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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

April 17,2000

BY FACSIMILE

The Honorable Helen Chenoweth-Hage
Chairman

Subcommittee on Forests and Forest Health
Committee on Resources

United States House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515

De2r Chairman Chenoweth-Hage:

Your letter of April 14, 2000 to John Podesta has been referred to me for response. I
regret that we are not able to provide the requested documents under the deadline you set on
Friday afternoon. As we indicated on Friday, we have already produced a large volume of
material and we are prepared to provide additional information in the near future. Consistent
with our expressed determination that we would not provide material during the decision-making
period, however, we did not begin gathering and reviewing non-public information before the
President’s weekend announcement. Because collection, review, and production require a
reasonable amount of time, they cannot be accomplished in the time frame you have set forth.

As we have stated previously, we will cooperate with your request for additional

information. We will complete our process as expeditiously as possible. '

Sincerely,

Steren F. K(LL'CJL (&sk)

Steven F. Reich e
Senior Associate Counsel to the President

cc:  John D. Podesta
Chief of Staff to the President

Jeffrey Petrich, Esq.
Minority Chief Counsel



04/14700 04:37 B ' ™ ~ed @oo2

Don YounG, CriainMaN

U.5. House of Representatives
Cammittee on Resources
TAashington, BE 20515

April 14, 2000 |

Mr. John D. Podesta

Chief of Staff to the President
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. Podesta:

I am in reccipt of Mr. Steven F. Reich’s letter dated today to Douy Crandall, Staff
Director of the Subcomunittee on Forests and Forest Health, and Ms. Beth Nolan's April 7
Jctter to me, regarding records 1 have requested from you conceming the Sequoia National
Forest. In the interest of accommmodation, T wish to inform you that I ain willing to extend
the deadline for the Subcommittee’s document request — but only until 4:00 p.m. Monday,
April 17,2000. As indicated in previous correspondence, your office has now had since
March 30 — in exccss of two full weeks — to be responsive to my request.

While T continue to disagree with the White House assertion that you do not have
to release “predecisional” documents, all evidence indicates that on Sulurday the decision
will be publically announced. Therefore, if “thc White House intends to coopcrate with the
Subcommittee's request for documents and information,” as indicated in Mr. Reich's letter
of April 14, T believe il is rost reasonable to expect your full response on Monday, aftcr
the proclamation has been made. At that point, I will expect all responsive documents to be
produced, whether created before or after the final decision.

In his letter, Mr. Reich claims ignorance of the specific Freedom of Information
request referenced in my letter of April 12, 2000. He then casually noted, “it strikes me
that the document to which the Chairman teferred is similar in kind to the documents that
we huve already provided to the Committce.” For your edification, the letter is precisely
the type requested by the Subcomrmittee, but it is not included amony the “publicly
available” records you have thus far provided.

Mr. Reich's letter also feigns ignorance of the upcoming announcement. He wrote:
“However, the news article attached to the Chairman's recent letter indicates that the
President has scheduled an announcement this weckend regarding the Sequoia National
Forest,” as if to suggest thc White House Counsel’s Office is unaware of the President’s
schedule. As a matter of fact, the White House issued a press relcase on April 13, 2000,
announcing that the President will visit the Sequoia National Forest tomorrow, April 15, to
make “an environmental announcement.” Furthermore, the Forest Service reecived the

httpyiwww house.gov/resources/
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Mr. John D. Podesta
April 14,2000
Page 2

same information on Tuesday, April 11, by e-mail from the Sequoia National Forcst. In that
e-mail, the agency was advised to direct public inquiries “to the White House at
202-456-1414. (Some local media were contacted this evening.)” Mr. Reich’s misleading,
disingenuous staternent is, sadly, reflective of the continuous pattern of deceptive behavior
exhibited by this Administration when such announcements are planned.

If the Subcommittee does not receive the requested documents by 4:00 p.m. on
Monday, April 17, 2000, I ¢an vnly interpeet it as indicating that you will not be responsive
to our reasonable request. Such docuyments are necessary for the Subcommittee to fulfill
its legislative and oversight responsibilities undcr Articles I and IV of the U.S. Constitution,
and Rules X and X1 of the Rules of the House of Representatives, and Rulz 6 of the Rules
of the Cormmittee on Resouices,

As noted in my previous correspondence, and reflectiug the gencrous extension of
time I am granting as noted above, please provide the requested information no later than
4:00 p.m. on Monday, April 17, 2000. The information is to be delivered to the
Subcormmmittee on Forcsts and Forest Health, attention Michael Twinchek, Clerk, at 1337
Longworth House Office Building. If you have any further questions regarding this request,
please contact Doug Crandall of my Subcommittee staff at (202) 225-0691.

Sincerely,

Helen Chenoweth-Hage . ; :

Chairman
Subcommittee on Forests and Forest Health

enclosure

ce: Mr. George Frampton
Chairman, Council on Environmental Quality

Secretary Dan Glickman
United States Department of Agricullure

Mr. Randle G. Phillips
Deputy Chief, Programs and Legislation
USDA - Farest Service
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINSTON

April 14, 2000

BY FACSIMILE

Mr. Doug Crandall

Staft Director

Subcommittee on Forests and Forest Health
Commitee on Resources

Unired States House of Representatives
1337 Longworth House Office Building
Washingron, D.C. 20515 '

Dear Mr. Crandall:

This xesponds to the Chairman’s April 12, 2000, letter to White House Counsel Beth
Nolan, in which the Chairman asked that we pravide a response 1o you. { want fo assure you that
the White House intends o coopcrate with the Subcommittee’s request for documents and
information. Indeed, since receiving the Subcommmittee’s request two weeks ago, the White
House has already produced 1197 pages of responsive materials. While I am not familiar with
the specific Freedom of Information Act request referenced in the Chairman's letter, it strikes me
that the docwment to which the Chairman referred is similar in kind to the documents that we
have already provided to the Cornmirtee.

Ms. Nolan's April 7, 2000, Ictter to the Chajrman indicates that we have serious
questions about the appropriateness of congressionsl oversight of pending policy marters.
However, the news article attached to the Chainman’s recent letrer indicates that the President
has scheduled an announcement this weekend regarding the Sequoia National Forest. Asa
result, the White House expects to be able to provide additional responsive documents 1a the
Committee in the near future, apd [ will forward them on arolling basis as they become
available.

If you have any questions, plca.éc feel free to contacl me at (202) 456-5073.

incerzly,

/Steven F. Reich
Senior Associate Counsel to the President

cc:  Jeffrey Petrich, Esq-
Minority Chief Counsel (w/encs.)
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Don YouNnG, CHAIRMAN

W.S. Houge of Representatiues

Committee on Regources
T ashington, BE 20515
April 12, 2000

Ms. Beth Nolan

Counsel 1o the President
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Ms. Nalan:

Y our April 7, 2000, letter in reply to my record rcquest for an oversight review
regarding the Sequoia National Forest was most disappointing. It contains invalid, liresome
excuses for the failure of Mr. Podesta and The White House to comply with my March 30,
2000, request for records — which was a very straightforward and legitimate request. First,
you ignore the Subcommittee’s direct Constitutional duty delegated through the Rules of
the House of Representatives concerning the disposition of public land under Article [V of
the United States Constitution. Then you ignore our current legislative work under that
authority, and the authority bestowed in Article I, that requires compliance with the record
request. '

Your rcsponse ignores the nature of the Subcommittee’s Constitutional reach
concerning public lands issues under Article IV, which gives the Congress specific power
over all matters on the public lands. Although Congress has delegated certain of those
Article 1V powers to the President conceming national monument designation through the
Antiquilics Act, constitutionally the nature of the power remains Congressional. My
March 30, 2000, letter clearly states that the Subcomumittee is reviewing the proposal to
exercise the power — a proposal that significantly excecds the delegation under the
Antiquities Act. Indeed, this President has frequently, and inappropriately, exerciscd thet

_ authority that the Congress is directly responsible for under the Constitution. Because he
has announced his intention to do so again, the Congress has a responsibility to examine his
decision-making and the information on which he bascs his decisions.

Your response also ignores the fact that the Subcommmuttec on Forests and Forest
Health, the Commiltee on Resources, and the House of Representatives are caonsidering
measures that directly relate to the pending Sequoia proposal and the delegation of
Congressional authority to the President through the Antiquities Act. The Commullee has
reported one bill that is expected to be soon considered by the House of Representatives,
H.R. 4021, the Giant Sequoia Groves Protection and Management Act of 2000. The

REtP: /MWW, house.gov/resouraes/
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Ms. Beth Nolan
Counsel to the President
The White House

Page 2

requested records are needed, in part, so that Members of the Committee and the House
can make informed decisions about land allocations and other matters addressed in the bill
concerning the Sequoia National Forest.

Additionally, H.R. 4121, which amends the Antiquilies Act regarding establishment
by the President of certain national monuments, has been referred to the Committee on
Resources. Essential to consideration of this bill are the records requested in my
March 30, 2000, letter. The pendency of this measure 1s directly linked to the ill-adviscd
and overreaching past exercises by the President of Antiquities Act authority.

These measures are just two examples of our active legislative program concemning
subjects related to the records. The measures provide a strong basis that, with the
March 30, 2000, letter, requirc immediate production of the records sought by the
Subcommittee. In addition, you casually assume that the request for records is the
Subcommittee's atternpt to somehow “participate” in cxccutive branch decisions. Rest
assured, participation in that decision is not the Subcommittee’s desire. The Subcommittee
has both legislative business and oversight business within our jurisdiction concerning
public domain National Forests. Our husiness and work require immediate production of
the requested records.

Y our letter seems to infer some form ol protection for “predecisional” documents,
" as though the lack of a final agency decision in a given maetter renders all agency action
immune from oversight until the Administration deems the matter closed. This irregular
view of oversight is at odds with all lcgal and Congressional precedent and with common
sense. Indeed, Congressional oversight extends to all matters on which legislation can be
had, and is not limited by any description of thc matter as “predecisional.” You may be
confusing an exemption under the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) that covers
predecisional documents. This document request is not being made under FOTA, and its
“exemptions do not apply here. o
This pattern of non-compliance appears to extend throughout the Administration.
Indeed, 1 sent similar letters of request on March 30, 2000, to Forcst Service Deputy Chief
Randle G. Phillips, Secretary of Agriculture Dan Glickman, and CEQ Chairman George
Frarupton, and I have yet to receive any appropriate response. Furthermore, according to
today's Fresno Bee (copy enclosed), you have responded to requests for similar documents
under the Freedom of Information Act while ignoring your responsibilities to comply with
Constitutionally-based Congressional requests. This prioritization raises serious concerms.
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Ms. Beth Nolan

Counsel to the President
The White House

Page 3

Therefore, the document request and its deadline still stand. You have already had
morc than adequate time to comply. We will expect to receive the requested documents no
later than 4:00 p.m. Friday, April 14, 2000. The Committee on Resources has the authority
to compel production of the records, and will do so if necessary. Plcasc contact Doug
Crandall of my Subcommiittee staff in writing no later than 4:00 p.m. Thursday, Apnil 13,
2000, to indicate whether The White House intends to fulfill its Constitutional
responsibilities and fully comply with this request.

Sincerely,

Helen Chenoweth-Hage
Chairman

enclosure

ce: CEQ Chairman George Frampton
Secretary of Agriculture Dan Glickman

Forest Service Deputy Chief Randle G. Phillips ...,
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fresnobee.com
The Fresno Bee

Clinton in Sierra Saturday

President plans a trip to Sequoia National Forest, where he is expected to
announce a monument.

By Michael Doyle
Bee Washington Bureau

(Published April /2, 2000)

WASIIINGTON -- President Clinton has scheduled a quick moming trip to the southern
Sierra Nevada on Salurday to announce the creation of a new sequola-protecting national
momunent.

Clinton's expected trip would include an overnight stay Friday in Northem California and a
helicopter jaunt Samurday morning 1o Scquoia National Forest. While there, Clinton would
designale the national monument, which could span as much as 355,000 acres.

White House officials confirmed the trip early Tucsday evening, but would only say the
president planncd a "major environmental announcement” on his first-ever visit to the
Sequoia forest. Informed sources, however, expressed confidence that the monument
announcement is 2 done deal.

The monument's name, its final sizc and the exact timing of Clinton's Salurday visit remain
unclear, Some park officials have suggested possibilities such as California Big Trec
National Monument and Sierra Nevada National Monurnent, in order to avoid confusion with
Sequoia National Forest and Sequoia National Park.

"I'm really cxcited,” T'ehachapi resident and longtime sequoia activist Joe Fontaine said.
"This is probably the biggest step forward in protecting the sequoias in the 40 years that I've

been working on it." :

A retired science teacher from Bakersfield's Foothill High School, the 66-year-old Fontaine
has been working on sequoia preservation issues since he stumbled on a forest clear-cut while
Jeading a 1962 Boy Scout hike. He's also a past national president of the Sierra Club, whose
members have joined the Natural Resources Defense Council in pressing Clinton ta create
the sequoia monument,

The environmentalists have not yet been advised about the president's plans, and even local
Forest Service officials say they've been left in the dark. e

"We have not been told the president is coming," Sequoia National Forcst Supervisor Art
Gaffrey said Tuesday afternoon. "I belicve I'm going to be the Jast onc to know."

While plans could change, the California trip is said to follow a schedulcd pregidential
appearance Friday in Atlanta.

Clinton, according to this plan, would arrive in Fresno relatively late Friday night. None of
the area's congressmen, including Hanford Democrat Cal Dooley, would be there to greet the
president or help arrange crowds for his third trip to the southern San Joaquin Valley.

Dooley, Mariposa Republican George Radanovich and Bakersficld Republican Bill Thomas
all oppose creation of the new monument.

04/12/2000 5:08 PV
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"This might be politically popular in San Francisco and Los Angeles, but it's bad for the
Central Valley and represents an economic threat to the area," Dooley said Friday [ollowing
Agriculture Secretary Dan Glickman's recommendation that Clinton declare the monument.

Clinton would travel the roughly 50 miles by helicopter Saturday from Fresno Yosemite
International Airporl to a snow-free part of the 1.2 million-acre Sequoia National Foresl.
Aflerward, he would fly to Southern Californja for two Democratic fund-raising cvents.

“We'll do our best to be there en masse so the president could see us and hear us," Auberry
resident Burbara Ferguson, vice president of the 4,000-member Backcountry Horsemen of
C:alifornia, promiscd Tuesday while lobbying against the monument in Washington.

The new monumenl's name, although not the highest priority, has already incited serious
debate. In a March 9 letter lo Gaffiey, obtained under the Freedom of Information Act,
Sequoia National Park Supervisor Michael Tollefson urged a name "that will not further
confuse a public that already must contend with both a Sequoia National Forest and Sequoia
National Park."

Tollctson floated six alternatives, with the first mentioned being California Big Tres National
Monument. '

[doog
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

April 7, 2000

Honorable Helen Chenoweth-Hage
Chairman

Subcummittee on Forests and Iorest IHealth
Committee on Resources

United States House of Rcpresentatives
1337 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Chairman Chenoweth-Hage:

This responds to your lctter dated March 30, 2000, to White House Chief of Stafl Tohn
Podesta regarding Sequoia National Forest. As you know, no final decision regarding the
designation of a national monument at this location has been made by the President. For that
reason, your request secks production of the Administration’s predecisional documents and
information. A 1981 opinion uf then-Attorney General William French Smith questioned the
appropriateness of congressional oversight of pending policy matters:

It is important to stress that congressional oversight of Executive Branch actions
is justifiable only as a means of facilitating the legislative task of enacting,
amending, or repealing laws. When such “oversight” is used as a means

of participating directly in an ongoing provess of decisionmaking within the
Executive Branch, it oversteps the bounds of the proper legislative function. . . .
Congress will have a legitimatc nced to know preliminary positions taken by
Execulive Branch officials during iniernal deliberations only in the rarcst of
circumstances. :

5 Op. OLC 27 (1981).

Accordingly, I regret that we cannot fully comply at this time with your request. We are

in the process, however, of gathering publicly available documents on the subject, and a first
installment of those documents will be provided to the Subcommittee next week.

Sincerely,

& e V12—
Bcth Nolan
Counsel to the President

oc: [Ionorable Adam Smith
Ranking Minority Member

@ol1o
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DON YOUNG, CHAIRMAN

H.%. Honse of Repregentatives
Cormmittee on Regources
TWHashington, BE 20515

March 30, 2000

Mr. John D. Podesta

Chief of Staff to the President
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. Podesta:

As part of thc Committee’s ongoing oversight of government activities pursnant to Article I and
Article IV of the United States Constitution, Rule X and XI of the Rules of the House of
Representatives, and Rule 6(a) of the Rules of the Committee on Resources, the Committee on
Resources, Subcommittee on Forest and Forest Health is currently conducting a revicw of the
President's proposal to designate a national monument in the Sequoia National Forest. From this
review wc expect to better understand the underlying basis for considering the monument designation,
the implications on management of the giant Sequoia groves undcr such 2 designation, the scientific
underpinnings of such a proposal, and whether or not the process thus far has been objective and m
concert with law and regulation.

The information requested below is vital to completing this rcview. Please provide the
Subcommittee with the following information rclated to the proposed Sequoia National Monument:

(1) a list of all meetings held, and copics of all records, draft or final, including but not
limited to agendas, notes, outlines or summaries, proposals to be considered and lists of
attendees, for each meeting held between the Forest Service, the Department of
Agriculture and/or the Admibvistration on the development of a proposal for a national
monument for the Giant Sequoia groves in California;

2) = list of all mestings held, and copies of all records, draft or final, including but ot
limited to agcndas, notes, outlines or summaries, proposals to be considered and lists of
attendees, for each meeting held between the Forcst Service, the Department of
Agriculturc and/or the Administration and any nongovermnmental interest groups, on the

development of a proposal for a national monument for the Giant Sequoia groves in
California; :

(3)  edvance public notices, complete lists of all invitees, and public records from all of the
above meetings;

hatp/www house.gov/renaiircas/
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Mr. John ). Podesta
March 30, 2000
Page 2

(4)  copics of any correspondence or other records between the Forest Service, the
Department of Agticulture and/or the Administration and any nongovernmental interest
groups regarding proposals to establish a national monument for the Giant Sequnia
graves in California.

(5)  any maps, draft or final, prepared by or submitted to the orest Service showing the
locations of giant Sequoia trees, Scquoia groves, administrative boundaries, zones of
influence, subwatershed houndaries, or any other boundaries, existing or proposed,
surrounding or otherwisc including the Sequoia groves.

For purpuses of this inquiry, the term “record” or "records” includes, but is not limited to, copics
of any item writtcn, typcd, printed, recorded, transcribed, filmed, graphically portrayed, video or audio
taped, however produced or reproduced, and includes, but is not limited to any writing, reproduction,
trenscription, photograph, or video or audio recording, produced or stored in any fashion, including any
and all computer entries, accountiny materials, memoranda, diaries, telephone logs, telecphone message
slips, clectronic messages (e-mails), tapes, notes, talking points, letters, journal entries, reports, studies,
drawings, calendars, manuals, press releases, upinions, documents, analyses, Messages, SUMImAnCs,
bulletins, disks, bricfing materials and notes, cover shects or routing cover sheets or any other machine
readable material of any sort whether prepared by current or former employess, agents, consultants or
by any non-employee without limitation and shall also include redacted and unrcdacted versions of the
samc record. The term includes records that are in the physical possession of the While House,
including but not limited to the Council on Environmental Quality, and records that were formally in the
physical posscssion of the White House, including but not lirnited to the Council on Environmental
Quality, as well as records that are in storage. Furlhermore, with respect to this request, the terms
"refer”, "relate”, and "concerning", means anything that constitutes, containg, embodies, identifies,
mentions, deals with, in sny manner the matter under review.

Please note that the term “records” also includes maps and any other visual representation of
the boundaries of suitsblc national monuments, areas being considered for special use classification, or
areas undet review for possible administrative change in protective status. All materials should clearly
indicate who drafted or prepared the document, who received the documcnt, and the date on which the
document was prepared or distributed. '

Please provide the above information no later than 5:00 p.m. on Friday, April 7, 2000, The
informarion should be delivered to the Subcommittee on Forests and Forest Health, attention Michael
Twinchek, Clerk, at 1337 Longworth House Office Building. If you have any questions regarding this
request, please call Anne Heissenbutte), Legislative Staff, at 202-225-0691.
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Mr. John D. Podesta
March 30, 2000
Page 3

There is some urgency to this matter, since, as you know, the President established a 60-day
deadline for the Secrctary to develop his recommendation on the monument proposal, That deadline
will expire in mid-April. We oust, therefor, request your response to all questions and submittal of all
records by the deadline noted above, T thank you in advance for your prompt reply.

incerely,
Helen Chenoweth-Hage ,

Chairman
Subcommittee on Forests and Forest Health



04/14/00 04:36 oy @
g1 001

Committee on Resources

Subcommittee on Forests

and Forest Health
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

April 18, 2000

MEMORANDUM FOR: WHITE HOUSE OFFICE

OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT

COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
OFFICE OF POLICY DEVELOPMENT

OFFICE OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY POLICY

FROM: BETH NOLAN %&L’?f@k
COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT
SUBJECT: REOQUEST FOR DOCUMENTS

We have received a request for documents regarding the President’s designation of a

national monument in the Sequoia National Forest. Accordingly, please conduct a thorough and
complete search of all your records — whether in hard copy, computer form, or any other form —
for any materials relating to the President’s designation of a national monument in the Sequoia
National Forest, including but not limited to the following:

(D

(2)

3)

(4)

a list of all meetings held, and copies of all records, draft or final, including but not
limited to agendas, notes, outlines or summaries, proposals to be considered and lists of
attendees, for each meeting held between the Forest Service, the Department of
Agriculture and/or the Administration on the development of a proposal for a national
monument for the Giant Sequoia groves in California;

a list of all meetings held, and copies of all records, draft or final, including but not
limited to agendas, notes, outlines or summaries, proposals to be considered and lists of
attendees, for each meeting held between the Forest Service, the Department of
Agriculture and/or the Administration and any nongovernmental interest groups, on the
development of a proposal for a national monument for the Giant Sequoia groves in
California;

advance public notices, complete lists of invitees, and public records from all of the
above meetings;

copies of any correspondence or other records between the Forest Service, the
Department of Agriculture and/or the Administration and any nongovernmental interest
groups regarding proposals to establish a national monument for the Giant Sequoia
groves in California;



(5) any maps, draft or final, prepared by or submitted to the Forest Service showing the
locations of giant Sequoia trees, Sequoia groves, administrative boundaries, zones of
influence, subwatershed boundaries, or any other boundaries, existing or proposed,
surrounding or otherwise including the Sequoia groves.

Every employee is responsible for searching his or her own files and records to ensure a
comprehensive search. Each office head or Assistant to the President must certify that his or her
staff has done a complete and thorough search.

In addition, if you believe that files from your office that have been sent to the Office of
Records Management may contain responsive information, please advise us so that we may
ensure that all responsive documents have been located.

All materials must be provided to Steven Reich in EEOB Room 127 by 5:00 p.m. on
Wednesday, April 26, 2000. If you have any questions, please contact Steven Reich at 6-
5073.



O——————

“Caring for the Land and Serving People”

ALBERT M. FERLO

Counselor to the Chiet

Forest Service
14th & Independence, S.W.

(202) 205-0896
Washington, D.C. 20090-6090

Fax (202) 205-1765
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Gifford Pinchot’s observarions regarding the Interior Deparrment’s man-
agement of the O & C lands took on an added fillip of interest for rhose
closest to the controversy because these lands contained much the same
kinds of magnificent old-growth forests thac were at stake in anocher,
often equally malignant conservation battle: the fight to creare Olympic
National Park in northwestern Washingron Srare.

On Washingron's Birthday, 1897, President Grover Cleveland had
established & 2. 18-million-acrc forest reserve an the Olympic Peninsula as
one of the last acts of his administration. In addition to hundreds of
thousands of acres of some of the cldest and biggest trees on this conrinen,
the reserve was home to herds of Olympic elk, in che view of many people
the most stacely and beauriful of the species in this country; their teech
were arrracrive, oo, especially to members of the Benevalenr and Protec-
tive Order of Elk, and the animals were being killed so wantonly by
prafessional hunters for cheir teerh thac as carly as che turn of che cencury,
Represencative Francis Cushman of Tacoma had proposed legislarion thar
would have created a national park our of che whole reserve. It did nor
succeed. Neither did arremprs by Represearacive William Humphrey to
establish the area as a federal game refuge in 1906 and 1908. Finally, in
1909 Humphrey used the elk slaughter as the means of persuading Presi-
dent Theodare Roosevelr to establish Mountr Olympus National Monu-
ment on 620,000 acres of the reserve and ban hunting as well as logging.

In 1915 the Forest Service—which, unril Franklin Roosevelr’s Execu-
tive Order of June 1933, adminiscered all narional monuments—
persuaded President Woodrow Wilson chat much of the land in the Mounc
Olympus region contained rare deposits of manganese, 3 meral essenrial to
the manufacture of armamenprs. Wich the probability of war grawing with
every passing week, Wilson removed from the monwmnent 292,000 acres of
“manganese Jands™ chosen by the Forest Service. As it happened, no
significant deposits of manganese were ever discovered in rhese lands. But
there were a lot of Douglas fiz, spruce, and western red cedas present, and
they were soon in the mills of che timber industry. Cynics mainrained that
this was what the Forest Service had had in mind all along, particularly
when they noriced chat virtually all of the “manganese Jands™ had been
found in the heavily forested lower slopes and river valleys of the moua-
rains. Willard Van Name of che Emergency Conservarion Committee was
one of the cysics, noting that “most of the timpber still left in the Monu-
mear is small, scrubby high mountain stuff, worthless commercially. . . .
The Forest Service rook all the meat and Icfe che bone for the public.”

From=-TROUTMAN SANDERS LLP 20227429284 T-186  P.03/20 F=-213
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In October 1933 the Washingron State Game Commission announced
a four-day elk-hunring season 1n Olympic Nacional Forest (the monument
itself remained closed to hunring). Most of the animals killed (sstimates
range from 150 to 230) were big bulls, depleting the future scrength of
the herd by an estimared 20 percens. In April 1934 che Emergency
Conservation Commitree issued a pamphler wrirven by Willard Van
Name chatr expressed ourrage over both the hunt and the continued
logging of old growth just ourside the monument, and proposed thac che
monument be restored o its original size and the whole region be
established as a narional park. In response to the pamphler, the Washing-
ton Stare Planning Council formed a commirztee ro study the proposal,
and in spite of objections from the supervisor of Olympic National Forest
(who said rhar while the pamphler was “so inaccurste thar it deserves no
consideration.” it still had been "read by many and is believed by che
gullible 20d may do this country grear harm”), there was enough support
for the idea to cause Park Service direcror Arno Cammerer to appoint his
own commirees.

The Park Service commirree’s reporr was issued in October and con-
cluded thar while a park of the size advocated by proponents was impract-
cable because the praposed addirions included “much valuable timber,”
the monument ar least could be enlarged by abour 110,000 acres and a
park created our of this expansion. On February 20, 1935, Cammerer
submicted 2 memorandum o Ickes noring thar “several cowns on the
Peninsula and conservationists chroughous che counery are in favor of che
cstablishmenc of a national park ro preserve chis wilderness area. Congress-
man Wallgren {Monrad C. Wallgren of Searcle] is also very much inter-
ested. It is recommended that in erder to crystallize public senriment,
necessary legislation be drawa up, subjecr to your approval, for the estab-
Lishment of this area as a national park.” Cammerer had also included a map
of the proposed park boundarics; it had embraced only one complere river
system, thac of the Bogachiel, bue in his notarion on the memorandum,
Ickes himself added the river corridor of the Quinaulr as well.

A few days lacer, Willard Van Name mer with Ickes and emphasized
the desire of the Emergency Conservaction Commirtee thar the ociginal
monument boundarics be used for a park, nor those of Cammerer’s smaller
proposal. On March 15, Arthur A. Demaray, Cammerer’s assistanc,
apparencly ar Ickes's urging, sent Van Name a map of the proposed park,
adding that “the map will be submirred to Congressman Wallgren who
expressed his intenrion of introducing 8 Mount Olympus National Park
bill during the current session of the Congress.” Wallgren did so on March
28, calling for the crearion of an even larger park that would include
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328,000 acres in the present monument and add some 400,000 acres
from QOlympic National Forest. Local opposition from Forest Service
officials and rowns and organizations dependent upen the timber indusery
was seiff enough to keep the bill from moving during 1935—and tq
inspire Henry Wallace, afier & visit to the ares in Ocrober, to issue a3
stacement thac he would not yield any area under the admiaistrarion of the
Forest Service withour local consent.

That was the situsrion when newspaperman and Emergency Conserve-
rion Commirtee officer Irving Brant intcrested himself in che project early
in 1936. In February, while in Washingron, D.C., during a research rrip
for a biography of President James Mzdison, he had been granted 2 long
meeting with Whallace and Silcox, the subject being the question of
protecting the old-growth foreses around the monument. Afterward, he
reported on the meeting to Roosevelr. On coming our of the Presidenr’s
office, Brant encountered Ickes waiting to go in. The Secretary apparently
asked for a reporc himself, and an Rebruary 13. Branr gave him a written
summary of what he had been up ro:

1 had made somc comment to Scererary Wallace about the unwillingness of
the Forest Scrvice o let go of any of iss lands, and he asked me ro have Junch
with hamsclf and Mz. Silcax wo ralk about the Olympus siruasion. . . . Silcax
(who seems to have & genuine desire 1o proeece virgio timber) said chat if che
facts were as | stazed he would support a move to have additional arcas (he did
noc say how cxtensive) permanencly protected. Bur he said he would nox
sanction the transfer of 3 single acre 1o the “adminiscrative methods™ of dhe
Pack Service. . .. .

Silcox said the Forcse Service could be trusted to guard these foress ia
pespecuiry. I tald him chae in 1927 a¢ thereabours the Forest Service officials
in Porxland had told me they were going 1o miakc chese foreses ingo a
wilderness arca 10 be preserved farever, buc now chey were planning to fun
roads and railreads in and log chem off. Silcox then 3a1d he would be willing
to see the Olympic {si) Nationa]l Monument cxrended if administration of ic
were transfereed to the Forest Scrvice, or if administration of the added ama
were Jeft 1o the Poress Sepvice.

With this communication, Brant began a second career as a kind of
ambassador withour portfolio for the Interior Department, not only keep-
ing boch Ickes and Roosevelt informed on developments artendant on this
and orther conservation matrers, but in many respects acting as cheir
emissary and ageat—withour authority but with considerable influence
nevertheless. "It curned out thar I pur in so many houss on the Olympic
park projecc—Dby this time an administration affair,” he remembered,
~chat | was working half-time for the White House withour being paid for
i¢.” Thar would change; in the meanrime, his role as embudsman for the
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park could not have been more useful. “He is all the more effecrive,” Ickes
would wrire, “because he s not connecred with the Department or the
Goverpment in any way. He has been quite willing to cooperate.”

Brant's effectiveness was felc almost immediacely. Shortly after he had
been in to see Roosevelr in February 1936, the President sent a note ro
Ickes and Wallace: *1 understand that chere is 8 forest area wnmediarely
adjacent ro the [Olympus] narional monument. Why should rwo Depart-
ments run this screage? If the foresc portion is not o be used for cvenrual
commercial forestatiop and curting, why not include the forest area in che
national monument?” Afcer discussions on Roosevelt’s questions berween
Cammerer and Silcox took place with no firm resalurion, Ickes drafted 2
proclamation chat Roosevelt might issue that would pull more chan
100,000 acres outr of Olympic Natiopal Forest and add them co che
parional monument as inrerim procection under the scipulations of the
Anciquiries Act of 1906. When Roosevelr passed the proclamation on to
Homer Cummings for a legal opinion, hawever, the Artorney General was
skeptical:

1 deem it advisable . . . €0 invite your arrention o the statutory provision that
the land rescrved as a part of 3 monument shall i all cases be confined “ro che
smallest acea compatible with che proper care and managemene of the objecrs
to be procectcd.” The arca proposed to be included in the naucnal monument
consists of approximarcly 429,630 acres. Although there is no srazurory limic
upon the size of national monumenrs, the arca in this instsace is 50 cxtensive
chat it raiscs xhequurionwhcrher...:hcwhdeofitisneededfutr:
purposes stared.

Meanwhile, the pressure being excried by the Forest Service was
having its effect. When his firse bill dicd in che last session of the Sevenry-
&fth Congress, Represenrarive Wallgren asked che Park Service ro endorse
a compromise that would reduce the size of the proposed park o abour
648,000 acres. The Pack Service recommended endorsement and passed ic
on to Ickes. On February 4, 1937. perhaps on the theory thar this
proposal was as good as rhey were likely to get—particulacly since
Cummings had strongly advised against protection by proclamarion—
Ickes approved the compromise. On February 15, Wallgren introduced
che pew bill.

While the Forest Serviceand the timber industry were partially (though
by oo means complerely) mallified by the compromise, the Emergency
Conservarion Committee was cutraged. “The power of che Forest Service
over the Park Sepvice is clearly demonstcrared by che introduction of this
new bill of Congressman Wallgren,” Rosalie Edge wrote Ickes on February
19. “May 1 ask you a direct question? Will you fight?” It is probably

T-186
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forrunare chac Ickes was t0o preoccupied with the steadily deterioraring
sicuation in Puerto Rico to give her a direct answer to her ditect question,
buc if her Jetter angered him—and ic almost cerrainly did—there is no
quescion bur that he was ready to be prodded in the direcrion of a larger
park in spite of his earlier endorsement of the Wallgren compromise. By
carly June he apparencly had changed his mind encirely. "As you know,”
Harry Slatrery wrote in 8 memorandum ro Assistant Park Service Direcror
Arthur Demaray on June 11, “there have been a great maay proreses
against the proposed boundaries of the preseac Wallgren bill. . . . The
Secrecary wants the marrer looked into and does not agree thar the bound-
aries proposed by the present Wallgren Bill will be sufficient.”

Irving Branc played a part in this turnabour by keeping Ickes informed
of his own gambirs following rhe introduction of the revised Wallgrep
legislation. Among these was a letter ro Henry Wallace calling the new bill
a shocking recreac” chat would “make a mockery of the movemenc 1o save
che last primeval stand of Douglas fir and Sitka spruce on our Pacific Caast.”
He could nor believe, he said, thar “the Department of Agriculcure will
become 8 pastner in this wanton commercialism. . . . Knowing you as I
do, I hope thar you will nor hold the pen that dooms [the trees} ro
descruction.”

Five weeks lacer, Wallace scnr him the unsigned drafs of 2 reply,
probably wrirten by Silcox, asking for his comments. “Silcox and I are
just as derermined as you are chat adequate and represencative portions of
our remaining virgin foresrs, in the Northwest and elsewhere, shall be
presesved for posterity,” the letrer said, then went on ro offer an analysis of
the region’s porential for cimber producrion and jobs that Branr found
deranged. “According to rhe Forest Service ratio,” he recalled, “the entire
screage of che original Wallgren bill would sustain 9,585 persons insread
of 860. The encire Grays Harbor timber arca would sustain a popularion
of 191,700. . . . The whole proposition was preposterous.” He returncd
the Wallace draft wich a number of comments to that effect, concluding,
~I do nor believe that Mr. Silcox would ralerare the course he has approved
if he were free from che myopic effects of the rivalry berween the Forest
Sepvice and the Park Service.”

After a summer of impasse (and, for Ickes, a heart artack and recovery),
the movement for a large park rook on new life when Roosevelr himself
became an active player. At the end of Scprember he made a tour of the
Olympic Peniasula, including the lands proposed for the ncw park. On
his arrival ar Port Angeles, he pointed co a sign erecred by rhe children of a
local schoolhouse— Please, Mr. President, we need your help. Give us an
Olympic National Park™—and proceeded to excemporize as only he
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could: "Mr. Mayor and friends of Porv Angeles, thar sign on the school
house is the appealingest appesl that I have seen in all my rravels. [ am
inclined to think it mecans more to have rhe children wenc that park than
all the rest of us put togerher, so, you boys and girls, I chink you can count
on my help in gercing that national park. Noc only because we need it for
us old people and you young people, but for a2 whole lot of young people
who ere going to come along.” He followed chag snnouncement by
mecting with both opponents and proponents of a lacge park and, accord-
ing ra a report furnished Branc by Irving M. Clark of Seartle (a member of
The Wilderness Socicry's governing council), calmly demalished the argu-
ments put forward by regional forester C. J. Buck. He made his feelings
additionally clear during his automobile tour of the narional forest when
he spotted an old clear-cuc area that had never recovered: "I hope che son-
of-a-bitch who logged thac is roasring in hell!”

On February 8, 1938, Roosevelt went even further, calling a meeung
in the Whire House among all interested parues, including Cammerer,
Silcox, Wallgren, and both of Washingron's senators, and demanded they
hammer out the details of a large park. Meeting again on February 12,
they came up with substitute legislation that increased the size of the park
proposal o 898,292 acres. On Masch 26, Henry Wallace, finally giving
up his opposition, norified the Bureau of the Budger thar his department
would nor oppose the new bill ar any amendmenc chac might be made co
it. and when the burean approved the legislation, Wallgren inrroduced ic
on March 28 as a substirure for his 1937 bill.

The bill was reported out of commitree in the House and passed on
May 16, bus sralled in the Senare. Added pressure was supplied by Ickes,
who recorded a speech, broadcast on the CBS affiliaces in Seartle and
Tacoma on May 17, that was wrceen by Brant and thar lambasted the
timber induscry for having “made a shambles” of che environment already
and now wanting co move on to “desrroy rhe Jast wilderness.” Reporring
to Brant, Clark said that che speech "was all thar could be desired and |
feel sure will be cremendously helpful,” bur the bill still chreatened to die
in the Senare as the adjousrnment dare of June 16 approached. Roosevelr
chen suggested a compromise thar weuld allow for the designation of a
smaller park with an amendment o the effect chat, with the consulration
of the state’s governor and other parties, the Presidenr would be em-
powered to add narional forest and selecred private lands up to the
maximum size desired,

Thar did ic. On June 11 the bill was amended by the Senare Commir-
tee on Public Lands ro establish a park of 648,000 acres and give the
President authority ro add as much as another 250,292. In this form it
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passed and was seac back ro the House for concurrence. Afrer a few more
housekeeping details stalled it long enough ro give its propoencnts small
scrokes, Speaker of the House William Bankhead finally slammed his
gavel down at 6:30 P.M. on Thursday, June 16, she last minure of the last
day of rhe session. “Bang! That was over,” Brant, who was in the House
gallery with his wife and & few supporters, recalled. "I ler our a yip, and
we |eft before anybody called the police.”

The Secrerary was so impressed by the encrgy and comperence of his sub
rasa licurenant thar aftec passage of the Olympic Narional Park legisiarion
he asked Brant to become direcror of the National Pack Service. “The
Secrerary,” Brant recalled, ~had taken a scrong dislike to Direcror Acao
Cammerer, abour whom he used epicheers associated with excessive
weight, Bur the reasons were only symbolically physiological. ‘Cam-
merer,’ he said, "has no gues. He is afraid ro disagree with me. He eries vo
gucss my position and suppore ir.” Cammeres's accitude,” Branc added,
-was in harmony with an impression widely held in che Interior Depart-
menc chat it was dangerous to disagree wich the ardent secrerary.” What
Ickes might have done with the substancial avoirdupois of civil service
careerist Cammerer was not mentioned, bur in any case Brant rurned the
offer down.

He did agree, however, ta go on the payroll part-time as a consuleant o
the Narional Resources Board, and his first assignment was to make 2 crip
to the Olympic Peninsula, spend a few weeks srudying the land, and
recurn ro submir a report recommending which of the areas adjacent to
che new nationsl park should be added ro it by Presidential proclamation,
as stipulated by the June legislacion. Garhering a team of Park Service
specialists about him, Brant began his investigations in July 1938; by the
middle of December he had produced a 114-page book, cemplete with
photographs, recommending char ten specific areas be included in the
Presidential addirions. It took anocher year of consulrarion and negoria-
vion with stare officials, Foresc Service people, sundry polivicians, and
indusery represenrarives, but on January 2, 1940, all bur 62,881 acres of
Brant's original recommendations were officially added ro Olympic Na-
tional Park.*

Long before thar happy outcome, Brant was deeply involved in a

® Thus acreage included a corridor 1o the acean along the Queees River, 3 nipe-mile carridar on
the Bogachuel River, and a hifcy-mule serip of shareline on the Pacifc Oxcan—lands encum-
Pxred by vanious adminstranve difficulries dacluding che necessicy of purchuning privawe
inbaldiags) thac prevensed their addivion for soveral years, By the maddie of che 1950s,
however, the park was §pally camploted.
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second park proposal whose econamic and polirical intricacies were every
bi¢ as rangled as rhose that had accompanied the creation of Olympic—
Kings Canyan, an almost entirely wild region of more than half 2 million
acres in che Sierra Nevads range of California adjacent to cthe norchern
border of Sequosa National Park. The first proposal ro make this region a
national park had been offered as early as 1881 and cchoed ten years laser
by Joha Muir; and in 1893, [nterior Secrecary John W. Noble had gone so
far as to puc the marzer before Congress. Nothing came of this, but in that
same year the area was embraced wirhin che Sicrra Forest Rescrve estab-
lished by President Benjamin Harrison. In 1911 and for cach of several
years thereafrer, legislation was incroduced for the enlargement of Sequoia
National Park to take in the Kings Canyon region, bur even then dis-
agreements berween che Forest Scrvice and the National Park Service had
left bills scranded in Congress.

The situation was muddied in 1920, when the Federal Power Act
opened national parks to hydropower development: in fesponse to pres-
sure from Park Service director Scephen Marher and his well-entrenched
labby, the act was amended in 1921 o exclude existing pasks, bur it sill
lefe such potencial areas as Kings Canyon open, even if they should
become parks. Power and irrigarion interests in the Sap Joaquin Valley
were adamant that they would need the watersheds of the Kings River
draipage for furure development and forced a campromise in 1926
that enlarged Sequoia National Park buc lefc Kings Canyon our of the
equarion. Since then, a prepondemance of local opinion had held chac
Kings Canyon and its rivers should be lefc in che hands of the Forest
Service.

John R. White, who had been superintendent of Sequoia Nerional
Park both before and after its enlargement 2nd who was not 3 man who
enjoyed controversy, rended to sgree. As carly as May 12, 1933, he had
cautioned Cammeter against reviving the nacional pack idea: “There is no
doubt whatever that the San Joaquin Valley has expressed irself againse
furcher park excension, and I hope this will secrle the marrer so far as the
National Park Service is concerned for 3 good many years to come. [r is
most unhealthy and it is against the best interests of the Nationa] Parks o
have this Kings Canyon proposirion conscancly coming up and constantly
inviting invidious comparisons berween the parks or the foresrs.”

This level of timidicy was a bir much even foc Cammerer, however, and
later that year he ler Whire know that the Narional Park Service was
keeping an open mind on the subject: “There is a good deal of difference
berween respecting and recognizing the present fecling and considering
the marrer closed for all rime. In face, from wha I glean here end chere,
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there is already a perceprible change in the atritude of some of cthe people.”
One suspects thar the person from whom Cammerer was getsing mose of
his actitudinal readings was Ickes, for the Secrerary was nor long in
pucting the Kings Canyon park on his own agenda. In March 1935,
Assistant Direcror Arthur Demaray finished a task Ickes had assigned
him—deraft legislarion for a Kings Canyon National Pack bill—and the
Secretary persuaded Senaror Hiram Johnson o introduce it. In Seprember
he followed up on this with a memorandum ro Cammerer char ourlined
his inrended policies for the management of the park, should it come ro
pass: "This park will be treated as a primitive wilderness. Foor and horse
trails to provide reasonable access will be encouraged, buc roads muse be
held 1o the absalute minimum. The stare road now being construcred
should never be extended bryond the floor of Kings River Canyon. .
Accommodations provided muse be of a simple characrer and the rates
modcrare. No elasborare hotels shall be construcred.”

The Forest Service had ocher plans for the region, which it began o
develop even as Ickes's park bill languished in Congress, stalled by
opposition in California so immediace and forceful thar Hiram Johnson
never seriously pushed the legislacion afrer introducing it. Though ir is
not likely that ir was designed as a direct response to Ickes's somewhar
premacure directive, the Forest Service proposal, issued in December
1936, served the purposc well enough: it would have placed the highest
peaks and mountain valleys of che region in the High Sicrra Primirtive
Arca, but virtually everyching clse would be left open ro “multiple-
purpose” management—including logging, mining, summer hoame de-
velopments, intensive recreation use, maay roads and developed rrails,
and, especially, dams and reservoirs for warer storage, power generatian,
and irrigation in rwo of che area’s mast specracular canyons, Tehipire
Valley on the Middle Fork of the Kings River and Cedar Grove on the
South Fork. Roberr Marshall, by then chief of lands and recrearion for the
Forest Service, was appalled. “If I was outside the gavernment,” he wrore
in an officia] comment on the report, “and was shown this plan of the
Forese Service, I would swallow all my prejudices against the Park Scrvice
and root for & Kings River Nacional Park merely to keep out chese
commercial desecrarions and the roads which will go wirs them from as

-glorious a wilderness as remains in che Unired Scates. . . . If che Foresc

Service was ro keep che Kings River country as a2 Narional Forest, | think
it should burn chis Kings River report and write a radically new one.”

While the Forest Service made its plans (and ignored Marshall’s objec-
tions) and his park legislation finally died aborning, Ickes calmly in-
cluded che Kings Canyan proposal among his furure goals in each of the
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Interior Department’s annual repares. This alone was enough o cause the
somewhat paranoid San Joaquin Valley Council of the California Stare
Chamber of Commerce to call a meeting in Fresno in Ocrober 1937 to
discuss rumors thac che Park Service had more specific plans in mind.
Among the sixry-five people in atrendance were represencatives of local
chambers of commerce, irrigation districts, powesr companirs, farm bu-
reaus, and sportsmens’ associacions, as well as Charles Dunwoody, direc-
vor of the Conservation Deparement of the California Stare Chamber of
Commerce; C. B. Morse, assistant regional forescer for the Forest Sepvice;
Frank Kittredge, the Narional Park Service’s California Region director;
and a number of private citizens. Each of the government men was asked
to outline his agency’s plans for the Kings Canyon area. Kirtredge said he
had no specifics to give them, since he was new on the job. Morse was a
good deal more vocal, outlining in loving and enthusiastic derail the
service’s 1936 plan. A resolution was then offered that requesred the
board of directors of the California Srare Chamber of Commerce ~in
the full spiris of its adapred Narional Pack Policy to oppose the creation of
the proposed Kings River National Park.” After general discussion, and to
no one’s surprise, the motion was adopred.

This action, like Ickes’s memorandum of 1935, was a bit premarure—
bur the meeting of Ocrober 1937 served ro illuscrate bach the depch and
characrer of che opposition thar would coalesce swiftly and ride ac full
gallop againse every effort o create Kings Canyon Narional Park for che
next rhree years. The opposirion’s first chance came in the spring of 1938,
when Ickes apparently fele ic was rime to test the waters again; ac his
request Congressman René De Rouen of Louisiana, chairman of che House
Commirtee on Public Lands, introduced yer another bill for a Kings
Canyon National Park of a little over 450,000 acres in size. Not especially
well drawn, the bill probably was meant to serve norice ro the Forest
Service thar the Interior Department remained determined o obtain the
area and to sound our opposition and support as 2 beginning voward
fashioning workable legislation. This was the bill under consideracion
when Irving Brant pur aside his duries on the Olympic Narional Park
mateer in August 1938 and rook @ six-day pack trip into the Kings
Canyon counrtry at Ickes's behest, accompanied by Frank Kittredge and
Joel Hildebrand, president of the Sierra Club. As a resulc of the trip, Brant
remembered, he concluded:

The problem of Kings Canyon boundaries . . . was 99 percent politicsl. Fram
the srandpoint of narjonal-park standards, one could put markers anywhere
along hydrographic ridges, and if the mackers were far enough apart, they
would produce a pask of superb beauty. The policical problem was double: the
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contesc betwoen the Forest Service and Nationa] Park Service for custodian-
ship, and the contess berween the environmentalists and che rigationists for
Cedar Grove and Tehipite. . . . Had the two burcaus been united, chey could
have saved both scenic gems by persuading the ierigationises of the truth—
that berrer power sites existed on the North Fork of the Kings River. ourside
the proposed park. Instead, the Forest Service backed the demand for dams ac
these two poinrs.

Brant also recurned convinced thac che active suppore of che Sierra Club
was going to be necessary for the success of any kind of legislation
affecring its native state of California. Ar his urging, then, Ickes mer wich
the Siecra Club direcrorate in San Francisco’s Bohemian Club on Ocrober
21 during a crip west. After an informal dinner, Ickes talked for more
than an hour, assuring che club’s officers of the Interior Deparrmenc's
passion for a wilderness park and orherwise wooing and winning themina
burst of candor and charm. "The whale thing was a graad rriumph, on
borh sides,” Joel Hildebrand declared in a lerter vo Brant rwo days later.

While Ickes courted che 2id of the Sierra Club and Branr conrinued o
knir up the scrands of support in Congress and among orher conservation
groups, S. Bevier Show, regional director for the Forest Service, marshaled
his own forces and launched an atrack before there really was anyching
substancial ro be arracked. On October 11 he had issued a statement to the
press announcing that proper development of rhe Kings Canyon region
would require thac “The wacer must be impounded back in the mountains.
Many reservoirs, not a single one, will be required to fully regulare and use
the warer.” Flood control, too, the announcement said, “will undoubredly
frequire a comprehensive series of reservoirs throughour che drainage. . . .
A permanent flood control program can hardly be casried out if the Jand is
dedicared to a single purpose {a park}, as is now proposed.” Anorher press
release on Decemnber 2 made his position even clearer:

The Forcst Scrvice will Bght any proposed excension of national parks in
Califorrua char wall lock up natiopal faresc resousces viral o the welfare and
prosperity of the peoplc and the State. Thus applies ro the proposed Kings
Canyon Narional Park and any other new parks which under National Park
Scrvice policy would be permanently closcd to all economic use and develop-
mear and managed salcly for special classes of recrrarion California already
has morc napional parks and monuments than any ocher Staee in rhe
Union. . . . This is surely an adequate reservation.

Show apparently laathed borh Roosevelt end Ickes with a depch of
feeling thar was still running strong nearly chirty years later when he wrore
thar "cthe amoral national administration and the conscienceless leader
operating within it” had forced “this innarte, built-in Agriculture-Interior
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conflict of aim, mechod and morality from the scrics of skirmishes and
localized barrlcs info che starus of @ general war.” Ickes himself, Show said,
was derermined “to expand, without bounds, the single-purpose parks and
grazing discricts ar the expense of che navional forest system, and to capeure
contral of che latrer chrough transfer ra his cender care,” then wenton in an
atrempe fo eviscerate the Secrerary personally: “If anyone doubes Ickes’
everweening ambition, the sublimity of his valorous and ignorant sclf-
confidence, his ready and eager embrace of any method, however mesn,
venal or ruthless, calculared ro fusther his ends, his intolerance of and
contempt for opposition, his egocentric imposition of his will on subordi-
nares who accepred or else, lec such a doubcer read che record.”

Show himself was nor subjecred to the “egocentric imposition” of
anyone’s will buc his own. Like many regional foresrers, he scemed 1o
operare with near autonomy. Wallace, according to Brant, admitted ar one
point thac ~I can't conerol the Forest Segvice,” citing the powerful ties to
local incerescs his segional forestecs—parricularly in the Northwese and in
California—cnjoyed and which they exploired to strengrhen cheir posi-
tions and further their ambitions. Keeping an angry, arrogant man Like
Show ip linc would have been difficult even if Wallace and Silcox had
actively tried; they had nor, and over the nexr several weeks Califoraia’s
regional forester would spend much of his ume both overtly and coverrly
in a stubborn campaign againse che Kings Canyon proposal.

The struggle took on real subsrance when Congressman Bertrand W.
Gearharr of Fresno, whose districe embraced rwo-thirds of the ares thac
would fall within the proposed park, announced that he planned o
introduce his own park bill immediately after the opening of the new
Congress in January 1939. At Gearhart's requese, Cammerer and De-
maray fashioned park legislarion and sent it around for comment; the
Sierra Club people, Brant, and Ickes all disliked ir, mainly because it
made no provision for wilderness management. Ac Ickes's direcrion, Brant
and Demary gor ro work on 2 revision. The new version designared the
park the ~John Muir—Kings Canyon Narional Wilderness Park” in honor
of the Sierra Club’s founder, and stared the principle thac the park would
be managed as wilderness, with 8 minimum of roads and ao hotel or ocher
unseemly concessionaire facilitics. It sought ro sacisfy the desires of the
irrigation lobby by excluding the Tehipite Valley and Cedar Grove areas
from the pack as porential resesvoir sites, providing, however, that the
rwo areas would be managed esscntially as wilderness by the Park Service
uncil such time as the Burcau of Reclamarion might be authorized by
Congress to build dams in cither place and tharall lands above the high-
water mark of cither completed reservoir would remain in Park Service
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management. If the cwo sites were ever decmed nor suirable for reservoirs
by the Bureau of Reclamacion by official notice, the bill said, they would
immediarely be folded into the park by proclamarion. Finally, in one of
the few noncontroversial sections of the bill, ir srated thar the existing
2,548-acre General Granc Nacional Park—established ro presesve 2 grove
of especially fine sequeias—would be absorbed by the new park.

In a furcher efforx to dissipace che apposition of the irrigationiscs, che
previous spring the Interior Department had announced its suppore of
legislacion that would auchorize the Bureau of Reclamation o build 2
large irrigation, Aood-control, and public power dam ac Pine Flar well
outside the bounds of cthe proposed park. This suppore, together with the
Park Service's promise to exclude the Tehipite and Cedar Grove sires from
the park, had gone a long way roward getcing the Kings River Water
Associavion, 8 major coalition of irrigation interests, co formally wirh-
draw its objection ro & Kings Canyon Narional Park. Roosevelr himself
had actempred 1o stem Forest Service opposition by issuing an order
specifically prohibiting ic. "I am rold,” Whllace wrote the President on
January 13, “thac your instructions ro the Forest Service to refrain from
public opposition to the proposed park have been conveyed ro the Re-
gional Forescer ar San Francisco, and I have no reason ro believe thar they
arc being violared.” He soon would have, for on January 17 Reosevelr
learned that Show's assistanr forester had gone before che California sgare
legislature with the local office’s objections. ~] am told,” FDR wrote in an
angry note to Whallace, “that ac the Senare Rules Commitree meering of
the Srate Senare in Sacramento, California, Regionsl Forester J. H. Price
of San Francisca appeared in opposition to establishing the Kings Canyon
Nzcional Park. How long are che orders of che President, rhe Secrerary of
Agriculrure and the Chief Forester ro be disobeyed?” He ordered Wallace
to have Price crensferred our of the California office immediately, and the
insubordinace forester ended up in Milwaukee.

All the bases, then, seemed to have been cavered when Gearhare's bill
was introduced on February 7, 1939, and referred to the House Commir-
tee on Public Lands, where hearings were scheduled for the middle of
March. A few days afrer the bill's intreduction, Ickes traveled ra Califor-
nia and on February 13 atrended 2 moraing conference on the bill held in
che Mark Hopkins Hotel. ~This conference was well atrended by boch
proponents and opponents of the park,” he wrore in his diary.

The leader of the opposition was a man who had been one of the organizers of

Farmers, Inc. [Associated Farmers, Inc.], the labor-baiting, fascist minded

group thar constiruess a front for the ansilabor bankers und businessmen of his

seaze. | let everyone have his say, either for or againse, and then | sumroed up
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the wrguments pro and con, giving my reasans for the park and meeting the
objections of those who are fighring it Since rhe facts were with me, 1t vasn'e
difficule co mect these arguments, and at the end of the meeting 1 had che
distinct impression that we had made 8 good deal of headway

Two days larer he gave anocher speech before che Commonwealth Club,
California’s admirable forum of public opinion. Written by Branr and
broadcast by NBC over most of irs California affiliates, 1t resterated the
arguments in favor of the bill, reemphasized rhe intent to manage the new
park as wilderness, then included 2 slightly barbed gesrure of conciliation
toward Whllace and the Forest Service. After announcing that Wallace had
written him an official lercer stating the Department of Agriculrure’s
support of the national park proposal, he added:

Ac this painc kt me express my appreciation of the arcicude thar has been
taken by the United Staces Department of Agriculture and the Washingeon
office of the Forest Service. . . . The lecror from Scorceary Wallace o mc . .
did not rcprescnt a change of policy on the parr of ¢he Deparemen of
Agricultute. On che contrary, Secrcrary Wallace adhered o a long-
orablished and consistent record. This nacianal park project had been sup-
porved by che Secrerary of Agriculture and by che Chief of the Forest Scrvice
on cvery accasion when their opinion has been sought by commurzees of
Congress, beginning abour 1920. . . .

In other words, when samnc of the minor employees {how Show would have
hawd that characterizarion!] of the Forese Scrvice were sp busy in Californis,
making speeches and getting asticles in Rewspapxss opposing a national park
. - - their superiors in Washingron were raking the preciscly oppositc position.

If Whllace ever read this speech, he probably would nor have bren
pleased to Icarn thar Ickes had managed to praise him for his support
while simulrancously reminding him that one of his biggest agencies was
out of control. Nevertheless, the last obstacle in official Washingron
seemed removed, and wich the srared support of the Kings River Warter
Associarion, the Sierra Club (not ro mention most, though nort all, of the
rest of che conscrvacion orgamizations in the country, including the Emer-
gency Conservation Commitcee and the [zaak Waltoa League), mose of the
stare’s ncwspapers, and 3 probable majority of those who lived in the
diserices affecred, the hearings on the bill in the House seemed assured of
fairly smooth going. In the middle of che session being held on March 29,
haowever, Congressman Grearhart rose to @ point of privilege and an-
nounced thar the Kings River Warer Association had renounced ics
support of both the pack bill and the bill auchorizing the construction of a
dam ar Pine Flar. ~Io view of this startling informacion,” Gearhart said,
-and in view of the facr that it is the irrigacionists alone wham I desire to
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serve,” he requested thar the commictee delay its hearings uncil the new
development could be investigared. Chairman De Roucn refused, and the
testimony concinued.

Throughout the hearings Ickes took an acrive rolc; and during che last
of his three appearances before the commitree, the Secrerary choroughly
discredited the Warer Association's morives by submirring strong evi-
dence thar the organization had changed its mind primarily because the
California Srate Chamber of Commerce, the Associaced Farmers, and
other pro—private-power groups had persuaded the associasion’s leader-
ship rthat the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers wanted ro build the dam ar
Pine Flar and chac if iv did, the irrigacionists would not have to abide by
che stipulacions of Reclamation Law (true)—nor would they have to pay
anything for the delivery of federal water to their Jands (nor rrue).
Suddenly, Ickes said, the irrigation interests now wanted Pine Flat and
any orher dam project in the region taken our of the hands of rhe Bureau of
Reclamarion and given to the Corps of Engineers.

The hearings finally ground to an end afrer rwenry-three straighe days.
The privare-power lobby rried one more trick ro keep the bill as submireed
from reaching the floor, persuading Clyde L. Seavey, acring chairman of
the Federal Power Comrmnission, to ask President Roosevele for an amend-
ment thar would permit the whalesale development of all power sites in
the proposed park should it be found necessary in order ro satisfy Califor-
nia’s power needs in the furure. Roosevelt rejecred chis proposal. The bill
was subsequently reported for passage on May 25, though along the way it
had suffered some damage: the name “John Muir™ was removed and all
specific references to the intent ro manage the park as wilderness were
stripped away (even so, De Rouen gor the proposal designared the "Kings
Canyon Wildemess National Park,” thus at least establishing the cleac
intent of Congress). Finally, after ighting off one more amendment thar
would have opened the whole park ro hydropower developmenc, the
House passed che revised Geachare bill on July 18, afrer which Congress
adjourned for the remainder of the summer.

One important casualry in an otherwise acceprable bill was the excision
of Section S, thar part of the legislation char had supulated thar the
Tehipite Valley and Cedar Grove would not be included in the park
proposa) but chat they would be administered by the Pack Service. Instead,
Section 3 now made reference only to “che lands withdrawn™ withour
naming them specifically, although rhese unnamed lands were srill to be
administered by the Park Service. The bill was less than Ickes and its ocher
promorers had wanved, Demaray admivted in a leteer to Brant che nexr day,
but explained the Secrcrary's derermination to push it in spite of irs
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shorrcomings: “1 have juse had the opportunicy to discuss the bill with the
Secretary, who states that he would prefer thar the bill be passed in ies
present focm by the Senace, if that can be done withour Senate Public Lands
Commitcee hearings. It is his view char if the bill can be thus handled, we
can seek legislation next year ro provide for Park Service adminiserarion of
the reclamacion wichdrawals for recreation purposes.”

It was a gamble co let the bill go forward withour making some specific
recommendacion about che two areas, and noc everyone was happy about
such a long shot. The Narional Parks Association had been againsc che
Gearhart bill from the beginning because of the withdrawals and believed
the fnal House version ra be even worse. Roberr Sterling Yard of The
Wilderness Sociery had been equally opposed, although Robert Magshall
had persuaded the organization's governing council, by a vore of five to
one, not to actrively oppose the bill bur to concentrare its efforts on an
atcernpe ro save the two withdrawn sites, “which can be properly safe-
guarded only rthrough the crearion of a Park.” For his part, Yard had no
faich at all in Ickes or che Park Service. "1'm quire sure,” he had written ac
one point o Aane Newman of the [zaak Walron League, “chac the Park
Service would be glad to accepr che park filled wich power dams from the
glacial lakes down rarher than leave it safe with rhe Forest Service.”

In spite of che split in the conservarion movement, the bill had taken
on screngeh and a kind of momentum now. When the Senate reconvened
in November, the Public Lands Commirrer reported the Gearharr bill
wichout hearings and with no changes, calling for a vore of upanimous
consent. Bur Senacor Key Pirrman of Nevada, a lurid Ickes despiser,
refused consent, and che bill was laid over. By the time it was pur back on
the calendar for February 19, 1940, Pirtman apparencly had decided thar
he had made his point; that afternoon, after dehivering 2 thircy-minuce
speech in denunciation of Ickes on general principles, the senaror sar down
withour making objection to unanimous consent and the bill was read
into the record and passed. On March 4, 1940, Rooscvele signed it into
law, and one of the most beauriful regions in the United Stares found
safety in the Narional Park System. _

If Roberr Sterling Yard remained skeprical, others found reason for
celebration. William Calby of che Sierra Club had been pursuing the goal
of a Kings Canyon Narionsal Park ever since the deach of his mentor, John
Muir, in 1914. " feel now thar [ can ‘die in peace,” ~ he wrore Ickes on
February 20, che day after che bill passed the Senace. “Ar least you have
added rhe greacese possible joy ro my remaining years.” It is unforrunare
that neirher he nor Ickes would live o see the final victory: in 19635, after
several years when it became increasingly clear cthar che irrigation and
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power needs of the Central Valley were never going to require exploiration
of Tehipice Valley and Cedsr Grove, Congress vindicated Ickes's gamble
by passing lcgislation adding these scill essenrially wild sites to the
nacional park.

Ickes lost his best conservarion lieurenant after che Kings Canyon fight;
shortly after passage of the acr, Irving Brant resigned his consulrancy o
devore most of his time to his mulrivojume biography of James Madison,
although he would remasin active with the Emergency Conservarion Com-
mittee and return to the barricades regularly as a private cirizen for the
rese of his long life. ~Jusr a word of appreciation,” Ickes had writren him
on his departure, “to convey to you my very real thanks for the rremen-
dous and rireless help that you gave in supperrt of the bill ro eseablish the
Kings Canyon National Park.”

Ickes also lost Amo Cammerer that year—rhough 3t gave him no
comparable regrer. The Park Service direcror had suffered a heast acrack in
1939 (caused, Cammerer’s friends and Ickes's enemies believed, by being
ovesworked by his boss), and after the director's recovery Ickes began
casting abour for a replacement. Brant had made ir clear in 1938 that he
was not interested, but among the other names that Ickes seriously
considered werc those of Gerard Swope, former president of General
Electric, and Robert Moscs, the park czar of New York State. Swope rook
a job as director of the New York Housing Authority before the Secrerary
could aoffer him rhe job, and Roosevelt was worried thar Moses “would run
the Park Service without reference to me, " if the President appoinced him,
Ickes reporred in his diagy. ~] don’c chink thar he would,” Ickes added,
“and even if he should, I can’t see that any harm would come ro the Park
Service. A year of vigorous adminisrration by someonc other rhan a
bureaucrar would do the parks a lar of good.” Bur Roosevele, who stil)
enrerrained a cordial hatred of Moses, was adamaacly sgeinst it. A third
name was thas of Ferdinand Silcox, whom Ickes had grown vo like and
respect in spire of his Forest Service connecrions and the fights over
Olympic and Kings Canyon. He had been derermined to make Silcox an
undersecretary wirh responsibulicy for the patks and forests if his hapes for
reorganization were ever fulfilled, bur any plans Ickes may have contem-
plated for the chicf forester became moot when Silcox died suddenly just
before Christmas of 1939.°

® H,s friend and fellow foresier Robere Manshall had also died suddealy, juse 2 hixrle mare than
» roench befixe.
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Ickes finally scceled on Newron B. Drury, the Save-the-Redwoods
League leader who had rurned down the job six years before. The Califor-
nian’s worries over che political aspects of the position apparently had
dissipared over che years, for on June 17, 1940, Drury accepted the offer
after negoriating an agreemens with Ickes that would assure him of a little
more autonomy than Cammerer had enjoyed. Cammerer, probably with
relief, resigned and was inscalled as regional direcror in Richmond,
Virginia, a much less demanding job (though ir would not prevent
Cammerer’s dearh afrer another hearr areack a year later). Robere Scerling
Yard, an admirer of Drury, but still sharpening his knives for Ickes, did
not know quite what to make of chis development. ~] was amazed,” he
wrote 3 friend on June 21,

when the announcermnent appeared in che Esening S1ar on June 19. Not because
Cam had rcsigned. Wi had been expecting char for yewrs. He and the
Secrotury never had gor oa very well cogether.

What amazed me was that hus successor is ope of the highese-minded
conservationists in the United Statas. | have known Newron Drury ingimarely
for years. He is nat only the execurive secrotary of the Save-the-Redwoods
Leaguc, in Califarnia, buc an setive member of the Wildemess Sociery. . . .
He is a wrikcr on parks, always from cheir idealistic point of view. All the fine
redwoods publicarions yow have seen came from his office at 114 Sansamc
Sereet, San Francisco. - . .

Why Ickes should name an idealist, wichour warning . . . must be cx-
plained. How the appaintment came sboutr must also be explained. . . .
Sooncr or later I'll discover the sasidc story.

No, he would not, because there was none. Ickes had wanted a strong man
as direcror of the National Park Service, 8 man with a powerful intecest in
preserving as much of the wilderness characrer of the parks as was
possible. In Drury, whose interest in “primeval parks™ was no less inrense
than thar of Robere Sterling Yard, he had found him. End of story. And
among Drury's first and most significant acrions was che institurion ofa
general policy of wilderness management for both Olympic and Kings
Canyon national parks—a policy thar survives to this day—not only
vindicaring the Secrerary’s faith in him, but giving weighr ro the words
put in Ickes's mouch by Irving Brant in February 1939: “The United
States, rich beyond all other countries in che variery and beaury of irs
mountains and forests, can afford to set aside and prorect some of its
mountains and foreses, not merely from commercial exploitation, bur
from a too intensive use for recreation. In dealing with some spoc of
supreme beaury, let us not, like a boy holding = burrerfly, descroy ic bya
too ardent laying on of hands.”
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DRAFT PROCLAMATION FOR
THE GIANT SEQUOIA NATIONAL MONUMENT

The rich and varied landscape of the Giant Sequoia National Monument holds a diverse
array of scientific and historic resources. Magnificent groves of towering giant sequoias,
the world’s largest trees, are nested within a great belt of coniferous forest, jeweled with
mountain meadows. Bold granitic domes, spires, and plunging gorges texture the
landscape. Elevation climbs from about 2,500 to 9,700 feet over a distance of only a few
miles, capturing an extraordinary number of habitats within a relatively small area. This
spectrum of ecosystems is home to a diverse array of plants and animals, many of which
are rare or endemic to the southern Sierra Nevada. The Monument embraces limestone
caverns and holds unique paleontological resources documenting tens of thousands of
years of ecosystem change. The Monument also has many archaeological sites recording
Native American occupation and adaptations to this complex landscape, and historic
remnants of early Euroamerican settlement and commercial exploitation of the giant
sequoias. The Monument provides exemplary opportunities for biologists, geologists,

paleontologists, archaeologists, and historians.

Ancestral forms of giant sequoia were a part of the western North American landscape
for millions of years. Giant sequoias are the largest trees ever to have lived, and are
among the world’s longest-lived trees, reaching ages of more than 3,200 years or more.
Because of this great longevity, giant sequoias hold within their tree rings multi-

millennial records of past environmental changes such as climate, fire regimes, and
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consequent forest response. Only one other North American tree species, the high-
elevation bristlecone pine of the desert mountain ranges east of the Sierra Nevada, holds

such lengthy and detailed chronologies of past changes and events.

Sequoias and their surrounding ecosystems provide a context for understanding ongoing
environmental changes. For example, a century of fire suppression has led to an
unprecedented failure in sequoia reproduction in otherwise undisturbed groves. Climatic
change also has influenced the sequoia groves; their present highly disjunct distribution is
at least partly due to generally higher summertime temperatures and prolonged summer
droughts in California from about 10,000 to 4,500 years ago. During that period,
sequoias were much rarer than today. Only following a slight cooling and shortening of
summer droughts, about 4,500 years ago, has the sequoia been able to spread and create

today’s groves.

These giant sequoia groves and the surrounding forest provide a great opportunity to
understand the consequences of different approaches to forest restoration. These forests
need restoration to counteract the effects of a century of fire suppression and logging.
Fire suppression has caused forests to become denser in many areas, with increased
dominance of shade-tolerant species. Woody debris has accumulated, causing an
unprecedented buildup of surface fuels. One of the most immediate consequences of
these changes 1s an increased hazard of wildfires of a severity that was rarely encountered

in pre-Euroamerican times. Outstanding opportunities exist for studying the
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consequences of different approaches to mitigating these conditions and restoring natural

forest resilience.

The great elevational range of the Monument embraces a number of climatic zones,
providing habitats for an extraordinary diversity of plant species and communities. The
Monument is rich in rare plants and is home to more than 200 plant species endemic to
the southern Sierra Nevada, arrayed in plant communities ranging from low-elevation oak
woodlands and chaparral to high-elevation subalpine forest. Numerous meadows and

streams provide an interconnected web of habitats for moisture-loving species.

This spectrum of interconnected vegetation types provides essential habitat for wildlife,
ranging from large, charismatic animals to less visible and less familiar forms of life,
such as fungi and insects. The mid-elevation forests are dominated by massive conifers
arrayed in a complex landscape mosaic, providing one of the last refugia for the Pacific
Fisher in California. The fisher appears to have been disappeared from the northern
Sierra Nevada. The forests of the Monument are also home to great gray owl, American
marten, northern goshawk, peregrine falcon, spotted owl, and a number of rare
amphibians. The giant sequoias themselves are the only known trees large enough to
provide nesting cavities for the California condors, which otherwise must nest on cliff
faces. In fact, the last pair of condors breeding in the wild was discovered in a giant
sequoia that is part of the new Monument. The Monument’s giant sequoia ecosystem

remains available for the return and study of condors.
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The physiography and geology of the Monument have been shaped by millions of years
of intensive uplift, erosion, volcanism, and glaciation. The Monument is dominated by
granitic rocks, most noticeable as domes and spires in areas such as the Needles. The
magnificent Kern Canyon forms the eastern boundary of the Monument’s southern unit.
The canyon follows an ancient fault, forming the only major north-south river drainage in
the Sierra Nevada. Remnants of volcanism are expressed as hot springs and soda springs

in some drainages.

Particularly in the northern unit of the Monument, limestone outcrops, remnants of an
ancient seabed, are noted for their caves. Subfossil vegetation entombed within ancient
woodrat middens in these caves has provided the only direct evidence of where giant
sequoias grew during the Pleistocene Era, and documents substantial vegetation changes
over the last 50,000 or more years. Vertebrate fossils also have been found within the
middens. Other paleontological resources are found in meadow sediments, which hold
detailed records of the last 10 millennia of changing vegetation, fire regimes, and
volcanism in the Sierra Nevada. The multi-millennial, annual- and seasonal-resolution

records of past fire regimes held in giant sequoia tree-rings are unique worldwide.

During the past 8,000 years, Native American peoples of the Sierra Nevada have lived by
hunting and fishing, gathering, and trading with other people throughout the region.
Archaeological sites such as lithic scatters, food-processing sites, rock shelters, village

sites, petrogyphs, and pictographs are found in the Monument. These sites have the
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potential to shed light on the role prehistoric peoples, including the role they played in

shaping the ecosystems on which they depended.

The earliest recorded reference to giant sequoias is found in the notes of the Walker
Expedition of 1833, which described “trees of the redwood species, incredibly large....”
The world became aware of giant sequoia when sections of the massive trees were
transported east and displayed as curiosities for eastern audiences. Logging of giant
sequoias throughout the Sierra Nevadas began in 1856. Logging has continued
intermittently to this day on nonfederal lands within the area of the Monument. Early
entrepreneurs, seeing profit in the gigantic trees, began acquiring lands within the present
Monument under the Timber and Stone Act in the 1880s. Today our understanding of the
history of the Hume Lake and Converse Basin areas of the Monument is supported by a
treasure trove of historical photographs and other documentation. These records provide
a unique and unusually clear picture of more than half a century of logging that resulted
in the virtual removal of most forest in some areas if the Monument. Outstanding

opportunities exist for studying forest resilience to large scale logging and the

consequences of different approaches to forest restoration.

Section 2 of the Act of June 8§, 1906 (34 Stat. 225, 16 U.S.C. 431) authorizes the
President, in his discretion, to declare by public proclamation historic landmarks, historic
and prehistoric structures, and other objects of historic or scientific interest that are
situated on lands owned or controlled by the Government of the United States to be

national Monuments, and to reserve as a part thereof parcels of land, the limits of which
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in all cases, shall be confined to the smallest area compatible with the proper care and

management of the objects to be protected.

WHEREAS it appears that it would be in the public interest to reserve such lands as a

national monument to be known as the Giant Sequoia National Monument:

NOW, THEREFORE I, WILLIAM J. CLINTON, President of the United States of
America, by the authority vested in me by section 2 of the Act of June 8, 1906 (34 Stat.
225,16 U.S.C. 431), do proclaim that there are hereby set apart and reserved as the Giant
Sequoia National Monument, for the purpose of protecting the objects identified in the
above preceding paragraphs, all lands and interests in lands owned or controlled by the
United States within the boundaries of the area described on the map entitled “Giant
Sequoia National Monument” attached to and forming a part of this proclamation. The
Federal land and interests in land reserved consist of approximately 355,000 acres, which
is the smallest area compatible with the proper care and management of the objects to be

protected.

All Federal lands and interests in lands within the boundaries of this Monument are
hereby appropriated and withdrawn from entry, location, selection, sale, leasing, or other
disposition under the public land laws including, but not limited to, withdrawal from
locating, entry and patent under the mining laws and from disposition under all laws
relating to mineral and geothermal leasing, other than by exchange that furthers the

protective purposes of the Monument. Lands and interests in lands not owned by the
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United States shall be reserved as a part of the Monument upon acquisition of title thereto

by the United States.
The establishment of this Monument is subject to valid existing rights.

Timber sales under contract as of the date of the proclamation and timber sales with a
decision notice signed prior to January 1, 2000 may be completed consistent with the
terms of the decision notice and contract. No portion of the Monument shall be
considered to be part of the suitable timber base, and no part of the Monument shall be
used in a calculation of or basis for providing a sustained yield of timber from the
Sequoia National Forest. Removal of living trees from within the Monument area may
only take place only if clearly needed for the purposes of ecological restoration and

maintenance or public safety.

The Secretary of Agriculture shall manage the Monument through the Forest Service,
pursuant to applicable legal authoritej;} implement the purposes and provisions of this
proclamation. The Secretary of Agriculture shall prepare, within three years of this date,
a management plan for this Monument, and shall promulgate such regulations for its
management, as he deems appropriate. The plan shall provide for and encourage

continued public and recreational access consistent with the purposes of the Monument.

Unique scientific and ecological issues are involved in management of giant sequoia

groves, including groves located in nearby and adjacent lands managed by the Bureau of
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Land Management and the National Park Service. The Secretary, in consultation with the
National Academy of Sciences, shall appoint a Scientific Advisory Board to provide
scientific guidance during the development of the initial management plan. Board
membership shall represent a range of scientific disciplines pertaining to the objects to be

protected, including, but not necessarily limited to, the physical, biological, and social

?@v/

The Secretary, through the Forest Service, shall, in developing any managemen%r;d any ( M

sclences.

regulations governing the Monument, consult with the Secretary of the Interior, through
the Bureau of Land Management and the National Park Service. The final decision to
issue the plan and any other subsequent management rul)es and regulations rests with the
Secretary of Agriculture. Management plans orﬁegulatic.)ns developed by the Secretary
of the Interior governing uses within national parks or other national monuments
administered by the Secretary of the Interior shall not apply within the Giant Sequoia

National Monument.

The management plan shall contain a transportation plan for the Monument that
addresses the actions necessary to protect the objects identified in this proclamation. No
new roads or trails will be authorized within the Monument, except to further the
purposes of the Monument. Roads and trails may be closed or altered to protect the
objects of interest prior to the development of the management plan, if there is a clear

risk to the values of the Monument.

-
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For the purposes of protecting the objects included in the Monument, all motorized and
mechanized vehicle use off designated roads and trails is prohibited, except for

emergency or authorized administrative purposes.

Nothing in this proclamation shall be deemed to diminish or enlarge the jurisdiction of

the State of California with respect to fish and wildlife management.

There is hereby reserved, as of the date of this proclamation and subject to valid existing
rights, a quantity of water sufficient to fulfill the purposes for which this Monument is
established. The priority date of such reserved water rights shall be the date of enactment
of this proclamation. Nothing in this reservation shall be construed as a relinquishment
or reduction of any water use or rights reserved or appropriated by the United States on or

before the date of this proclamation.

Laws, regulations and policies pertaining to administration by the Department of
Agriculture of grazing permits and timber sales under contract as of the date of this
proclamation on all lands within the boundaries of the Monument shall apply to lands

within the Monument.

Nothing in this proclamation shall be deemed to affect existing special use authorizations;

existing uses shall be governed by applicable laws, regulations, and/é\aﬁ;{g/ement plan.
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Nothing in the proclamation shall be deemed to revoke any existing withdrawal,
reservation, or appropriation; however, the national monument shall be the dominant

reservation.

Warning is hereby given to all unauthorized persons not to appropriate, injure, destroy, or
remove any feature of this Monument and not to locate or settle upon any of the lands

thereof.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand this xxxx day of xxxxx, in the

year of our Lord two thousand, and of the Independence of the United States of America

the two hundred and twenty-fourth.
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