islation.
. Our publication, "Wild Lands in Our Civilization," the book, ."The
Mining of Wilderness to Science," about our Sierra Club wilder-
ness conference-in 1959; "This Is the American Earth," of which
Justice Douglas wrote one of the great .statements in the history
of conservation and which has received extraordinary editorial acco-
lades throughout the country.

The CHAIRMAN. We have to protect, those a little bit because'some
members of the staff might steal them. If a member does not, the
chairman will. This is a beautiful book. This is a fine example of
what can be done by people who are enthusiastically in favor of a
project or principle and who lend their talents and their moneyto it.It is a beautiful job.

Mr. BROWER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
One more is "Words of the Earth," by Cedric Wright who is a sort

of Thoreau with a camera and talks about the wilderness in the Sierra
Nevada, his first country.

Coming up shortly is our seventh conference. We will try to send
the proceedings to the committee for its consideration later.

Mr. Chairman I appreciate this opportunity to speak in favor of
the wilderness bill.

I am here in behalf of the 17,000 members of the Sierra Club, an
organization founded in San Francisco in 1892 by John Muir and now
having membership in all parts of the United States. We are one of
the oldest organizations in*the United States primarily concerned
with the preservation of the Nation's scenic resources; we hope our
age provides us a good perspective for judgment on the need for
preservation. I should like also to insert here a cross-reference to
earlier statements made for the Sierra Club before this committee on
earlier versions of the wilderness bill. We were for it then-and
still are.

GROWING SUPPORT FOR WILDERNESS

In spite of the club's age of 68 years, 8,500 members-half our
present total-have joined since 1957, when we first testified here for
the wilderness bill. It is fairly clear that our outspoken support for
wilderness has brought this extraordinary increase. We coriduct no
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miibehip drives; we merely explain from time to time why we
exist and that we appreciate the support of people who share our
purpose, We are but one of many organizations similarly inclined.
An important part of our program is the wilderness outing division of
the club whichIevery summer takes nearly 2,000 peopleof all ages
and financial ability back into wilderness on nonprofit club-arranged
tri s costing from $3 to $9 per man per day. We have been running
suh trips since 1901. We have also been teaching people how to run
their own trips for even less. Our growth rate itself---12 percent per
year lately-proves to us that the public is in a mood to protect wilder-
ness vigilantly and to learn about it firsthand. People as a whole want.
to see man get into balance with his environment and to save, while
there is time, a fraction of that environment, to save it unspoiled, as:
wilderness.

We are hopeful that if the conservationist growth rate can continue
to exceed the overalleconomic growth rate, then our growing economy
can go around, and not over, our last islands of wilderness.

BOOKS THAT BUILD WILDERNESS UNDERSTANDING

We appreciate the support the wilderness idea'receives from mem-
bers of this committee. We especially appreciate the chairman's own
understanding of what wilderness is about, and' are glad of Aldo
Loepold's role in clarifying the need for wilderness. Every genera-
tion needs to have a man who can write about this as Aldo Leopold
did.

If there are any here who reaIly do not understand the drive
behind the wilderness preservation movement-who have misunder-
stood it as a "single-interest lobby" that is trying to "lock things
up" for "the rugged, selfish few" (to quote the current cliches), I
would urge them to read those two great books of Leopold's "Sand
CountyAlmanac" and "Round River" (published by Oxford Uni-
versity Press). There is no need to try to read them straight through
at ?ne sitting.They do better if they're just diipped into, a chapter attme. I don't think anyone can take many dips in them ans come
out quite the same person. He will have improved his vision a little.He will begin to understand the wilderness idea instead of confounding
it. I will go further and claim that no man who reads Leopold withan open mind will ever again, with clear conscience, be able to step
up and testify against the wilderness bill. He may want to shift a
word here and there to make sure that it will provide hoped-for
protection, but he won't be against it. The Sierra Club has published
some books about wilderness, too, and I submit them for the committee
file:

"Wildlands in Our Civilization" contains some of the important
papers and fully summarizes the fifth biennial wilderness conference
we held in San Francisco in 1957.

"The Meaning of Wilderness to Science" is the illustrated proceed-
Mg of our sixth wilderness conference held in San Francisco in 1959,
With assistance from Resources for the Future and the Conservation
Foundation.

"This Is the American Earth" is a book which Justice William 0.
Douglas has described as "one of the great statements in the history
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of conservation." It has won several awards and has received un-
preced.nted editorial accolades from all over. It was also given
gratifying recogtion a few weeks ago on the Dave Qarroway show
as one of the fmest presentations of-the importance of wilderness.
Garroway summed it up as "intangibles between covers." We wish
it were not so expensive, but it costs a great deal to produce a beauti-
ful book. We knew that beauty would be indispensable to it and
guessed that people, seemg its grandeur and preceivmg its messa
would somehow be willing to cover the cost. (We guessed right,
happily; for, although our publishing effort is nonprofit, we don't want
to be too nonprofit.)

"Words of the Earth" is by the late Cedric Wrigh 7 a Thoreau with
a camera and is mostly about some of the extraordinary-wilderness
that has been preserved in California in what John Muir liked to call
the range of light, the Sierra Nevada. .

I hope that all members of the committee and the committee staff
-will somehow find time to peruse these books, even to the point of
reading all the text in the two big ones. Three hours should do it-
-and should be rewarding. They are all relevant to the legislation you
are discussing here .o relevant I believe, is my own foreword
to "The Meaning of Wilderness to Science," and I should like to sub-
mit that as part of my statement here today.

(The article referred to follows:)

THin MEANING OF WILDERNZSS TO SCIENCE

FOREWORD

Six biennial wilderness conferences have been held in the San Francisco
Bay region since 1949 under the sponsorship of the Sierra Club. They began
with the idea of hearing out the views of various users and administrators
of wilderness in the Sierra Nevada on the question of how to enjoy wilderness
without wearing it out, or, stated another way, how not to love it to death. It all
could be summarized as the threat from the inside, a threat not to be minimized.

But the first conference had hardly got underway before people realized
that the inside threat, important 'though it was, paled before the outside threat.
the threat -to exploit wilderness to extinction. The vanguard of wilderness pre-
servers saw that it would do little good to argue about whether"to luty "llttbr
in wilderness or to carry it out if, meanwhile, mopup crews of exploiters were
busy rolling up the boundaries of wilderness and getting rid of it.

It was noted that each exploitative group was fond of wilderness, and
wanted only Its own special kind of concession in it-just roads -to take out the
bug trees and improve the forest so that it would not be a biological desert, or
to enable sportsmen to harvest the surplus game because it was a biological
Eden, or to make it accessible to the lame and the halt, or to harvest the tree
crop to avoid waste; just water development to maintain streamfiow or im-
prove forage for deer or to render it more accessible for outboard motors or to
enhance the scenery; just a chance to try out man's new experiment, wildlands
management. Each concession was admirable in itself. Each necessary in it"
place. But was wilderness the place? Or was wilderness something that needed
guarding more than managing, careful respect for the forces that had built it
and kept it, that were still building it and could still keep It, without benefit of
man's technology? Was it possible that the chief managerial task in wilderness
was to manage management lest wilderness, by definition, be managed to death?

There was growing conviction that wilderness could enhance the American
standard of living-if the American standard of having did not extinguish wil-
derness first. It was postulated that if America were to ignore, for utilitarian
purposes, that small part of its land area which is still wilderness, if America
were to consider it there just to be enjoyed for what it is and not for what
it could be remodeled into, then the Nation would still survive handsomeLY-
perhaps even more so. Just pretend it isn't there, -the theory runs, and carry on
business as usual around it; you won't regret it. There isn't too much heresY
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in the concept. Successful orporations call it a reserve. A successfully civilized
nation ought to be able to set aside a reserve, not of -money for a rainy day, but
of wilderness for a rainy century-and enjoy it as wilderness until the rains
come or even beyond that.

Early conferences cast about for some way to. achieve this. Surely there
must hb a role for at least two branches of the government of a nation if some-
thing ag irreplaceable as wilderness was at stake on the nation's land. The ex-
ecutive branch could designate and guard it, but the legislative branch should
at least recognize it and grant wilderness an automatic stay of execution, who-
ever might wish to cancel it out. Out of all this the wilderness bill emerged.
And out of the extended consideration the various versions of the bill received,
the meaning of wilderjiess in the whole context of national resources became
clearer. Perhaps what follows is a fair sketch of the relationship that has been
seen to exist.

It has been the custom to look at natural resources as of two kinds--renewable,
such as foods and fibers; and nonrenewable, such as metals, minerals, and
fossil fuels. It is now of major importance to look anew, to consider not how
renewable a resource Is, but whether we have prospect of finding a substitute
for it.

This is so for two reasons:
1. Our rate of depletion of the "nonrenewables" is accelerating in spite

of our knowledge of the following fact, succinctly put by Sir Charles
Darwin: "During the whole of man's history there has been a great deal
of mineral extracted from the earth, gold, copper, Iron, coal, and so on.
More than half the grand total of these metals and minerals has been
taken out of the ground since 1920" (from the Rede lecture, 1958, Cambridge).

2. Our renewables depend entirely upon the earth's thin skin of soil, and
we are wasting these, at a rapidly increasing rate, through erosion by
water and bulldozer; through burial, inundation and poisoning; and through
eradication of species of unknown value to man's own future.

We know from the U.S. Geological Survey that the prospects are good of
finding substitutes for the nonrenewables--through vastly improved technology
in the processing of sea water and common rocks, aided by the almost un-
limited store of energy from the atom and the sun that we are learning to
control.

We have no assurance that we can find substitutes for the myriad, and for
all we know, indispensable forms of life--In the soil, on the land, and in the
air-upon which the entire chain of life depends.

Wildernse
The most important source of the vital organic forms constituting the chain

of life is the gene bank that exists in wilderness, where the life force has gone
on since the beginning uninterrupted by man and his technology. For this
reason alone, it is important that the remnants of wilderness which we still
have on our public lands be preserved by the best methods our form of govern-
ment can find. The proposed national wilderness preservation system (now
before the Congress) provides an excellent route to that goal, and especially
dynamic leadership in the Congress and the administration will be required
during the next decade to really achieve the goal of wilderness preservation
which the system would make possible. There will be important subsidiary
benefits to recreation, to watershed protection, and to a continuation of the
beauty of the native American scene.

A growing economy will have availed us nothing if It extinguishes our all-
important wilderness. A gross misunderstanding of wilderness, in which it is
evaluated according to the number of hikers who get into it, has been fostered
for the past several years, to the great detriment of all the future. There
'Dust be no more needless, careless losses. There is no substitute for wilder-
ness, What we now have is all that we shall ever have.
. Other resource problems are of secondary Importance, but still far more
important than one would assume from a regular perusal of the Nation's fA.
nancial pages, or from most public speecheiL
Pores tr

The Government badly needs a program that will bring to forestry a full
realization that forests mean far more than timber and pulp. On many forests
Other uses should be given precedence, but rarely are. The overwhelming
emphaW in the training of forest-land managers, and in the decisions they
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make, is on timber production. Reforestation, watershed protection, recrea.
tion, wildlife restoration, and wilderness preservation are suffering severely
as a result

Water
Reliance upon the reimbursable dollar as 'the primary criterion for water

development can bring about bad projects and prevent good ones as long as there
is no satisfactory means of assessing the perpetual dollar value of natural land
and streams. The Nation needs to proceed without delay to a classification of
streams that will present to future generations a countryside with optimum
water development and wild-stream preservation. Some of the streams should
be primitive, some semiprimitive, some partly developed, and some fully devel-
oped. We have waited too long already to develop a national water plan based
upon this simple and clearly necessary foundation. The interim delay in the
effort to clean up open sewers cannot be continued.

Parks
little time remains In which to rough out the undedicated areas having high

scenic, wilderness, and- wildlife values which should be added to the national
park system. The only error we can make now Is to preserve too little. It has
been much too long since a major scenic reservation was made in the United
States proper, either by a creation of new national parks by Congress or national
monuments by proclamation. There has been too much "Let Roosevelt do it"-
Teddy or Franklin. There is far too much parochialism evident now that the
effort to round out the parks is getting belatedly Into motion. Some 180 million
acres were set aside as national forests in a bold, sweeping motion more than
half a century ago. Within these areas are some of the finest potential parks, and
a transfer of a small fraction of the national forest total could greatly enrich the
national park system without appreciable impoverishment of our national for-
ests--especially when the Nation has some 50 million acres of forest land that
was allowed to become Impoverished and Is critically In need of reforestation.

Wildlife
We need an expanded program of habitat improvement on developed lands and

a fuller understanding of the Importance, to many species, of preserving a natural
regimen, in wildlife refuges and game ranges as well as in wilderness. Of pri-
mary importance is a still more intensive program of research in methods of
control of herbicides and pesticides so as to reduce peril to wildlife and to man.

Roads and highways
Construction of roads has proceeded so rapidly that there has not been time

to evaluate properly their cost to the Nation in terms of impairment of the
economic feasibility of efficient mass transportation, or in terms of the cholesterol
laid down in the cities' arteries, or In terms of soil, beauty, and wilderness lost.
It Is now time to reappraise the high priority given to roads in the expenditure
of public funds in view of the lagging programs in many critical fields, such as
education, world health, redevelopment, and preservation.

We have lately been playing a game of strip poker with the American earth.
A relatively few people have been winning the early hands--people interested in
quick profits from the sale of conveniences--and all but guaranteeing that our
children will lose as the game goes on, not just conveniences, but necessities
as well.

We need wider realization that milk does not come from a bottle, nor water
from a tap, nor gasoline from a throttle. These are all part of our natural
resources, wealth put by nature on the only world we are ever likely to live on
comfortably. The Nation needs men who can match its mountain depleters, who
will realize that man must never again deplete, at the rate he has been depleting
since World War I, resources of the earth for which there are no known substL
tutes, including the tiny vestige which constitutes all the remaining wilderness
on the earth.,,I t

Perhaps this would have been thought an extreme appraisal and not a fair
one, a few years ago. But not any longer. For there is a rapidly growing xeadi
ness to scrutinize these issues, and not to dismiss them merely because they MWY
not accord with the conventional wisdom. These are issues to be taced honestlY
in man's own Interest, if survival Interests him. Other speCies--and wilderness
too-will then alip survive as a happy coincidence.

DAvm BROWER, Ex.ecutive Director, Sierra (Club.
BERKELEY, CALF., April 28, 1960.
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FOR FUtTUE REFERENCE

Mr. BROWER. In the near future we shall forward for the committee
file the proceedings bf our seventh biennial wilderness conference, to
be held in San Francisco April 7 and 8, about 5 weeks from now. , It
has been 2 years in the planning. Its theme is "The American Heri-
tage of Wilderness."

I think it germane here to mention the topics of the four general
sessions and to indicate the broad spectrum of interests and skills
that the speakers will bring to bear. Taken together, these suggest
how far reaching the importance of wilderness is-how infinitely
much more it is than the pretty outdoor gymnasium some adversaries
have misconstrued it to be.

The first session is about "Wilderness and the Molding of American
Character." Justice Douglas, Author Sigurd Olson, Scientific Ameri-
can Publisher Gerard Piel, Librarian Lawrence Powell (grandson of
the Colorado River explorer), Historian John Walton Caughey, and
Rev. David Forbes will address that session.

The next session is "Wilderness and the Arts," with Chicago Art
Institute Curator Hans Huth, Photographer Ansel Adams, Critic
Joseph Wood Krutch, Art Professor Glenn Wessels, and universty
Vice Chancellor Everett Carter evaluating wilderness in relation to
arts and letters.

The third session is entitled "The Face of America." In it the
meaning of wilderness to urban and broad-scale planning will be
considered by Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commissioner
Joseph Penfold, City Planner Catherine Bauer Wurster Delaware
Geographer Edward Higbee California State Senator Fred Farr, and
BayArea Author Harold Gilliam.II

The fourth session "Wilderness Resource--Vanishing or Perpet-
ual," will be discussed by Political Scientist Grant McConnell, Zoolo-
gist Robert Stebbins, andEditor Howard Zalniser.

Congressman John P. Saylor will also speak on the practical poli-
tics of wilderness preservation, and the banquet speaker, Secretary of
the Interior Stewart Udall, on the relation of wilderness to the New
Frontier. Paul Sears, past president of the American Association'
for the Advancement of Science, will summarize the conference,
and Dr. John B. deC. M. Saunders, provost of the University of Cali-
fornia Medical School in 'San Francisco, is the general chairman.

Dr. Saunders came to this country many years ago from South
Africa, where he was born. At his suggestion our eighth wilderness
conferlmce, in 1968, is to have as its theme "Wilderness in the Emer-
gent Nations." We hope that this conference will bring together the
evidence that the preservation of wilderness is, in the last analysis, the
hallmark of an adequate civilization.

In summary, I hope'that these remarks have helped show, by im-
plicatibn at least, how much the concern for wilderness has spread
through the public as a whole, especially to people in the West, where
most of the wildermes is. I hope l fUrther to have indicated how wil-
dernegs is engaing the Attention of leaders in-Amrica~ thought.
The new American attitude toward wilderness, firmly f.unded on
the recepts espoused by Thoreau Emerson, Muir, Johnson, McFar-
land, the Olmsteds, Mather, Leopold, and Marshall, is likely to be one
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of the best examples America has set for the world to live by. What
we do to save wilderness may win us more respect than what we do to
pave it.

THE WILDERNESS BILL AND ORRRC

Before concluding I should like to comment on one question which
has been repeated at frequent intervals in antiwilderness circles:
"Why not hold up the wilderness bill," they ask, "until the Outdoor
Recreation Resources Review Commission has made its report?"

I think this is a search for time and not for information.
The Sierra Club has a special interest in the purposes of both pro-

grams--the wilderness bill and the recreation resource review. The
wilderness bill idea was first made public at our first wilderness con-
ference by Howard Zahniser, whose leadership in this important
field fully deserves a secure niche in conservation history.

Further, we launched the scenic resources review idea in 1955 and
presented it to audiences all over the country in the ensuing year, pub-
lishing upon it at length. Its California counterpart has now been
completed, and we have great admiration for the energy and skill the
Izaak Walton League brought to bear in helping make a reality of
the idea.

We know that the commission is no substitute for a wilderness bill,
nor is a report on outdoor recreation intended to be a substitute for
a preservation system.

The wilderness bill is the house we need now, the kind of structure
that will keep the house standing in the storm of conflict that lies
ahead. The Commission's report may well deal in part with the ques-
tion whether the house needs to be enlarged or reduced, but only in
small part with that question. The report can be presumed to be pri-
marily concerned about what goes on outside the house and only inci-
dentally about who may someday be sheltered within it. The analogy
is a little cloudy. Maybe I can be clearer simply by stating that a
man builds his house before winter comes, and before he knows exactly
how many children there will be to rear in it.

We need the wilderness bill now as a protective device for those
wilderness lands we have already set aside. We know their preserva-
tion is necessary. We know it in our conscience. And we know their
preservation has not deprived the Nation; quite the contrary.

If the ORRRC report should somehow prove that there is too much
wilderness in the national wilderness preservation system, the wilder-
ness bill provides all the necessary keys and passageways by which
wilderness can be removed, and shrinks the house to hold what is left.
If the report proves that more wilderness should be set aside, the
wilderness bill will be the house to keep it in. Congress will have a
key to the door, whether wilderness is to come in or go out. Since
most exploitative uses of wilderness are irreversible, we think it equi-
table that it should be harder to take wilderness out than to put it in.
We hope that one day there will be strong enough public support for
that position to enable it to prevail. We suspect that there is such
support now. But that is not at issue now. The door swings both
ways equally well.
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TOP PRIORITY-WILDERNESS PROTECTION WOW

The most considerate thing we can do now is to make sure that
there is a well-built house in which to shelter wilderness, and to see
that it includes those extraordinary, or ordinary natural, beautiful,
and scarce places that we now think deserve the best protection man
can devise. We should heed the admonition of William H. Whyte, Jr.,
to practice retroactive planning-to set aside and protect immediately
what we think we'll need and rationalize at leisure whether or not we
were right, secure in the knowledge that we can always release wilder-
ness, but can never create it.

A mere 2 percent of the Nation's land resource is little enough to
preserve as wilderness, to be of perpetual value for mankind' in-
tangible needs. The other 98 percent should certainly provide enough
of all the tangible things a reasonable society could ask for.

We thank the committee for this opportunity to assure a wilderness
resource for the future--for putting the wilderness bill in a form that
is ready for action. We hope that action will come very soon.

I wonder if I might just add two or three little comments: First, it
has been suggested to me back home that on the bill and the reference
in the bill to hearings to be held and advertising in local newspapers
there was a suggestion that it might be well if the advertisement of
proposed change could also appear in the Federal Register.

Second, we have heard quite a bit during the day about the matter
of use and how you compute who is using wilderness and who is not.

I don't have a formula, and I don't think one has been quite de-
veloped yet; for a simple-minded analysis I don't think we would
compute the use of this room simply by the number of footprints on
the floor.

We use the walls, too, and the ceiling, even though we don't walk
on either the walls or the ceiling most of the time.

I think the Nation's Capitol, the building itself would not be quite
the building it is if the ceiling were cut off at 8 ieet. It would still
hold the people and serve its functions. People, except the painters,
are not walking over the Capitol dome, but I use that out in Berkeley.

Some of the questions that seem to be worrying a great many of the
opponents of the bill seem predicated on the supposition that we are
going to take our wilderness and ship it overseas, perhaps in exchange
for our vanishing gold, and lose it forever.

The wilderness bill does not move an acre an inch. It leaves every-
thing where it is and gives someone else later on a chance to decide
whet er it shall remain wilderness or be used for its resource value
such as it may be.

I have herd the term used that it will become a "holy cow." I don't
think you can fool all the people all the time about the "holy cow"
values of wilderness if they are not real.

If they are false values, it will become a "profane cow" and will be
lost.

]Finally, I think that if we are all going to take telescopes and try
to see how far ahead we can look, let us add 1 more year to any fig-
ure anyone has yet used today. Let us say 101 years. I think that
we have seen proof in the last two or three decades that mankind has
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the ability to produce enough of his kind to use up any resources you
name, whether it is timber, or water, or minerals.

It is just a matter of how many years you project our present ex-
pansion in use. One of our main pleas, and perhaps we give it to the
point of monotony, is that we pretend we have reached the ultimate
use and can no longer extend the annual increase-that we pretend
we do this just a little before the last 1 percent or the last 2 percent
is gone.

Maybe that last 2 percent will serve far better as wilderness, as un-
spoiled country, as the last bit of the example of the world as the good
Lord made it than it will serve us for the small amount in percentage
points that it might add to our economy.

I am encouraged in what we do.As Istate in my statement here,
the Sierra Club, which is one of the older organizations in the coun-
try, founded in 1892, has been growing quite well. We have 17,000
members now all over the country, and half those members-half of
them--8,500 have joined since we first testified on the wilderness bill
in 1957.

That is an annual rate of growth that would probably please even
economists.

One of my little points I make here is that we are hopeful that if
the conservationist growth-I might interpolate that IT think this
growth has come from our clear and rather loud espousal of wilderness
preservation-if the conservationist growth can continue to exceed
the overall economic growth rate, then our growing economy can grow
around and not over our last islands of wilderness.

Thank you very much for the opportumityto testify and our thanks
to the committee for extraordinary patience.

It has been a long hard day. ' "

The CHAiRMAN. I will have to say, Mr. Brower, that I particularly
agreciate the fact that in your statement you p ay tribute .aain to

lo Leopold, who deserves that because of his great wilderness
leadership.

Thank you for cutting that in.
Mr. BROWER. Thank you.
The CHAIRwMx. Thank you very much.
A number of statements have been submitted to the committee on

S. 174. There are also several hundred letters and telegrams.
Without objection the staff will go through them and include in the

record those that should appear.
There will be included the telegram submitted by Senator Dworshak

earlier and the letter from Governor McNichols of Colorado offered
by Senators Carroll and Allott.

(Thereupon, at 6:30 p.m., the hearing was concluded.)
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(The following statements and communications were received be-
fore, during, and after the hearings. They were ordered printed inthe hearing records.) rBOIsE, IDAHO, February 22, 1961.
Hon. HENaY C, DWOSsHAX,
U.S. Senator,
Senate Building, Wa8hington, D.O.:

We regret that we will not be able to be present at the hearing on the wilder-
ness bill, S. 174. If we could be present we would appear against the bill as
you know we produce defense materials that are only obtainable in foreign
countries. Through our many years of continuous search for these materials
we find they are available in areas as outlined in the wilderness bill. Therefore,
we feel that for the betterment of the Nation and defense of our country the bill
should be defeated and we hope you will act accordingly.

PORTER BRos. CORP.,
R. P. PoRTE.

THE STATE OF COLORADO,
Denver, (7olo., February 24, 1961.

Hon. CLINTON ANDERSON,
U.S. Senator from Now Mexico,
Senate Ojlboe Building, Washington, D.C.

DEA SENATOR ANDERSON: I have reviewed S. 174 which you have sponsored
to establish a national wilderness preservation system, and we find this proposed
legislation less objectionable to the interests of Colorado than was S. 1123, in-
troduced in the 86th Congress. I should like to suggest that some provisions
of the amendments (in the nature of a substitute) to S. 1123 be included in
8.174.

By enactment of S. 174, the Congress will establish the principal portion of
the wilderness system, namely, the wilderness, wild and canoe areas now in the
national forests. The Congress, by specific legislation, should authorize the
inclusion of those primitive areas, or portions thereof, that are found to be
suitable for Identification as a part of the wilderness system, rather than by
Presidential designation and congressional approval. Section 3(h) provides for
congressional authorization by law of any additions to any area or elimination
of areas from the wilderness system which are not provided for in this act. I
sincerely believe It far preferable to have all new wilderness areas and additions
to or eliminations from the wilderness system, authorized by the Congress.

The provisions of S. 174 are good in requiring the Secretary of Agriculture and
Secretary of the Interior to study and report on areas considered suitable for
inclusion in the wilderness system. In addition, however, I sincerely believe
that no wild or primitive areas should be designated within the boundaries of
any sovereign State or States without the prior and express review and approval
of the Governor or Governors of the State or States involved.

Similarly, recommendations contained in the report should be submitted for
Comment to the interested Federal agencies not within the jurisdiction or re-
sPonsibility of either the Secretaries of Interior or Agriculture. Such agencies
Would include, but not be restricted to, the Federal Power Commission, Rural
Electrification Administration, Federal Communications Oommission, and the
Interstate Commerce Commission. These Federal agencies would make a deter-
ruination of any projected conflict of use or restriction upon their proposed
Projects or programs. Following such review by both the States and interested
Federal agencies, then the congress would have a complete set of reports with
futl recommendations on which to base their appropriate action.
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Provisions for public hearings, as provided in the bill, are inadequate. Before
any wild or primitive areas, or portions thereof, are recommended for inclusion
in the wilderness system, the findings of public hearings on such proposals
should be Incorporated in the report of the Secretary or the independent Federal
agency having Jurisdiction. Public hearings should also be held before any
recommendations are made by any modification of the boundaries of an existing
wilderness area. The records of these hearings also should be submitted to the
Govermor or Governors of the State or States involved for their guidance.

Where States, for the benefit of their counties, have been receiving revenues
from existing wilderness, wild and'primitive areas in the national forests, the
continuance of these revenues should be ara. The loss of such revenues
could be of serious consequence to many mountainous counties that have limited
sources of revenue.

To the special uses which the President may authorize, per section 6(c) (2), I
recommended the following uses be added: the construction of powerlines, com-
munication lines, and pipelines for the transmission of fuels.

The bill implies that hunting and fishing will be permitted in wilderness areas.
For the proper management of wildlife and fish resources, I urge that specific
authorization for hunting and fishing be provided in those areas where such
recreational activities are now permitted.

Should your committee desire further expansion or clarification of the recom-
mendations I have set forth, I trust you will not hesitate to call on me.

Sincerely,
STEVE McNICHOLS, Governor.

COUNCIL or CONSERVATIONISTS, INC.,

Short HiMls, N.J., FebruarV 2$, 1961.
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Senate Offce Building,
Washington, D.C.
My DEAR SENATOR ANDERSo0N: The struggle of the past few years to pre-

serve a reasonable amount of unspoiled wilderness has produced a certain
amount of confusion among the many thousands of people across the country
who are interested in this matter. We have seen a variety of wilderness bills,
or at least a variety of versions of a wilderness bill. Each version has had Its
proponents and opponents; and while each version may have seemed to differ
only slightly, we know that such alterations may make all the difference in the
practicability of establishing a workable wilderness preservation project.

Now we are in a position where those who opposed one version may or may
not realize that subsequent versions have eliminated any cause for concern on
their part, with the result that today a multitude of people may oppose your
wilderness bill without even having read it; they will only recall that 'the
wilderness bill" gores their ox. Your bill, S. 174, i the end product of all our
experience. It will produce the maximum in protection with a minimum of
damage to the interests of most of those who have opposed earlier versions.
Our hope now is to see that its potential supporters throughout the Nation
understand your bill, and that the old opposition is not continued by default.

It is important to establish in the public mind two points:
(1) Your bill, S. 174, is a new bill developed in cooperation with conservation-

ists, and In consultation with others whose interests are concerned in area pres-
ervation, taking into consideration virtually all of the legitimate complaints
lodged against earlier bills.

(2) This bill has the approval of all the major conservation groups who
have been leading the fight for wilderness preservation-and several organiza-
tions that, for one reason or another, were unenthusiastic about earlier
versions.

It is the intention of the Council of Conservationists to give the widest pos-
sible distribution of Information about S. 174, and thus help reduce some of the
confusion that may remain in the minds of people throughout the country-
people whose wholehearted support is necessary if your bill is to be enacted by
Congress and make wilderness an American tradition. In this we shall seek
cooperation, as we have in the past, from the Citizens Committee on Natural
Resources, the Trustees for Conservation, and all other interested groups.

We are encouraged to note that already leaders of national conservation
organizations have commended S. 174. For example, Donald B. Stough, execu-
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tive director of the NatureConservancy, speaking for that group, says: "ThO
wilderness bill now pending in the Senate should be enacted for scientific
reasons, as well as for other purposes, as Senator Anderson emphasized when
i m'htroduced it In addition to their many contributions to sound living and
spiritual strength for man, wilderness areas also preserve plant and animal
species which once lost can never be recovered for human study. I have just
read an article which lists more than 100 scientific discoveries from intensive
study of plant communities."

Howard Zahniser, executive secretary of the Wilderness Society and editor
of the Living Wilderness, says: "Senator Anderson's wilderness bill and his
leadership for seeing this measure through the Senate give us an outstanding
conservation opportunity that we should be prompt to realize. We should spare
no efforts to give Senator Anderson our support and help see the bill enacted."

C. R. Gutermuth, vice president of the Wildlife Management Institute, re-
minads us that: "LegIslative accomplishment results from public support. This
holds true in 1961 for the proposal to establish a national wilderness system.
Attainment of this outstanding goal in the 87th Congress, which is being
championed by Senator Clinton P. Anderson, chairman of the key Committee on.
Interior and Insular Affairs, depends largely on vigorous backing from the
Nation's conservationists."

Joseph W. Penfold, of the Izaak Walton League. points out that his group
has already appealed to its membership to support S. 174. A recent communi-
cation to members says: "The Anderson bill, S. 174, adequately meets the
wilderness policies and objectives of the league as established over past decades
in national convention, and should receive the solid support of league member-
ship coast to coast."

Some time ago, Carl W. Buchheister, president of the National Audubon
Society, wrote you a letter in which he said: "As we interpret your bill, Senator
Anderson, it Would accomplish the objective of wilderness preservation for
public use, through the following steps and provisions:

"1. It would establish as the policy of Congress 'to secure for the American
people of present and future generations the benefit of an enduring resource
of wilderness.'

"2. It would define wilderness and wilderness areas in understandable lan-
guage to insure that standards and policy will remain reasonably consistent
through the years.

"8. It would provide statutory protection for the parts of national forests
now designated (by administrative rule) as 'wilderness,' 'wild,' 'primitive,' or
'canoe,' areas. The areas now designated 'primitive' would be subject to re-
view and reclassification as wilderness within 15 years with Congress given
another look at each such reclassified area. Sizable natural areas, sans roads
and buildings, in the national parks and suitable areas in the national wildlife
refuges also would become part of the wilderness system.

"4. It would protect existing private rights in areas included in the wilder-
ness system.
"5. It would set up an orderly procedure for additions, deletions, or changes

in the wilderness system or in any particular area with provisions for due
notice, public hearings, and review by Congress. Thus It would not 'lock up
for all time' the material resources of the wilderness areas--the timber, min-
erals, and water-as opponents have argued. The President, if a national
emergency dictated it, could'by specific authorization in your bill open a wilder-
ness area to mining, mineral development, or reservoir construction, If the
President deemed such development more important in the national interest
than preservation of the area in a wilderness condition. Congress itself could
change any area or open it to commercial uses at any time."

Thomas L. Kimball, executive director of the National Wildlife Federation,
speaking for his groups, says: "The National Wildlife Federation has endorsed
in principle both the multiple-use concept of management for public lands and
the proposed establishment of a wilderness preservation system. * * * It is the
belief of the National Wildlife Federation that the optimum use of appropriate
areas of unique scenic, esthetic, and educational value is as wilderness, pre-
served and protected by procedures approved by the Congress."

Our own group, the Council of Conservationists, is completely satisfied with
S. 174, and urges its passage.

Other groups, including the Sierra Club, the Federation of Western Outdoor
Clubs, and hundreds of smaller organizations, we are happy to report, are
enthusiastic about S. 174.
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Several organizations will testify at the hearings In favor of S. 174. Subse-
quently, these organizations will permit us to distribute their testimony in
support of this bill to hundreds of thousands of people throughout the country
who are known to have a special interest in conservation matters. These con-
servation groups, whose primary Interests spread across a wide variety of fields,
do not always find a common meeting ground In proposed conservation legisla.
tion; nor do they always agree on priorities. In this case, however, it is safe
to say that all the groups, no matter where their special Interests lie, are in
complete agreement that the enactment of a practical wilderness preservation
bill at this time is essential, and should have the highest priority.

The continuing loss of open space and recreation areas is accelerating, and
this is a tragedy; but when a lost open area happens to be one of our few
remaining unspoiled wildernesses, then it is catastrophic. The years can re-
create a forest, but a wilderness once gone Is gone for good and all. Time has
no patience in this matter. We must act now, or soon there will be nothing to
act about.

There is Uttle doubt but this is what President Kennedy had in mind only
last week when he stated: "To protect our remaining wilderness areas, I urge
the Congress to enact a wilderness protection bill along the general lines of
S. 174."

Yours very truly,
FRED SMrTH, Director.

.STATEMENT OF THE GzENrzAIEDERTION oF WoMEn's CLUBS Ms. E. LE OzBIB ,
PRESIDENT

'The General Federation of Women's Clubs has always worked for the con-
Iservation of our natural resources. As early as 1906 the general federation
passed a resolution setting out its policy of full support of the "efforts of the
Forest Service in development and administration of the timber, range, water,
wildlife, recreation, and other resources of the national forests."

The general federation has consistently supported legislation which is designed
to " insure permanent preservation of the scenic, scientific, and historical features
they contain." Likewise the federation urges that appropriations sufficient for
the maintenance and development of national forests be continued.

It appears to be a fact that S. 174 (87th Cong.) is a bill that would further
this policy of preservation of our national resources.

The general federation is in full agreement that there should be established
a national wilderness preservation system and urges the enactment of such
legislation.

THE NEW MEXICO FEDERATION OF WOMEN'S CLUBS,
Hobb8, N. Mex., February 16,1961.

Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
U.S. Senate, Wa8h1&tgton, D.C.

DE R SENATOR ANDERSON: I was pleased to read that you have introduced a

new wilderness bill and that hearings will be held the latter part of the month.
Most important, I think you should know that the New Mexico Federation of

Women's Clubs firmly supports you in this legislation and that this support

has been approved by resolutions both in New Mexico and in the General

Federation of Women's Clubs conventions.
We urge you to do all you can to see that Senate bill No. 174 is enacted into

law without further delay.
The controversy on the wilderness bill has been going on now for several

years and we in the women's clubs are glad you have developed a bill which

will protect these areas for ourselves and our children. We are especially

anxious that the Pecos Wilderness and the Gila Wilderness, as well as the

lesser known wilderness areas in New Mexico be kept intact within the national

forests so that our vital watersheds will be protected and all national forest

resources conserved.
We shall very much appreciate your presenting this letter to the hearings.

With best personal wishes, I am
Sincerely yours, Mrs. J. B. DAvis, Pre8idlent.
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STATEMENT OF THE UTTAH MINING AssocLutIor, Mize8 P. ROMNEY, MANAGER

The objective of multiple use of the public lands Is strongly supported by the
mining Industry. The industry believes that wilderness-type recreation uses
can continue to be adequately provided through powers now vested by the
Congress in the several agencies having jurisdiction over public land use.

Over the past few years, the Congress has passed many measures strengthen-
ing and implementing the principle of multiple use of our Western State public
lands.

Examples are:
Public Law 585, 83d Congress, making compatible the leasing act and the

mining laws.
Public 'Law 167, 84th Congress, providing for the multiple use of the surface

resources of mining claims.
Public Law 470, 85th Congress, established a National Outdoor Recreation

Resources Review Commission to study recreational and other land uses. This
Commission was instructed in the act that it "shall recognize that lands, waters,
forest, rangelands, wetlands, wildlife and such other natural resources that
serve economic purposes also serve to varying degrees and for varying uses
outdoor recreation purposes, and that sound planning of resource utilization
for the full future welfare of the Nation must include coordination and inte-
gration of all such multiple uses."

The Commission was further instructed to report to th6 COngress by Sep-
tember 1961. Considering the time and money spent in the public interest,
the Commission's report should be available for study before S. 174, or similar
legislation, is considered.

Public Law 359, 84th -Congress, opened power site withdrawals to locations
under the mining laws. ,

Public Law 337, 85th Congress, prohibited military withdrawals from the
public lands in excess of 5.000-acre tracts, without congressional approval.

The National Forest Act is a multiple-use law and that law now permits
establishment of recreational areas In which commercial activities are controlled
by regulations of the responsible Government agency.

Some 14 million acres are now designated as wilderness-type areas in the
national forests under powers granted the Secretary of Agriculture in regulation
20 relating to primitive areas and regulation U-1 relating to wilderness areas. In
actions-taken in 1931 under regulation 20, Utah has 240,717 acres of primitive area
in its national forests, or about 1 acre of primitive area for each 200 acres of
Utah's total acreage. National parks, wildlife refuges, and game ranges can and
are being established wherever deemed necessary with control of activities therein
vested in administering agencies.

Actually, resource development often opens otherwise inaccessible areas for
recreational use. Use by all who can drive and visit, in contrast to the exclusive
wilderness system proposed which only those of relative wealth could visit and
enjoy.

SPECIFIC OBJECTIONS TO B. 174

As national forest land is subject to multiple use through provisions of the
Congress, we urge that the Congress retaincontrol of basic provisions for the use
of national forest lands.

(1) Under S. 174, all present "wilderness, wild, primitive, or canoe" areas
would become part of the wilderness system; subject to review as to suitability by
the Secretary of Agriculture within the subsequent 15 years. The land is thus
locked up as to mining and to any other form of Commercial enterprise during
such review.

(2) Suitability of such lands for final inclusion in the proposed wilderness
system is to li reported to the President, and the President may then delete
lands from that recommendation or may add any "adjacent" lands which are
considered to be "predominantly ofwilderness value."

(3) The recommendations of the President on inclusion in the wilderness
system shall stand unless vetoed by a "concurrent resolution" of the Congress.

The major portion of lands of the national forest presently in "wilderness,
Wild, primitive, or canoe" areas would be Incorporated in the wilderness system
proposed by S. 174, with neither Congress or thepeople of the several areas who
are economically affected having any effective vofce.

Congress would, have i- vice only In the "Addition or elimination (of lands)
not provided for in this Act" as specified in section 3 (h).

SRP02704



360 TIRE WILDERNESS ACT

(4) There is provision in the bill, section 6(2) (a), for Presidential authorize .
tion "within a specific area" and under "such regulations as he may deem
desirable," of prospecting, mining, reservoirs, water-conservation works, et., i
wilderness system lands. But only on the President's "determination that such
use or uses in the specific area will better serve the interests of the United States
and the people thereof than will its denial."

Inclusion of the present 14 million acres of "wilderness, wild, primitive, and
canoe" areas of the national forests in the wilderness system without effective
congressional consideration, coupled with the unlikelihood of obtaining Presi-
dential authorization for commercial activity, serves to drastically eliminate
multiple use from these, and other, selected wilderness system lands. Although
our concern with, and our objection to, such provisions relate specifically to min-
ing, we are not unaware of the threatened damage to all other natural resource
industries and to the general economy of the West.

We urge the committee to disapprove S. 174 in its present form. If present
authorities and jurisdictions for establishment and operation of wilderness-type
lands are not in its judgment considered adequate, the committee is urged to
provide for continued congressional responsibility in any further proposals.

PiioENix, ARiz., February 27, 1961.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Cluaitmtan, Senate Interior Committee,
Wa. s ngton, D.C.:

Will you kindly incorporate into the record of the hearings on S. 174 beiwg
held by your committee on February 27 and 28 this expression of opposition to
the enactment of that bill. We protest against the enactment of this or any
other so-called wilderness legislation at least until such time as a report and
recommendations are received from the Outdoor Recreation Review Commis-
sion. There is no evidence at this time that any wilderness legislation is needed
as there is ample authority under present laws for the creating of areas with
similar intent and purpose. One does not have to look back very far to the time
when most of the land areas of our Western States were in the wilderness classi-
fication but it was the exploration and development of these lands which built
these States and created the resources so necessary to our national security.
The present world situation is such that we must do nothing to threaten the self-
sufficiency of basic resources of the country in the event of conflict. One cannot
conceive of anyone advocating a threat to our national security in order that a
relatively few hunters and fishermen may have large areas of lands set aside
for their pleasure and recreation. Experience has shown that lands already set
aside have attracted but few visitors. On behalf of the 3,000 members of the
Arizona Small Mine Operators Association we protest against any destruction
or limitation of the foundations upon which our western -public land States have
grown and prospered.

CHARLES F. WILLIS,
State Secretary, Arizona Small Mine Operators Association.

STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL WOOL GROWERS ASSOCIATION, EDWIN E. MARSH,
EXECUTIVE SECRETARY

This statement represents the official position of the National Wool Growers
Association with regard to wilderness legislation. Our organization is com-
posed of 17 affiliated State woolgrower associations located in the area where
approximately 70 percent of the Nation's sheep, lambs, and wool are produced.
In addition we have individual members in States outside this area. The Na-
tional Wool Growers Association has been recognized as the spokesman for the
sheep producers of the Nation for the past 96 years.

We oppose S. 174 for the following reasons:
1. The present multiple-use program on our public domain is a unifying

principle in land management that meets the interests of all people of the Nation
and permits development of all resources--soil and water, recreation, fish and
wildlife, minerals, timber, and forage. In contrast, wilderness legislation is
designed to set up vast areas of land for extremely limited use to the exclusion
of all others.
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2. Locking up the future development and use of these vital resources on the
lands within the proposed wilderness system would have serious economic implica-
tions. From the *ndpotnt of our industry, on the vast acreages which would
be included in the wilderness system under this bill there is no assurance that
grazing by domestic livestock would be permitted to continue. The Nation is
going to need more, not less, food and fiber in the years ahead. Furthermore,
the economy of many communities in our Western States is dependent on the
livestock industry and use of the grazing resources on our public lands.

3. We maintain that many of the people residing in cities who sign petitions
and write to Congress in behalf of wilderness legislation do not understand that
such legislation would actually bar them from even some of their present oppor-
tunities for outdoor recreation. Prohibiting construction of permanent roads
and barring use of automobiles in these areas would certainly not increase the
recreatlonfil opportunities of the average American family relying on its car
to get to these areas. In spite of the statement of policy in S. 174, this legis-
lation would not establish a wilderness preservation system for the use and
enjoyment of the American people but for only an extremely small segment of
our population having ample leisure and money and also the ability to ride
horseback or to canoe into these wilderness areas.

4. Finally, we feel action on wilderness legislation Is premature. The Out-
door Recreation Resources Review Commission, now studying and making an
inventory of the Nation's recreational resources, should certainly complete its
report to the President before any wilderness legislation is considered. Then if
a need can be proven for setting up a wilderness preservation system In addition
to wilderness areas already established and contemplated in future years under
existing statutes, certainly in the interests of all people and all of our public
lands resources, any such legislation must contain safeguards as set forth in the
amendments to S. 174 offered by Senator Allott.

STATEMENT OF THE UTAH STATE LAND BOARD, FRANK J. ALLEN, DIR c oR

S. 174 provides for establishment of wilderness areas within national forests,
parks, monuments, wildlife refuges, and game ranges. The procedure for im-
parting wilderness status to an area is essentially administrative, although
Congress may frustrate an administrative effort to create wilderness if it acts
by concurrent resolution in time.

While this wilderness bill is a less arrogant proposal than its predecessors, it
still represents the point of view that large areas of the West should be subject
to withdrawal from productive use -at the caprice of some administrative official.
The likelihood that Congress can be moved to oppose a particular withdrawal
(practical politics being what it Is) is somewhat remote.

If the authority granted by the bill were fully exercised, all of the West's unde-
veloped regions could be consigned to wilderness status purely on the basis of
their being as yet untrammeled. It is only necessary that such regions first
be declared to be game ranges or refuges. It would appear, from the language
of section 3 (d), that land, however barren, would be susceptible to inclusion
within national forests, if it were only untrammeled.

We in Utah are only beginning to see the development of our vast mineral
and recreational resources. We believe that development can benefit the entire
Nation. Where there is real benefit to be derived from preserving the face of
nature, we are confident that Congress can be prevailed upon to act. We believe
it Is unnecessary for Congress to make it easy for stagnation to be enforced upon
Utah's public lands in order to provide wilderness for people who have taken and
are taking revenue from their own public lands.

AMERICAN NATIONAL CATTLEMEN's AsSOCIATION,
Denver, Colo., February 23,1961.

Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
Senate Office Building, Wasington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: The American National Cattlemen's Association is
made up of individual cattlemen members in almost every State, statewide

66737-61-24
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cattlemen's organizations In 30 States, and more than 100 regional local, and
cattle breed associations.

The position of our association concerning wilderness legislation has been that
this legislation is unnecessary because the present administrators of such areas
have consistently maintained and properly managed over many years the wil-
derness areas under their jurisdiction, which in the case of the national forests
alone amounts to some 14 million acres, more than 7 percent of the total Federal
forest lands.

This position, we believe, has been strengthened by the passage in the last
Congress of the multiple-use law which "directs that the national forests be
managed under principles of multiple use." The act says that "the establish-
ment and maintenance of areas of wilderness are consistent with the purpose
and provisions of this Act," which virbially. assures continuation of the 1wilder-
ness system we already have.

We also urge that no action be taken on any wilderness legislation until the
report of the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission is made, which
we understand is scheduled for September of this year.

Even though we feel that legislation to create a wilderness system is unneces-
sary and premature, we recognize that there are extreme pressures being placed
upon the legislative branch of government for hasty passage of legislation.
Cattlemen throughout the country certainly do not object to the concept of
wilderness areas and conservation of our natural resources. Cattlemen recog-
nize the absolute necessity of conservation of natural resources since they rely
for their very livelihood upon wise use of the resources that Mother Nature has
provided. In reality, then, cattlemen throughout the Nation are among those
most concerned with conservation.

We believe it should be specifically spelled out in any legislation concerning
wilderness that the present administrators should continue to administer the
areas under their jurisdiction. These administrators have long had successful
experience with the land, and their continued supervision of it would make
unnecessary the creation of a new, costly and inexperienced government agency.

Just as important, we feel it is imperative that Congress first give affirmative
app oval to any wilderness areas that are being considered. In such examples
as S. 174, the Congress by its very inaction would create additional wilderness
areas or change the boundaries of the wilderness areas included in the system.
We think it is essential that Congress be given the authority to consider and
create wilderness areas through the legislative process, the democratic way.
We think it should be specifically spelled out that the power of Congress will
prevail, and that it would be through Its affirmative action that such areas would
be created.

We believe also that It would be a mistake to blanket into the wilderness
system the primitive areas that are presently unclassified and under study.
Such lands, which total an area of about 8 million acres, do not rightfully
belong in the wilderness status, at least for the time being or until such time as
they are specifically defined as such.

Grazing, where established, would be permitted under most wilderness pro-
posals. However, we feel it desirable that the language be positive in nature
and that, since grazing Is permitted In the present wilderness areas, the lan-
guage specifically spell out that grazing shall be permitted subject to regulations,
rather than the use of the word "restrictions." Raising livestock, particularly
cattle, is an operation that requires planning for a number of years ahead, and
therefore It Is essential that stability be assured.

Respectfully submitted.
C. W. MCMILLAN,

Executive Vice President.

MARYLAND STATE SOCIETY,
DAUGHTERS OF THE AMERICAN REVOLUTION,

CONSERVATION COM MITrEE,
Tako m a Park, Md.

Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DEa SENATOa: The Maryland State Society, Daughters of 'the American
Revolution (membership 2,000) by unanimous vote at State conference expressed
its concern for the preservation of the wilderness areas still in the public domain
and for protection of them from exploitation of any kind.
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To this end it urges prompt passage of your wilderness preservation bill, S. 174.
The members feel that this bill is in the interests of all the people of the United
States, present and to come.

A copy of the original resolution 4s enclosed. Though passed in 1959, it still
is effective as the expression of the society.

DOROTHY K. E. SALISBURY
Mrs Elon G. Salisbury,

Conservation Chairman, MSSDAR.

PRESERVATION OF WILDERNESS AREAS

Whereas the remaining wilderness areas of the United States are of infinite
value to this country as historic relics of the original land, as scientific labora-
tories for the study of nature, and as a means of perpetuating wildlife threatened
with extinction; and

Whereas areas now designated as wilderness can under certain conditions be
opened up for various uses detrimental to the above mentioned functions: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Maryland State Society, Daughters of the American Revolu-
tion, urge passage of legislation which would prohibit the areas now labeled
"wilderness" from being transferred to any other classification and which would
keep them as true wilderness areas in perpetuity.

STATEMENT OF JAMES F. HENRIOT, REPitESENTING THE FDERATION oF
OUTDOOR CLUBS

My name is James F. Henriot and I reside in Washington, D.C. As a member
of the Federation of Western Outdoor Clubs I have been asked to read a state-
ment in support of S. 174 from Dr. William R. Halliday, of Seattle, Wash., vice
president of said federation who unexpectedly was prevented from coming here
to read his statement personally.

"The Federation of Western Outdoor Clubs is a federation of 35 conservation
minded outdoor clubs in the States of Washington, Oregon, California, Utah, and
Hawaii with a total membership of about 30,000. We have supported strongly
the wilderness bill, S. 174, since its inception as have, we believe, the great
majority of the informed citizens of our area. Most of us who live in the
Pacific Northwest choose to support the wilderness bill because of the unsurpassed
beauty and recreational opportunities of our wilderness areas and our desire
to see such areas remain unimpaired.

"As your committee knows, extensive hearings have been held repeatedly on
earlier versions of the wilderness bill, both in Washington State and in various
western cities. At the Seattle hearing there was little doubt that the local popu-
lar sentiment was strongly in favor of the wilderness bill. As a result of sug-
gestions made at these hearings there have been great modifications in the
wilderness bill, which were largely designed to attempt to meet the objections
of representatives of loggers, miners, cattlemen, sheepmen, and allied commercial
interests. Its drafters have leaned far over backward to meet all valid objec-
tions. These extensive concessions have not satisfied the opposition to this bill
even though the changes have been designed to meet all the legitimate objections
they have raised. It would appear that the real purpose of the opposition to
the wilderness bill, S. 174, stems from an intention to commercially exploit
our present national parks and Forest Service dedicated areas which are the
subject of this bill, S. 174.

The wilderness hill, S. 174, has bipartisan support. It has been endorsed by
the Democratic administration and is sponsored by statesmen of both parties.
In his natural resources message of last week, the President called upon the
Congress for enactment of wilderness preservation legislation.

The passage of a wilderness bill is due-and overdue. The opponents of this
1ill plan great faith in their ability to kill it by amending it and stalling it
forever-an ability in which they have shown considerable talent to date. On
behalf of the members of the Federation of Western Outdoor Clubs, and of our
Outdoor loving Northwest in particular, I urge the immediate passage of this
wilderness bill. S. 174.

SRP02708



364 THE WILDEINM8S ACT

CITY OF ELY,
Ey, Minn., Febrtary 20, 1961.]=Ion. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,

U.S. Senator, Senate Office Building,
Wa8hington, D.C.

DwAR SENATOR ANDERSON: Your Senate bill, S. 174. has been brought to my
attention only recently. While I am in accord with the principles of a wilder-
ness area, I feel there is no need for the removal of resorts from that portion
of the area which is not suitable for canoeing. It is my belief, based on years of
observation and study, that the present boundaries of the Boundary Waters
Canoe Area were not realistically established. Many hundreds of thousands of
acres have been included which are not used by more than just a very small
percentage of the canoeists. Yet, it is in this portion of the wilderness where
the Government has spent a very substantial amount of money to buy up
privately owned resorts and summer homes. It is in this same area where the
Government is still trying to force out the remaining few private property
owners.

Since the imposition of the flying ban and the acquisition program, Ely
has lost 26 resorts, with more than 900 accommodations. The annual payroll
loss resulting therefrom is in excess of one-half million dollars, and more than
2 million trade dollars have been lost to our community each year. You can
imagine what such a loss means to a community of 6,000 people, I am sure.

The State of Minnesota, according to figures recently released, has increased
the number of its resorts from 2,713 in 1954 to 3,493 in 1960, a 29 percent in-
crease. During this same period, Ely has suffered the loss of 26 resorts, a
30 percent decrease. Without the restrictions imposed by the Government, Ely
also eertainly would have exceeded the State average, and would not now have
to be considered a distressed area.

We have, within 12 miles of Ely, a substantial nickel-copper deposit of com-
mercial grade. International Nickel requested from the Government a long-
term lease for development. The Secretary of Interior refused to grant such a
lease, however, because of the adverse effect this mining development might
have on the wilderness area. Oddly enough, the properties in which they were
interested lie almost wholly outside the boundaries of the canoe area. The de-
velopment of this resource could mean the employment of upward of 2,000
men, which would substantially relieve the unemployment situation now pla-
guing the Iron Range.

I am deeply concerned about the economic future of this community, unless
we can get some of the unfair and unrealistic restrictions removed. I can see
no justification for setting aside hundreds of thousands of acres for the ex-
elusive use of canoeists who cannot and will not use it. Perhaps there is an
ulterior motive, or some other use is intended for the area. I cannot bring
myself to believe that the "friends of the wilderness" are so selfish as to want
to set aside areas that are not and never will be used to any appreciable extent
by canoeists. The Canadians are making their portion of the Quetico-Superior
area accessible to all-why should the United States deny access to all but a
very few? The people of the United States who are not canoeists certainly are
as entitled to enjoy the beauties and other benefits of the wilderness as are the
relatively few canoeists.

With ,the ever-increasing use of recreational facilities and tjbe demand for
resort accomlnodatioa, we 'should be expanding our facilities;- Instead, the
Government is spending tax money to remove resort property from the tax rolls
and creating more unemployment. Because of the threat of the boundaries of
the canoe area being extended in the future, as has been done in the past, we
cannot interest anyone in building new resorts to replace those bought by the
Government. For the same reason, many of the resort owners will not invest
additional capital to improve or increase the capacity of their resorts.

I suggest that legislation be delayed until such time as a committee can visit
our area and see for themselves what the true situation is. The proponents
of a wilderness area have spent millions of dollars for propaganda, much
of which is not only distortion of the facts but actual misrepresentation. We
have had no such money to counteract this "brainwashing." We can only ask,
as we have in the past, that a group of Senators and Representatives come to
Ely and give us an opportunity to show them the tremendous area involved and
what little use is made of much of it. If such a visitation is possible, I will be
glad to make the necessary arrangements here upon receiving word from you.
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I would like to add that I am opposed to any wilderness legislation that in-
cldudes condemnation, either in a wilderness bill or as a part of any appropria-
tion. In fact, I am opposed to any further acquisition of private property
until the extent of utilization of the area has been clearly defined and the
boundaries of. a true canoe country realistically reestablished. The pe of
this community will support a wilderness bill that is fair and equitable. They
will continue to object to any legislation that is unfair, discriminatory, and
detrimental to our economy.

Sincerely yours,
J. P. GRAHEK, M.D., Mayor.

SALT RIvER PROJECT,
Phoenixr, Ariz., February 28,1961.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairma4m Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affair8,
Senate Office Building, Was&~on, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: I deeply regret the fact I am unable to appear per-
sonally before the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs in this
matter; however, I believe my letter will adequately express the strong feeling
of the Salt River Valley Water Users' Association in regard to the proposed
legislation (S. 174) now under consideration.

As you may know, the SRVWUA represents 250,000 acres and more than
110,000 landowners as well as acting as agent of the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
in the operation of the Salt River project.

Although the Salt River project has a very definite interest in the economy
of the entire State of Arizona which could be affected by the impaisitioA of
wilderness areas on our public lands, we are directly and particularly concerned
in preventing the establishment of wilderness areas in the 13,000 square miles
which constitute the watershed of the Salt River project. We are firm in our
belief that the public lands of this State should be managed on the multiple-use
principle under which the economic life of the West has progressed for so many
years. We are further convinced that multiple-use of public lands is conducive
to optimum water production so vital to the welfare and economy of central
Arizona.

Within the memory ,of a few people still living, this valley in which we live
was a barren desert, flooded occasionally by huge spring torrents from the moun-
tainous country which drains into the Salt and Verde Rivers. The flow of the
rivers was so unpredictable that a stable economy was an Impossibility; but,
with the passage of the Federal Reclamation Act and the construction of Theo-
dore Roosevelt Dam to control the floods and provide a stable, dependable water
supply, this valley began to prosper.

With the construction of Theodore Roosevelt Dam, the Federal Government
withdrew from entry thousands of acres of forest lands to assure the people that
there would be no interference with the flow of water Into the Salt River project
reservoir system. It is particularly in connection with these public lands that
the Salt River project, on behalf of the people who reside in this area, strongly
objects to the Installation of wilderness areas.

Over a half million people and 500,000 acres of agricultural lands, both within
and without the boundaries of the Salt River project, are directly dependent
upon the flow of the Salt and Verde Rivers into this valley area. It is my
firm belief, based upon present experiments and the opinion of experts, that the
imposition of wilderness areas on this watershed would further diminish the
already short water supply for central Arizona.

In summary, we believe this legislation should be defeated for the following
reasons:

1. It Is contrary to the multiple-use principle so long followed in the
operation of public lands throughout the West and the public lands compris-
ing the watershed of the Salt River project.

2. It prevents the maximum use of forest areas for recreational purposes
and limits such wilderness areas to a small minority.

3. It would be detrimental to the State of Arizona by interfering with
the lumber Industry, the cattle industry, the mining industry, the agriculture
industry, and, last but not least, the domestic water supply of the Pity of
Phoenix and other valley towns.

The so-called Phoenix area of our State Is completely dependent upon the
water supply of the Salt River watershed. Rather than attempt to provide you
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with all the statistics showing the importance of water to our area and the
detrimental effects of any interference with our water supply, I have taken the
privilege of attaching to this letter as an exhibit a recently published booklet
entitled "The Phoenix Story: An Adventure in Reclamation." By way of prose,
pictures, and graphs, this booklet will more clearly illustrate the importance of
watqr in this desert valley and the unwillingness of our people to approve
legislation which would in any way interfere with the management of our water.
shed.

Sincerely,
VICTOR I. CoR X., Preeident.

FEDERATION OF WESTERN OUTDOOR CLUBS,
West otna, Oalf., February 25, 1961.

Senator CLINTON P. ANMDESON, I "

Chairman, Interior ad Insular Affairs Oommitfee,'
Senate Of7Zoe BuiJtng, WashinTton, D.O.

DzA SENATOR ANDERSON: The Federation of Western Outdoor Clubs, in behalf
of their 30,000-plus members, expresses their appreciation to you for introducing
the wilderness bill, S. 174. Your keen interest in the wise management of our
nation's resources is truly demonstrated by this farsighted legislation. The
federation supports you in'your sincere efforts to create a wilderness preservation
systemi.'

The Federation is gratified to note from the geographical distribution of your
coaponsors that the desire to create a wilderness system is nationwide.

At our 1960 convention at Camp Parsons, Wash., the Federation unanimously
passed the following resolution:

RESOLUTION 1-REAFFIRMATION Or POLICY

Wilderness bill: The Federation reaffirms the principles underlying its
Resolution 1 of 1959, holding that dedicated wilderness areas need the
security of legislative protection and therefore recommends that a bill
embodying the essence of S. 1123 of the 86th Congress for the purpose of
establishing a national wilderness- preservation system be reintroduced in
the next session of Congress and, furthermore, that early favorable action
on it be urged.

We request that this be made a part of the record.
Respectfully yours,

ARTHUR B. JOHNSON, President.

STATEMENT OF THE PUBLIC LANDS COMMITTEE, WESTERN OIL & GAS ASSOCIATION,

HENRY W. WIGHT, SEORETARY

We are opposed to enactment of S. 174, or any other wilderness legislation,
prior to public review of the National Outdoor Recreation Resources Review
Commission's final report. It is our understanding that the report scheduled for
release early in 1962 will Include an objective appraisal of the place of wilderness
and wild areas in the national pattern of outdoor recreation in the United States.

Laurance S. Rockefeller, Commission Chairman, testifying before the House
Appropriations Committee on January 21, 1960, emphasized the importance of
the Commission's investigations with respect to the national controversy over the
Nation's wilderness needs by stating:

"The longstanding controversy over the extent and kind of national wilderness
supply needed to satisfy the needs of this and future generations highlights the
need for a careful and objective study by the Commission of the problems and
issues involved.

"The study planned should assist in reaching understanding and decision on
such basic problems as (1) appropriate standards for measuring the character
and quality of wilderness lands; (2) the type and amount of use compatible with
wilderness statutes; (3) the competitive ranking of alternative uses, both recrea-
tion and other; and (4) the quantity of wilderness land required."

The progress report of the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission,
dated January 1961, pages 27 through 29, refers to the study of wilderness being
made in part as follows:
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"This study is intended to provide the Commission with an objective appraisal

of the place of wilderness and wild areas in the national pattern of outdoor
recreation in the United States. The study has been in progress for several
months under a contract with the Wildland Research Center at the University of
California. It is scheduled for completion in the spring of 1961."

* * * * * * *

"Problems of wilderness preservation are so diverse in nature, extent, and
complexity that it has been necessary to formulate the questions aimed at
eliciting pertinent information. This information is now being assembled from
Federal and State agencies, from qualified authorities in fields of natural re-
source management, and from library research. The data will be analyzed and
reported in a series of special reports, prepared by recognized experts on such
topics as fire control, ecological succession, wildlife management problems, tim-
ber utilization, mining and mineral claims, insect epidemics, grazing, water
impoundments, and the effects of increasing recreation use of wilderness areas.

"The important task remaining is to assemble, integrate, interpret, and
analyze the large amount of data being collected and to incorporate the perti-
nent findings into a useful report for the Commission."

Two and one-half million dollars were appropriated by Public Law 85-470 to
finance the Commission's 3-year investigation. In addition, the National Park
Service and the Forest Service have spent more than $3 million in 1960-61 to
finance similar investigations. In the last 2 years, $6,400,000 in Federal money
has been spent for recreation planning including wilderness needs. This does
not include expenditures by other Federal agencies such as the Corps of Engi-
neers and the Bureau of Reclamation.

These costly investigations should be concluded prior to the adoption of any
wilderness legislation. Commonsense and fiscal policy demand that the public
be given an opportunity to review the findings, which could well show a need
for less wilderness in America than is called for in S. 174.

The National Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission has asked
for additional time in which to make its final report and recommendations.
This country's present wilderness assets will not be destroyed in the ensuing
9- to 12-month period required by the Commission to complete its task. The
Federal agencies now administering the more than 13 million acres of Federal
wild and wilderness lands, can be counted on to protect their present status
during this short period despite fears of wilderness proponents to the contrary.

If as a result of the investigations above referred to it appears necessary to
enact some form of wilderness legislation, we would suggest that certain basic
provisions be changed from those set forth in S. 174. Congress should determine
what lands are to be classified as wilderness rather than being required to
disapprove executive department nominations by joint resolution, as is the case
in S. 174. We believe that former Senator Joseph O'Mahoney was correct when
he urged Congress to assume its proper responsibility for administration of the
public lands. He believed that Congress, In exercising veto power only over
executive department recommendations as to those lands to be included in a
national wilderness system, was disregarding aid delegating away the powers
granted to It by article I of the Constitution. Senator O'Mahoney feared that
Congress would be "* * * giving a power to unknown officials in the departments
to denominate as wilderness, lands that might be necessary for the economic fate
or the defense fate of the United States." The Senator was right. Congress
has the continuity of representation which is lacking in a majority of the execu-
tive departments. We regard Members of the Senate and House as our repre-
sentatives and look to them, rather than to a bureaucracy, for responsible
administration of our public lands and their resources.

We believe that Senator O'Mahoney's description of S. 1123 in the 86th Con-
gress applies equally to S. 174. You will recall his statement that S. 1123
"* * * is one of those bills using the device of wonderful words, standing for
some generally accepted idea-motherhood, patriotism, conservation-but lack-
ing any definition of what is meant"

We do not deny that there may prove to be a need for statutory preservation
Of certain areas as wilderness. But let us wait until the highly competentinvestigations now underway are concluded so that we can properly determine
our needs. Then, if necessary, let us seek legislation which recognizes the
many beneficial uses of the lands which otherwise might be unnecessarily locked
UP should S. 174 be enacted at this time.

We urge you to postpone consideration of this bill.
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NORTHWEST MINING ASSOCIATION,
Spokane, Wash.., February 23, 1961.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Senate Offce Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: You have invited statements with reference to the
wilderness bill, S. 174.

The Northwest Mining Association is strenuously opposed to this bill, which
is an unfair attempt to set aside huge areas of land for the benefit of only a few
hundred p 6ple.

The bill would, Including national parks and monuments, freeze nearly 57
million acres, or more than 88,000 square miles, for recreation purposes for the
very few who have the physical stamina or the wealth to take advantage of it.

Would you be willing to set aside 57 million acres for the tennis players of
America? Yet, there must be many more of these than there are persons capable
of penetrating a wilderness.

Would you be wiling to set aside 57 million acres as an exclusive area to be
enjoyed by the trapshooters of America? Yet, even in this relatively limited
field of Interest, there must be more persons interested than there are in explor-
ing the wilderness.

As a matter of fact, the wilderness bill is one of the most selfish, grasping,
special-interest bills that has ever been presented to the Congress.

Hundreds of thousands of people will be deprived ,of the use of the public
domain for recreational purposes If this bill is passed. The young, the aged,
those of only moderate health will not be able to penetrate the wilderness.

And, after all the gaseous idealism of the preamble, how can the operation
of motorboats in a selected area in Minnesota be justified? We repeat: this
is a selfish, special-interest bill.

In your public remarks on this bill, you have made the following arguments:
1. You agree that benchmarks should be preserved. Are 57 million acres

necessary for the preservation of natural benchmarks?
2. You argue that the wilderness is for the whole people. Have you any

way of determining how many people would use the wilderness? It Is
commonsense that most people would not use the wilderness: (1) Families
would hardly be likely to use it; (2) the aged would hardly be likely to use
It; (3) any person who is subject to the slightest infirmity or disease would
hardly be likely to use It; (4) the wage earner could not afford to use it.

A few people could, perhaps, use the wilderness:
(a) A few hardy adventurers:
(b) A few exuberant natural scientists;
(c) The very rich sportsmen.

It can be categorically denied that the wilderness will be "For the whole
people."

3. You argue that the wilderness is necessary to promote the physical fitness
of the American public. How many weeks a year could the vast majority of
the American people spend annually In the wilderness, even assuming they wanted
to? Two weeks? Three weeks? Would it not be better to encourage moderate,
year-round exercise? And to afford recreational facilities which would be avail-
able to all Instead of the few?

4. You argue that the wilderness would take up only a relatively small part

of our land. Are 57 million acres of such insignificance? This area is larger

than any State in the Union except eight of the largest States. Would you be

willing to dedicate the area of an entire State to the recreational use of one

sport?
You say the wilderness would take only one-fiftieth of our lands. Would you

be willing to dedicate one-fiftieth of the gross national product as a Federal

subsidy for football or baseball?
Of course, this association is interested in the mining industry. This, how-

ever, does not detract from the general considerations above. In addition, I
want to point out that this bill is exceedingly unfair to the Western States.
This land grab is proposed only for areas west of the Mississippi. It means
that 57 million acres of potential wealth In the West will be frozen. The West,
to this extent, would be turned into a huge and unproductive museum. This

would constitute a tremendous obstacle to economic progress in the Western
States. No prospecting, no development of mineral resources could feasible be
carried on In this huge domain. At a time when the United States is engaged

in a life and death struggle to prevent domination of the world, this bill would

play into the hands of our foreign enemies by discouraging discovery and pro-
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duction of metals necessary to national defense and necessary to a strong
economy. This is no time for esoteric dilettantism; we must progress eco-
nomically, or perish.

The national domain should be available to all the people, not just to a
privileged few who, through extraordinary health or wealth, can take advan-
tage of it.

Very truly yours,
E. K. BAiNES, President.

STATEMENT OF NORTH IDAHO FORESTRY AssOcIATIoN, GEORGE W. BEARDMORE,

SECRETARY

This statement is presented on behalf of the North Idaho Forestry Associa-
tion, and is in opposition to wilderness system legislation. We request it be
made a part of the record of this hearing.

The North Idaho Forestry Association is a conservation group in northern
Idaho. It has actively supported and worked for sound natural resource
development and use since its organization on October 10, 1908.

Our association presented a detailed statement on November 12, 1958, in oppo-
sition to the then, S. 4028, at a hearing of the Senate Committee on Wilderness
Legislation in Salt Lake City, Utah. Our statement filed at that hearing con-
tains the detailed reasons for our opposition to wilderness legislation. We do
not desire to take up valuable time and space to detail our position at this
hearing. We feel a summary is adequate. Our opposition to wilderness legisla-
tion and our position briefly, is as follows:

1. Our association is in accord with the policy of preserving a reasonable
amount of wilderness area consistent with the actual need for such areas. We
feel that S. 174, establishing a wilderness system and blanketing some 7 million
acres of national forest primitive area into that system would have a damaging
effect on the intelligent management of natural resources within, and adjacent
to, the areas classified as wilderness. This would have long-range detrimental
effects upon the economic well-being of our Western States in general, and
our local communities in particular.

2. Surveys by the U.S. Forest Service and other agencies demonstrate that
intelligent farsighted management of commercial forest land is essential to
supply the future wood and fiber requirements of our Nation. Many hundreds
of thousands of acres of commercial forest lands are now within the boundaries
of present primitive areas, notably the Selway-Bitterroot primitive area in
northern Idaho and western Montana. That area is composed of approximately
1,875,000 acres of which approximately 50 percent is commercial forest area con-
taining a present stand of merchantable saw timber volume of 7 billion board
feet. If the forest resource economy of northern Idaho is to be maintained, it
is necessary that all commercial forest stands be available to sustain present
operations.

3. We are opposed to single use dedication of lands to be administered by a
group biased or directed by legislative fiat designed to maintain that dedication.
Federal lands within the Jurisdiction of the U.S. Forest Service are now being
administered on the principle of multiple use with the highest beneficial use
receiv-ig plfereace. We believe this to be in the best interest of all the people.

4. This is not recreation legislation. It would restrict the availability of these
primitive and wilderness areas to a small group of devout wilderness worshippers
who have 'the money, time, and desire to prowl the wilderness. The family
recreationalist of modest means desires access by motor conveyance.

5. A wilderness preservation system Is unnecessary to protect present wilder-
ness areas. Both the Forest Service and the National Park Service have envi-
able records in the management of the lands within their jurisdicition including
the preservation of wilderness, primitive, and wild land areas. To place re-
strictive legislation on these administrative agencies is a disservice to the Amer-
ican public and an expression of lack of confidence in these agencies.

6. The present system of administering wilderness areas should be continued
Until the study by the National Outdoor Recreation Review Commission is com-
pleted. This stvidy should specifically include a comprehensive inventory of
Present and potential multiple-use values of existing and proposed wilderness-
type areas so a criterion will be available for weighing the multiple-use value
against the single-use value as wilderness. This information would make possi-
ble a more intelligent, nonemotional determination of the amount, kind, and
location of desirable wilderness areas.
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PACMc LoGGING CONGRESS,
Portland, Oreg., February 21,1961.

Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: The Pacific Logging Congress wishes to reconfirm
Its previously stated opposition to hasty enactment of wilderness legislation
before the study and recommendations of the Outdoor Recreation Resources Re-
view Commission has been completed.

Proponents of the several bills before this and previous sessions of Congress
have stated that immediate enactment of wilderness legislation would assist the
Commission in its work.

This attitude is totally incomprehensible to us. The Commission Is charged
with the responsibility "* * * to inventory and evaluate the outdoor recreation
resources of the Nation and to determine the types and location of such resources
and opportunities which will be required by present and future generations * * *.,
It is additionally charged "* * * to make comprehensive information and rec.
ommendations leading to these goals available * **"

We have knowledge that the Commission is intensively studying the problem
of wilderness preservation, and that its reports will contain recommendations
relating specifically to this subject.

It seems utterly inconceivable that enactment of wilderness legislation can be
justified before the Government body specifically charged with the responsibility
for making recommendations on this and other matters pertaining to natural
resources is permitted to make its report to Congress.

Enactment of wilderness legislation at this time would not help the Commis-
sion. It would only nullify the time, money, and effort already spent on wilder-
ness research, and effectively preclude action on any recommendations the Com-
mission might make.

We also wish to reaffirm our opposition to any wilderness legislation which
establishes a national wilderness preservation system. The objective of wilder-
ness legislation should be to preserve wilderness, not to establish a new Federal
system of lands. The phraseology used in the current and previous bills is an
open invitation to future Congresses to further compartmentalize our public
lands, and would be entirely contradictory to the concepts of resource manage-
ment set forth in the multiple-use bill enacted during the last session of
Congress.

We also note that S. 174, among others, authorizes the President to adjust the
boundaries of primitive areas before they officially become part of the proposed
system rather than the Secretary of Agriculture, as in Committee Print No. 2
of S. 1123. We urge that this necessary discretionary authortiy be returned to
the Secretary of Agriculture.

We also note that some wilderness bills now before Congress Include Indian
lands. This is an unconscionable invasion of the rights of private citizens.
Indian lands are not public lands; they are private lands held in trust by the
Government for their legal owners.

We wish to make it abundantly clear that the Pacific Logging Congress favors
wilderness preservation. We do, however, feel that the presently proposed leg-
islation is poorly conceived and premature. The report of the Outdoor Recrea-
tion Resources Review Commission will provide us with authoritative research
findings on the subject. We believe that it would be extremely unwise to enact
wilderness legislation before these findings are available for guidance.

Very truly yours,
CARWIN A. WooLLEY, Secret 'Y.

WESTERN PINE AsSOCIATION,
Portiak4, Oreg., February 24, 1961.

Hon. CiaNToN P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON : As president of the Western Pine Association I
wish to. submit an expression regarding S. 174, the wilderness system bill. -Ot
association represents approximately 400 member companies operating some 450
lumber manufacturing mills in 12 Western States, and employing about 70,000
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workmen. This Industry iS heavily dependent on Government timber for the rea-
son that about 70 percent of all commercial forest land in our region is Govern-
ment held. We purchase at Government auction about $75 million of timber a
year, and we harvest as the Government directs, strictly to sustained-yield speci-
fications. Hundreds of forest-borne communities in our 12 States and, in fact,
a substantial segment of the whole western economy, are dependent on con-
tinuous availability of Government stumpage as raw material for our industry.
We recognize that none of this raw material need come, has come, or should ever
come from forested wilderness-type lands, but rather from commercial-type lands
which are best suited to the growing, harvesting, and regrowing of forest crops.
Our views on the wilderness system bill are prompted therefore by economic con-
cern as well as general observations as American citizens interested in good
government.

Our board of directors, elected by district vote and representative of member
opinion, has affirmed and reaffirmed clearly its viewpoints on wilderness prefer-
ence. At a 1959 hearing on a predecessor wilderness bill, I presented our indus-
try's position to this same committee as then constituted. My statement appears
in the proceedings of that hearing. The same statement could apply today, with
modifications to meet new provisions written into the new bill.

Fundamentally, the lumber' industry favors wilderness preservation. Any
differences between us and proponents of this bill are differences of degree only.
We would like to see substantial tracts of wilderness-caliber lands set aside for
strictly wilderness use. We go even further. We favor inclusion of some repre-
sentative tracts of commercial timberlands even though we realize the timber
cannot be preserved beyond its allotted lifespan.

However, these land withdrawals should be determined by land-use experts in
an orderly manner on the basis of on-the-ground surveys and studies. Logic and
reason should rule in all decisions. We should be careful not to cripple economic
opportunities of western people by withdrawing more lands than needed for
adequate wilderness reserves.

Senate bill 174 does withdraw lands not needed and not best suited to wilder-
ness use. As an example, I point to the Selway-Bitterroot primitive area, now
in the process of being reclassified for a wilderness area set-aside. The lands
are in Idaho and Montana.

In 1936, under the U.S. Department of Agriculture's regulation L-20, the
Forest Service "froze" 1,875,000 acres there pending deliberate land-use studies
to determine proper boundaries for a large Selway-Bitterroot wilderness area.
Boundaries for the primitive area, as it was called, were set by rough map
reference because information on the area was incomplete. The Forest Service
wanted to make sure there was enough.

Now, after 25 years, the Forest Service has accumulated needed information
about these extensive hinterlands. On the basis of a symposium of studies, a
plan has been put forward for a wilderness area of great extent and high
attraction, comprising 1,163,000 acres.

But under S. 174 the Selway-Bitterroot wilderness area would take in all the
original 1,875,000 acres of the primitive area, because the bill automatically
places all so-called primitive areas in the wilderness system at the outset, re-
gardless of Forest Service information and planning. Thus, in this instance
alone, more than 500,000 acres deemed by Government land-use specialists to
be of nonwilderness caliber or better suited to multiple-use management would
be barred by statute from development.

This Is but one example of illogical and unreasonable withdrawal of Federal
lands under this bill. Altogether S. 174 would earmark at the outset for wilder-
ness status, without regard to what is in them or on them, about 7% million
acres of currently unclassified primitive area lands. Your attention is called
to this new provision in the wilderness bill. It should also be noted that this
little understood provision deals with only a fraction of total Federal lands
destined for inclusion under the bill.

Our association's opposition to the wilderness system bill is based also on a
belief that the legislation is unneeded and untimely. We know of no threat
Whatever to wilderness. A, large and adequate wilderness establishment is
certain under present administrative policies, and would be safer and surer
for having been properly planned. And would It not be sensible to await the
report of the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission before making
legislative moves on this matter? Surely the Congress Intended this study to
Provide guidance for legislation, not a postlude thereto.

SRP02716



372 THE WILDERNESS ACT

Again, let me reiterate our Industry's position in favor of the wilderness con-
eept but opposing this bill. I regret exceedingly that I am unable to testify
in person at the hearing on S. 174, and respectfully ask that this statement be
incorporated in the hearing record.

Sincerely yours,
J. D. BRONSON, President.

THE WESTERN STATES LAND CoMMissIoNras ASSOCIATION,
Olympia, Wash., February 17,1961.

Hon. CLixTON P. ANDERSON,
Corman, Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
Senate Ofice Building, Washington, D.C.

DEA SENATOR ANDERSON: I am aware that Senate bill 174, concerning the
establishment of a national wilderness system, is being considered in Congress.

I firmly believe that S. 174 and similar legislation should be held in abeyance
until the report of the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission has
been completed.

I want to reiterate that my position remains as stated by the Western States
Land Commissioners who, in annual convention at Denver, Colo., in June 1959,
adopted Resolution B attached.

Sincerely yours,
BERT L. COLE,

Secretwry, Legislative Chairman.

RESOLUTION B

Whereas it has come to the attention of the Western States Land Commis-
sioners Association that there has been introduced in the current session of
Congress, S. 1123, H.R. 5523, and numerous other bills for the permanent
creation of "wilderness areas"; and

Whereas the National Outdoor Recreation ReSources Review Commission,
established to study recreational needs throughout the United States, has only
recently been constituted and appointed, and has not yet had an opportunity to
study or to report upon the needs for wilderness areas; and

Whereas the present administration of wilderness areas by existing agencies is
wholly adequate and satisfactory, and the creation of additional organizations
for this purpose would entail unnecessary duplication, confusion and expense;
and

Whereas the locking up of vast quantities of the natural resources of the
Western States without first having made a complete study thereof would have
an adverse economic impact upon the overall economy of said States: Now, there-
fore, beit

Resolved, That the Western States Land Commissioners Association in conven-
tion in Denver, Colo., on June 11, 1959, hereby declares it to be to the best interest
of the 18 Western member States to oppose the passage of said "wilderness"
bills; and be it further

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Western States Land Commissioners
Association be and is hereby directed to transmit copies of this resolution
to the respective member States' delegations in Congress, and such congressional
committees as may hold hearings on said bills.

IDAHO WILLIE FEDERATION,
Bo48e, Idaho, February 16, 1961.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: I am writing to you on behalf of the Idaho Wild-
life Federation of which I am at present the State president. The federation is
composed of approximately 20,000 members in the State of Idaho who are
vitally concerned with conservation, and with the enjoyment of outdoor recrea-
tion such as camping, hunting, fishing, photography, and hiking.

For the past several years our organization has strongly supported legislation
which would give legislative recognition and protection to wilderness areas.
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At the hearings before the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of
the 85th Congress, 2d session, on S. 4028, we appeared in San Francisco Novem-
ber 10, 1958. My testimony is found on page 507 in part 2 of that transcript.

At our State convention in Boise, Idaho, December 9, 10, and 11, the State
federation passed unanimously a resolution supporting a wilderness bill similar
to the old S. 4028.

We are most grateful to you for S. 174 in the present Congress. Your rec-
ognition of this need to preserve a small portion of our country as a wilderness
for our use and the use of generations to come is certainly indicative of the
highest regard for your responsibility to the principles of good legislation.
Adherence to the lofty ideals of the late Aldo Leopold will make this country a
much richer place for our children. Certainly a part of their heritage should
include a small portion of our country in as nearly an unsullied condition of
natural beauty as received it. This is the least we can do.

And our present generation needs a retreat from the pressures and cares of
a jet age civilization. Someone once said of our wilderness areas, "Surely, we
are not so poor that we need to destroy them nor so rich that we can afford
to lose them."

The Idaho Wildlife Federation would like our position to be included in the
record of the hearings February 27 and 28. Please notify me how this can be
done and keep me on your mailing list relative to future wilderness and conser-
vation legislation.

Respectfully,
ERNEST E. DAY, President.

FRIENDS OF THE WILDERNESS,
Duluth, MiMn., February 21, 1961.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSONr,
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affdfrs,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON.: Friends of the Wilderness wishes respectfully to
express its complete, emphatic, and most urgent support of the proposed Wilder-
ness Act, S. 174, which is now before your committee.

Friends of the Wilderness is a voluntary organization of many thousands
of members residing in all States of the Union. It was organized in 1949 to
come to the support of the wilderness canoe country in the Superior National
Forest of northeastern Minnesota. We have continued in existence because of
the crises which have never ceased. Our supporters come from all walks of
life. Contrary to statements you are sure to hear at this hearing, the great
majority of our supporters are not of the well-to-do and leisure class. They
are mostly the so-called little people, and most of them are young. The bulk of
our contributions are in the individual memberships which amount to a dollar
each. We have no salaries and no office expense. I write as executive secre-
tary which office I have held from the beginning, and for which I have never
received 1 cent of pay.

Friends of the Wilderness has studied the new wilderness bill thoroughly,
and we wish to emphasize as strongly as we can the very great immediate need
for this kind of legislation.

We say this because of our bitter experience in trying to protect and pre-
serve the unique Minnesota wilderness canoe country-a bitter experience ex-
tending over 35 years of constant struggle. This canoe country, besides being
one of the choicest wilderness regions in the Nation, and absolutely unlike any
other in character, is also the closest by far tQ the center of our population.
Thus, the successful rewards of potential exploitation are very great. The
area has been under intermittent attack, by people seeking to circumvent or over-
throw the U.S. Forest Service's wilderness regulations, since, at least, 1926, when
the first roadless area restrictions were set up. Congress has intervened directly
to protect and preserve and consolidate this wilderness canoe country several
tines, first, and fundamentally, back in 1930 when it prevented, with the Ship-
stead-Nolan-Newton Act, piratical wholesale flooding of hundreds of miles of
public shoreline by timber companies and pulpmill operators under the guise of
waterpower development.

Without this direct intervention of Congress more than a generation ago, this
matchless natural area-which is also uniquely rich in historical associations
dating back to before the French and Indian wars, would have been destroyed,
for completely superficial reasons, long ago. But this one act was not enough
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to discourage other exploiters, who have seen in. this-very choice public land
manifold opportunities for getting rich quick. They,-have been biting at it
every since, with roads, airplanes, air-service resorts, court actions, legislative
campaigns, and fait accompli. Only constant vigilance- and struggle on the
part of dedicated men, both lay and in the forest service, and conservation
associations, women's groups, garden clubs and many others, including the
Minnesota State Legislature, and further intervention by the Congress, and the
executive branch, have kept the canoe country from succumbing.

I mention this history of the Superior National Forest canoe country because
every other choice wilderness area that is reasonably accessible is going to come
under the same tremendous pressure for exploitation, sooner or later. Some,
besides the Superior, have already begun to experience them.

Our population is increasing at a rate that was considered fantastic 20 years
ago. Our mobility and leisure are increasing even faster. The pressures that
have besieged our unique canoe country for almost 40 years, are just around the
corner for other choice wilderness areas throughout the United States.

The story of the struggle to preserve the Superior canoe country is a case
history of what increasingly will confront all wilderness regions, without ex-
ception, in a matter of time. Because of its importance for the protection of the
rest of our wilderness system, I will come back to this history in a moment,
since only the barest outline has been told. But first let us answer a question:
Why have we of Friends of the Wilderness, and others like us, felt it was so
important to fight to preserve the Superior National Forest canoe country over
so many years?

Members of the organization are not residents of the region itself entirely.
though we have a large number of supporters here. But almost all of us have
been i, the canoe country many times, and all are acquainted with some wilder-
ness, or wildernesses. To fully understand the value of a wilderness, gentlemen,
you must have been there, and spent some time there, not much necessarily, but
enough to gain some readjustment from the accustomed environment you have
left, and this one that is as old as man himself.'

It does not take long, for most. After all, these were man's surroundings dur-
ing most of his history. As late as a century ago, or less, they were usually a
part of the daily environment of our forebears. But now we are entering the
space age. What are the values of such a wilderness today?

The values are both tangible and intangible. The tangible values are self-
evident to most of us, alone transcending, in the scale of the welfare of all the
people, the limited commercial values. The canoe country, as one example, is a
superlative experience for young people particularly-although all ages receive
dividends of much the same kind. For young people it has rewards of body-
building, character building, and self-reliance training, and an unequaled oppor-
tunity to get close to and gain some understanding of nature. It has unusual
ethical and spiritual values. It has citizenship values; it tends to provide an
important link with our country's past, and a perception of it, that otherwise
might be much slower in developing. Most of us know this from our own youth-
ful experiences in this region. And we also know that there is usually an uncon-
scious awareness that is something like this: The country that knows enough,
and cares enough, to set aside and preserve an exceptional wilderness like this,
and gives me the opportunity to adventure in it, at really very little cost, that is
within the reach of almost everyone--I am proud that this is my country, and
that I have the privilege of being a citizen of It.

There are also the intangible values. We have touched on some of the in-
tangible values, above, since they tend to join inevitably with the tangible values.
As we said before, to understand these intangible values of a wilderness such as
the canoe country, one must experience the canoe country himself. As modern
man drifts further and further away from his old roots in the earth, he needs
more and more a few places where the natural environment survives. In an
indefinable way, these are a sort of spiritual reference point between the indi-
vidual's earthbound past, and a future that is increasingly distant from it.

Today, we unquestionably need such reference points, and we will need them
more in the future. Our wilderness that remains actually Is limited, and we
cannot expand it. Most of it is distant, and not easy to reach, and when It's
gone, it's gone forever.

We badly need a national wilderness policy that states in effect it is the con-
sidered policy of Congress that the highest purpose of our remaining wilderness
is that it be preserved In its natural state.
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This would have. preserved the wilderness canoe country without the travail of
the last 35 years, and it would, stop the current cynical attacks. In 1949 an
Executive order of the President of the United States was needed to halt the
dense airplane invasion of the area, that was in outright defiance of the intent
of the Forest Service regulations, but against which the Forest Service was
helpless. The Forest Service's right to halt road access to interior resort prop-
erties originally air-serviced was frequently challenged, until a Federal circuit
court of appeals decision. The exploiters regularly return to the Minnesota
State Legislature for support despite the fact that the body has invariably upheld
the integrity of the canoe country over the years.

As long as the possibility of gaining, in one way or another, the use of this
choice public land, represented by our wilderness areas, exists, so long will heavy,
and unprincipled, pressures be directed against it. Only an overall Wilderness
Act by Congress, such as this one, can stop the kind of attacks that have men-
aced the Superior canoe country for over 35 years. The law is needed now. Pass
it out of committee to the floor of the Senate, where we know it will be speedily
enacted Into law in this session of the Congress.

May the wilderness canoe country live unspoiled forever and forever.
Sincerely,

W rLuA H. MAGII, Ezecutive Secretary..

RESOLUTION OF THE SHERIDAN COUNTY (WYo.) SPORTSMEN'S AssocIATIoN

Whereas there has been introduced in the 1st session of the 87th Congress,
a bill proposing the establishment of a national wilderness system, for the
permanent good of the whole people, which represents many years of extensive
hearings, voluminousdestimony, and constructive revisions made to satisfy the
objections of various groups; and

Whereas the passage of this wilderness preservation bill will greatly strengthen
the Multiple-Use Act, Public Law 86-517, June 12, 1960; and

Whereas within Wyoming, there are 8 areas involving some 2,300,000 acres,
which have been managed by the Forest Service as primitive, wild, or wilder-
ness under the multiple-use philosophy and with the approval of the public;
and

Whereas S.174 introduced by Senator Clinton Anderson, has been drafted
to meet major objections to previous wilderness preservation bills which were
endorsed by at least 22 National and 55 State and other organizations; Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Sheridan County Sportsmen's Association, at its regular
meeting at Sheridan, Wyo., February 21, 1961, does support and urge the passage
of S. 174 to establish a national wilderness system, and that copies of this reso-
lution be sent to the chairman of the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs and to members of the Wyoming congressional delegation.

CURTIS H. WARNER, President.

THE PEOPLE-TO-PEOPLE PROGRAM,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FUNGI,

Portsmouth, Ohio, February 22, 1961.lion. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,

Senate Oice Building, Washington, D.C.
DKAR SENATOR ANDERSON: I am writing you in support of the wilderness bill.

All the obvious reasons for my support need not be listed here. Suffice it to
say that I am a hillbilly naturalist and as such head up one of the nature com-
mittees for the great people-to-people program.

The committee issues a newsletter and in the February issue I requested our
members to support your bill by writing their Senators. I hope that this is
some help to you.

If I can be of any help to you in the future, please let me know. I will help
this worthy cause in any manner possible.

With best wishes for your continued success, I am,
Very sincerely yours,

HARRY S. KNIGHTON, Chairman, Fungi Committee.
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STATE OF WASHINGTON,
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES,

Olympia, Wash., February 24,1961.
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: With reference to hearings on the wilderness sys.
tem bill (S. 174), I regret that due to demands of our current Washington
State legislative session, I will be unable -to appear before your committee on
February 27 and 28.

I do wish, however, to include in the record of your hearings, my statement
of opposition to the enactment of S. 174 or any similar wilderness proposals
prior to a complete analysis and report of our recreational needs by the Outdoor
Recreation Resources Review Commission. Furthermore, the land managers
and professional technicians within existing Federal agencies are adequately
prepared and have available legal machinery to assess area demands on land
use and to determine such use for the greatest good for the greatest number
of people.

Due to the tremendous adverse economic implications in the establishment
of oversize wilderness areas in Washington State, I cannot urge too strongly
the need to refrain from any premature legislation on this matter. It appears
entirely unwise and illogical to rush action on S. 174 while the Resource Re-
view Commission is studying the circumstances involved.

As a matter of record, I wish to point out that in the State of Washington, the
following groups have voiced opposition to the enactment of wilderness system
legislation:

Washington State Grange.
Washington State Cattlemen's Association.
West Coast Mineral Asociation.
Northwest Mining Association.
Society of American Feresters.
State game department.
State Department of Commerce and Economic Development.
Chambers of commerce.
Western Washington Resources Council.
State department of natural resources.
Public power groups.
Various forest products associations.
County commissioners.
Washington State School Directors' Association.
Various sportsmen's clubs.
Western States Land Commissioners' Association.
Railway-companies.

Further, I wish to call your attention to Senate Joint Memorial No. 17, a copy
of which is attached. This memorial is now under consideration in the regular
session of the Washington State Legislature.

Yours very truly,
BERT L. CoLu4

Commissioner of Public Lands.

PROPOSED WASHINGTON SENATE JOINT MEMORIAL No. 17

To the Honorable John F. Kennedy, President of the United States, the President
of the Senate, and Speaker of the House of Representatives, and to the
Senate and the House of Representatives of the United States, in Congress
assembled:

We, your memorlalists, the Senate and House of Representatives of the State
of Washington, in legislative session assembled, most respectfully represent and
petition as follows:

Whereas the Federal Government owns approximately 3 out of every 10 acres
of land in the State of Washington; and

Whereas forestry, agriculture, mining, water developing, and all types of
recreation are the basic industries of our State; and

Whereas Federal lands are especially important to our forest Industry for a
significant proportion of Its raw materials; and
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Whereas Federal lands are an important source of water for our agriculture,
industry, and domestic use; and

Whereas Federal lands provide countless opportunities for outdoor recreation;
and

Whereas Federal lands are important present and potential sources of min-
erals; and

Whereas S. 174 and other bills now pending in the 87th Congress would
establish a national wilderness preservation system which would require single
purpose use for 50 million acres of western Federal lands which would preclude
forestry, mining, grazing, water development, motorized recreation, and other
resource development, use and management: Now, therefore,

Your memorialists petition to the Congress of the United States not to enact
S. 174 or any other bill which establishes a blanket policy and single use for our
Federal lands which tend to lessen the State of Washington's resource base and
to preclude creation for the multitudes; and be it

Resolved, That the secretary of State send copies of this memorial to the
Honorable John F. Kennedy, President of the United States, to the U.S. Senate,
the Speaker of the House of Representatives, and to each Member of Congress
from the State of Washington.

FLORIDA FEDERATION OF GARDEN CLUBS, INC.,
Pompano Beach, February 24, 1961.

Hon. CLrNTON P. ANDERSON,
Senator from New Mexico,
Senate Office Building, Washington, DC.

My DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: We wish to endorse wilderness bill, S. 174.
Please make our request a part of the hearing record on the wilderness bill.

As president of the Florida Federation of Garden Clubs, Inc., I represent more
than 30,200 members.

Yours very truly,
Mrs. C. R. Mayes, Jr.
FAY M. MAYES, President.

THE GARDEN CLUB OF NEW JERSEY,
Esse' Fells, N.J., March 2, 1961.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
The U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEA SENATOR ANDERSON: The Garden Club of New Je*ey endorses bill S. 174
authorizing the establishment of a national wilderness preservation system

We would like this endorsement to be made a part of the hearing record on
the wilderness bill.

Respectfully yours,
ANNE R. SAYRE
Mrs. Austin B. Sayre,

President.

DEPARTMENT OF BOTANY,

UNIvERsrrY OF WIsCoNsIN,

Madson Wis., February 24, 1961.Senator CLiN ON P. AmDmS0N,
Chairmou Senate Committee on Interior and Intadar Affairs,
Senate Ojce Building, Washington, D.C.
Dz SENATOR ANDERSON: Just today we were informed of the hearing to be

held on February 27 and 28 for the wilderness bill, S. 174. The enclosed petition
has been passed about during the afternoon, and, in our opinion, It has received
great support. It is especially encouraging that nearly all the professors that
Were contacted have given their approval of the bill. In addition, 48 teaching
assistants, research assistants, and fellows have signed the petition.

We think that the afternoon's activity has resulted in a more intense interest
in the bill, and we hope that this will be influential in getting it passed.

66737-6.1----45Q
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If we can be of any help in the future, please let us know. We would like to
be informed of any new developments and would appreciate a copy of the bear.
ings if they are available.

Sincerely yours,
ROBERT REAM,

Teaching Assistant in Botany.
DENNIS H. KNIGHT,

Research Assistant in Botany.

(The original petition is in the committee files.)

ROAMER HIKING CLUB, INc.,
Los Angeles, Calif., February 27, 1961.

Senator CLNToN P. ANDERSON,
Senate Interior and Immlar Affairs Committee,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR Sm: The Roamer Hiking Club of Los Angeles wishes to proclaim its
support of the wilderness bill, S. 174. We wish same to be made part of the
record.

Thank you.
BLYTHE EDWARDS,

Conservation Chairman.

Los ANGELES, CALIF., March 3, 1961.
Senator CLINTON P. AWDERSON,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:

In lieu of our being able to testify in person on the wilderness bill, S. 174, we
ask that you accept this statement and enter in the record.. The Los Angeles
Audubon Society strongly supports the wilderness bill as sound national policy.

FRANK LrITLE, Conservation Chairman.

PHILADELPHIA, PA., February 27, 1961.
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Senate O"e Building, Washington, D.C.:

The Pennsylvania SPCA urgently requests passage of bill, S. 174.
* LERoY J. ELLIS, Manager.

EuGENE, OREo., February 25, 1961.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERsoN,
Chairman, Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
Senate Ofice Building, Washington, D.C.:
. Urgent that action on S. 174 be deferred until report of President's Outdoor

Recreation Survey Committee, which makes recommendations September 1961.
Land use designations should be made on basis of this 2-year study.

A.LBET ARNST. Portland, Oreg.

DISTRICT No.1,
IDAHO WILDLIFE FEDERATION,

oFebruary 22, 1961.
•HOD. FRANK CHURGH.f

Senator from Idaho,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

HONORABLE MR. CHURCH: As president of district No. 1, Idaho Wildlife Fed-
eration, I would like to make the following statement In regard to the wilderne
bill, S. 174. I am unable to attend the hearing due to the distance but would

,.like to have this statement incorporated into the hearing and made a part Of
the record.

We are aware of the few areas left in the United States that will qualify_85
wilderness areas. We are also aware of the need to keep these areas. We
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realize the true beauty of a wilderness area can be had only in its present
state of being-without roads, etc. It offers as a source of recreation a quiet
peace of mind, its unspoiled beauty, hunting and fishing, and untold rivers and
streams all void of roads. We who are fortunate enough to live near these
areas want to keep them as wilderness areas.

We would further like to keep them as wilderness areas that future genera-
tions may see the beauty of America as our forefathers did when they dis-
covered America. Let us remember that once our wilderness areas are gone
they are gone forever and none of us want this.

In view of the above statements, district No. 1, Idaho Wildlife Federation,
finds it a pleasure to endorse S. 174. We favor this bill and would like to see
it become law that all of us might benefit from it in the future.

Sincerely yours,
BILL DUFF, Pre8ident.

TExAs ORNITHOLOGICAL SOCMIEY.
Au8tin, Tem., February 26,1961.

Hon. CL NoN P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

GENTLEMEN: The Texas Ornithological Society urges that you report favor-
ably S. 174 to establish a national wilderness system. This society wishes to
present the following points in favor of such action:

1. Certain species of native plants and animals must have wilderness con-
ditions in order to survive.

2. Wilderness areas are as much a part of our American heritage as the
various documents carefully preserved in national archives. The remnants of
wilderness should receive careful preservation also.

3. A growing segment of the population is interested in the study of natural
areas and their flora and fauna. These people travel to see areas of wilderness
type not to find new swimming pools, fancy lodges, or even paved roads. Our
society, as part of this group, urges that you preserve something for us and
those who come after us to see.

Respectfully submitted.
MARGART LouIsE HILL,

Ch&arman, Conservation Committee.

TEXAS ORNxITHOLOGICAL Socimry NATURE CONSERVATION PLA&TORM

We approve:
1. Creation of more public parks which include areas left in their natural

condition.
2. Protection of all wildlife in accordance with the findings and recommenda-

tions of professional wildlife biologists.
3. Addition to the list of protected species those which can be shown to be

beneficial to the area in which they live.
4. More effective enforcement of Federal and State wildlife protection laws and

regulations through (1) more law enforcement officers and (2) more vigorous
arrest, prosecution, and penalty of violators.

5. Increased enforcement of those laws forbidding the pulling of wildflowers
on public lands.

6. Preservation of all possible native vegetation through more careful plan-
ning of the utilization of both urban and rural lands.

7. Open, well-advertised meetings of all State and local boards which control
Public parks, historical monuments, wildlife regulation and protection, soil
conservation, and water regulation.

& The preservation of all geologically unique and pedagogically useful rock
Outcrops and other geological sites.

We oppose:
9. Removal of park restrictions from any publicly owned land without a well-

advertised public hearing.
10. Removal of any animal from a list of those protected.
11. The destruction of wildflowers on public rights-of-way by mowing or

burning before they have completed their growing season and perpetuated their
kind by seeding; or the scraping of such area at any time.
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12. Granting grazing permits or mineral rights in any public land areas with.
out a well-advertised public hearing.

13. The placing on a local and uncontested calendar by the legislature of any
bill which in any way affects any natural resource of the State, especially the
wildlife of any part thereof.

As conservation chairman of the Pathfinders' Club, one of the oldest members
of the Texas Federation of Women's Clubs, I am authorized to request that the
name of that organization, also, be added to the list of those urging Passage
of S. 174 for these same reasons.

Respectfully,
MARGARmr LouiaT HIL,

Chairman, Conservation Committee,
Pathfinders' lub, Texas Federation of Women's Clubs.

WILLOUGHBY, OHIO, February 27, 1961.
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:

Three hundred members of Burroughs Nature Club in northeastern Ohio
deeply concerned for conservation of wilderness areas. Strongly urge passage
of S. 174.

HUGH PALLISTER,
Vice President, Burroughs Nature Club.

MOUNT DIAMOND ASSOcIATION,
Eugene, Oreg.. February 26.1961.

Senator CLroN ANDERSON,
Chairman of the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, Senate

Office Building, Washington, D.C.:
Our group, formed this week, tentatively named Mount Diamond Association,

urgently requests Congress not at this time enact wilderness preservation system
as proposed by S. 174. Bill would prevent future reclassification of Diamond
Peak Wild Area lying south of Willamette Highway 58, 6 miles from Odell Lake
in Klamath County, Deschutes National Forest. Diamond Mountain Association
on March 2, sponsorixW meeting in Eugene to explore feasibility of requesting
Secretary of Agriculture to restudy Diamond area for reclassification to permit
year-round use meeting all recreational needs including skiing. Diamond Wild
Area created in 1957 by Secretary without comprehensive study of nationally
significant recreational values. Reclassification was achieved primarily be-
cause Three Sisters Wilderness Area to north was reduced In acreage to permit
future logging. Many wilderness enthusiasts prior to and since reclassification
stated Diamond not true wilderness-type area. We believe it urgent and of
utmost importance to study Diamond In light of current and future needs of
all our citizens. Diamond at 8,750 elevation offers one of Nation's greatest
year-round recreational development potentials. Support of our association goal
is gathering significant support. DONALD G. BRowN,

ROBERT WILMSEN,
Aotinig Cochairmen o Mount Diamond Assoofatioft

WASHINGTON FOREST POTETION ASSOCIATION,
Seattle, Waeh., February 8, 1961.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
U.S. Senate, Senate O e Building,,
Washington, D.C.

Dzjm SIR: This association has consistently opposed creation of a national
wilderness preservation system. S. 174, now before the Senate Committee OD
Interior and Insular Affairs, is the latest of a series of bills to create such s
system and we oppose that bill also.
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We have numerous reasons for believing that this type of legislation is unwise,

and have expressed them in the hearings on similar bills preceding this. I will
enumerate only three of them.

In the U.S. Forest Service we have hired a technical staff to manage and
protect these areas for all their values, and the last Congress gave them their
instructions in the multiple-use bill. We believe that S. 174 unduly hampers
the administering agencies in protection of the values on these and neighboring
areas. One of the obvious examples is cited. While noting that the Secretary
of Agriculture may control fire, insect, and disease attacks, the bill would deny
any commercial activity. From bitter experience with natural disasters we
know that the only prevention tool to safeguard the area in some insect and
fire situations is the removal of damaged trees from the distress area. The
costs involved make this prohibitive without some financial return on the
salvage wood. It then becomes a commercial activity, which is prohibited.

This bill establishes one class of recreationist as the exclusive user of vast
areas of our public lands, even though he number some 1 percent of the recrea-
tionists on the national forests. If this special system is set up for this minor-
ity, we should establish preservation systems for the majority class of recrea-
tionist also. We should also establish exclusive preservation systems for the
grazer, the miner, the logging operator, and anyone else with an interest in use
of these public lands. Obviously this would finish wrecking the multiple-use
concept on the national forests.

Recreation is but one segment of the many uses of these lands and wilderness
recreation is but a small minority segment of that. We believe that the Outdoor
Recreation Resource Review Commission should determine the proper balance of
recreational uses. We also believe that no congressional action should be taken
until release of that study.

We again urge you to oppose this national wilderness preservation system
legislation. We believe that forest protection and land use allocation should be
handled by the administering agencies within the multiple-use directive enacted
by Congress. We also believe that they have demonstrated the ability to do
the Job.

Yours very truly,
GARRETT EDDY, President.

ST. REGis PAPER Co.,
WOODLANDS DmsION,

Jacksonville, Fla., March 1, 1961.
Hon. RICHARD B. RuSSELL,
1.8. Senate, Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR: I understand that final hearings on Senate bill 174 were held
February 27 and 28. I believe this legislation should be delayed pending the
receipt of the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission report on
wilderness, which I understand should be available March 1962. As you know,
this committee was appointed to study the whole matter of outdoor recreation.

I have written and discussed with you many times, Federal legislation that
has to do with conservation needs of all kinds, principally forestry; and you
know from my 32 years of public service that I am not anti-Federal in any
sense of the word. However, in this case, I believe that Congress should have
the benefit of the committee's report, Which would place this whole matter of
Wilderness in its proper perspective, before legislation is enacted.

Basically, I am opposed to single purpose use land management. It seems
to me that with the rapidly expanding population and the steady decrease in
available forest land that the Nation can ill-afford to set aside large areas of
land, for single purpose use, that could serve a number of purposes, including
Wilderness and other outdoor recreation. I also believe the withdrawal of large
areas of commercial national forest land for parks or wilderne s would have
an adverse effect on the wood-using industries. This affects the West primarily,
but the Southeast is affected indirectly. In the West, industry is largely de-
Pendent upon public holdings for a raw material supply to supplement their own.

There are, of course, many millions of acres now in wilderness areas that
are under the jurisdiction of the Departments of the Interior and Agriculture.
These areas are certainly" in safe hands and changes in the overall Federal
structure concerning these lands could be delayed until Congress has had a better
OPPortunity to view the situation-in its entirety.

SRP02726



382 THE WILDERNESS ACT

I have no quarrel with the wilderness people nor with the outdoor recrea.
tionists of any category. The forest industries are making their lands available
to the public for. recreation of all kinds, as has been brought out by the survey
and report of the American Forest Products Industries.

I would appreciate it very much if you could give this matter due consideration
at the time it comes to your attention. My best personal wishes.

Very sincerely yours,
FRANK A. ALBERT,

Manager, Lands and Fore8t8.

OLYMPIC PARK ASSOCIATES, INC.,
Seattle, Wa8h.l February 24,1961.

Senator HENRY M. JACKSON,
Senate Offlce Building, Waelhington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR JACKSON: I have just counted 2,213 pages in 4 volumes of
wilderness bill testimony before the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs;
since June of 1957, 1,149 letters, wires, and statements were received by the
committee at the Bend, San Francisco, Salt Lake, and Albuquerque hearings in
overwhelming numbers In favor of the wilderness bill. Over 400 communica-
tions were received at Seattle during the hearings held there. We feel that the
record is clearly a mandate to get S. 174 out of committee and secure its passage
In the Congress.This legislation, after 4 years of revising and amending, has been approved by
the Departments of the Interior and Agriculture. Further amending would be
crippling.

Paid expense accounts will guarantee a strong industrial opposition In attend-
ance at the hearings in Washington, D.C., Tuesday. Most of the popular support
will be unable to attend because of Jobs we must do and the lack of funds which
would be required.

I want to remind you again that the 50 million acres of wilderness now con-
templated In the bill is already dedicated as wilderness preserves in our na-
tional parks, national forests and wildlife refuges, within which timber cutting
is not now permitted. This bill is not withdrawing additional millions of acres
of land. It s already withdrawn.

There are other and better alternatives available to provide natural resources
for our economic base suggested from the statistics contained In the "Timber
Resources for America's Future," which indicate that on the private and public
forest lands of the United States: 114 million acres, one-fourth of our forest
lands, are poorly stocked or nonstocked; one-quarter of the national timber cut
is not utilized; insects, disease, and fire annually consume, some 44 billion board
feet of growth (by comparison, this amounts to nearly the annual total saw
timber cut In all the States Including Southeast Alaska, some 49 billion board
feet) ; 52 million acres urgently need replanting.

This report published by the U.S. Forest Service in 1958 says, "The degree
of forestry Intensification needed Is much larger and far greater than the
general public or most experts are believed to have visualized."

The full potential growth on our forest lands certainly has not been realized.
Though progress has been accomplished, there Is much more to be done. We
believe, as we have stated for many years, that there Is room for a flourishing
industry and the public benefits that will accrue from a wilderness preservation
system in our country.

Yours very truly,
JOHN OSSEWARD, President.

BALTIMORE, MD., March 2, 1961.
Senator CLiNTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman. Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
Senate Offiee Building, Washington, D.C.:

National Council of State Garden Clubs, Inc., regrets nonattendance at recent
hearings on S. 174 to establish a national wilderness preservation system. We
had no knowledge of the date. Kindly list our organization of approximately
half a million members as staunch supporters of the bill.

Mrs. GDEON N. STIEFF,
Chairman of Legislation, NVational Council.
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' CALDWELL, IDAHO, FebrTar 2 5, 1961.
Senator CLINTON ANDERSON,
Senate Office Building, Wa8lzilgton, D.C.

DEAR ST: The wilderness bill which Is now being considered is, I feel; an-
other example of the continubus fight of the past 100 years for a thouhtful
and balanced use of resources. Its passage seems as logical as the concern for
population pressure, water supply, and soil conservation. A wilderness system
is definitely somethfrg to Inaintain in a truly comprehensive multiple use plan.

Senator Anderson, it seems certain, that there is much deep feeling (but not
always vocal) and concern in Idaho for the passage and signing of the wilderness
bill, Certainly ,this small percent of our public land can be made to yield some
money if exploited commercially, but the point ot the wilderness bill is more
closely allied to that of the national parks and wildlife refuges--the spiritual
and recreational use.

Those of us, here, in Idaho, who favor the wilderness bill, feel that its passage
will be another example of the stewardship so wonderfully championed by
Theodore Roosevelt, Gifford Pinchot, and the host of workers who have fought
not for the America of the moment but for the America that our children will
live in and love.

Sincerely,
LYLE M. STANFORD,

Chair, Biology, College of Idaho.

THE COMSTOCK SOCIETY,
Philadelphia, Pa., February 27, 1961.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: The Comstock Society wishes to record its unani-
mous endorsement of the Wilderness Act, bill S. 174.

It is our belief that the passage of bill S. 174 is of paramount importance to
safeguard and preserve wilderness areas. In these times of continually ex-
panding population and the relocation of industries to the suburbs, bill S. 174
is vitally needed to conserve those wilderness areas that remain.

Sincerely yours,
ROBERT G. HUDSON,

Chairman, Emergency Conservation Committee.

TEXAS CONSERVATION COUNCIL, INC.,Houston, Tea., February 25, 1961.
Subject: Endorsement of S. 174.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

GENTLEMEN: America is indeed fortunate that the Wilderness Act, S. 174, is
receiving the direct support of so many Members of the U.S. Senate as co-
sponsors. It is evident that the urgency of setting up a wilderness system in
Permanent form for the benefit of future generations has permeated the Congress
and all America. We are happy indeed to support S. 174 and urge the Senate
and Congress to approve this bill as presently written without further amend-
ments or delays.
If there is regret it Is only that of having waited so many years to have the

bill Progress to its present culminate state and to have seen so many compromises
made to satisfy rapacious private interests. Be that as it may, let us all close
ranks in support -of S. 174 and have this bill become law as soon as possible.

We particularly wish to commend the efforts of the late Senator Richard
Neuberger, of Oregon and Senator Hubert H. Humphrey, of Minnesota for their
Outstanding work in previous congressional sessions In bringing about an aware-
'ess to the need for such legislation. We feel sure history will give them their
Just reward.

The Texas Conservation Council is an organization of key people throughout
the State interested in conserving our natural resources. Members of the board
Of directors of our organization include leaders and directors from many Texas
cOtservation groups including garden clubs and womens organizations, State and
local sportsmens clubs, nature clubs, Audubon societies and other civic groups,
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The council was the principal organizer of the drive to secure support for a
national seashore on Padre Island. We obtained the support of 12,000 Texans
that signed our petitions and through organizations the support of 15,000 other
citizens. This support came to us from over 355 Texas cities and towns. We
believe the council represents a good cross section of public sentiment on con-
servation matters.

Yours,
AamAND Y AATKUx, President.

DUPAGE AUDuBoN SociEty,
Wheaton, Ill., February 83, 1961.

Senator CuNToN P. ANDERSON,
Senate Office Building

DEA SENATOR ANDERSON: Our club is very much in favor the wilderness bill,
S. 174, and as founder and president of this branch of the National Audubon
I would like to express my personal interest in this bill also.

Sincerely,
IxRoy TUNBsTAL., President.

SmrrLz WASH., February 24,1961.Bon. CZXNoN P. ANmsoN,
Chairman, Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
Senate Office Building, W8shington, D.C.

DE&B SENATOR ANDERSON: Many of us have watched, listened, and spoken
in the last 5 years on behalf of wilderness preservation in our Federal lands.

Those of us who have enjoyed and known wilderness areas are deeply ap-
preciative of the opportunity that has been given us for this privilege. We are
thankful to the Forest Service who in the past years had the foresight and cour-
age to set aside these primitive lands. We in turn want those following us
to have this same privilege.

The educational, ecological, and esthetic values have proven and will prove
beyond our comprehension the need they will fill In future years. Tomorrow
may bring, with a growing population, a purpose vastly superior to that of today
and only preservation of these areas can fill It.

Temporary commercial gain may destroy forever something that can never
be replaced. Science has proved time and again that new methods and means
can be used to supplant changes that must be made in man's living without the
sacrifice of irreplaceable areas.

The young people of yesterday who have had the opportunity to participate
and enjoy an atmosphere of wilderness contributed a finer perception of human
values in their relationships with all mankind. We the adults of this generation
should not deny this opportunity to those who will follow:

May this last plea for wilderness preservation be given a favorable response
by your honorable and representative committee by making 1961 the historic
year of wilderness bill action.

Sincerely,
Mrs. Nzm HAzo, Conservationist.

SEAT.z, WASH., February 24, 1961.
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, U.S. Senate,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.O.

DEAa SENATOR ANDERSON: We are extremely appreciative that you introduced
S. 174, the wilderness bill, and feel very deeply that It must be enacted. We
would like to have this expression in support of the bill entered into the record
of the hearings February 27 and 28, 1961.

Realizing that you are well aware of the need for this legislation, we shall
not go into any details of why it should give legal sanction to wilderness. You
know that fully. However, we believe the following quote is indicative of how
fast we have moved through our natural resources and how precious the little
wilderness now remaining is. This is taken from the book, "The Triumph Of
the Tree," by John Stewart Collis, published as one of a series of Explorer
Books in the field of science.
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"At the moment that U.S. civilization is still holding up large portions of
Europe as well as itself, let us see Just what it has to stand upon now. In 1630
the land offered 820 million acres of forest, 600 million acres of grassland, and
430 million acres of open woodland. Today it is calculated that not more than
one-tenth of the forest remains and that the annual loss exceeds the annual
growth by over 50 percent; and it is calculated with regard to the soil that
one-half of the fertility of the continent has been dissipated. That is to say
that though there has been great loss of soil there is still a great acreage remain-
ing. For we must recognize that a continent of that size whose soil has been
built up through millennia cannot be utterly destroyed for some time, however
enlightened and progressively mechanical the attackers may be. Nevertheless,
what has happened is sufficiently impressive.

"The first thing, as we have seen, was the attack on the trees. They came
down. They were very valuable when alive and standing, for, again as I have
shown in proper place, they were grips, they were stakes, they were sponges--
the twigs, leaves, rotting logs, pebbles, and stones at their feet serving as a
filter and retarder of floods. They were mowed down and the ground was
plowed-that is loosened-where they had stood. Then the tiny trees came
down. I mean the grasses, for in relation to the soil they might be called little
trees, as they also keep it in place by their root grips and wind-cushioning
stems. They also were attacked, mowed down, and ripped up by speedy mechan-
ical means, and prairie fires were lit that rivaled the conflagrations of the
woods. Those were the two main movements in the subduing of the wilderness."

Later Mr. Collins also writes: "Once more, think of the inheritance of the new
people in the New World. They came to 2 billion acres, half in forest; 40 per-
cent in strong grasses; only 2 percent in desert. From the Atlantic to well
beyond the Mississippi stretched unbroken primeval forest. That was the wealth
they took over, the deposit they found in the earthly bank. They broke into
the chest and rifled its contents, calling their action 'sturdy individualism' or
'ameliorative improvements,' or simply 'the enterprise of capitalism.' What is
the opposite to that kind of capitalism? It is not socialism. It is not commu-
nism. It is conservatism. The opposite to capitalism is conservatism. But
up till this century the idea of conserving anything never entered the American
mind. The fantastic towers of the speediest growth in history rested upon the
swift plundering of Nature's hoarded wealth. That was the foundation upon
which they built their house. Was it built on sand? And is it writ in water?"

Later, Mr. Collis seems to feel that there may be hope of repairing some of
the damage to the American Continent. But we have some of the American
Continent still undamaged, still its wilderness self. Surely it is not asking Con-
gress too much to leave this small inheritance to America of the future.

Sincerely yours,
PoLLy Dyi.
JOHN A. DYE.

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE AND EcoNoMIO DEVELOPMENT,
Olympia, Wash., Pebruary 4, 1961.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, U.S. Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
Senate Ofice Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDsoN: Due to the urgency of the current session of the
Washington State Legislature, it will not be possible for me to appear before
Your committee February 27 and 28.

This department wishes to go on record in opposition to S. 174 or similar
wilderness proposals st this time. The U.S. Forest Service has been doing an
excellent job of making the maximum and highest use of land under its Jurisdic.
tion. Their program is satisfactorily filling present needs. It seems injudicious
and, even, capricious to make commitments for the future until the Outdoor
Recreation Resources Review Commission has had an opportunity to prepare and
present its findings and recommendations.

There is substantial public opposition to S. 174. Some of those opposing this
and similar wilderness proposals are:

Washington State Grange.
Washington State Cattlemen's Association.
West Coast Mineral Association.
Northwest Mining Association.
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Society of Americali Foresters.
State Game Department.
State Department of Natural Resources.
Chambers of commerce.
Western Washington Resources Council.
Public Power Groups.
Various Forest Products Associations.
County Commissioners.
Washington State School Directors' Association.
Various sportsmen's clubs.
Western States Land Commissioners' Association.
Railway companies.

Much of this opposition comes from the seriously adverse effects of superabun.
dant wilderness areas on the economy of the State.

The Washington State Legislature is presently considering Senate Joint
Memorial 17, a copy of which is attached. (See resolution previously included,
pp. 376-377.)

I urge you to consider these factors before reaching a decision on S. 174 or any
similar wilderness proposals.

Sincerely,
SAM BODDY, Jr., Acting Director.

STATM OF ALASKA,
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL REsoURCEs,

DIVISION OF MMES AND MINERALS,
Juneau, February 4, 1961.

Hon. CLrNToN P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
U.S. Senate,
Washingtin, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: The pending measure is contrary to the expressed
Intent of Congress in a number of acts passed in recent years for the multiple use
of public lands wherever possible. Mineral production need not destroy wilder-
ness values, and will not under proper safeguards. Even though the proposed
act may specify that the circumstances under which an area to be included will
not be Interfered with, we have found through actual experience that govern-
mental restrictions have destroyed the multiple use concept and will continue to
do so under the administration of measures such as the proposal.

In Alaska, where we are particularly desperate for the establishment of indus-
try to support an economy which Federal defense spending has largely created
and is now apparently leaving, we stand to lose much by such legislation. Over
80 million acres are presently withdrawn or. highly restricted to the development
of mineral resources in our State already. This legislation would tighten the
restrictions in these areas and add more areas to the same category, not even
allowing for prior evaluation of the areas to learn if mineral possibilities exist.
It is not in the public interest to close off areas for a single use before an effort
Is made to determine what uses might be most beneficial and compatible. I have
personally worked In one mining camp in a wild area that contributed large
amounts of copper to the World War II effort, and that camp did not affect the
wilderness values of the surrounding country.

For the good of the Nation and of the State of Alaska, we urge that this bill be
not enacted or else amended to provide for true multiple use after a study of
each area by all Interested persons or a representative commission or other body
established for that purpose.

Sincerely,
JAMEs A. WLIAMs, Director.
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SMOKY MOUNTAINS HiziNo CLUB,
Knotville, Tem., February 25, 1961.

lion. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: We welcome the opportunity to make a statement
In duoport of S,'174 (the Wilderness Act) and of the principles of wilderness
use and protection which it embodies.

The Smoky Mountains Hiking Club (Knoxville, Tenn.) is a voluntary, non-
profit organization, composed of men and women who enjoy outdoor recreation,
principally in the form of hiking and camping in the mountains of the south-
eastern United States, and who believe in the human values to our Nation and
to the individual of our forests and other wild lands. The club was founded
in October 1924 and has 225 dues-paying members. In addition to hiking and
campifig; an important part of the club's program is directed to informing
itself on questions involving conservation of natural resources and public land
use and to supporting what we conceive to be the public interest in such matters.

We have long advocated the passage of such legislation as that embodied in
S. 174. We believe it essential that some portion of our national land be pre-
served in its natural condition, untouched by the works of man. The Forest
Service has done excellent work under its regulations U-1 and U-2 in setting
aside areas of national forest land to be retained in their primeval state. Like-
wise, within the boundaries of our national parks are contained areas of essen-
tially unviolated wilderness. But the Forest Service wilderness designations
can be upset simply by action of the bureau itself; and in the case of wilderness
areas within the national parks there does not appear to be any effective legal
provision to restrict the Park Service from developing any wilderness by con-
structing highways, buildings, etc., therein. Phrased another way, we have no
national wilderness policy as law to protect what wilderness we have succeeded
in saving to date. A fundamental value of S. 174 is that it gives legal recognition
to the fact that times have changed and that it is in the national interest to
conserve as unaltered wilderness the primeval land and shore areas remaining
to us.

May we offer one criticism of S. 174 as now drafted. Only national forest
lands, lands under Jurisdiction of the National Park Service, and national
wildlife refuges and game ranges are covered by the provisions of s. 174.
Section 2(h), addition or elimination not provided for in this act, specifically
states that no other Federal lands may be added to the wilderness system except
by separate, new legislation. We strongly recommend that section 2(h) be
redrafted to permit the inclusion within the wilderness system of any federally
owned lands or shoreline (whether controlled by the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment, Department of Defense, Bureau of Reclamation, independent agency, etc.),
on the initiative of the chief administrator of the controlling department or
agency and in accordance with the procedures provided in section 2 (e) and (f),
modification of boundaries. S. 174 declares a wilderness use and preservation
policy. Let us allow admission into the wilderness system of any Federal lands
which are found to qualify under the terms of the bill's executive review and
congressional resolution procedures.

Thank you for this opportunity to express our support of S. 174 (the Wilder-
ness Act) and to urge Its enactment into law.

Very truly yours,
Miss JESS= DEMPSTER, President.
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ADVANCE IDAHO MEMBERS,
Lewiston, Idaho, February 23, 1961.

Hon. CLUNTON ANDERSON,
chairman, Committee on Interior and Inaular Affairs,
U.S. Senate, WasAington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDeUON: As members of Advanne Idaho, our aim is to pro.
mote Idaho industrially, economically, historically, and as a vacation land. We
are particularly interested in the five north central counties, namely, Nez Perce,
Clearwater, Latah, Lewis, and Idaho.

It is because much of the public domain, included in Senate bill 174 for with-
drawal, Hes within the confines of this area that we write you to register our
protest. It is our opinion that to withdraw this area from multiple use would
be in direct violation of everything we stand for and work toward.

Therefore, we stand opposed to Senate bill 174, and in support of the multiple.
use concept as presented by the Inland Empire Multiple Use Oommittee.

It is our desire that our protest be made a part of the official hearing.
Thank you.

Very truly yours,
VENON ]. AxRBOGAST,

Chairman, Mltiple Use Committee.

CALIFOmNILA STATE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
San Franei8co, February 27,1961.

SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTEROR AND I NSULAR AFFAmRs,
Senate Office Building, Was~ienton, D.C.

GEzNTLMEN: We understand that S. 174 will be heard by your committee on
February 27 and 28, and respectfully request that our opposition to this proposal
for a Wilderness Act be made part of the hearing record.

The California State Chamber of Commerce has long supported the establish-
ment of wilderness areas in national forests and parks and their administration
under the present policies and management directive. Testimony to this effect
has been presented in earlier hearings on similar wilderness bills.

We feel enactment of S. 174 to be undesirable for at least several reasons:
1. The bill would give immediate classified wilderness status to some

1,190,491 additional acres of national forest land in California, where we
already have 458,178 acres so classified. These lands, now under custodial
management as "primitive" areas, are under study for their potential highest
use. Many of the boundaries were arbitrarily established in the 1930's with-
out detailed study and on the basis of inadequate maps. A number of these
"primitive" areas that were set aside at that time for review and further
classification contain large acreages of private holdings. While we favor
the gradual acquisition of those in-holdings by the U.S. Forest Service
where private management is not feasible, we are of the opinion that S. 174
would eliminate present flexibility in such acquisitions or land exchanges
and in needed boundary adjustments.

Until studies to evaluate all the resources involved, including mass rec-
reation, are completed, blanket inclusion of these more than 1 million acres
In California into the proposed wilderness preservation system is certainly
premature and unjustified.

2. Since Congress authorized the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review to
obtain long-range planning data as an aid In determining future recreational
needs, premature action on any wilderness bill prior to the report of the
Commission early next year would be inadvisable.

3. The bill proposes a single national wilderness system from lands now
administered by three different Federal agencies with different management
objectives, and would certainly encourage the creation of another Federal
bureau at a time when we should be concerned with economy and efficiencY
in government.
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In OCafornia"We are 'faced with man recreational demands and conflicts,
paieulAly 9 existingg -wilderness areas. Pilot studies which will have na-
tional application are being carried out on at least one of our national forests
(Sierra National Forest) in determining management tools and regulations to
minimize the effect on the wilderness areas of large, concentrated numbers of
wilderness reereatin seekers. We believe results of these studies should be
available before detailed wilderness area policy is adopted.

We have long supported the multiple use of our national forests and wild-
lands, and feel that such progressive steps as the Multiple Use Act of 1960, which
included wilderness areas as a respogksllty of the Forest Service, and imple-
mentation of the long-range program for the national forests wll, in tim
resolve the question of further legislation dealing with wilderness areas.

Sincerely,
JAzx=s MussATT Gewnzl Manager.

THE FATEI RE W,
IeN~tte, Ok4o, FebrurT 24, 1061.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANERMsON,
Senate Ofloe Building, WaMgton, D.O.

Sia: It is my understanding that you have Introduced a bll Into the U.S.
Senate concerning wilderness preservation Since I am greatly interested In
wilderness preservation, may I express my thoughts on the matter. I would
like to have this letter made part of the record of the Senate Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs, If this U possible.

Wilderness preservation is of utmost importance and concern to the United
States. This Nation's population has increased steadily since the country's
birth. The future holds further increases. This will mean an accelerated and
ever increasing dwinding of our national resources. It also means that, with
more people, the problems, pressures, and complexity of our society will in-
crease. Where will man turn for a rebirth of spiritual and creative energy if
wilderness areas no longer exist? For this one reason, in my opinion, wilder-
ness areas (as many as possible) should be assured of perpetual safety.

Wilderness preservation is Important, also, as these areas serve as laboratories
for the study of nature as it once was and as it would have developed without
man's presence.

The wilderness is part of mankind's total culture It should be preserved to
provide for future generations.

Respectively,
GATLOrw YOST.

QUINTON, VA., February 85, 1961.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDxasON,
Chakimm of the Senate Oommittee on Interior and Insular Afairs, Washing-

ton, D.O.
DEA Mu. ANDERSON : I would like to express my views on bill S. 174, to

establish a national wilderness preservation system. With our growing popula-
tion and mechanization we need, more than ever, to preserve remnants of our
beautiful wilderness. In a setting of natural beauty, free from the things
of civilization, you feel closer to God. These values cannot be measured In
dollars or cent. Since we have been on this earth we have created much
material wealth. But there is one thing man cannot make, peace and solitude
that is found in wilderness. We owe it to ourselves and generations to come
to safeguard our wilderness.

I am 17 years old and have a deep abiding love for nature Thank you.
Sincerely yours,

Jzuim ELLsox.
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NATIONAL LEAGUE OF AMEwI*N PEN WOMEN,
Seattle, -Wash., April 22, 1961.

Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
Washington, D.C.

DrA SIR: Speaking as the daughter of pioneer families of the State of Wash-
ington, as well as president of Seattle branch of the above-named organiza-
tion, I wish to voice strong support of the wilderness bill (S. 174).

People in the lowland areas of western Washington are right now suffering
great property and health damage due in part to the policies which have re-
suited in the denuding of our mountainsides and thus turning loose the torrents
of water which should be retained by the trees and wilderness reservoirs pro-
vided by nature.

But aside from this consideration, it seems to me that we owe it to our
future generations to preserve as much-of the natural wilderness with all it
provides in the way of enjoyment, study, and benefits as it is possible. There
are few spots in any man's land that can surpass the beauty of the areas cv-
ered by this bill. I urgently request that it be given fair and careful consider-
ation.

Very truly yours,
MARGARET COPLEN MATTOCKS.

AUGUSTA NATURE CLUB,
Augusta, Maine, February 2 , 1961.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: It is good to know that you have already intro-
duced in the Senate the wilderness bill, S. 174, and that you had many co-
sponsors from both political parties.

Now that previous discussion of a similar bill has apparently worked out
satisfactory answers to questions raised in the past, we greatly hope that
S. 174 will be speedily adopted by the Senate. It is high time that the United
States should preserve an adequate sampling of different types of wilderness
areas for their scientific, educational, and esthetic values.

Will you kindly include this letter of support in the record of the hearing
on S. 174 to be held on February 27 and 28? Thank you.

Sincerely yours,
DOROTHEA MARSTON,

Chairman, Conservation Committee.

MANSFIELD, O0o, February 24, 1961.
Senator CLINTON ANDERSON,
Chairman, Senate Interior Comenittee, Washington, D.C.
. DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: As conservation chairman of our local Audubon
Society. I am writing to inform you that our chapter endorses your wilderness
bill S. 174 and sincerely hope it passes.

Sincerely,
Mrs. IAoYD S. BAMn

NAMPA, IDAHO, February v23, 1961.
Senator CLINTON P. ANvERsoNq,
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: As members of Boise Valley Natural Histo.
Society and as individuals, we, the undersigned, wish to express our gratitude
to you for introducing S. 174, the new wilderness bill, in this session of
Congress.

We wish to express ounr approval of the measure and urge members of your
committee to do what they can toward getting it out of committee and to
support it on the floor of the Senate.
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We believe that all thoughtful and-unselfish Americans: share the feeling
that some areas must be set aside in their natural state while time still re-
Luaifs. Sincerely yours,

CHARLES F. BAPTIsT.

(Letter contained 25 signatures. ' They are on file with the com-
mittee.)

CAMP DENALI, INC.,
McKINLEY PARK, ALASKA,

February 24, 1961.
Si NATE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.
DEAR SRs: We would like to go on record 6f approving S. 174, the bill intro-

duced by Clinton P. Anderson to create a National Wilderness Preservation
Mystenm.

Those of us who have made our homes in Alaska because the wide, open,
spaes have for the most part disappeared in the rest of the States, hope that
permanent status, not subject to administrative decree, can be given to some
of the wild areas still left in national forests, parks, and wildlife ranges.

Many areas which conservationists now seek to make into national parks
to protect their wilderness values, might better be left in national forests or
wildlife ranges if they had the assurance of the protection a wilderness bill
could give.

Our wilderness areas In the tin( to come of expanding populations may turn
out to be the most valuable resource we as a Nation will have. They can
ever be created once they have gone.

Sincerely,
VIRGINIA HILL WOOD.
MORTON S. WOOD.
CELIA MN. HUNTER.
WILLIAM 0. PRUIrT, Jr.

THE COLORADO MOUNTAIN CLUB,
Denver, Colo., February 2 , 1961.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
U.S. Senator,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: The Colorado Mountain Club would like to state
our support of the wilderness bill (S. 174), at these hearings.

The citizens of Colorado, as well as thousands 6f visitors to Colorado, have
an unusual opportunity to enjoy nature's'handiwork unspoiled by civilization in
almost a dozen wilderness areas in Colorado. The Colorado Mountain Club,
with groups in all part of the State, continually penetrates these areas, and fully
appreciates the matchless beauty of the wilderness environment.

We greatly appreciate your support to have this bill (S. 174) passed during
the present session of Congress.

Very sincerely yours,
FLORIAN A. CAJORI,

President, Colorado Mountain Club.

FEBRUARY 10, 1961.
lon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,(Vhairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
r.8. Senate, Washington, D.C.

MY DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON : The Skagit Alpine Club wishes to commend
YOU for .your interest in and introduction of the new wilderness bill, s. 174,
upon .wl'ch hearings will. 1bt lA February 27-28. We urge you and your co-
sponsors to exert all possible influence toward early passage of this bill.

The Skagit Alpine Club has a membership of approximately 100 adults rep-
resenting Skagit and Island Counties which are situated immediately adjacent
to the State of Washington's magnificent North Cascade Mountain Range.
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We are fully aware that strong measu must be pursued and constant vigil kept
to insure the preservation of wilderness areas for present and future generation,
not only in our own State of Washington but throughout the Nation, and we feel
that Senate bill 174 is a right step in that direction.

We respectfuly request that the views of our organization be made a matter
of record in the hearings on Senate bill 174.

Respectully yours,
LOIS W. ENGLEBRIGHT,
Mrs. E. G. Englebright

Ohoirman, conervation Oommittee,
Skagit Alpine Ob, Anacortee, Wash.

DzsoMouN CLUB,

Sen T •H LOS Angelee, Oalif., February 88,1961.Senator Tffom.& H. KucHEL,
Senate 00 Se Building, Washingt.on, D.C.

Dmx S xAToa KucimL: The wilderness bill is an 0utstnding social need.
Vote for it.
There is no warrant foc depriving society of this precious resource.
Posterity will bless you for it

RAmspcttully yours,
HuLs Y GAYMAN, President.

WEST CovNA, CAmI., Februa ry25, 1961.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Ohirmat% Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
Washington, D.C.

DmB SENATOR ANERsoN: I live in a semiarid area from which the last vestige
of wildlands has disappeared. Their disappearance has brought about changes
that we call civilization. However, those changes in themselves force an
appreciation for the value to civilization of wilderness.

In my opinion, the wilderness bill, S. 174, is necessary to prevent other areas
in the country, arid or not, from becoming devoid of that element so necessary
to civilization. I respectfully request that your committee act favorably on this
legislation.

Respectfully yours, Mis. MAZY JOHNSON.

BoMB, I&O, February 23,1961.
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDRSON ,
oMrman, Hearing on Wilderne## Bill,
SenateO f ice Building, Wa8afngton, DC.

Dz SzNAToR ANDvmsoNq: We of the Idaho Wilderness Committe wish to com-
mend you for your introduction of S. 174. We agree that premrvation of our
wilderness by congressional action Is most desirable.

With our multiplying population our nonwilderness land In more and more
losing what unspoiled character it has had. This makes continuous proteetion
of what wilderness now remains, all the more imperative. We favor multiple use
of the public domain but firmly believe that multiple use of the whole does not
preclude the use of some parts for activities best suited and most desired for
each small part.

Any proposed legislation which would limit or reduce present wild, primitive
or wilderness areas before including them in a wilderness preservation system
would be breaking faith with the future of our children as well as doing an
extreme injustice to our, too often harried, present generation.

We urge the passage of S. 174 as soon as possible.
Sincerely, E.

Ohairma". IdeaoWd~"neueO,.m fe
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BATONA HIKING OLUB OF PHILADELPHIA,

Camden, N.J., Pebruaryj25, 1961.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
ChirmMS enate C0om'ttee on Interior and Insular Affara,
Waahington, D.C.

DEAR SENAToa ANDERSON: We are advised that bill S. 174, known as the wil-
derness preservation system, is in preliminary hearings preparatory to going
to Congress. I wish to express my strongest support for this bill. This is
based on the desirability as well as the obvious need for such a measure. The
destruction plus the exploitation of the forests and wildlife, the mountains
and streams of this Nation has reached a point of danger and may soon become
disastrous.

Preservation of our wilderness as well as our natural resources must, and
I repeat, must be assured by Federal law. Conservation must be more than
a figure of speech. It must be implemented by more than halfway measures
and token gestures as heretofore.

The Batona Hiking Club of Philadelphia and its 1,000-odd members are only
one facet of the American public which calls for renewal and effective legislation
on conservation's behalf.

Therefore, on behalf of the organization which I represent, I call on our leg-
islators to do all in their power to put bill S. 174 before the Congress and imple-
ment its adoption into law.

I wish further to state that I would like to have this letter entered into
the record of the hearings; and also advise that this letter may be used in
any manner that will further the objectives expressed herein.

Respectfully yours,
Momum BAmooK, Pre8ident.

EDMONDs, WASH., February 22,1961.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Senate Interior end In8ular Affair8 Committee,
Was8ington, D.C.

Sits: Although I am only a boy of 14 I enjoy the great out of doors as much
as the expert climber or experienced forest ranger. I believe that in order to
have successful national forests, national parks, and State parks, you must
have unspoiled wilderness. I sincerely hope you will vote for wilderness bill
S. 174.

Yours truly,
JIM SELLERS.

STATEMENT OF OARMMUTA LOWRY, ST. Louis, Mo.

The recreational values of wilderness areas are, in themselves, ample Justifi-
cation for legislation which would protect these areas. But since the opponents
to such legislation like to label inexpensive and popular outdoor recreation as
"the selfish Interest of a privileged few" perhaps more emphasis should be
placed on the practical and scientific importance of wilderness preservation.

In spite of many technological advances man knows pitifully little about his
environment Although he has often been able to improve on Mother Nature
he has been guilty of gigantic blunders when he has tried to outwit her. This
is eloquently stated in the U.S. Department of Agriculture's 1958 Yearbook:

"So the fathers conquered a continent and learned much about land and
themselves. And the sons? The sons, for quick profits and, heedless of sons to
come, cut over and let burn many forests. Logging at an end, towns died. They
let the streams be polluted. Silt from denuded watersheds choked reservoirs, led
to floods and wasted water, which was becoming more and more precious. People
Plowed land that should be grassland and saw how duststorms could despoil
the prairies. They overgrazed and uncovered the slopes and paid the price in
erosion, in the forced sales of homes and farms, and poverty."

To say that the sons have learned their lesson and become wondrous wise
is the grossest form of naivete. And although they may learn much from ex-
periments in timber cutting, watershed management, insect control, etc., etc., they
can do so only if they preserve some basis of comparison, some "basene" with
which to Interpret the results of these experiments.

The only satisfactory "baseline" is wilderness and there is precious little left.
66787-1----26
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RAVALLI COUNTY FISH & WILDLIFE ASSOCIATION,
Hamilton, IfMont., February 28, 1961.

Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Interior and Insular Affairs,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR ANDERSON: The Ravalli County Fish & Wildlife Association as
well as individual members of this organization have over the years repeatedly
endorsed enactment of a wilderness bill. We have so advised members of
the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee as well as all members of Montana's
congressional delegation.

We hope that this is the last appeal that the Ravalli County Fish & Wildlife
As qo.iation is required to make to secure a favorable report from your committee
on this urgent and important legislation.

Very sincerely yours.
TOM FORD, Chairman, Wilderness Committee.

SUSQUEHANNA VALLEY AUbUBON SOCIETY,
Sayre, Pa., February 24, 1961.

Senator CLINTON P. A.\DERSON.
DEAR SENATOR: A% a branch of the National Audubon Society we do heartily

endorse the wilderness bill. S. 174, and request that we be made a part of the
hearing record on this bill, February 27-28.

Very best wishes.
Sincerely,

GENEVIEVE W. GORE
Mrs. M. Louis Gore,
Corresponding Secretary.

MINNESOTA DIvISION,
IZAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA, INC.,

Minneapolis, Minn.,.February 25, 1961.
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATON ANDERSON: The Minnesota division of the Izaak Walton
League was pleased to hear that you are sponsoring the revised wilderness
bilL S. 174.

Inasmuch as we in Minnesota are vitally interested in our Boundary Waters
Canoe Area on the Superior National Forest, and since we strongly support the
principles embodied in your bill, we urge that everything possible be done to
obtain immediate passage of this important legislation.

Time is running out, and the need for preserving wilderness areas is becoming
daily more urgent. The present bill has been adequately revised to take care
of legitimate objections and there is no need for further delay.

We would like to have this statement made a part of the legislative record.
Your efforts are greatly appreciated.

Respectfully yours,
ADOLPH T. ANDERSON,

Chairman, Wilderness Committee.

HANOVER GARDEN CLUB,
Hanover, N.H., February 24, 1961.

Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON.
Chairman, Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committec,
Senate 0" Building, Wash ington, D.C.

'DEAR SIR: By unanimous vote the 100-ineniber Hanover Garden Club has
asked me to express its concern for the preservation of our country's wilderness
areas and to urge enactment of bill S. 174.

Will you please include this letter in the record of the hearing of this bill on
February 27 and 28?

Sincerely,
CAROLYN C. TENNEY,

Conservation Committee Chamrnwn.
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DIBOILL, TEx., February 27, 1961.

SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS,

Wahington, D.C.

GENTLEMEN: A copy of a statement by Louis S. Clapper, chief, division of
conservation education, National 'Wildlife Federation, delivered before the Sen-
ate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of the 87th Congress on Feb-
ruary 27-28 of this year has come to my attention. I am opposed to the exten-

;ion of the wilderness preservation system to include lands not actually under
thiq system-at the present time. Whereas I feel that a reasonable amount of
wilderness area should be maintained, I know that a very few can participate
in the pleasures provided. To my notion the wilderness area set aside is the
most selfish action that can be taken by a few as contrasted with the enjoy-
ment by millions of the large forested areas that are being operated presently
under multiple use.

I am a vice president of Sportsmen's Clubs of Texas and I would like to
make it known that Mr. Clapper does not speak for the "2 million individual
sportsmen-conservationists."

Yours truly,
ARTHUR TEMPLE.

EUGENE, ORE_ ., March 4, 1961.
Senator ANDERSON,
chairman , Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affair.,

U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.:
The Oregon Farm Bureau Federation urges that Senate bill S. 174 be not

further considered until the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commis-
sion report has been received and studied.

This organization is not opposed to wilderness but opposes this bill as lacking
economic justification or the urgency to require its enactment before completion
of that study.

Note that support for the bill has been preponderantly to the emotional con-
cept 'of wilderness with little regard for economic effects. Almost without
exception' professional conservationists and State and local agencies with eco-
nomic responsibilities have opposed previous drafts and no substantial change
appears in this bill.

At this time of concern over economic distress, serious consideration should
be given to the advice of those skilled in the field of conservation and those with
responsibility for providing employment In the utilization of the national
resources.

GERALD W. DETERING,
President, Oregon Farm Bureau Federation, Salem, Oreg.

BELAIR, MD., March 2, 1961.
HOn. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
senatee Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Unfortunately was not aware wilderness bill S. 174 was to come to committee
in February. Am so very much in favor of it, starting letter campaign to
Maryland Representatives urging them to get it on the floor and back it. Also
getting friends In five other States to do- likewise. Living Wilderness magazine
doing excellent job. Good luck.

Sincerely,
JEAN HOLFELDT.

SIMMS, MONT., February 26, 1961.Senator. CLINTON ANDERSON,
, enate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
Washington, D.C.:

Please give wilderness bill S. 174 all your support.
RAY WAGN~M,

Manager, Hamilton Ranch.
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SIMMS, MONT., Pebruary 26, 1961..
Senator CLINTON ANDERSON,
Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Commttee,
Wahiteton, D.C.:

Please give wilderness bill S.174 all your support. A. D. MOGLLs,
Rancher, C.Coteau, Mont.

Rmvsmu , CA-in., Pebruary t , 1961.Senator CLINTON P. Aitnuzos',
Ohairman Senate Interior and Imelar Affare Oomm4ttee,
Senate Office Building, Wa~hinton, D.O.:
Re wilderness bill S. 174.

T bs bill Uas been prompted by the Federation of Western Outdoor Clubs,
and other conservation groups. Our natural recreational areas have been de-
spoiled especially during the last 80 years for the temporary benefit of a few.
Here Is a chance to preserve for a while some remaining recreational areas. I
urge you and your colleagues to push for passage of this bill during hearing your
committee is about to hold.

DAvm L. SHATro.

SAN B&nAnINo, CALIF., February 26,1961.
Senator CLImN P. ANDERSON,
New Senate Ofltoe Building, W as~o,, D.O.:

We of the San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society have petitioned our repre-
sentatives again and again for strong wilderness bill. For posterity's sake, let
us not modify or delay It further.

Mr ANN IL WiswLE, Presiden.

DzNVE, CoLo, February 27, 1961.
Senator CLINToN P. AwrpmsoN,
Chairman, Interior and Insular Aff a4rs Committee,
Senate OQjoe Buildng, Wa.sington, D.C.:

Please accept the following testimony for the record. I am for the wilder-
ness bilL. AU around me I see the scars and activities of mankind. They are of
a commercial interest for monetary values. If unchecked every acre of our
public lands will be exploited. The present and future generations of Americans
should have a place of rest and solitude from our everyday hectic lives. We must
have wilderness preservation to protect the watersheds, wildlife, forest, unspoiled
natural and scenic areas that are presently left in these United States.

CHARLES H. NELsoN,
Lakewood, Colo.

Euotim, Own., February 27, 1961.
Senator Cwmif P. Axnhasox,
Oha& nwa Interior and Inular Affars,
Senate Offloe Builving,Wasongton, D.C.:

Oregon Logging Conference membership In excess of 1,700 In meeting on Febru-
ary 24, 1961, at Eugene, Oreg., passed unanimously the following resolution:

"RESOLUTION No. 5, Wnnzum ss BHL

"The Oregon Logging Conference at its 23d annual session resolves to reaffirm
Its previous position against a blanket wilderness system, and specifically K. 174,
as being outright detrimental to the economy of the Pacific Northwest. Such
legislation is not desirous before the report of the Outdoor Recreation Resources
Review Commission. Wilderness ix part of the Forest Service Multiple Use Act
of 1960. The Forest Service is continuing to review the old 'set aside' primitive
areas. A change in clauutfication of 7% million acres of primitive area to wilder-
ness area Is a definite departure from the accepted forest management practice of
multiple use."

OREGON LOGGING CONFERENCE
RoRT Cames, Seorearij-Manager.
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Boism, IDAHO, February 27,1961.
•C(oi MIE ON INTERIOR AND INsuL AnA"Am,

.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.:
For many years various special-interest groups have strived to define the

remote and primitive areas of our country as wilderness areas. Although most
of these groups have never traveled the regions of their proposals, they adopt
the idealistic concept and resent any use of man in such areas except by foot,
horseback, or canoe, contrary to the popular primitive area concept of encourag-
ing the people to use and enjoy as much as possible. With a minimum of devel-
opment the wilderness sponsors would reserve such areas for only those who
have the time, finances, and physical capabilities to traverse mountain regions
by foot, horse, or oar. Idaho areas have continued to be remote and primitive,
with conservation practices in behalf of our resources administered by utili-
tarian adaption of aircraft small landing fields strategically located for forest
firefighting, managing big game and fish, control of insects, game harvest, etc.,
have not detracted from a primitive concept. Please accept this wire as a plea
for your unfavorable consideration of S. 174 before your committee this date.

CHET MOULTON,
Director, Idaho Department of Aeronautics.

LONG BEACH, CALIF., February 27, 1961.
Senator CLrTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
Senate Offlce Building, Washi'gton, D.C.:

Let us get the wilderness bill into action before too late.
ELIZABETH BYwI,

President, Agassiz Nature Club.

MILwAUKER, Wis., February 27, 1961.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
(Thairman, Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: In reference to Senate bill 174, known as the wilder-
ness, our organization emphatically endorses this bill and asks that it be
favorably recommended for passage by your committee. We ask that your
committee extend every effort to hasten endorsement so that the House of Rep-
resentatives may pass this bill as soon as possible.

Wilderness is, we believe, a part of our American way of life-that part of
us which remains to prove before the whole world that we are not an entirely
materialistic people. As Galen Pike expressed it, 'Wilderness is like religion.
No man would care to live or do business In a community without churches.
Though he might never attend a church or donate a single cent to its mainte-
nance he would benefit by its moral and spiritual effect upon the town: so too
does wilderness cast its effect upon the Nation." We believe In this way Mr.
Pike expressed the feelings of all of us. Wilderness is an infinite part of
American spiritual life.

We sincerely urge passage of S. 174.
CrrzENs NATURAL REsoucEs AssOCIATION,
MRS. MAX J. SoHmrrr, President.

PORTLAND, OREG., February 26, 1961.Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,

Chairman, Sentate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
Senate Building, Washifngton, D.C.:

Mazamas, Portland 67-year-old mountaineering club of -1,100 members, urges
adoption of wilderness bill, S. 174, now. Congressional recognition needed to
insure preservation of irreplaceable national heritage.

NEIL BALDWIN,
President of Mazamaa.
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IDAHO COUNTY CONSERVATION ALLIANCE,
Milwaukee, Wi8.

Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
.Ohairman, Senate Interior and Insular 4Aaire, committee
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. ,o

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: We have just learned that you have scheduled
.hearings on February 27 and 28 onyour walderneps bill 8, 174..

I am writing on behalf of the Milwaukee Qqunty" Conservation Alliance Inc.
This alliance represents-47 member o g&nipations ?of sport=nan's clubs civic
,clubs, and professional organizations. We represent over 60,000 members in
these 47 clubs.

We wish to extend to you our sincere thanks for introducing Senate bill 174
and for the prompt manner in which you have scheduled hearings on the bill.
We feel the bill is a vital step toward the preservation of wilderness on a reason.
able basis in the United States. We would like very much to be present at the
hearings so that we could express our feelings to your entire commxiIttee, but
this is impossible. We would like the cmmittqe' to ;k~ow, 4qwvever,. that we
strongly support the bill.

We would be appreciative if you would make this letter a part of the hearing
record.

Very truly yours,
JAMES W. HOLE,

Chairnun on Legislation.

THE CONSIqVATION LEAGUE,
Yew YQrg, V. February 26, 1961.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Sin: We wish to extend our sincere thanks to you and the cosponsers of
S. 174 for introducing a new wilderness bill, carrying forward the efforts of
your predecessor, the previous chairman of the Interior and Insular Affairs
Committee, Senator James E. Murray, and the many other advocates of wilder-
ness legislation to bring this concept to fruition.

It is hoped the revised bill and the early hearings of your committee on Feb-
ruary 27 and 28 may give further prospect and impetus for favorable congres-
sional action in the 87th Congress.

In following the many changes that have reshaped the original bill 9. 1176 of
the 85th Congress into its present form, It is not our belief that all changes
were merely compromises, retreats, and losses. Rather the development of the
proposed legislation represents a refinement of goal and objective by democratic
process.

We believe many conservationists have learned much in the continuing refine-
ment of the proposal; probably most noteworthy-that others have values-it
times, perhaps conflicting but nonetheless values, rights and fibeds, Just as im-
portant and fundamental as those we in conservation espouse. It is also hoped
In return, the opponents of wilderness legislation have found many citizens
across our Nation deeply interested and concerned about values other than those
of a mere material or monetary character.

Few great nations have had the same opportunity of giving reflective consid-
eration to setting aside portions of their land as wilderness areas before they
were cut, developed, or populated. Had they this opportunity now, It Is certain
they would, as It Is hoped our Nation in this special privilege shall do.

We are a new Nation, a young Nation and wilderness with its meaning Is not
that remote in our history, but that it has special meaning to us; and its mean-
ing, Its spirit should not be lost where its concept and value remain a vital force
in the national image.

There is little question we shall need to lock up some of our natural resources,
but we citizens of New York City have locked up some of the most valuable
real estate In the world In Central Park. We are grateful for this and nany
of us would no longer remain in the city's bounds were it not so. If the citizens
of our city can afford Central Park, we believe our Nation can afford wilderness
areas.

Those who cry out against locking up some national resources must realize
that while some may be, other natural resources, such as watershed and water'
cover resource values will be protected. Game and wildlife habitat shall also be
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protected while the recreational resource value of these areas shall increase
in use anid character in the future.

Unprotected development and indiscriminate use of these areas which may
eventually be set aside in wilderness status would not provide these assets of
natural resources for the distant future, but perhaps rather than an objective
view to future natural resources, they are predominately concerned with natural
resources of singular value to themselves.

We indeed wish to congratulate the U.S. Forest Service in its excellent ad-
ministration of the areas which may possibly be designated as wilderness areas,
but recognize the salutary purpose of wilderness legislation as relieving the
service from the many pressures for opening these areas for use which could
readily damage their water resource, game habitat, recreational or aggregate
wilderness value.

With some 29 million farm acres presently retired in the conservation reserve
soil bank program and an increase to 60 million acres in retirement desirable
to decrease overproduction of farm products, we are not short of land. We
are short of intelligent programs directing the intelligent use and managemaent
of land.

We can therefore spare the land for wilderness area and we bid the advo-
cates and opponents of wilderness legislation to give greater attention and
consideration to possible programs for the intelligent management and use of
our surplus farm land. We cut down the forests and plowed under the wilder-
ness to gain these now surplus acres; let's put them to intelligent conservation
use and cease contemplating how to maneuver our way in the new wilderness
areas to create more surplus farm acreage.

Very truly yours,
LEONARD R. GRAYDON, Chairman.

MENLO PARK, CALw., February 9, 1961.lion. CLArp ENGLE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR: I hope that you may have opportunity to glance over the
February Atlantic, for the articles on our urgent wilderness needs. They ex-
press thoroughly my viewpoint on national parks, wilderness, and beaches pre-
servation. Will you please register my support of the wilderness bill, if at
all possible, at the forthcoming hearing before the Senate Interior Committee.
The Palo Alto Times reports the hearing to be held on February 27-28.

Let's get going on this wilderness preservation now. Nobody knows what
the almighty dollar will be worth in 20 years, but there can be no doubt of
the value of our natural heritage. Wilderness first, dollars second, is my motto.
Let's not sell it out for the quick buck.

Respectfully,
KENNETH R. BROWN.

LAw OFFIcEs
GEORGE W. NILSSON,

Los Angeles, Calif., February 24, 1961.Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,

Chairman, Senate Interior and Insular Affairs,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.
DuAR SENATOR ANDERSON: According to reports, you are going to have a

hearing on next Monday and Tuesday concerning a new bill providing for a
national wilderness preservation system.

Under date of November 7, 1958, the Mining Association of Southern California
filed with your committee its opposition to such a wilderness bill. Two copies of
that protest are enclosed, as it states our position now as it did 2 years ago.

It seems to me that such a wholesale withdrawal is unnecessary. However,
from the miners' standpoint, the bill is improper in that it excludes prospecting
and mining in such withdrawn areas.

As you know, during recent years the principle of multiple use has been
extensively developed, and there is no reason why mining should not be per-
mitted under proper regulations.
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For years those interested in proper defense of the United States have tried
to have developed a long range minerals policy. I understand this Is again
before the Congress. As minerals are absolutely essential to national defense,
and during a war the shipments of minerals from other countries would be cut
off to a very large extent, we all know it is very necessary that new sources
of minerals be discovered. Because of this vital need, it is wrong to lock up
millions of acres of land just for the benefit of a relatively few sportsmen.

Finally, as will be seen from the pamphlet prepared by the American Mining
,Congress, the mining Industry has, as a byproduct, opened up many outdoor
recreation opportunities for a great many people.

Very sincerely,
GEoaez W. NImsSON, President.

CoRvALLIs, ORG., February2 8, 1961.
Senator CuNTON P. ANDERSON,
Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DzA SENATOR ANDERsoN: We urge the Senate Interior and Insular Affairs
,Committee to approve the wilderness bill (S. 174) and recommend its passage
by the Senate as being In the interest of public welfare. Letter follows.

William F. Unsoeld and Jolene Unsoeld, Lewis J. Krakauer, and
Carol Krakauer, Alan Berg and Verna Berg, James L. Over-
holser, William F. Meyer, Frank Beer and Hesta Beer, Robert
Wayne Smith and Elizabeth IE. Smith, Ruth Pugsley, Clarence
Pugaley, 0. W. Hovland, Donald Kelts and Laura Kelts.

WEST CovrNA, CALIF., February 25, 1961.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDmsoN,
Chairman, Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

D8r SENATOR ANDERSON: Our headlong plunging pace of exploitation of our
natural resources will soon come to a screeching halt-the screeching halt of
their sudden exhaustion.

That dire prediction will come about sooner that most realize unless well
thoughtout planning takes place. The scientist and the engineer have long
discarded the once prevalent concept that unlimited and inexhaustible resources
exist They both warn that the day has arrived for beginning wise planning
of what remains of our natural resources. All such plans must call for the wisest
possible utilization of what remains.

Wisdom also dictates that a certain portion must be held in reserve. A reserve
that can conceivably spell the existence or collapse of our country or even our
civilization. The wilderness bill, 8. 174, is gravely needed to assure the reservoir
of wilderness against that fateful day. The wilderness reservoir that will
contain timber, grass, water resources, wildlife, and most important, areas large
enough to protect the ecological balances so necessary for life itself.

The Interior and Insular Affairs Committee is hereby petitioned by an engi-
neer to report favorably on the wilderness bill to allow our country to proceed
with the thoughtful planning of the future.

Respectfully yours,
ARTHUu B. JOHNSON.

PRESCOTT SPORTSMEN'S CLUB,
Prescott, Ar*.

Hon. CLINTON ANDERSON,
Chairman, the Interior Committee,
Senate Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. ANDERSON: The Prescott Sportsmen's Club in meeting of its execu-
tive committee heard discussion on the wilderness bill, S. 174, and since we have
always worked for the passage of this bill even in its amended forms, wish tO
reaffirm our support and hope that work on it will expedite its passage in this
session of the U.S. Congress. We are informed that in its present form it is
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more acceptable and urge and request that our letter be placed in the record of
the hearing as it takes place.

Trusting that you will do all in your power for the passage of this bill we are
Very truly,

M. J. McNAUK,
President.

CALARA MACFARLAND
Mrs. L E. MacFarland,

Secretary.

IzAA3K WALTON LEAouE or AM.EBOA, INc.,
BrG HoN CHAPTER,

SHE=mAN, Wyo., Pebrury 25, 1961.
Senator CLINTON ANDERSON,
Chairman, Senate Committee Interior and Insular Affairs,
Washington, D.C.
MR. CHArRMAN: I would like to go on record as favoring the immediate passage
of the wilderness preservation bill S. 174.

There is very little more that could be added to the already voluminous testi-
mony and letters of the past 4 years, except to reaffirm the position that it is
imperative that the wilderness bill be enacted to strengthen the Multiple Use Act,
Public Law 86-517.

A very good example to demonstrate this need is a memorial passed by the
1961 session of Wyoming Legislature which "opposes the creation or extension of
wilderness areas within the State of Wyoming" (a copy of this document, H.J.M.
No. 7, is included for the record). It is very unfortunate that this memorial
was passed by both houses and signed by Governor Gage. It is unfortunate
because the document contained some inaccuracies, ignored the Multiple Use
Act, and showed a general lack of knowledge of wilderness preservation bills and
most important, showed how a single-use minority group can accomplish their
aims. Also, lines 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 of page 2 ignored the facts that 11 Southern States
are planning 50 wilderness areas, with 17 of these already in effect.

Again, I urge you and the committee to recommend that S. 174 be enacted
into law. Wilderness is a natural resource of the United States and the manage-
ment of it as a resource is well within the philosophy of multiple use.

Sincerely,
WILBUR N. JALCKSON,

Vice President, Wyoming Divieion,, and President, Big Horn (hapter.

WYOMING HOUSE JOINT MEMORIAL NO. 7
A JOINT MEMORIAL memorializing the Congress of the United States concerning

wilderness legislation and opposing the creation or extension of wilderness areas within
the State of Wyoming
Be It Resolved by the Legislature of the State of Wyoming:
Whereas, bills have been introduced in the last two sessions of the United

States Congress to establish a national wilderness preservation system; and
Whereas, these bills would create wilderness areas in Wyoming; and
Whereas, the creation of such wilderness areas would interfere with the devel-

opment of the State's water resources, and would jeopardize the multiple-use
concept of the areas for the projection of water, forage, timber, minerals and
recreational opportunities, which multiple-use concept policy has been in effect
for over fifty years, and has shaped the economy of the West; and

Whereas, the welfare and interest of the citizens of Wyoming demand that
there shall not be any further extension of wilderness areas in Wyoming;

Now, therefore, be it resolved, by the House of the Thirty-Sixth Legislature
of the State of Wyoming, the Senate of such Legislature concurring, that the
President and Congress of the United States of America be and they are hereby
memorialized to consider fairly and diligently the welfare and interest of the
people of the State of Wyoming, who oppose the creation or extension of
Wilderness areas in Wyoming; that, furthermore, if such wilderness areas are
necessary and desired in other states, that areas adjacent to centers of population
be purchased and returned to the wilderness state, believing that such a program
Would make wilderness areas availade to more people of the country than
the creation of such areas in the West.
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-Be it further resolved, that certified copies hereof be promptly transmitted to
the President and Vice-President of the United States, the Speaker of the
House of Representatives of said Congress, United States Senator Gale McGee,
United States Senator J. J. Hickey, and Representative in Congress William
Henry Harrison.

NEW YORK, February 26, 1961.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Senate Offie Building,
Washington, D.C.

SIR: May I express my strong approval of the wilderness bill, S. 174, as an
important step In the fight for conservation of our few remaining natural areas?
As the preservation of every acre of wilderness which remains is one of the
most urgent and crucial necessities for the future of this Nation and Its people,
I urge concerted effort by you, your committee, and the cosponsors of the bill
to effect passage as speedily as possible. In the past private power, lumber, and
other interests have opposed such a bill; If some effective measure IS not passed
soon, there will be no wilderness left to preserve.

Kindly include this message in the record of the hearing on February 27 and 28.
Yours very truly,

ELISE S. UNTERMYER.

STANDARD MILLING CO.
Kawnas City, Mo., February 24, 1961.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Senator of New Mexico,
Washington, D.O.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON : Would you please Incorporate this letter in the hear-
ings as being very much in favor of the wilderness bill, which you have so
generously offered for adoption.

This is a once in a lifetime chance and once these areas are gone, they will never
return.

You have the support of a great many people for this bill and I hope it goes
through.

Best personal regards from my father and me.
Sincerely yours,

R. HUGH UHLMANN, Executive Vice President.

WASHINGTON STATE FORESTRY CONFERENCE,
Seattle, Wash., February 21, 1961.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
U.S. Senate,
Senate Ojfice Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR Sm: The Washington State Forestry Conference has provided a forum for
discussion of the problems and programs of the forests of our State since 1922.
Our members and participants represent all facets of governmental and private
forest interest&

We are strongly opposed to the national wilderness system type of legislation
because of the restricted use philosophy that It advocates. We no longer have
enough forest land for each segment of our population to have private domains
for its exclusive use, and this problem becomes more critical each year.

At our 38th annual conference, a publicly employed forester itemized projected
withdrawals from the publicly owned segment of our forest land base over the
next 15 years that averaged 48% square miles per year. These forested areas
would be diverted to use as reservoirs, powerline rights-of-way, roads, single-
use recreation, and miscellaneous. The privately owned segment of our forest
land base would be diminished even more. One private company has lost 2
square miles of forest land to public purposes during each of the last 4 years.
This Is in addition to all of our urban growth.

At our 39th annual conference in 1960, the following resolution was unani-
mously adopted: "The Washington State Forestry Conference reaffirms Its

SRP02747



TH wILDERNESS ACT 403

strong opposition to national wilderness legislation as introduced into the recent
sessions of Congress which would place areas that are under the administration
of different Federal agencies together in a national wilderness preservation sys-
tem. Such legislation jeopardizes the forest land base supporting our State
economy, and restricts the ability of forest land managers to protect and manage
forest resources for the greatest good of all the people. We are opposed to any
transfer of responsibility from existing land management agencies presently
administering forest land areas."

We urge you to oppose S. 174.
Yours very truly,

WiwrAM H. LARSON, Secretary-Treasurer.

LopAIN COUNTY ELY WALTONETrES, CHAPTER OF IzAAK WALTON LEAGUE
OF AMEMICA,

Slheffeld Lake, Ohio, February 25, 1961.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Senate Offloe Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDEBSON: The Ely Waltonettes Chapter of the Izaak Walton
League of America are pleased to inform you of their memberships support of
the Senate wilderness bill 174 which Is scheduled for February 27 and 28 before
the committee.

If there are any future bills to be presented before the committee meetings
in the fields of conservation or natural resources we would like to be notified
so that we may present the bills to our membership for their approval and support.

Sincerely,
Mrs. ROBEuT J. TEAMAN, Secretary.

Pxoo RxEvmA, CAL:F., February 25,1961.
Senator CLxNTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Interior and Insular Affair8 Committee,
Senate OffceBuilding,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR Sn: It has just been brought to my attention that the wilderness bill,
S. 174, is up for a hearing within the next few days.

The great Importance of the wilderness bill inheres, we believe, in that this
measure attempts to set aside and protect the last remnants of our great Ameri-
can heritage-the vast wilderness of a whole continent. These last remnants-
for the most part in high altitudes of the Far West-should by all means be set
aside and preserved in their native wilderness, untouched by man so far as
possible, so that future generations of Americans may have some areas--some
parcels as it were-that remain in the wild, primitive condition as left by the
hand of Nature.

Much of the sterling character of this America that we all revere-has been
forged and molded In the vast wilderness of our continent; and we deem it most
important that the present and future generations should have preserved for them
these remnants which the wilderness bill, S. 174, seeks to set aside and preserve.
Xow is the time before it Is too late. We speak not only as a patriotic American
but as a student of the out of doors who has given much of his life to scientific
studies in the field, In professional service In behalf of the wilderness and the
wildlife which it contains, both as professor of zoology in some of our well-known
institutions of learning, and also in service in wildlife preservation with the
former U.S. Biological Survey. We speak also as a longtime member of many
Organizations supporting the wilderness bill--such as: the A.A.A.S., the National
Parks Association, the Wilderness Society, the American Forestry Association,
the Museum of Natural History, the California Academy of Sciences, the Federa-
tion of Western Outdoor Clubs, the Sierra Club, and others.

May we request that this communication be written into the record.
Now let us all pull together to preserve the wilderness--what remains of it-

for today and tomorrow-a great American soul-inspiring heritage.
Thanking you greatly for your attention. I am, sir,

Sincerely yours,
RALPH BENTON,

Profesor of Zoology (Emeritus).
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WAUWATOSA, Wis., February 25, MO6I.
Senator CUNToN ANDERSON,
Congress of the United States.

DEAR SNATOR ANDERSON: We of the Milwaukee Audubon Society wish to ex-
press our support of your wilderness bill. Each year. the danger to the survival
of wilderness, and even more important, the philosophy which will tolerate a
hands-off policy regarding wild land, becomes greater. Everywhere we must
fight the pragmatic, utility only idea-I call it the "Soviet mentality," a philos-
ophy that refuses to concede that there are intangibles.

The cause of wilderness preservation is one that transcends the ages. It is
a cause that can and should unite all men of good will. For in the wilderness
bill is the argument, stated or not, that man needs some living space, some
privacy, some breathing space, before the individuality of every man is crushed
by too much togetherness. The honest lands of the wild remind us of what we
had; of what we were. To the hedonistic socialists and other materialists who
speak of better tomorrows, our wilderness areas are reminders of better yester-
days-we must never let young Americans forget it.

Wilderness to those of us who cherish it, is a place to get away from a world
sick of its own sicknesses-a place we can go, as did Robert Marshall and
Henry Thoreau, to recharge the batteries of hope. The out-of-doors is full of
truth. It is full of realism. It is full of things our daily world (drugged dead
by the opinion shapers) no longer seems to recognize. A wild animal that is
careless pays dearly. So does a man. This is as it should be. This is a lesson
offered by the wilderness alone. Nowhere else can it be offered in such a valid
setting.

For over a decade there have been deep stirrings in the scientific community-
profound and eloquent misgivings, too numerous to quote, that show that all is
not well when man loses the natural and comfortable fixtures of his habitat.

To conclude this support of bill 174 (the wilderness bill) I request that this
letter be made a part of the official proceedings and be included in the record.

Sincerely,
DAVID TLLOTSoN,

President, Milwaukee Audubon Sooiety.

ARIzoNA GAME POrwrzcvE AssocATIoN,
Phoenix, Ariz., February 27,1961.

Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, U.S. Senate,

'Washington, D.C.
SENATOR ANDERSON AND CoMMI'rEE MEmBERS: Repetition Is the source of both

emphasis and futility. Nonetheless, in hopeful search for the former of the two
I will reaffirm my earnest support for the mutation currently before the com-
mittee-the latest reissue of the wilderness bill. I know I am joined by thousands
of other like-minded citizens in my belief that the natural resource defined as
wilderness should be enduringly preserved by act of Congress.

I realize that legislation must be refined in the interest of accuracy of intent,
particulars of jurisdiction, mechanics of implementation and enforcement, and
as a safeguard against harmful oversight, but gentlemen, remove enough of the
base metal from any high-grade ore and you end up eventually with slag-
a sterile refuse. I for one request that you insist that such a fate doesn't settle
on the wilderness bill and what's left of America's remnant wilderness. The
wilderness bill has been refined enough. Now pass it. Now is the time (overdue
as it is) ; now is the time for the Congress to pass this bill.

Even the untrained, unfamiliar eye can take a steady look at the resource this
bill concerns and assay its imme se worth. As the great worth of wilderness
in easily seen, it is likewise a worth just as easily destroyed. Wilderness is a
delicately fragile circumstance. Alteration is its nemesis. Progress-develoP-
ment, improvement, exploitation-any category of change allowed in the midst
of wilderness and it is no longer wilderness. This is a fact.

If this resource is to be preserved, it must be declared off limits--off limits that
is to those champions of progress who would in any way change it and simul-
taneously destroy it. I believe this necessity for the preservation of wilderness
is a duty incumbent on the conscience of the committee and the Congress. Pass
this bill. Put it out where the representatives of the people can prove whether
or .not they listen to the loudly stated wishes of their constituents on the sub-
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ject of wilderness preservation. I remind you, in due respect, that a citizen is
a constituent and a corporation or a business is a lobby.

I am a conservationist, not a hoarder. I endorse scientifically predicated
multiple-use conservation practices in the management and disposition of this
Nation's natural resources. I do not believe, however, that multiple use neces-
sarily need draw the uniform, arbitrary conclusion these several uses must of
necessity always overlap each other. I do not agree that the implementation of
multiple uses must always insist on two or more of these uses being super-
imposed one on another. I do not believe that coincidental uses in a particular
locale always represents the best conservation practice, or reflects the public
interest to best advantage. Many exponents of so-called multiple use seem to
believe that if it is possible to impose numerous uses on a particular locale it is
always obligatory to do so. I do not.

I believe that multiple use means several separate and distinct recognized
divisions of resource uses. I believe that these uses may or may not be con-
servationally compatible.

I consider wilderness to be a circumstance which in itself constitutes a basic
natural resource. I believe that the proper use of the wilderness resource-
plainly and simply stated-is the right to enter a wilderness circumstance for
any such purpose as might seem appropriate so long as the user is prescribed
from any action which might effect any material alteration of the wilderness
circumstance or Its component elements.

I believe that the use of wilderness as I have described It is just one of the
several multiple uses, and deserves equal consideration and equal status.

I believe that wilderness should be perpetuated. I believe the right to use
wilderness should be preserved. Realizing that wilderness is wilderness only so
long as It is unaltered, I believe that two or more of the multiple uses would be
conservationally uncompatible if allowed in a locale recognized as wilderness.

WildernesA--if it is to remain wilderness--cannot be in itself a multiple-use
unit. If it is to remain wilderness, it must be a single-use unit. Singular use
of this particular resource is, however, consistent with multiple-use conservation
In its broadest sense as it is the means of perpetuating the wilderness resource and
its use.

I personally accept the following description of multiple-use conservation:
"The greatest good, for the greatest number, for the longest possible period." And
I also accept the following definition of the overall subject of conservation:
"Wise use."

To conclude, I do believe it would be wise to preserve a large portion of
America's remaining wilderness so the people may always put it to use.

Sincerely yours,
STANLEY T. CALHOUN,

Vice President, Arizona Sportsmaster-AGPA.

PMN E8VLE OHrIO, Februaryj 28,1961.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,

Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.
DER Sim: Your efforts in drafting and presenting the new wilderness bill,

8. 174 are much appreciated by the many people in this area who are aware of the
need to do something now to insure some wilderness areas in this country for
our generation and those to come. I speak for myself and for the 800 members
of Cleveland Audubon Society when I wish you the success of an early adoption
of this bill by both Houses of Congress.

Mrs. Robert V. D. Booth,
KAY F. Boom

Preldent, Olevelan4 Audubon Society.

MAPLE VALLrY, WASH., February ft, 1961.Senator CLINTON P. ANDESON,
Carmsuo, Seonate Interior and Ineuar Affaira Oommittee,
Wauisngtaou, D.O.

DEAR SENATOR: I read about the wilderness bill S. 174 in the paper and the
coming hearings in this matter. I am highly in favor of this bill and hope that
Congress will pass it during this session.
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The way our cities are growing and taking over the surrounding countryside
spreading out in an increasing tempo into areas that were a generation ago
unspoiled retreats of nature, makes one wonder how long this can continue be-
fore the last tree is cut down and the last brook despoiled. Nothing is safe from
this trend, especially with commercial interests reaching out, long before into
distant areas building roads, cutting and destroying all woods, leaving everything
in shambles. One only needs to go into a few of the Cascade areas to see the
scenes of desolation that this system has left.

If we do not do all we can right now, it will be impossible to save this last
retreat of nature from final destruction.

I hope this bill will get passed. It has the support of all men who have the
welfare of future generations in mind.

Sincerely yours,
HANS W. SMITH.

TACOMA, WASH., February 22,1961.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: The present and future interests and welfare of our
country will be served by adoption of wilderness bill (S. 174) and by the perpetu-
ation of large wilderness areas, intact, and in their natural state.

Their aesthetic, educational, health, recreational, and tourist values are good
and sufficient reasons for setting aside large wilderness areas. But many people
fail to consider the more prosaic, down-to-earth, but also vital, benefits accruing
from wilderness areas holding back snow and ground water for our summer's
supply for homes, irrigation, and power; their preventing erosion from rapidly
denuding our mountain slopes of soil, to finally leave the mountains bare skele-
tons of rock; and, by avoiding 'the rapid runoff, preventing the washing out of
highways and the disastrous flooding of rich valley lands.

For these reasons alone, it would probably be wise to set aside all our mountain
tops above, say, 3,000 feet for wilderness areas. Then they would remain use-
ful, and beautiful, forever.

Sincerely,
R. B. Kizu.

FULLERTON, CALIF., February 28,1961.
Senator ANDERSON,
Chairman, Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, Senate Office

Building, Washington, D.C.:
Please accept my congratulations on your interest in the wilderness bill S. 174.

Our family has a deep appreciation of our wilderness area. They certainly
should be kept available for generations of Americans to come.

DONALD F. BAUMAN, M.D.

SALEM, ORe., Februqry 28, 1961.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Senate Offoe Building, Washington, D.C.:

Urge enactment Senate wilderness bill S. 174.
RECTOR W. JOHNSON.

SALT LAE CITY, UTAH, February 28, 1961.
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, Senate Office

Building, Washington, D.C.:
We wish to strongly object to bill S. 174. Need for this legislation has not

been demonstrated, and any action on a wilderness bill should await the report
or the Outdoor Recreation Resource Review Commission.

CHrWI' CONSOII ATED MINING CO.,
CEL FrrCH, Jr.,- President.
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ELLENSBUG9, WASH., February 28,1961.Senator CLjNTON P. ANDERSON,
senate Offioe BuildinU, Wahington, D.C.:

We urge that you withhold action on all wilderness legislation until report
of Recreation Resources Review Commission has been studied.

DAVE FOSTER,
Secretary, Washington Cattlemen's Association.

SACRAMENTO, CALIF., February 28, 1961.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
U.S. Senate, Chairman, Senate Interior Committee, Washington, D.C.:

We urge no action be taken on S. 174 until Outdoor Recreational Committee
survey completed and studied. S. 174 serves a special group and should be
tabled until positive that lands considered will not be more valuable to more
people under different type management.

J. T. RUSTON,
General Manager, Winton Lumber Co., Martell, Calif.

RICHLAND, WASH., February 28, 1961,
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, Senate Offce Building,

Washington, D.C.:
Strongly urge favorable action on wilderness bill S. 174 as necessary step

toward insuring true long-range multple use of one of our most valuable natural
resources.

U. L. UPSON,
Federations of Western. Outdoor Clubs.

Founder Intermountain Alpine Club.

PHILAK--PHIA, PA., February 28, 1961.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:

Deeply interested in wilderness bill, urge passage this session Congress.
ABBIE H. EVANS.

HousToN, TElx., February 28, 1961.
Ron. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, U.S. Senate, Wash-

ingtolt, D.C.:
For the committee record, wilderness bill hearing S. 174, February 27, 1961.
The Outdoor Nature Club of Houston with an active membership exceeding

400 from various parts of southeast Texas endorses S. 174 the wilderness bill
as presently written.

Looking ahead to public need in the years to come conservationists everywhere
have encouraged passage of this vital legislation that sets up wilderness pres-
ervation as a national objective.

We urge your committee to pass this bill without further delays or amend-
Inents.

• I. K. SHEF] mL, President.
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PUY"LLW , WASH., February 28,1961.
Senator CLInTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Senate Committee on Inte or and Immlar Affairs, Senate Ofle

Baildng, Washington, D.C.:
As a professional forester I oppose passage of S. 174 at this time.

ROBERT P. MATT EWS.

HOUSTON, Tzx., February 28,1961.
Hon. Senator CLINTON P. ANDERsoxI
Chairman of Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, Senate OfWe

Building, Washington, D.C.:
We urge that bill S. 174 which proposes to preserve wilderness areas for

future generations and which is before your committee be passed.
Mr. and Mrs. L B. Ca&vmia.

OLympIA, WASH., February 88, 1961.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, New Senate of-

fice Building, Washington, D.C.:
The Olympia Audubon Society wishes to go on record as approving S. 174,

the wilderness bill.
* MASG r MCKiNNEY, President.

TAcoMA, WASH., February 28,1961.
Senator CLxNTO.N P. ANDERSoN,
Chairman, Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, Senate Ofoe Building,

Washington, D.C.:
S. 174 (wilderness bill) passed now would be ill advised. Urge committee

take no action. Nation's timber resources (including recreational areas) are in
good hands. Passage of wilderness bill would be severe blow to national pres-
tige of U.S. Forest Service.

Respectfully,
RAY A. E. JOHNSON, Professional Forester.

EVzZRTT, WASH., February 28,1961.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Committee on'Interior and Insular Affairs, Washington, D.C.:

As a professional forester I wish to register my objection to the passage of
Senate bill 174, and urge your committee to await final report of ORRRC to give
Members of Congress an opportunity to acquaint themselves regarding the
wilderness question. Request this wire be made part of your hearing.

K. WALIN.

A B RN, CALIF., February 27, 1961.
Hon. CLIN 'rO P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, U.S. Senate, Washington,

D.C.:
DEAR SENATOR: The Minerals Association of Northern California (formerly

California Hydraulic Mining Asosciation) endorses the testimony of the spokes-
men for the American Mining Congress in its opposition to the passage of Senate
bill 174. The association continues to support the principle of multiple use of
the public domain which is not a part of the national park system.

Respectfully,
FLOYD T. WiLmOTH, Secretary.
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EvzRrT, WASH., February 27, 1961.
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, Washington, D.C.:

DEAR SENATOR: We, the undersigned protest passage of S. 174 or any blanket
legislation pertaining to wilderness. We feel that you and your committee in
particular should not endorse any wilderness legislation until the entire Con-
gress has had the opportunity to make a thorough unbiased study of the Outdoor
Recreation Resources Review Commission report. We also request that this
letter be made part of the record in the hearing now being conducted on S. 174.

Ed Stuchell, Harry Stuchell, Lawrence Johnson, Dorothy Arnevik,
Bill Carpenter, Ted Goodson, Richard Lumsden, Frank Patter-
son, Florence Weyhing, Clyde Nordgren, Earl Condit, Fred Lands-
verk, Dwight Butterfield, George Terry, Bob McCartrey, Martin
Berglund, Ralph Olson, Ben Kalanquin.

SPOKANE, WASH., February 27, 1961.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Interior and Insular AffairsC ommittee, Senate Offlce Building,

Washington, D.C.:
Our chamber extremely concerned with broad expansion of federally desig-

nated wilderness areas and are fearful of the blanketing wilderness area provi-
sions of S. 174. We have testified against such legislation in the past and wish
to record our opposition to S. 174.

JAMES BRENNAN, President, Spokane Chamber of Commerce.

EvERETT, WASH., February 27,1961.
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, Waslington, D.C.:

DEA SENATOR: We the undersigned protest the passage of Senate bill 174.
Please have the protest made part of the hearing record.

Ernest Purnell, P. G. Ames, R. A. Miller, J. H. Hambridge, C. H.
Wood, Ivor Ronning, Elroy Strid, Mrs. Raymond Moore, Mrs.
H. W. McCullough, Mrs. Carey Raymond, John Lind, Clifford
Tungate, Mrs. Charles Gilke, Bill Moody, Bruce Miller, W. M.
Roal, M. L. Thomas, George Wilson, Eino Usitalo, E. F. Forrester,
Ray Willard, W. M. Pearson, John Dickson, Stan Crowell, Wally
Burt, M. P. Beach, George Johnson, P. A. Almgren, Henry
Sanders.

TACOMA, WASH., February 7,1961.
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
U.S. Senate, Senate Building, Washington, D.C.

DrA SIR: As a professional forester strongly oppose the enactment of legis-
lation known as S. 174, Wilderness Act. Such a bill premature in view of dis-
tressed economic conditions and pending studies of wilderness areas. Earnestly
urge your consideration In opposing the passage of S. 174 at this time.

Very sincerely yours,
DONALD W. MORGAN,

West Tacoma Newsprint Co.

SALT LAKE Criy, UTAH., February 27, 1961.
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Interior and Insular Affairs Committee of the Senate,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:

Statement of our position on S. 174 being airmailed tomorrow and trust it
will be accepted for record of hearings. We support recreational use of wilder-
ness areas but under basic congressional control as has governed the selection
and control of some 14 million acres of national forest land for such purposes to
present time. We feel S. 174, particularly in removing congressional control
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over such areas, is not consistent with the many measures passed by Congress in
past few years to establish and implement multiple use of our Western State
public lands.

Sincerely,
MMLES P. ROMNEY.

CONCORD, CALIF., February 27,1961.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:

Please record my full support for S. 174 the wilderness bill. The protection of
wilderness areas for scientific and recreational needs of the present and future
is imperative now while there is yet time to reserve them. The importance of this
legislation compares favorably with the National Parks Act of 1916 which all
the public approves. Please make this part of the hearing record.

RICHARD L. BOWER,
Pleasant Hill, Calif.

OxirrNo, IDAHO, February 27, 1961.
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Senate, Washington, D.C.:

We urge that the wilderness bill S. 174 be passed. Please enter our wishes on
the record.

.' :* CAL and NATASHA BOYD.

PORTLAND, OREG., February 27, 1961.
Hon. CLINToN P. ANDERSON,
U.S. Senate, Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:

I am a forest industry employee, a strong free enterpriser, and a conservative
Republican who strongly urges favorable consideration and passage of S. 174.
A national wilderness system will strengthen the West and the Nation economi-
cally, morally, and spiritually. Further delay or compromise on this measure is
wasteful and unnecessary.

ROBERT BEATTY,
LARE OSWEO0, OREG.

OLYMPIA, WASH., February 28,1961.
Senator CLxNTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Interior and Insular Affairs 8Committee,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.:

Very urgent that Senate bill 174 be passed this session. It is imperative that
the small wilderness areas involved be set aside and protected for the growing
demands of the people of the Unite(I States. This is must legislation.

THURSTON COUNTY POoGIE CLUB,
By J. M. PETERSON, Seoretary.

KLAMATH FALLs, ORE., February 27,1961.
Senator CLtOrN P. ANERsoN,
Chairman, Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, Senate OffiC

Building, Washington, D.C.:
Strongly urge that you delay all action on Senate bill No. 174 (wilderness

system bill) until the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission reports
its findings in this field in February 1962. It would seem only good business
for the Congress of the United States to defer action on this important matter
until Its own study group has time to report. Up to this point at least the need
for such legislation as proposed by Senate bill No. 174 has not been demonstrated.
This bill carries only slight revisions from earlier bills. Anyone conversant
with this problem would have to admit there Is no great urgency here Inasmuch
as the status of the lands Involved certainly is not going to change between novr
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and February 1962, when the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commis-
sion's report is expected. This seeming concern for hasty and early action can-
not be justified. On behalf of the people I represent I urge you to wait.

VINCENT W. BousQUET,
President, Klamath Forest Protection Association,

BELLINGHAM, WASH., February 27, 1961.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, U.S. Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, Senate 01ce

Building, Washington, D.C.:
We urge you to postpone any action on S. 174, creating a National Wilderness

Preservation System, until you have the benefit of your own Outdoor Recreation
Resources Review Commission report. At that time, it is possible you will be
better prepared to determine wilderness opportunities, needs, uses, and admin-
istration and we are sure that any legislation based upon such diligent study
will be for the greatest good for the greatest number in the long run.

REYNOLD DxCKHxAUS.
(The telegram contained 81 additional signatures. They are on file with

the committee.)

PUYALLup, WASH., February 28,1961.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman of Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
Senate Offlce Building, Washington, D.C.:

Imperative that action on wilderness system bill S. 174 be delayed pending
completion of study by Outdoor Recreation Committee.

E. S. SEDLAc. , Sumner, Wash.

DENvzE, COLO., February 28, 1961.
Senator CLINTON ANDERSON,
Senate Oflce Building, Washington, D.C.:

I emphatically request that my communication be part of the record of the
February 27 and 28 wilderness hearing to vote this bill on to the floor.

MARGARET B. McLIsTER.

SPoKANE, WASH., February 28,1961.Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
Senate Oce Building,
Washington, D.O.

Individually and as a group the Spokane Mountaineers are in favor of the
proposed wilderness bill. The club founded in 1915 has always been in favor of
setting aside land to be used in the public interest and for future generations to
enjoy. Many areas worthy of protection for their scenic value are constantly
being threatened. The wilderness bill has been tossed around by Congress for
a number of years and Is long overdue. We would like our statement be made
a part of the record. OEPH COLLIN,

Oomertation Chairman.

ROUNDUP, MONT., February 27, 9161.
U.S. Senator CLINTorw P. ANDERSON,
Wa8hington, D.O.:

You are to be highly commended for your efforts to preserve for all future
generations our great wilderness. Let all know that we are in favor of the wil-
derness act S. 174.

FRANK OSET,President, Montana Wildlife Federation, District 5.
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PORTLAND, ORaO., February 26, 1961.
Senator CuNTox P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affa4rs,
Senate Building, Washington, D.C.:

Federation of Western Outdoor Clubs of Oregon from Portland, Astoria, Salem,
Eugene, Hood River, and Corvallis recommend favorable action on wilderness
bill S. 174. Accelerating exploitation of national scenic and recreational re-
sources must be stopped.

W. H. OBERTEUFFER,
Oregon Vibe President.

SCHENzCTADY, N.Y., February 26,1961.
Senator CWNTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Senate ComMttee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:

I respectfully urge favorable consideration and early passage of wilderness
act S. 174, which furnishes a long range policy for wilderness preservation and
management desperately needed for both present and future public interest and
welfare. Alternative is continued erosion of irreplaceable wilderness by eco-
nomic interest which will deny our children opportunity to experience its spirtual
value always available to humanity heretofore. The values and need for wilder-
ness increase in proportion to increase in population and remoteness of nature
from our lives.

DAvID L. NEWHOUSE.

TOPSrILD, MASS., February W, 1961.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman of Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:

We heartily endorse the wilderness bill. Expanding population and mechani-
zation make its passage urgent. Our community, comprising towns of Boxford,
Topsfield, Middleton, North Andover, Andover, and Ipswich, functioning locally
as the Essex County Green Belt Association, Is particularly concerned in preserv-
ing wild land both here and nationwide. Please include this in the record of
your hearings. ETEEDO, M.D.

President, Essex County Green Belt Association.
CHARLOTTE L. MADDOCK, M.D.

BILLINGS, MONT., February 25,1961.
CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
U.S. Senator, Washington, D.C.:

All sportsmen In this area of Montana are behind you 100 percent In your
efforts to establish the wilderness bill, S. 174. Please add our voice to yours
in this fight for our great heritage. JAMES H. D LAwO,

President, Billin8s Rod and Guwn Club.

KELSO, WASH., February 6, 1961.
Senator CLINTON P. ANMMSON,
Chairman, Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
Senate Building, Washington, D.U.:

The Mount St. Helens Club favors wilderness bill, S. 174.
MYRu PuYON,

Conervatiom Chairman.
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ENGLEWOOD, N.J., February 25, 1961.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:

The country desperately needs a wilderness bill to make wilderness preservation
a national policy. The Garden Club of Englewood, N.J., requests that this
statement be included in the record of the hearings.

Mrs. B. K. SEELEY, Chairman.

BOuLDEnt, COLO., February 27, 1961.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman of Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:

Like the great majority of Coloradans anxious to preserve the wild in-
tegrity of our public lands from commercial and bureaucratic exploitation, I
vigorously support the wilderness bill in the interest of biological science.

H. ROBERT KRAR,
Department of Biology, University of Colorado.

DEFENDERS OF WILDLIFE,
Washington, D.C., February 26, 1961.

Subject: Wilderness preservation system (S. 174, Anderson).
SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS,
Senate Office Building, Waslhington, D.O.

GENTLEMEN: This organization asks to be placed on record in support of the
above bill.

The Senate Select Committee on Water Resources has sounded the warning
that water shortages are just around the corner for America. Wilderness and
water table research are Intimately connected and interdependent.

Those who travel the air routes across the country should be alarmed at the
denuded land, once covered by trees, now supporting an agriculture that poisons
the fence rows and cuts and burns every growing plant except crops, while the
streams and rivers run yellow with the topsoil to the sea. This is a loss to -the
Nation beyond estimate which is aggravated by the failure to sufficiently conserve
the forest cover of the land.

The wilderness provisions of this bill are urgently needed. Wilderness areas
set aside by the Forest Service are not a substitute. Such areas are "whimsy
wilderness," quite possibly trees today but board feet tomorrow.

We are also greatly interested in the relationship of wilderness and wildlife
and stress the words of Wi41iam Vogt: "The value of wild creatures in main-
taining a balanced, healthy ecology In which man can thrive is unquestionably
far greater than any figure which has been assigned to their direct exploitation."

President Kennedy's message to Congress of recent date has stressed the need
for action now. Tomorrow we may be In serious trouble.

Sincerely,
HENRY M. WEBER, M.D.,

Executive Director.

SOUTHWEST DISTRICT No.2,
OF THE MONTANA WILDLIFE FEDERATION,

Livingston, Mont., February 22,1961.
lion. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Senate Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR: The many sportsmen's clubs and the many hundreds of members
Of these clubs interested in wildlife urgently request that you support S. 174.

This wilderness preservation system is badly needed and long overdue. The
ever-increasing population demands that something be done about recreation and
Many other related problems.

Again we want to urge you to do everything within your power to make S. 174
a reality.

Sincerely,
G. F. REDvsKi, President.
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PARK COUNTY ROD AND GUN CLUB,
Livingston, Mont., February 2, 1961.

Senator CLINTON P. AxnRsoN,
Senate Building, WVash ington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: We urge that you do everything within your power to
support S. 174, the wilderness bill.

Wilderness areas as well as recreation areas are fast disappearing and somne-
thing must be done to preserve what we now have for the future.

There is no need to go into any lengthy discussion in regard to the bill. We
feel it is a good bill and every effort should be made to see that it becomes the
law. Again we ask that you help the many people interested in this bill and work
for its passage.

Yours truly,
HAROLD SHAMSTROM, Secretary.

ORADELL, N.J., February 24, 1961.
Hon. WILLIAM B. WIDNALL,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN: As individuals, members of the. Hackensack Audubon
Society fully endorse the present version of S. 174, of the wilderness bill, and
strongly urge its passage during this session of Congress. A similar letter
has been sent to Senator Clinton P. Anderson, requesting that it be made a part
of the hearings record on this bill.

Respectfully yours,
HENRY S. FISHER,

Chairman, Conservation Committee,
Hackensack Audubon Society.

NAMPA, IDAHO, February 8,1961.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: First, I would like to express my gratitude to you
for introducing S. 174, the new wilderness bill, in this session of the Congress.
I believe all thoughtful and unselfish Americans share my feeling that it is well
worthwhile to preserve some small parts of our land in their natural state, and
that their value will increase tremendously with the passing of time.

Second, I would like to request that this letter in support of the wilderness
bill be made a part of the record of the hearing on it to be held later this month.

Third, and finally, I would like to mention a point that, so far, I have not
heard in discussions of the wilderness bill: All of the land that might possibly
be included is considerably less than half as much as the Government gave the
railroads during the period from 1850 to 1871. Surely, if we could afford to
give away 128 million acres of the public domain then, we can afford to keep
some 55 million acres of it now. The need for transportation 100 years ago was
obvious, but the need for peace, for quiet, for solitude, for a spot in which to
refresh the mind and rekindle the spirit is as obvious now-and it is a need
that can only become more urgent as the pressures of an ever increasing popula-
tion grow.

Sincerely yours,
TED TRUEBLOOD.

SEATTLE, WASH., February 28,1961.
Senator CLINTONq P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
Wa8hington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR: It iS my understanding that the wilderness bill (S. 174)
hearings are scheduled for February 27 and 28. I am writing to you to urge
support of this bill. I have visited many of the areas that are affected by this
bill. Year by year It becomes more apparent that we must do everything that
we can to save the few remaining wilderness areas in this country from the
encroachment of the machine age with its mechanization, chemicals, and pollu-
tion. Where, but in our wilderness areas will the scientist of the future be
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able to study the true cycle of nature? In other areas, the land is torn up by ma-
chines; insects and plants are killed by chemicals: and the air and water are
polluted by industrial waste. Even today, we are affected by the greed and
mismanagement of the past generations, because they plundered, burned, and
laid to waste so much of our beautiful country. We must take steps to preserve
the remaining wilderness areas and tighten all the loopholes in our laws that
might give the wrong individual the opportunity to enter these areas for com-
mercial purposes. It is imperative that these areas are protected, otherwise
it will be impossible in a few short years, to visualize what they were before
civilization destroyed them. It makes one very sad to see some of the areas
we have already lost to commerce. Their only concern is to strip the area
of its last valuable item, and then leave it In shambles. The land they laid
to waste remains for years as if some blight had killed all the vegetation, except
the weeds. I have seen even the birds and animals leave areas that have
been logged.

Buildings must also be limited and regulated in these areas, otherwise, some
hideous structure is erected that is incongrous with its surroundings.

I hope you will encourage support of this bill. Thank you.
Respectfully yours,

MxAWArr B. BATTLES.

TACOMA, WASH., February 25,1961.
SENATOR CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: Lumber interests place a price on a tree in relation
to the profit it will bring them. They have already tied up huge blocks of land
for this purpose and are still not satisfied. Yet it is known that when the
lumberman enters an area, the wilderness there is destroyed forever. Thus
the question is merely one of values. Can we afford to let our few remaining
wilderness areas be destroyed? It is said that man cannot live by bread alone.
What shall it profit a man if his pockets are full, but he has no joy in living?
I believe that our scenic wilderness areas should be guarded more carefully
than all the gold in Fort Knox, since they are a God-given treasure of far
greater value. As a step in the right direction I support S. 174.

Very truly yours,
ROBERT W. KLOSTERL

WALLACE, IDAHO, February 21, 1961.
Hon. HENRY C. DWORSHAK,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.:

We sincerely urge you to oppose S. 174, commonly known as the wilderness
bill.

This bill would largely prohibit commercial enterprises of any kind within
the so-called wilderness system, which includes an area in the Western States
of more than 50,000 square miles. No timber may be harvested, no grazing
permitted except under special conditions, no reservoirs or other conservation
works constructed except with Presidential approval, no permanent roads may
be built and no prospecting or mining except under special conditions requiring
explicit Presidential permission and regulation.

Since permanent roads into the wilderness area are prohibited and since use
of motor vehicles or motorboats is forbidden except in the boundary water area
of Superior national forests, Minnesota, the area is actually set aside for the
enjoyment of a relatively small percentage of our people who can afford to em-
ploy guides and pack animals to carry them into remote areas.

Our public lands should be maintained for the good of the general public and
'ot be reserved for a single-purpose wilderness use. Development in the State
of Idaho and other States is dependent upon development of the natural re-
Sources for each State.

The National Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission will report
Or' this issue in September and their report should be available and studied
before legislation with respect to S. 174 is considered.

I urge you to accept the views contained herein.

L. J. RANDALL,
President Idaho Mining Association.
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CAMP FmE GmLs,Spokane, Wash., February 23,1961.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,

Chairman, Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
Washington, D.C.

DFAR Sn: As a lover of the unspoiled beauty of this land, I urge you to sup.
port the wilderness bill, S. 174. Too much of our country has already been ir-
revocably ruined in deference to commercial interests. I am appalled to see
the waste and desolation left behind by these who have cut great swaths in
Northwest forests. It is evident that much of the destruction of our great forests
has been done in haste-haste prompted by the need to satisfy immediate de-
mands, demands seemingly so pressing that a long look into a rather bleak
future could not be taken.

Those of us who want our wilderness areas preserved through this bill are
quite aware of the role played by our natural resources in the national economy,
and do not seek to deny the country proper use of those resources. We do
want these people who have the power to preserve-or destroy-to use great
caution and care in their decisions. We want those people to resist Immediate
demands by commercial groups, and take the long view-the view which affects
not only ourselves, but more especially future generations of Americans. Will
they be able to see and know the beauty and peace of mountain, lake, and
stream? Or will they be forced to resort to picture books to know the glory that
once was ours?

Sincerely,
ANN COMAN CRAWFORD, Camp Director.

FALLOW, Nzv., February 21,1961.

Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:
(Attention: Clinton P. Anderson).

At the official record of the hearing on legislative bill S. 174, please include
our vote opposing it.

CHURCHILL COUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE BOARD or DinETows.

WALLACE, IDAHO.
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

We sincerely urge you to oppose S. 174, commonly known as the wilderness
bill.

This bill would largely prohibit commercial enterprises of any kind within the
so-called wilderness system, which includes an area in the Western States of
more than 50,000 square miles. No timber may be harvested, no grazing per-
mitted except under special conditions, no reservoirs or other conservation workS
constructed except with Presidential approval, no permanent roads may be built
and no prospecting or mining except under special conditions requiring explicit
Presidential permission and regulation.

Since permanent roads into the wilderness area are prohibited and since use
of motor vehicles or motorboats is forbidden except In the boundary water
area of Superior National Forests, Minn., the area Is actually set aside for the
enjoyment of a relatively smell percentage of our people who can afford to em-
ploy guides and pack animals to carry them into remote areas.

Our public lands should be maintained for the good of the general public and
not be reserved for a single-purpose wilderness use. Development in the State
of Idaho and other States is dependent upon development of the natural resource
for each State.

The National Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission will report on
this issue in September and their report should be available and studied before
legislation with respect to S. 174 is considered.

I urge you to accept the views contained herein.
L. . eALsndPreefeng Hecla Mining Co0. an Idah Mining Aaaoolato'
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HAINING LUMBER Co., INC.,
William,, Ai., February 17,1961.

ion. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
c1airma, of Committee on Interior and Insular Affars,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: I wish to congratulate you on Senate bill 174 to es-
tablish a national wilderness preservation system for the permanent good of the
whole people and for other purposes. V

I am very much in favor of this Wilderness Act bill and will give it my whole-
hearted support. I ask you, Senator, to continue your support of this bill in
order that we may establish a national wilderness preservation system for
present and future generations.

Very truly yours,
H. E. CRAIN.

THE GARDEN CLUB or GEORGIA, INC.,
Augusta, Ga., February 22,1961.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Senator of New Mexico, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: As president of the Garden Club of Georgia, and
representing over 22,000 women, I wish to endorse the wilderness bill S. 174.

It is most Important that our great wilderness areas be preserved, and I
would like for it to go on record, as Georgia is conservation-minded, that this
bill has our hearty endorsement.

Very truly yours,
Mrs.. EDwiN D. FULCHER, President.

ILLINOIS AUDUBON SOCIETY,
CHICAGO NATURAL HISTORY MUSEUM,

Chicago, Ill., February 21, 1961.
Senator CLINTON ANDERSON,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

SIR: We should like the following statement inserted in the hearings on the
National Wilderness Preservation Act:

"The Illinois Audubon Society has displayed an interest in the enactment of
legislation to establish a national wilderness preservation system for many years.
We can only deplore the many delays over this badly needed legislation.

"We feel that establishment of wilderness by law is the only sure means of
preserving it. We have been fortunate that many Federal administrators have
been in sympathy with the concept of wilderness. This may not always be the
case. Wilderness at present hangs by the mere thread of bureaucratic favor.
We do not look upon this situation with comfort.

"It should be the declared policy of the U.S. Congress, acting for the people
of the United States of America, that wilderness is desirable. We have little
enough of original America left. Every day sees more of It disappear under
the relentless power of the bulldozer. The term "population explosion" has
become commonplace, and it becomes increasingly obvious that unless this Con-
gress acts to preserve some of our lovely heritage, we shall have none to show
to future generations. America, the beautiful, must be more than a phrase."

We would appreciate this statement to be placed in the official hearings.
Very truly,

RAYMOND MOSTEK, Vice President.

BAKERSFIELD, CALI., F~ebruary 24, 1961.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,

Chairman, Interior and Immlar Affairs Committee, Senate Offiwe Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Please give the pending wilderness bill your wholehearted support as we, the
directors of the Kern County (Calif.) Fish & Game Protective Associations are
doing.

C. 0. TODAHL, President.
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BAKERSFIELD, CATLI., February 24,1961.
Senator CrNTONq P. ANDERSON,
Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, Senate Office Building,

Washington, D.C.:
The Sportsmen Council of Central California supports the wilderness bill,

S. 174, which comes up for hearing. It is vital to our Nation's future in propa-
gating, protecting and conserving our wildlife and national resources. We
urge your supekrt. Preservation of scenic and recreational areas are important
to future generations.

HOMER HARRISON, President.

SAN FAN CSCO, CI., February 24,1961.
Senator CLMuroN P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:

The 10,000 members of the Associated Sportsmen of California favor the
wilderness bill 100 percent. We urge its enactment.

JOHN VAN ASSEN, President.

VANcouvzRa, WASH., February 24,1961.
Senator CLrNToN P. ANDERSON,
Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
Washington, D.C.:

We of the Oregon Cascade Conservation Council stand firmly behind you in
your support of wilderness bill, S. 174.

RECTOR JOHNSON, President.
Gumo RAHB, Vice President.

IrAAx WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA, INC.,
Kent, Ohio, February 28,1961.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DFAa SIR: It is my understanding that your committee is meeting on Feb-
ruary 27 and 28, at which time Senate bill 174, wilderness bill, will be con-
sidered.

My convictions are that all our marginal lands (marginal with respect to the
renewable resources) be acquired and allowed to revert to their natural char-
acteristics for the enjoyment and use of posterity. Such lands not to be ex-
ploited for any use other than their recreational use, or to prevent the waste of
a renewable resource, except where a positive need of our own people Is incon-
trovertibly proved. Such areas to be put into such condition as to facilitate
reversion to its wilderness characteristics in the shortest period of time after
the compulsory need has passed.

As a large step forward in this direction, I favor the passage of Senate bill
174.

Sincerely yours,
LEsLIE SK TLE, Secretary.

BRONX, N.Y., February 28, 1961.
Hon. Senator ANDERSON,
Chairman, Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR Sra: Speaking as an individual, I am sincerely for the passing of the
wilderness bill. I believe that the American public is basically for the preserva-
tion of its natural resources. The wilderness bill is so set up, that it will
provide adequate protection for the conservation of wildlife and wilderness
areas, without Intervention from spoilers. The areas concerned with, actual-
ly represent a very small percentage of wild areas in our country. Mining, oil
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interests, cattle grazing, and some lumber concerns are against this bill, purely
through selfish reasons. There are many areas for them to make use of, without
destroying any remaining wilderness areas. It is our heritage and duty as
Americans to preserve the scenic wonders, monuments, reservations, and pure
wilderness areas from further depredation. Without adequate protection, these
areas would slowly fall prey to the selfish interests of business concerns, where-
as the American people will suffer the loss. There is no reason for this, since
there are already tremendous land areas open to mining, lumber practices, and
so forth. The wilderness areas covered in the bill all have their own specific
values as natural areas and definitely should not be exploited in any way. If
our wild areas are broken into, in any way, little by little, they will disappear
from the face of the earth. Once these areas are gone, their natural and
spiritual values will be gone forever. These areas should remain as they al-
ways have been, without artificial attractions or commercial enterprises.

Conservation of our wild areas and our natural resources, is of the utmost
importance. There must be no loopholes in these conservation programs, no
openings for the greedy to exploit. Man is just beginning to learn the im-
portance of his environment. He has learned through his mistakes in the past,
the importance of conserving the life and land about him, in order that he
himself may survive. In the past, man has upset the balance of nature and
-has lived to regret it. We all know too well the story of the Dust Bowl that
was created through poor land management. To quote John Steinbeck: "All
the day the dust sifted down from the sky, and the next day it sifted down.
An even blanket covered the earth. It settled on the corn, piled up on the tops
of fence posts, piled up on the wires; it settled on roofs, blanketed the weeds
and trees." The people starved themselves and their offspring due to selfish
depredation of the soil. How we lost many birds and great fur-bearing ani-
mals through senseless killing and slaughter, and how through proper control,
certain fur-bearing animals, such as seals, have added greatly to our coun-
try's income and economy.

At one time America was the cornucopia, the horn of plenty. It was thought
that its resources would never be depleted, but after much was lost, we dis-
covered that this wasn't true. That our resources could and would be lost
if not adequately protected and conserved.

It is only just that the remaining areas of wilderness, and so forth should be
fully protected. As reminders of our past, our heritage, they should be
preserved,

In this hectic age, one can find relaxation in the pure delights of nature,
unspoiled by man. He may find lost spiritual values and pure beauty in the
wilderness. To lose these wilderness areas gradually by the depredation of
business would be a sin. For when a country loses the spirit of nature, it loses
its soul. Without a soul a country has nothing. It decays and eventually dies
out. It is not for man to wantonly destroy and selfishly upset the balance of
nature, as he sees fit. For he is part of nature, another living thing, and in
destroying nature he destroys himself. In order for man to survive and to live
with a clear conscience, he must see to it that the life around him also survives.
It is man's moral obligation to preserve these wilderness areas. After all, they
are but a token of our land area.

Many people feel that without the peace and solitude of nature, without Its
beauty, its wonders, and its awe-inspiring values, life would be a worthless
vacuum. One would live his days as a mole, walking upon the earth, blinded
by his own selfishness. It is our duty to future generations, to conserve these
areas as they are and as they always have been.

I would like to quote William Beebe as saying, "The beauty and genius of a
work of art may be reconceived, though Its first material expression be destroyed;
a vanished harmony may yet again inspire the composer; but when the last
individual of a race of living things breathes no more, another heaven and
another earth must pass before such a one can be again."

I request that this letter be included in the record of the hearing on the
wilderness bill. For although it is but the voice of one person, I firmly believe
it is what we all believe, in the depth of our hearts. I thank you.

Very truly yours,
RAYMOND K. LONG, Jr.
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PHOEN'x, Axz., February 17, 1961.
iHon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
47.S. Senator, Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: I have noticed in the press that you and a group
of other Senators have Introduced S. 174, a wilderness bill, in the Senate and
that the committee of which you are chairman will hold hearings on it the latter
part of this month.

I have read the bill. In addition, I have studied similar bills which have
previously been introduced in both Houses of Congress, and attended a hearing
here in Phoenix which was held a couple of years ago on this matter. My
conclusion is, and has been, that this legislation would not be for the benefit of
the country as a whole.

All of my life, I have been devoted to the outdoors and have enjoyed many
happy hours on a fishing stream. I have even, on a few occasions, ventured
into areas which were inaccessible except by horseback or on foot. I am very
well aware of the pleasures to be derived from these excursions. However, as
I read your bill, It seems to me that these pleasures will be available only to
those few persons who have the time, vigor, and resources to make trips other
than by automobile or other similar transportation into the areas. While the
express purpose seems to be to preserve vast areas of the public domain "for
the use and enjoyment of the American people," I cannot conclude otherwise
than that your bill would, in effect, make these areas inaccessible to all but a very
small group of the American people.

Personally, I favor a policy which looks toward the multiple use of our public
domain. To me, it seems perfectly feasible that the forest lands, water, minerals,
and other natural resources of our Nation can be developed and used for the
general welfare and benefit of all the people, and at the same time the use of
such land can be made available as recreational areas for all the people. Your
bill would not accomplish this.

I hope that you and the members of your committee will give most serious
consideration to the use of the public domain, not only for the benefit of a few
outdoor enthusiasts, but for the common good of all persons, by permitting the
exploitation and development of natural resources side by side with the use of
the public domain for recreational and other purposes.

Very truly yours,
ROBINETTE & LADENDORFF,

By: G. H. LADENDOEFF.

AUDUBON NATURALsT SOCIETY
OF THE CENTRAL ATLANTIO STATES, INO.,

Wauhington, D.C., February 81, 1961.
Re S. 174, national wilderness preservation.
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Senate Office Building, Wa8hington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: As senior vice president for conservation of the
the Audubon Naturalist Society, I wish to tell you that our members over-
whelmingly endorse this bill.

We also wish to express our admiration for the clear and cogent statement
which you made in presenting the bill; as quoted in thb Congressional Record
for January 6, 1961. Your statement might well be a creed for all citizens
seeking to preserve our natural resources and to promote out physical and
spiritual well-being.

You and your cosponsors are performing a great public service.
Yours sincerely,

NEILL PHILLTIS.

SALT LAxE CIrTy, UTAH, Februaly 17,1961.
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Comnittee,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: I am writing in opposition to S. 174 because I
believe this bill provides for a system of "locking up" lands, resources, and
opportnities in a way which will probably prove to be harmful to the develop-
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ment and best interests of people in the Western States, and in the long run,
to people throughout the country.

It is my opinion that present laws provide for the administration of public
lands for the benefit of all potential users. I see no cultural, economic, esthetic,
political, or sociological advantage in limiting vast areas of public lands to a
single purpose or use, particularly when the limitations likely to be associated
with that designation can well result in actual deterioration of those lands as
a result of lack of access, wildlife imbalance, flooding, fires, infection by pests, or
other causes.

I am associated with a company which has participIted in the development
of the uranium industry in Utah. From the standpoint of national defense, it
would have been foolhardy to preclude the development of the Big Indian Mining
District near Moab, Utah, yet this might be the typical kind of desolate, super-
ficially nonproductive area which might be set aside and made unavailable or
uneconomic for mineral prospecting.

The construction of the Uranium Reduction Co. mill at Moab on lands which
were in part owned by the Federal Government, might have been prevented by
future developments under the proposed bill. To me, it is a thrilling sight to
come upon this modern plant situated on the edge of the desert along the
Colorado River at the foot of a long dry canyon on the outskirts of Moab. I see
nothing incongruous or harmful to ithe basic scenic beauty of this region in
the location of this mill.

I recently had occasion to visit the Thiokol chemical plant north and west of
Brigham City in an area which is remote, wild, sparsely inhabited, possibly un-
attractive to many people; nevertheless, here is a facility which is significant
to Utah and to the whole country because of its importance to the missile
program. To preclude or circumscribe developments of this kind by arbitrary one
use designation is unsound legislation in my opinion.

I believe in the principle of multiple use and development of public lands, and
therefore urge your opposition to S. 174.

Sincerely yours,
JOHN W. Lossr, Jr.

INSPIRATION CONSOLIDATED COPPER Co.,
Inspiration, AriU., February 21, 1961.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: It has been called to my attention that you and a
group of other Senators have introduced S. 174, a wilderness bill, and that the
Committee, of which you are chairman, will hold hearings on it the latter part
qf this month.

Since I appeared at the public hearing on April 2, 1959, in Phoenix, Ariz., as
a representative of this company and opposed to this legislation, I have been
asked to again express our opposition.

We believe that the mining companies in their search for new deposits of
minerals or ores should have access to what remains of the public domain. It is
becoming increasingly difficult to find new mineral deposits and we believe that
this wilderness bill would be an added hazard. Mining companies do not
destroy the wilderness, but leave it as they find it if there are no mineral
deposits which can be developed.

Wilderness areas are enjoyed by a very small portion of the public. Most
of the people never venture far beyond the places they can reach with their cars.
It would appear that there are sufficient wilderness areas in the national parks
as they exist at present.

Sincerely,
E. F. RED, c chief Geologist.

MOAB, UTAH, February 17, 1961.Re 5. 174, wilderness bill.

Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR-: I hope you will give serious consideration to rejection of this
bill.

The commercial demonstration of land value is being sacrificed for the benefit
Of one use-recreation.
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How can our Nation remain strong under such conditions? Almost anyone
will acknowledge that the strength of our country basically depends on raw
material development, so why hamper our future by withdrawal of more lands
from further development?

I think that the eager wilderness or wildlife people are proposing what will
be a stranglehold on full land use and will retard our growth and reduce our
strength.

Please don't take time to answer this plea.
Yours truly,

PHILIP LINDSTROM.

WYOMING STOCK GRowERs ASSOCIATION,
Cheyenne, Wyo., February 20, 1961.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDzRSON,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.O.

My DEA SENATOR ANDERSON: We are informed that there will be a hearing
on the wilderness bill, S. 174, on February 27 and 28.

The Wyoming Stock Growers Association has been on record as opposing any
wilderness bill under such time as the report of the Outdoor Recreation Resources
Review Commission is received, which we understand will be about February 1,
1962. Until such time as this report is received, we feel that no wilderness
system legislation should be passed.

Any consideration you can give our request will certainly be appreciated.
Sincerely yours, ROBERT D. HAEBWORTH, Secret vzr.

PUBLISHERS' PAPER Co.,
Oregon City, Oreg., February 22, 1961.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Senate Committee on Intertor and Insular Affair8,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: This letter is being forwarded to you as a statement
on Senate bill 174 (a wilderness system bill).

Publishers' Paper Co. manufactures some 145,000 tons annually of pulp and
paper, the majority of this production being in sulfite newsprint paper. Ap-
proximately one-fourth of the timber supply of the company is obtained from
U.S. Government lands. The company owns timberlands which will eventually
be capable of sustaining the majority of the wood fiber needs of current mill
production.

We object to set-aside programs for the use of one specific group whether
they be timber operators, recreationists, wilderness advocates, watershed pro-
motors, grazing interests, game Interests, or others; rather, we would advocate
multiple use of Government lands to provide the greatest good for the greatest
number.

The legislation for a wilderness system advocates a single use of Government
property without due consideration of maximum utilization of a natural re-
source of the country. Some years ago, the legislative bodies realized a need
for wilderness, and, accordingly, authorized and established a Commission to
review outdoor recreation with a request for a report of recommendation.

To date, this report has not been received and yet legislation is being proposed
without the benefit of such a review of the study by that Commission. It would
appear that legislators should have the advantage of the study of this Com-
mission.

Currently, the Forest Service and the Park Service have some recreational
facilities including wilderness areas in their programs and rather than set up
additional agencies to handle the same program, the thoroughness of the pro-
grams of the agencies now set up should be evaluated before changes are made.

We urgently request that a wilderness system not be enacted until the report
of this Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission is completed and then
only with due consideration for the multiple use of Government lands.

Very truly yours, HZNRY]E. BATRIDGZ.
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THE EVANGELICAL UNITED BRETHREN CHURCH,
WISCONSIN CONFERENCE,

February 21, 1961.
SENATOR CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.O.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: This letter is written to urge the passing of bill
S. 174. Certainly we must be thinking about the preservation of wilderness
areas unless we want to deprive our children and children's children of the
wonders which it has been our privilege to enjoy. Therefore, I wish that this
statement be made a part of the hearing record on the wilderness bill.

Respectfully yours,
HowAw L. O RANS.

KENNECOTT COPPER CORP.,
CHINO MINES DIVISION,

Hurley, N. Mex., February 21, 1961.
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

SiR: I understand that a public hearing will be held by the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs on the new proposed "wilderness legislation," as
evidenced by S. 174.

I am again writing to emphasize the need and desirability of such amend-
ments to S. 174 that will prohibit freezing natural mineral reserves by the
establishment of wilderness areas.

Basically and fundamentally all public domain should be placed to the highest
possible use, and minerals and nonmetallics necessary to our national'welfare,
economic progress, and the welfare of States and local communities should re-
main available. This, of course, calls for the application of the basic principles
of multiple use.

It is my contention that no area should be set aside as a wilderness area until
it has been surveyed by interested Government agencies which would indicate
that the area could be placed in no higher use than that of preservation for
posterity. Machinery should be provided whereby areas once designated as
wilderness areas could be, upon a proper showing by regular procedure, opened
for such industry as would provide employment and taxes to both State and
National levels. Furthermore, due to the inherent difficulty of establishing.
the mineral value of our land resources in wilderness areas, prospecting, ex-
ploration, and mineral development activities (including gas and oil) should
be excluded from the operation of the proposed law.

In my opinion, the bill as introduced is not designated for the general wel-
fare of the Nation, but is designed basically to meet the demands of a very
small minority. I trust that you will be able to find your way clear to consider
these proposals.

Very truly yours,
E. A. SLovER, General Manager.

CLEVELAND, OHIO, Pebruary 21, 1961.Re 8. 174, wilderness bill.

Hon. ClI.NTON P. ANDERSON,
Senate Offlce Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR: Good luck with this bill. I have a copy and have read it
carefully. It may be a bit broader and contain fewer restrictions on the uses
of wilderness areas than one could have hoped, but as you say, it is the culmina-
tion (f your years of experience with previous bills; it is designed to meet the
objections which caused those bills to die in committee and still attain the
goal of a good wilderness bill, namely to preserve wilderness. So here's hoping.

This Is written both as a private citizen and as president of the local Izaak
Walton League. I intend to inform other parties and outdoors groups in
Cleveland of the merits of this bill.

Congratulations on your excellent authorship and best wishes for the sue-
cess of your efforts.

Very truly yours,
J. IL BUMx.
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SOUTH SALT LAKE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
South Salt Lake, Utah, February 21,1961.

Hon. CjN, To P. ADmERSoN,
Ohairman, Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, Senate Office

Building, Washington, D.C.
DEAR SIR: We, as business people and as residents In an area affected by the

provisions of S. 174, are deeply troubled over the restrictions its passage would
impose.

While we agree with the basic Idea of preserving the natural beauty of the
West, we cannot In full accord, see wisdom in any move that would limit the
viewing of this beauty to the intrepid few. It should ever be remembered that
relatively few of our tourists, or for that matter our local people, have the
facilities, the survival knowledge or the stamina required to explore areas
remote from avenues of regular travel.

We believe that in the prudent application of a multiple-use policy the natural
wonders of the West and the development of its resources can both be achieved.

All the wealth of the West has not yet been uncovered, nor can the extent
of its treasure be yet determined. While we ponder this point, it would be
well to note tl-at had the provisions of S. 174 been in effect a few short years ago,
there would be no Aneth oilfields or uranium mines in our own San Juan County.
These fields and mines are vital to America's economy and security.

We earnestly request that you and your committee defer any positive recom-
mendation on this legislation until the report of the President's National Recrea-
tion Resources Review Commission is available and that this letter be read into
official record of the hearing on February 27-28, 1961.

Yours truly,
S. A. ANDERSEN, Executive Seoretary.

MINING AND RESOURCES AssocIATIoN, Iwo.,
Culdesac, Idaho, FebruarV2 0, 1961.

Senator CuNToN ANDERSON,
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, U.S. Senate, Wahnguton,

D.C.
DrA.R SENATOR ANDERSON: The Mining and Resources Association, Inc., pro-

pose the following request regarding the pending wilderness bill, S. 174, Senate
hearing, February 27 and 28, 1961.

We feel that a reconnaissance geology survey should be made of all natural
resources before entering into this proposed legislation.

With this thought In mind, our association directed a letter to Dr. E. F. Cook,
director of the Idaho Bureau of Mines. The answer to our request Is contained
in the enclosed copy. Please note, Dr. Cook requests a sum of $15,000 to cover
the costs of a survey and also believes that the survey could be expedited with
very little lost time as he states, "qualified people are available."

We have requested that the Idaho State Legislature grant $15,000 to make
this study. Our request is now under consideration.

In view of the size of this proposed withdrawal, and the scant information
regarding the mineral therein that has been submitted to your committee, we
wholeheartedly support the opinion as expressed in Dr. Cook's letter.

We hereby respectfully request that the proposed Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness
Area be postponed until a proper mineral survey can be conducted.

Respectfully yours,
ERNEST BUTLER, President.

FEBRUARY 16, 1961.
Mr. ERNEST BUTLR,
President, Mining and Resources Association,
Ouldesac, Idaho

DEAR MR. BUTLR: It will not be possible for this Bureau to undertake a
mineral resource investigation of the Selway-Bitterroot area within the next 2
years unless we get the funds to do so from some source other than our regular
appropriation. The appropriation that we have requested for the 1961-63
biennium will be fully committed to existing projects.

On the other hand, a mineral resource survey of the Selway-Bitterroot area
should be made before such investigation Is rendered impossible by inclusion of
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that area within a national wilderness system. A minimum survey to de-
termine the mineral resource potential of that area would take 4 months in the
field and 2 or 3 months of laboratory work; it would cost about $15,000. We
could do the job next summer if we had the money, by hiring qualified people
that I know would be available.

Sincerely yours,
IDAHO ]BUREAU OF MINES & GEOLOGY,
E. F. Coox, Director.

MISSoULA, MONT., February 24, 1961.
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,

U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.:
Our association supports S. 174, the wilderness bill, and urges your favorable

consideration for its passage.
DON ALDRICH,

President, Western Montana Fiahd Game Association.

SALT LAKE CITY, February 22, 1961.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:

At convention the 35 affiliated clubs of this federation voted unanimously to
endorse the wilderness bill. Respectfully request you consider this when bill is
up for hearing.

JACK LLSHOUSE,
President, Utah Wild Life Federation.

GUST, ROSENFELD & DIvELBESS,
Pho ie, Ariz., February 14,1961.

Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
Senate Building, Washington, D.C.

DEA SENATOR ANDERSON: It is my understanding that your committee will
consider the revised wilderness bill on February 27 and 28. I have followed
the progress of this bill through the past several years with considerable interest
and lately with some despair since it has been so long delayed. During this
period of time the bill has been amended time and time again to try to meet the
objections of commercial users of public lands. I believe that many of these
amendments should not have been made and that the bill has been emascu-
lated. Nevertheless, it Is still my hope that the Congress will pass the wilder-
ness bill as amended and save a little of America for our children's children.

Sincerely yours,
DEVENS GUST.

BOSTON, MASS., February 17, 1961.
Senator ANDERSON,

Chairman, Senate Committee on Interior and Inular Affairs,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR Si: I wish to urge sincerely the passage of the so-called wilderness bill
for which I believe hearings are scheduled February 27 and 28.

I also wish to express to you my hope that mission 66 of the National Park
Service will not be permitted to further damage even small segments of our
national parks as seems likely from an article in the current Atlantic Monthly.

Sincerely yours,
ROBERT W. Bucx, M.D.

66737--'1.
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'-EDmRTON CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, INC.,
Edenton, N.C., Februaryj 20, 1961.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Senate Committee on Interior and Insulr Affairs,
Senate Ofice Building, Washington, D.C.
DEAR SENATOR: I should like to go on record as representing the sentiments

of the entire membership of the Edenton Chamber of Commerce as opposing
any action on S. 174 until the President's National Outdoor Recreation Resources
Review Commission has furnished your committee their report and recom.
mendation.

The present agencies of Government now managing their appropriate areas
of our public lands have well provided comprehensive protection of wilderness
values and we feel these agencies should be entrusted to continue under their
authorized laws and policies until the above-mentioned President's Review
Commission recommends any change. We feel it would be a serious mistake
to impose restricted-use management policies before a thorough investigation
by qualified personneL

Respectfully yours,
BRUCE T. JONES, Jr., President.

DEs MoIqEs, IoWA, February 23, 1961.
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
U.S. Senate Building, Washingto^ D.C.:

American Camping Association representing thousands of youth leaders and
millions of campers strongly endorses the wilderness bill (S. 174).

We urge that the remaining wilderness in America be protected and preserve
as an invaluable part of the American heritage which should be enjoyed by
present and future generations. If we do not now protect this unique natural
resource it will be lost. Once lost it cannot be restored. Favorable action on
this bill is of vital importance to us and to those we represent. May we re-
spectfully refer you to the letter of February 19, 1961, from Reynold E. Carlson,
director of conservation in camping project, American Camping Association, and
request this be made a part of the hearing.

STANLEY J. MICHAELS,
President, American Camping Association,

SIMPsoN TIMBER Co..
Seattle, Wash., February 17, 1961.

CHAIRMAN,
Senate Interior Committee,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SIB: In response to notification that your committee will hold hearings
on S. 174 on February 27 and 28, 1961, we wish to have our position in opposition
to enactment of this legislation placed in the record.

We oppose S. 174 In the belief that wilderness system legislation should not
be considered until Congress and the people have received and studied the
findings and recommendations of the Outdoor Recreation Resources Review
Commission.

We believe the authors and supporters of S. 174 sincerely want to include
in a permanent wilderness system only those areas which can be classified
as primarily suitable to that purpose.

To do otherwise would impair the full and rightful development of natural
resources in the spirit of "greatest good for the greatest number."

Until we know the facts about recreation needs of all kinds In this country,
an assignment the Rockefeller Commission was set up to serve, we will not
be in a position to factually appraise wilderness needs.

This report will be available shortly. No proposed wilderness areas are in
danger of being altered, invaded, or damaged in this period. Delay for the
good reason of learning all the facts will not be unfair to any group.

Sincerely,
DAVE JAMES,

Director of Public Relations.
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THE MICHIGAN PARKS ASSOCIATION,
Ann Arbor, Mich., February 20, 1961.

Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
The Capitol, Washington, D.C.

MY DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: It is not going to be possible for me to come
to Washington about the hearing of your bill 174, commonly called the wilder-
ness bill. I am terribly sorry for I would truly like to be there.

please make it a matter of the record of the hearing, if you can, that I am
one of its ardent supporters. Being a founder in our State of the natural areas
movement, now progressing very rapidly, I feel all of our country should be
likewise making such progress on a broad front.

Wishing you the best of success, I am
Sincerely,

Miss E. GNEvIEvE GI TZ,
President, Michigan Parks Association Natural Areas Council.

CHAMBER OF CoMERcE,
Bly, Minn., February 13, 1961.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
U.S. Senator, Senate Offce Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: Thank you for the copies of Senate bill S. 147
received last week. We are happy to note that some of the objectionable features
of previous bills have been excluded. Your bill recognizes the need for full
utilization of such a large recreational area as the Superior National Forest
canoe country area.

Our main objection to prior bills was to the "nonutilization" restrictions,
whereby all private property owners were to be forced out of the wilderness area,
and only canoeists were to be permitted access to and usage of the area. Since
this group represents less than 1 percent of the touring public, we felt it was
discriminatory and, quite possibly, unconstitutional.

While endorsing your bill as one much more acceptable than previous bills,
we wish to point out two especially objectionable features, one by Inclusion in
S. 174 and one by exclusion therefrom.

We object to section 3(f), which provides that changes to the law can be made
by the failure of Congress to take action in opposition to proposed changes in
the law. I am sure you are well aware of the difficulties Involved in getting
both Houses of Congress to concurrently resolve to oppose any legislation. This
proviso, Incidentally, could be as detrimental to the interests of the proponents
of a wilderness area as to those interests of its opponents.

We believe that Congress should not permit itself to be a party to the practice
of enacting legislation by failure to take positive action. This certainly would
not be in accord with the democratic processes established by our Constitution.
By permitting proposals made by the executive branch to become law through
failure by Congress to oppose such proposals, Congress would be permitting
the executive branch of our Government to usurp the powers, duties, and rights
of the legislative branch.

Enactment of legislation by omission of action is not only an evasion of a
Congressman's responsibilities but a denial of his privilege to be heard and to
vote on all legislation.

The second objection is to section 4, which does not specify how the properties
may be acquired. We do not object to acquisition by gift or negotiation,
provided no undue pressure Is applied against the property owner. We do feel,
however, that the bill should specifically exclude acquisition by condemnation.
We ask that section 4 be so amended as to specifically state that no properties
shall be acquired by condemnation.

We further request that section 0(c) (5) by specific reference also exclude
the use of any part of any appropriation, either authorized or proposed, for
acquisition by condemnation of any property within the present or future
boundaries of the boundary waters canoe area.

While we are In accord with the provisions of section 6(c) (4) we would prefer
that the wording be changed from "may be performed" to "shall be permitted
to be performed" or "shall be authorized and permitted." May I ask whether
we are correct in Interpreting this section to mean that such facilities and
services shall be maintained and performed within the boundary waters canoe
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area as are necessary to properly house and service those who seek recreation
within the boundaries of this area? If so, does this refer to privately owned
facilities?

May we suggest that section 3(b) (1) include a statement as to what con-
stitutes the four classifications, I.e., wilderness, wild, primitive, and canoe, in
addition to what intended uses are to be made of each area?

Section 3(e) should be clarified as to what shall be considered "sufficient
demand" for a hearing, or that particular clause be eliminated completely. We
also feel that, in addition to the required public notice, the local governing
body also should be given 90-day notification, in writing.

In closing, I would like to emphasize again that we are in favor of a wilderness
area, but not if its use is to be restricted to a favored few. We are appreciative
of your recognition, in bill S. 174, of the need for and advisability of multiple-use
of the boundary waters canoe area. Composed of some 1% million acres, this
area is large enough for both groups, a fact seemingly ignored in the past by
proponents of a wilderness area. Portions of our area are especially suited
to canoeing; about half of it is not. Because of these facts, we always have
been and always will be opposed to blanket legislation which will not provide
for specific and practical, utilization.

Sincerely yours,
HAROLD W. GRIFFIN, President.

THE AMERICAN ALPINE CLUB,
Rieter, N.H., February 16, 1961.

Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: At the meeting this February of the council and
board of directors of the American Alpine Club, the wilderness bill, S. 174, was
discussed; and I was asked to convey to you the strong approval of the Ameri-
can Alpine Club for this bill, because of the protection it will give to mountain
areas and the approaches thereof. The members of the American Alpine Club,
a national organization, are concerned about the climbing areas of the future.
S. 174 especially appeals to us because it makes provision for the very high
mountain country and its approaches, areas with which we are deeply concerned.

Respectfully,
ROBERT H. BATES, President.

PORiAND, OmE., February 7, 1961.
Hon. MARINE B. NEUBERGER,
Senate Office Building,
Wa8hington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR: I am writing this from the position of a conservationist in
the extreme. I take this position deliberately because I do not think that
questions of the pros and cons of the establishment of wilderness areas can
be approached or solved by logical or bargaining means. Wilderness is an
emotional experience. Its truth consists of the sense of awe and peace associ-
ated with being in an area of this earth's crust totally uninfluenced by man's
bungling efforts to "improve" things.

I think It Is time that some courageous but unpopular people begin screaming
loudly and long for the establishment of natural sanctuaries from which man's
quest for gold is completely excluded and in which man can mingle with nature
only in the most primitive ways possible, that is on his own two feet and
taking with him for his use only that which he can carry on his back.

From this position I have reviewed the Wilderness Act (S. 174), which on
the whole Is an excellent start in the right direction. I find, however, there
are several inclusions and some omissions which to me are essential. The
statement of policy, section 2(a), Is an excellent statement, but the remainder
of the act Is not completely consistent with the statement. The policy says, for
example, that certain areas of our land shall be under protection for the "pres-
ervation of their wilderness character." The very next paragraph, section 2 (b),
reads In part "* * (1) generally appears to have been affected primarily by
the forces of nature with the Imprint of man's works substantially unnoticeable."
[Italic is mine.] This is too loose. This means meddling can take place Just

SRP02773



THE WILDERNESS ACT 429

so it's not apparent. This means mines can operate Just so the public can't
see them.

I further quarrel with several of the "special provisions" contained in section
6(c). Paragraph I says in part, "In addition such measures may be taken as
may be necessary in the control of fire, insects, and diseases subject to such condi-
tions as the Secretary of Agriculture deems desirable." This means that man
may meddle with fire, insects, and disease, which, if done, would unquestion-
ably disturb the balance of nature. Again, a pure wilderness is not guaranteed.
The next paragraph (2) allows for prospecting, mining, establishment of reser-
voirs and other water conservation works, construction of roads and mainte-
nance necessary to them, and grazing of livestock. Does this sound like wilder-
ness? Section 6, paragraph 4, authorizes "commercial services" within the
wilderness system.,

These special provisions are no guarantee whatsover that a strictly wilder.
ness type reserve will be maintained. The Secretary of Agriculture will con-
tinue to be subject to the pressures of special commercial interest groups in the
name of "interests of the people." In my opinion this bill does not effectively
and truly preserve any area within the United States as a pure wilderness so
long as it provides for discretion on the part of the Secretary of Agriculture or
the President of the United States, both of whom are only human. I think this
country needs regions set aside in this untouched category.

Both the Park Service and the Forest Service have done marvelous jobs with
the financing made available to them in the opening of large regions of our
country to outdoor living, but the present and proposed legal structure and
administrative organization of these departments still leaves open the possi-
bility that what are intended to be preserved now as natural areas can be
opened to commercial activities if the pressure gets great enough, particularly
for mining. It is with this in mind that I would strongly urge that efforts be
made to delete from the national wilderness bill the following:

L Section 2b, item (1), beginning with "* ** generally appears to have
been affected primarily by the forces of nature with the imprint of man's
work substantially unnoticeable.' '

2. The paragraph under "Special provisions" mentioned above; namely,
section 6c, paragraphs (1), (2), (4).

I further recommend that a provision be added superseding all previous min-
ing laws with the effect of excluding all prospecting and mining within these
designated areas. Lastly, there should be a provision for the purchase of any
existing mining claims either by the Federal Government or by private contri-
butions and gifts to the wilderness system.

Very sincerely yours,
DoNALD McKiNLzY, M.D.

CALIFORNIA WOOL GRowERs ASSOCIATION,
San Francisco, February 15, 1961.Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,

Chairman, Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: Our association desires to register our strong oppo-
sition to the wilderness system bill (S. 174), hearings for which are set for
February 27-28, 1961.

Our association at its 100th annual convention held in San Francisco, August
11-12, 1960, passed the following resolution:

"Resolved, There is already sufficient wilderness legislation, therefore no
new legislation is necessary, or would be in order. If Congress does pass any
such legislation it must contain the safeguards in the O'Mahoney-Allott substi-
tute bill."

The objectionable features of S. 174 among others are:
The need for such legislation has not been shown.
Any action should await the report of the Outdoor Recreation Resources

Review Commission, due about February 1, 1962.
A huge wilderness system Is contemplated-taking lands from several

Federal agencies.
National forest multiple-use policy is doing a good job-rights and use

of all considered.
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Our association will be further represented at the hearing by the Nationa
Wool Growers Association of which we are members.

Best wishes.
Sincerely,

W. P. WING, Seoretary.

NATIONAL TRAPPERS ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA,
Urbana, low , February 6, 1961.

Senator CLNTON ANDERSON,
Committee on Interior and In8sular Affairs,
Washington, D.C.

Mr. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE: We have carefully studied S.
174, a bill to establish a national wilderness preservation system for the per.
manent good of the whole people, and for other purposes.

In my capacity as conservation director of the National Trappers Association,
I have received many letters from trappers in all parts of our land relating
experiences similar to my own.

Here In the Midwest, I have seen bulldozers and chain saws at work clearing
thousands of acres for the purpose of growing more farm surpluses. In a very
short period the land will not produce crops because the topsoil has eroded
and then it will not produce trees. As a result of this, the land will not support
wildlife. It will not retain moisture, thus the streams are filled with silt and
have less water except in floods that would not be as severe if the land had
been left natural.

We as humans consider ourselves as having superior intelligence to all other
mammals yet, not even all wild animals combined would do such damage to
the very land on which they are dependent for survival. Our mental institu-
tions are full because of civilization and too little recreation. Some will say
that this is exaggeration but it is a fact that many people are afraid to admit
publicly.

S. 174 appears to take care of previous objections to such a system and we
therefore urge that it be given high priority and favorable consideration.

Thank you,
Ax.Fmm L. CooK, Conservation Director.

SANDIA MOUNTAIN CHAPTER,
IZAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA, INC.,

Albuquerque, N. Mew., February 24, 1961.
Hon. Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
New Senate Ofice Building, Washington, D.C.:

In regards to Wilderness Act, S. 174, introduced by yourself, I wish to submit
the following statement to be included in the record of testimony.

In the present age of nuclear power and space exploration we should digress
and consider also what we can do to sustain the natural resources which we
inherited from our predecessors. These heritages cannot be replaced once
debased and abused by the inadequate protection the laws provide at the
present time.

I am sure with the legislative action which S. 174 provides we will be able
to keep safe the vast areas which nature provided.

We the members of the Sandia Mountain Chapter, Izaak Walton League of
America, Inc., do fully endorse S. 174, as a worthwhile and outstanding piece
of legislation.

We will do all in our power to maintain and enrich the areas so declared
in our vast Southwest territory.

Sincerely yours,
MATHIAS J. MADLENER, Jr., President.
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ALASKA CONSERVATION SOCIETY,
College, Alaske, February 18, 1961.

Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
Senate Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: The Alaska Conservation Society wishes to give
its complete support to the wilderness bill (S. 174). We hope that the measure
will be given immediate and favorable consideration.

In Alaska, where much of the land is under control of various Federal agen-
cies and where large areas are still in their wilderness state, it is especiaUy
important that some system be initiated immediately to guarantee that some
of these areas will remain as wilderness in the future. We feel that the wil-
derness bill will adequately serve this purpose.

Sincerely yours,
LEsLIE.A. VnmLEcK, President.

TucsoN, Amz., February 19, 1961.
Re wilderness bill, S. 174.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman,
Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
Senate OffZce Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR: So that all of the American people may continue to enjoy
national economic growth and a secure position of national strength, both
based to a significant extent on a strong domestic mineral position, subject
bill must be rejected as Impractical.

The stated objectives of this bill are almost exactly the same as that of our
national park system. These can and should be accomplished within the
framework of that system, leaving the Congress, the most direct voice of the
people, in control of expansion or adjustments of the national park system.
The Congress should not grant a "blank check" against our public lands to
an army of public servants. Devoted as this army may be to their tasks, it
cannot sense the Interests of all the people as can the Congress.

Our domestic strength on the mineral raw material front is largely based on
the right to freely prospect the public lands. Mineral reserves are being in-
creased annually by multimillions of dollars. Modern prospecting involves
large exploration staffs competing in the highly confidential game of new
geologic concepts. Provisions in the wilderness bill to allow the prospector to
request opening of withdrawn lands to prospecting are highly impractical.
The process would undoubtedly involve revealing of areas of interest on the part
of the prospector or exploration organization, and thus the process would
simply kill exploration incentive within the withdrawn areas. In effect then,
potential mineral hunting ground is withdrawn forever. Experience has
shown, incidentally, that It Is dangerous for any geologist to attempt to define
what is mineral hunting ground. Geologic concepts and the geologic explora-
tion art (a specialty) are changing too fast to allow such definition on an
intelligent basis.

Very truly yours,
THOMAS W. MITCHAM.

NEW PARK MINING CO.,
Keetley, Utah, February 20, 1961.] On. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,

Chairman,
Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
Senate Orce Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR &NDERSON: We are of the firm conviction that the S. 174
Wilderness bill, if passed in the Congress, would certainly hamper and prevent
economic growth in the West.

We strongly support full and multiuse of public lands for maximum de-
velopment of the resources and recreational facilities of such lands. How-
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ever, we continue to oppose the granting of broad powers as proposed it, the
S. 174 bill to establish another system to appropriate extensive areas of publc
lands for single purpose use. It is quite apparent that there now exists ado.
quate powers in the present Government agencies to administer public lands
for all use, including recreation.

The natural resources of the West and the Nation are our only true source
of new wealth, and as population increases demand for resources increase.
The East certainly has a stake in the resources of the West as a source of raw
materials and an outlet for its factory products, such as operating machinery
and equipment used in development and conservation of these resources.

The political atmosphere in foreign countries today demonstrates the near
end of cheap exploitation of the foreigners' natural resources. Now is the
time to fully develop and protect, through means of use and conservation, our
own resources and not let these vast acreages go to waste as a playground of
so-called recreation.

Trusting in your honorable western American heritage, experience, and
judgment not to add any additional acreage to the some 14 million acres of
national forest land now in such wilderness type areas.

Very truly yours,
GALE A. HANSEN,

General Superintendent, Mirne.

MILWAUKEE, WIS.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Senate Offlce Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: Thank you for the wilderness bill, S. 174. It is so
much later than we think. I am convinced we "fiddle while Rome burns." We
are destroying everything just as fast as we can in America for the dollar sign.
Even the health of our people Is being destroyed with food additives and poison
sprays. Our national parks are gradually being eaten away by hotels, parking
stations, trailer camps, concessions, and even boating. I think Russia grows
strong while we grow weaker.

May your bill save some of America for those millions that come after us.
We are even destroying our wildlife with poison sprays while crop surpluses
grow. It doesn't make sense to most of us. Does it to you? We can save
America only by saving her natural resources from which our great wealth
came and by keeping our citizens strong, healthy, and willing to work.

Thank you for your courage and I mean to help the bill along all I can.
Sincerely,

DIxiE LARZrNs, a Conservationist.

CULDESAC, IDAHO, February 2O, 1961.
Senator CLINTON ANDERSON,
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
U.B. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: In considering your position as sponsor of wilder-
ness bill, S. 174, I must take the posision of opposing this bill for numerous
reasons.

I am familiar with many of the areas which would be affected, much of these
areas contain valuable natural resources, which if tied up with a bill of this type,
I believe some day it would become a national threat to our economy. I would
choose the multiple use concept, rather than tie up forever many millions of
acres for single purpose use.

I firmly believe that the natural resources could be harvested and still leave
room for the recreationist and enthusiasts to enjoy the same area. Therefore,
I feel it is very urgent and necessary to have a thorough examination and recon-
naissance geological survey made to determine the possibilities for mining
lumbering, grazing, and other natural resources, before it is set aside for wilder-
ness. Studies should be made by State and local groups, both public and private

Idaho would be economically ruined if this bill goes through. Our State is
small and sparsely populated with over half of the land in public domain. There
is a great need to use and develop all of our natural resources in the United
States, including Idaho, to sustain us economically. The Federal lands cal
produce vast quantities of needed basic materials for industry.
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Cutting ripe timber would encourage now growth, thereby keeping our forests
in a productive capacity for future perpetual use. This conservation practice
to control timber cutting has improved the forests, reduced disease, insects, and
fire hazards, and benefitted recreation.

This act would tie up vast areas of mineral land which is one of Idaho's chief
sources of revenue. We should not have to depend on foreign imports for basic
materials for industry and defense production.

Grazing would be eliminated; we need food and fiber for the expanding popu-
lation. This would also be another loss of revenue to our government-local,
State, and Federal.

Recreation would be limited to only a few. The areas now accessible would
be closed. People financially and physically unable would never have the chance
to enjoy the wilderness.

Because we have a great need for a source of raw material, I object to the
undefined limits of withdrawal for areas to be added to the wilderness.

There will be no exploitation in forest areas as long as the present successful
administration continues. There should be no changes in the multiple-use
practice now being managed because It meets all of the demands of our changing
times.

Sincerely,
ERNEST BUmLE.

GREAT FALLS, MONT., February 19, 1961.
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Senate Otffce Building
Washingtot, D.C.

D AR SrR: I wish to register my approval of S. 174, the bill to establish a
national wilderness system, and urge that the measure be given prompt and
favorable consideration by the Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee.

You and the cosponsors of S. 174 deserve much praise and commendation.
As we In Montana watch the special interests grasping at the wilderness areas
and shutting the public out, we understand the urgency of your action, now.

Yours very truly,
A. J. (JACK) RICHARDSON.

SENATE CHAMBER,
STATE OF UTAH,

galt Lake City, February 19, 1961.
Mr. CIaNTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Senate Interior an Insular Affairs Committee,
Washington, D.C.

DER Sim: The Associated Civic Clubs of southern and eastern Utah, repre-
senting 18 counties have read S. 174, now in the 87th Congress, which would
establish a national wilderness preservation system and we wish to go on
record as being strongly against the bill.

Our economy in southern Utah is at a low ebb due to several factors, and
during the past decade most of the 18 counties in our club have lost population.
We depend to quite a large extent on the Federal lands to help support our
economy. If the full multiple use of our forests and public lands is removed
it will undoubtedly result in more requests for Federal help. If we may keep
the multiple use of our public lands, our grazing, mine development, lumber,
and other uses, coupled with the self-reliance and determination of our people,
will go a long way in keeping our freedom and making our people self-supporting.

Yours truly,
JAMES N. STACEY,

President Associated Civic Clubs of Southern and Eastern Utah,
State Senator, District 17, Utah.

CHACO CANYON NATIONAL MONUMENT,
Bloomfield, N. Mex., February 12, 1961.

DEAR Sma: Want to express my interest and recommendation for approval of
the wilderness bill now under consideration.

Why sympathize with individuals Interested In personal gain rather than In
the future citizens of our country? As we understand it, lands in question are
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real wilderness, not areas already exploited and populated with beer cans and
Kodak containers.

The important object is: if action is not taken, and soon, there will be no
wilderness left for following generations.

Good luck and may our grandchildren and great-grandchildren have the
privilege of just a slice of primitive America.

Sincerely,
ILA BROMBERG.

BINGAMAN & SNYDER,
Silver City, N. Mex., February 21, 1961.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR: I wish to congratulate you on the fine statement made when
you presented the wilderness preservation bill, S. 174, on the Senate floor.

There are many reasons for the United States to have a permanent policy
governing the wilderness areas of this country, such as scientific, recreational,
protection of watersheds, etc., but I feel the greatest of all reasons is surely
this country is wealthy enough to set aside certain lands to keep for all pos-
terities as they have always been and will remain for all times to come as
wilderness type country. ....

Respectfully yours,
CHANCE L. SNYDER.

RAVENA, N.Y., March 1, 1961.
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Senate Office Buildin
Washington, D.C.

DmAB SENATOR :Although we Just got off a freighter from Puerto Rico, and
could not make ourselves heard at the hearings we want to register our un-
alterable vote to save and protect the wilderness of America and to back yoa
up in any way we can. Right now our own Adirondack forest preserve is in
critical danger. They are trying to cut it to one-third its size and bringing out
all the big guns for a 2-year campaign against the people and their heritage.
Nobody seems to realize that in face of the population explosion we need not
less, but more life-giving wilderness to which we can retreat to get away from
congestion and strain.

We cannot spare a square mile of what we have left.
Our blessings on you and your work. If only the people can be informed-

if only the forces for public good had one-third the money to spend on propa-
ganda as do the interests who want to cut away our wilderness, there would
be no doubt of the outcome; our wilderness would be protected. Godspeed.

Mrs. ROBERT RIENOW.

TRE CAMP FIRE CLUB OF AMERICA,
New York, N.Y., March 1, 1961.

Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Senate Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. ANDERSON: For several years, this committee has been interested
in the wilderness bill, but has felt the bills introduced in, the past were un-
workable. We now feel that the present bill, introduced by yourself, is a work-
able one and wish to add our support in having it passed.

Sincerely yours,
JOHN E. HAM METT, M.D.

NORTHWEST PUBLIC POWER ASSOCIATION,
Vancouver, Wash., March 1, 1961.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DEA SENATOR ANDERSON: As recently as November 18, 1960, the board of
trustees of the Northwest Public Power Association adopted a resolution favor-
ing:
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"Amendment of the wilderness bill to insure that the construction of multiple-
purpose water resources projects is not prohibited in wilderness areas."

We would appreciate having this comment on the wilderness legislation
included in the hearing record.

The legislative conflict between scenic, wildlife, and recreation values on the
one hand and the multiple-purpose benefits of hydro projects on the other hand
has historically been both real and unfortunate, but is basically not necessary.

This conflict stems from the carelessness of pioneer developers and absence of
Government standards. Early dams were built for economy and "to hell" with
the appearance. Government agencies such as the Corps of Engineers and
Bureau of Reclamation left many ugly construction scars.

The turning point came with TVA's careful planning, excellent dam architec-
ture, and landscaping. This pattern can be a national pattern.

Public Law 369, 66th Congress, approved June 10, 1920, prohibits FPC licensing
of dams within national parks and monuments.

We fear that this same policy will be applied to the so-called wilderness areas
if this point is not clarified.

In my observation, the National Park Service is not keeping up the appearance
,f our national parks and monuments at as high a standard as TVA achieves at
many of its power dams.

With good planning, we can achieve both beauty and utility. We can improve
on nature also.

One of the basic purposes of the act of June 4, 1897, relative to national forests,
was securing favorable conditions of waterfilows.

Recently the Senate Select Committee on National Water Resources reported
its findings that the Nation requires a large increase in water storage for control
and better use of our rivers for all uses. Such storage generally must be in the
national forests at the headwaters of our rivers.

It is the purpose of our resolution to urge that the opportunity not be foreclosed
of achieving upstream water storage, and the recreation, scenic, and wildlife
benefits from such storage.

Sincerely,
Gus NORWOOD,

Executive Secretary.

ALFRED A. KNOPF, INc.,
New York, March 3, 1961.

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON,

U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: I write to applaud your sponsorship of the wilder-

ness bill and hope the Congress will pass it with as little delay as possible. And
I hope that this letter will be included in the record of the hearing if it doesn't
reach you too late.

Yours faithfully,
ALFRED A. KNOPF.

DENVER Cowo., March 7, 1961.
Ron. CLINTON ANDERSON,

chairman, Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C,:

Restrictive provisions on mining activity contained in S. 174 place our mineral
policy in jeopardy In comparison with the report of your committee memorandum
on Russian exploration, research, self-sufficiency and other activities in the
minerals field. Recommend careful consideration of amendments permitting
Mining industry access to and activity in proposed wilderness areas.

Cordially,
COLORADO MINING ASSOCIATION,

ROBERT S. PALMER, Executive Director.

BELLINOHAM, WASH.
Senator HENRY M. JACKSON,

Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.:
Respectfully request the following telegram sent to you February 27 be

Made part of the hearing record on S. 174: I understand you are again sponsor-
10g wilderness legislation, presently S. 174, now in committee hearing. Such
reservation of the recreational and economic resources of our State and the
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entire West would be an injustice to the large majority of our citizens. S. 174
favors a very small minority of our outdoor recreationists, mainly the ex.
tremist wilderness enthusiasts. The vast majority of our country's outdoor
recreationists-the ordinary family-will be deprived of enjoying the millions
of acres proposed in this wilderness legislation because roads are not allowed,
and the ordinary citizen does not have the time nor money to think or hire pack
horses and guides.

CARL V. SAHLIN.

GOLDEN, COLO., February 24, 1960.
The Honorable Senator CARROLL,
Senate Ofce Building, Wa8hington, D.C.

D AR SENATOR CAaMoLL: We have repeatedly written expressing our fervent
endorsement of the wilderness bill. The new wilderness bill certainly meets
many of the previous objections of vested interest groups. To further change
the bill would seriously hamper its basic purpose. We hope that you will do
everything to get this bill out of committee for a vote this session.

We shall herein request that this letter be part of the February 27-28 wilder.
ness hearings.

Thank you.
Very truly yours,

Mr. and Mrs. CHALS WORTH.

BoULDE, COLO., February 2, 1961.
Senator JOHN CARROLL.
Senate Office Building, Washingtot4 D.C.

DmAR SENATOB CARROLL: Have been Informed that a new wilderness bill is
up before Congress and that the Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee
will have a hearing February 27-28 and would like this letter to be part of
the record for the passing of this bill.

Also, Senator Carroll, would like to state my opposition to this bill for
Federal spending, such as public housing (cards Nos. 7 and 17) compulsory
social security medical aid for the aging (card No. 15) or any Federal aid to
education bills (cards Nos. 1 and 11).

Let's give private enterprise a chance again. Get the unions and taxes off
of their backs instead of turning us into a socialistic state and bankrupting
the country.Sincerely,

Mrs. ELIZABETH B. DOHERTY.

D NvER, COLO., February 22, 1961.
Senator JOHN A. CARROLL,
U.S. Senate Office Building, Wa8hingto, D.C.

DEA SENATOR CAR1ROLL: It is my understanding that some of the previously
objectionable features have been eliminated from the new wilderness bill now
in Congress. I strongly urge favorable action at the Senate Interior and In-
sular Affairs Committee hearing February 27 and 28 and request this letter
be made a part of the record.

I have personally visited, with great pleasure, several of the proposed
wilderness areas. It would be a tremendous and everlasting mistake not to
set aside this small portion of the country for the scientific, educational, and
recreational benefit of the people and of future generations.Sincerely,

ARTHUR W. KIDDER.

Ev=mTr, WASH., February 23, 1961.
Hon. Senator HENRY M. JACKSON,
Senate Ofce Butlding, Waoh ington, D.C.

DzAR SENATOR: I'd like to take this opportunity to thank you for your Co
sponsorship of S. 174. While many parts of It fall far short of what I feel is
needed, your efforts In face of the stubborn opposition of certain mercenary
groups is deeply appreciated.
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I have a copy of the bill and feel this is essential for any intelligent commen-

tary on it. However, being a millworker (plywood) and not a Philadelphia
lawyer find some difficulty in trying to visualize how the different parts will be
interpreted.

At this point, Senator, I'd like to call your attention to a paragraph from the
Everett Herald for February 6, 1961.

It states the President would have the power to allow logging, mining, etc., in
these areas. If this is true I feel it is essential that this be dropped from the
bill so as to prohibit these activities in our wilderness areas. Would appreciate
further information and comment on this.

Frankly, I'm worried about several sections of this bill. For instance on page
4. lines 20 to 25 inclusive. Isn't there a possibility of this being a loophole for
logging, mining, etc.

Then on page 5, couldn't we delete the following line 8, "subject to the pro-
visions of and at the time provided in this section".

Then starting on page 5, in line 7 with the beginning of the sentence "Within
ten years after the" to and including page 6, line 16, "or monument in Its natural
condition." I believe all the wording in between and including these quotes
should be excluded.

I believe we have enough roads and too much lodging within our national
parks, monuments, etc. This field should be left to private enterprise, just out-
side the parks, monuments, wilderness areas. If we continue to lodge and enter-
tain by development and commercialism, ski lifts, etc., within the boundaries of
these areas we shall within the foreseeable future overrun these beautiful areas
to the point where natural conditions no longer exist.

Also page 12, lines 8 through 19, would like to see these dropped.
I know it's impossible to satisfy everyone but have great confidence you willdo everything humanly possible to do the best with this bill and above all to get

it passed in this session.
Please excuse the longhand as I'm writing this in my hospital bed.
Thank you.

Sincerely,
HENRY J. KRAL.

STATEMENT Or THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF SOM CONSERVATION DIsTICTs,
W. A. WILLIAMS, Ju., NATIONAL VICz PRESIDENT

The National Association of Soil Conservation Districts has a continuing,
active interest in the Nation's public lands. The conservation programs of
hundreds of districts, particularly in the West, are affected in some degree by the
management, use, and disposition of these public lands.

As a general principle, we support the multiple-use policy of public land
management.

We favor the treatment of public lands, acre by acre, in accordance with their
heeds for conservation and development. We favor the use of these lands,
within their capabilities, for the greatest good of the greatest number of people
for the longest time.

With water supplies prevailingly scarce over large portions of the West, weregard with great concern any proposed change in the land management system
which would accentuate the existing water shortage, or which would serve as
a barrier to the potential development and enlarged use of available water
Supplies.

We fear and believe the progressive Inclusion of very substantial tracts of
Public lands into the wilderness system, without adequate safeguards against
excessive inclusions and against excessively limited use, would have these
daniaging effects.

We are concerned lest provision of new wilderness benefits for some of the
People may be authorized to the disadvantage of western communities and even
larger numbers of our citizens.

In our opinion, S. 174 represents a major Improvement over the wilderness
bills introduced in recent years. The possibilities for open-end expansion of
the Wilderness system, which were implicit in the earlier proposals, have now
been reduced.

The present bill recognizes-although still inadequately, in our Judgmentr--the potential need for "establishment and maintenance of reservoirs, water-
cOservation works, and other facilities needed in the public interest, Including
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the road construction and maintenance essential to development and use
thereof * * * "

It is encouraging to note, also, that in S. 174 there is an acknowledgment of
the probable need for measures to control fire, insects, and disease in the
proposed wilderness areas.

The National Association of Soil Conservation Districts urgently recommends
that the committee make four revisions in S. 174-all of which In our Judgment
would remove grave deficiencies in the bill and make the proposed legislation
more practical and constructive, not only for wilderness enthusiasts but for the
economy of the West and the public at large.

1. It is of the utmost importance that section 3(f) be amended to provide
that additions to the wilderness system be authorized only as a result of affrma.
tive action by the Congress.

We strongly oppose the procedure set forth in the present section 3 (f) for add-
ing to wilderness areas. We do not believe it assures the certain review and
deliberate consideration of all the essential factors and viewpoints that should
precede wilderness decisions.

2. In order to assure the careful and thorough appraisal of all the values in-
volved in the assignment of lands to the wilderness system, we urgently recom.
mend that the second sentence of section 3 (b) (1) be amended to read as follows:

"Following enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Agriculture shall, within
fifteen years, (A) make a complete inventory of all the resources within each
primitive area in the national forests, (B) list the essential uses of these re-
sources, (C) evaluate the importance of such uses in serving present and po-
tential interests of the United States and the people thereof, and (D) proceed
with such additional review, in accordance with paragraph C, section 251.20,
of the Code of Federal Regulations, title 36, effective January 1, 1959, as will
indicate the suitability or lack of suitability of each primitive area in the
national forests for preservation as wilderness. He shall publish his findings
and report them to the President."

It is our considered judgment that the inventory of resources within possible
wilderness areas, and the uses of these resources, are the very substance on
which wilderness decisions should be made. They should be specifically and
deliberately required and the findings should be available to the public and
to the Congress for a period of at least 6 months prior to the beginning of
hearings by the appropriate committees of Congress on proposals to include
additional areas in the wilderness system.

3. We strongly recommend that the last sentence of section 6(c) (1) be
changed from a permissive to an affirmative authorization. We urge that
this sentence be revised to read: "In addition, such measures shall be taken
as are necessary in the control of fire, insects, and diseases, subject to such
conditions as the Secretary of Agriculture deems desirable."

In our opinion such control measures are not only prudent and necessary for
the preservation of the wilderness areas themselves, but for the protection
of adjoining and related lands affected by the condition of wilderness areas.

4. We recommend the addition of a sentence to section 6(c) (1) as follows:
"Further, upon the determination by the Secretary that manipulation of the
high watershed forest cover in a specific wilderness area would contribute sub-
stantially to water production and better serve the interests of the United
States and the people thereof, he shall direct such manipulation and provide
for the establishment and maintenance of such reservoirs, and such water-
conservation and water-production measures, as he deems beneficial."

Experience has demonstrated the value of high altitude water storage in
preserving the quality of water and minimizing evaporation losses. Storage
high on the watershed can make water available for a greater diversity of uses
than downstream storage. Manipulated forest cover, in contrast with stag,
nated forest cover, can add appreciably to water production and to the reduC
tion of water waste.

The National Association of Soil Conservation Districts is not opposed to
the designation of carefully selected areas of public land as wilderness. For
several years we have addressed ourselves to the thorough consideration of this
matter. Our position on wilderness and other land-withdrawal legislation WaS
restated at the annual meeting of the association, February 5-9, 1961, in Mem-
phis, Tenn. It reads as follows:

"The NASCD, in view of the rapidly expanding population of the NatioA
recognizes the need for allocating areas of public lands to parks, defense, reC
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reational, wilderness, and other noncommercial purposes. At the same time,
we take the position that each and every allocation of public land to such
specialized single-purpose use be made only after thorough study and justifi-
cation; that any allocation of public lands transferred from multiple to re-
stricted use be made only after a complete inventory of all the resources of
the area involved-which sets forth their essential uses; that these uses be
cataloged in accordance with the present and potential needs ! and further,
we oppose vigorously all indiscriminate, unselective, and excessive allocations
beyond the demonstrated, Justified needs for the purposes indicated. More-
over, we strongly urge adequate provision for access road, fire protection, water-
shed protection, and water production on all lands retired from multiple to
restricted use."

We shall appreciate the consideration of these views by the committee.

IZAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA, INC.,
Albuquerque, N. Mew., February 24, 1961.

Hon. Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Chairman, Senate Interior and In8ular Affair Committee,
New Senate Offtce Building, Washington, D.C.:

In regard to Wilderness Act S. 174, introduced by yourself, I wish to submit
the following statement to be included in the record of testimony:

In the present age of nuclear power and space exploration we should digress
and consider also what we can do to sustain the natural resources which we
inherited from our predecessors. These heritages cannot be replaced once
debased and abused by the inadequate protection the laws provide at the
present time.

I am sure with the legislative action which S. 174 provides we will be able
to keep safe the vast areas which nature provided.

We the members of the Sandia Mountain Chapter, Izaak Walton League of
America, Inc., do fully endorse S. 174 as a worthwhile and outstanding piece
of legislation.

We will do all in our power to maintain and enrich the areas so declared In
our vast southwest territory.

Sincerely yours,
MATHIAS J. MADLENER, JR.,

President, Sandia Mountain Chapter.

NEW MEXIco MACHINIST's NON-PARTISAN POLITICAL LEAouE,
Albuquerque, N. Mew., March 6, 1961.

Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR. SENATOR ANDERSON: The Bernalillo County Machinists Non-Partisan
Political League has gone on record as supporting the wilderness bill recently
introduced by the Junior Senator from New Mexico.

My statement of November 14, 1958, in Albuquerque, which appears on pages
962 and 963 of the hearings before the Interior and Insular Affairs Committee
of the U.S. Senate is still appropriate.

Respectfully,
JAMES J. WEBER, Chairna,

Bernalillo County MNPL.
0
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