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by DAVE SATLOR May 1975
Citizens for Emstera Wildermess

successful in converting each study

qualified contiguous lands into a
wilderness area established by Act o

f Congress.
While PL 93-622 gives the Forest Service 5 years in
e local which to prepare and submit its recommendation

u
to the Congress. in fact the agency will probably
begin to submit individual recommendations within
the next 2 or 3 years. The local forest supervisor for
the national forest on which the statutory study
area is located can probably tell you the
approximate time when the agency will begin its
study and when it expects to complete it. Let me
suggest that meanwhile you carefully read or
reread PL 83-622 with respect to study areas so that

-9

you will feel fully informed as you deal with the
.. .Fossst Service. As many copes. as you need of the
Act can be obtained by writing to your
Congressman. | will be happy to help you interpret
ask your the law and any regulations eventually promulgated
your and bave by the Service.
rea

8158 g oo i Administration Fights
. Land Use Bill

The latest effort to steer national land use
legislation-through Congress and past the President
struck yet another executive branch roadblock as

3, 1975) Administration spokesmen rejected the bill for
violating President Ford's declared moratorium
against all new, non-energy federal spending
programs this year. Interior Secretary Rogers C.B.
Morton told a House Interior subcommittee in
mid-March that “overriding economic and budget
problems” have forced the Administration lo
reconsider and reverse its earlier support of land
use proposals. But Secretary Morton and other

there is any justification for studying. and of course. “overriding” problems pass.
after such. to make as large a recommendation as Two of the over 30 witnesses heard by the

the the conditions will support. Meanwhile. local Subcommittee on Energy and the Environment
e wilderness proponents should be making their own during four days of hearings--Council on
Wikhasins study with equal freedom and looking ahead to the . Environmental Quality (CEQ) chairman. Russell
- day when they will want the local Congressman to Peterson and Environmental Protection
jor " &t SAE pu— it is not posible to introduce a bill embodying their own Agency Administrator Russell Train-stressed
¥ : will in muﬂ. GGE recommendation. It is desirable to cooperate with the need for national land use planning
- but it's wise for the Service as fully as practicable in msking these legislation but ultimately supported Administration
ns to studies. both to encourage the Service toward your fiscal objections to current proposals. Chairman
ally support viewpoint and 1o save unncessarywork by you Peterson delivered a lengthy explanation of the
: where the Service aiready has helpful data. We arguments supporting a national program with only
would like to believe that we will see better brief mention of the moratorium, and he assured the
cooperation from the Service now that passage of subcommittee that the Administration’s objections
PL93-822 has clearly established that areas which do “'not mean we are sitting still on land use" in the
were once disturbed by man but which have executive branch.
recovered sufficiently so that the effects of that Indeed the CEQ official suggested that federnl
disturbance are "‘substantially unnoticeable” meet efforts to improve land use programs locally and
the definition of wilderness as laid down in Sec. 2(c) statewide will help heal the US. economy by
He in the Wilderness Act. _ encouraging " efficient use of Federal Dollars” that
bill Keports from some of you show that study teams avoids “stimulating development inconsistant with

Congr and has indicsted his willing- for the new. sreas elready are in operation or local growth management efforts.” Administrator

» It consideration. Four months of this in the process of being formed. A study tesm for
gone | J _a_'“iﬁfu - each area is absolutely eseential if we are to be (Continued on Page 3) S
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What the Other Team Is Doimg

Before any of us take comfort in
whatever successes the Conservancy may
have enjoyed recently, it may be well to
consider what the guys on the other team
are doing and what they think of us. I
recall some years ago at one of our early
mid-winter workshops. we had a speaker
of national prominence who warned us
that with each coanservation victory, the
other side will have smarted with defeat
and will have become better organized,
thus each succeeding effort will be much
more difficult for conservationists. For
instance, the strippers were caught
napping in 1967 when our strip laws were
passed, but it will never be that easy to
beat them again.

For one thing, they are organized and
they have a big war chest, permanent
budget, and full time lobbyist now. With
us, conservation is a hobby. If we have to
go to a meeting, we have to take vacation
time off to go, pay our own expenses, and
be prepared to sit down at a table versus
some professionals who are being paid to
be there and who work full time opposing
what you are there for. In other words, you
have to be as good in your hobby as they
are in their profession in order to make
any kind of gain. Several years ago, an
Izaak Walton League member was
attending a midweek, mid-morning air
pollution conference. The chairman
scolded our hero by wondering where all
of the conservation people were. Didn't
they think air pollution was important?

“Certainly”, rejoined Ike, “‘but most of
our members are blue collar, working men
who would have to take a cut in pay to lay
off work to attend these meetings
conveniently scheduled at a time when all
of you are here, either receiving your

expenses from your company OrF
deducting the cost from your income tax.
Try scheduling your meeting in the
evening, and we will fill the place!”

No one has tried that trick again! Nor
have they scheduled evening meetings.

Another difficulty facing conservatio-
nists is that although nobody squawks at
the companies who continually pollute our
streams or ravish our mountains, when
you try to do something about these
abuses, you must be perfect. You can not
afford even one little mistake for if you do.
it will be pounced upon by newspapers and
adversaries together and the main thrust
of your argument will be lost in the smoke
screen. As a good, recent example, take
our work with Shavers Fork. We have
documented evidence in our files going
clear back to at least 1966 of the constant
pollution and siltation caused by the J.
Peter Grace cwned Mower Lumber
Company. DNR and Forest Service officials
have repeatedly complained about logging
and road building practices up there for
years. In fact, anyone who knows anything

at all about the situation accepts as fact
the continuous damage over the years and
continuing right through the present (there
has been no stocking of Shavers Fork in the
Cheat Bridge area as of May 12. 1875 due
to J. Peter Grace operations) on Shavers
Fork. The disgrace at Fort Milroy and the
unreclaimed strip mines on his property
are a matter of record and visible today for
all to see. Further. the tax records of
Randolph County show what mere
pittances in taxes his company pays for
being allowed to use the land in this
manner. Any citizen has the right to go in
to the Court House and examine the

Last September the Comnservancy
conducted a field trip into the upper
headwater area and found questionable
practices associated with a new road Mr.
Grace's company was building. Shavers
Fork was running heavily silted and no
steps were being taken tc imhibit such
siltation. No conduit pipes, no limestone

approaches, no bridge, no nothing were in
evidence. As shown the
published in the"Voice,” bm-
crossing Shavers Fork with no protection
on the approaches. In short, there was no
evidence that any of the West Virginia
forest practice standards were being
observed.

Sounds straight forward, doesn’t it?
What does one do when he confromts a
situation like this? No agency can do
anything about it since it occurs on private
land. Our action was to notify the owner of
what was being permitted on his land and
why we were upset and we also sent a
newsman a copy of the information so that
the public might be informed as to what we
saw. So what went wrong? A small
mistake, namely our letter named a date
once week later than the one we actually
saw the conditions in the field. was made
and it was this mistake that was seized
upon by the adversary.

“Mower Lumber Companv Criticized
Unfairly on Road Building” blared a
headline from the Charlesten Gazette. An
official of that same organization who had

been criticizing Mower practices for

letter to Mr. Grace suggesting that Mower
roads were a model of sound construction
practices and although there were a few
places in need of tightening up. Grace had
nothing to warry about. Also, the West
Virginia Forests, Inc. set up a fact finding
committee to go up and view what the
WVHC had taken the gall to criticize. On
the tour at least 3 weeks later were a.
Mower official, the Forest Service letter
writer, a newsman, and at least three
other WVFI officials. By this time the
culverts had been put in place and other
discrepancies cleaned up. The WVFI
stated “The criticism was unfair and

,

verlook

premature. The culverts which were the
subject of the criticism were in place at the
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and West Virginia certainly doesn’'t need
Radical? 1 wonder what he thinks of the
rest of us. You ask 'him.
Next month: “Why the battle of Otter
(Creek isn't over?” b
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McGinnis Comments on Wildemess Permits

521A West Drive
Boalsburg, PA 16827
April 11, 1975

john Ballantyne
U.S. Forest Service
Elkins, WV 26241

Dear Mr. Ballantyne:

Thanks for the copy of the press release on
wilderness permits for Otter Creek and Dolly Sods. I
read it over last night and again this morning, and it
seems to me that it leaves some important questions
unanswered that could possibly lead to
considerable unhappiness with the permit system.

The article states that permits can be obtained
from District Ranger offices. At least until now
these offfices have only been open on weekdays
from 8 to 5. It is my impression that a majority of
hikers on these areas arrive on Friday night or
Saturday mornings and spend the weekend there. 1
assume that Forest Service offices are not open
then. Also, my tallies of auto licenses plates at trail
heads into Otter Creek and Dolly Sods indicate a
majority of hikers are from Pennsylvania,
presumably the Pittsburgh region. It is not
convenient for Pittsburghers to visit a District
Ranger office, especially those going to the Sods. If a
conscientious trip leader drives out of his way to
locate a District Ranger office and finds it closed. he
will be annoyed. He may decide at that point to
ignore the permit requirement. If a Forest Service
representative should meet him on the trail and ask
him for his permit, he would understandably be
even more annoyed.

Of course a way to solve part of the problem
would be to set up “permit dispensers” at the
Ranger offices that people could fill out after hours.
But why ask people to drive out of their way for
that? Trail side stations would serve just as well.
For that matter. what's the value of having a girl in
the office fill out the forms when the trip leader
could do it himself at a trailside station just as
well?

1 presume the Forest Service is instituting the
permit system at this time for two main reasons: (1)
to get information about visitors and {2) to get the
hiking public used to a permit system which could
be used to limit use of wilderness areas in the
future, For (1) you presumably want the information
to be as accurate as possible, and for (2] you want
the public to accept the permit system, which can
be best done by informing them of its purposes and
by choosing the one which causes visitors the least
amount of hassle. 1 don't see that the way of
handling permits outlined in the news release is the
best way of achieveing either of these goals.
Especially, 1 fear the inconvenience it causes
visitors may build up resentment to permits in
general.

My suggestion for handling the permit system at
this time is to set up trailside stations. Visitors
entering the area would pick up a _ two-part
brochure, printed on sturdy paper and folded so
that it would fit easily into the side pocket of a pack.
One part of the permit-brochure would be
concerned with “outdoor good manners.” On Dolly
Sods a small map showing designated campsites
might be included. The other part would be a
questionnaire for the group leader to fill out after
the trip is completed. The brochure would instruct
hikers to carry the entire permit with them on their
hike, and to fill out the questionnaire portion and
drop it into a slot in a box at the trail station at the
end of their hike. From time to time Forest Service
personnel could patrol the areas on foot and ask
hikers to show them their permit-brochures.

There are two advantages to this system. First.
it would minimize the trouble visitors would have to

go io in getting a permit. Second. it would make the

data on the questionnaires more accurate. The
permits mailed in advance as mentioned in the news
release would be particularly suspect. Any trip
leader will tell you it isn’t possible to know for sure
who will be going until the party actually starts out
on the trail. A problem with any advance
registration. even at a trailside station, is that the
proposed hiking route may be changed. Someone
may get blisters or the party may find an appealing
campsite on route and decide to do less hiking. Some
parties over estimate the time it will take to do a
certain route and end up covering more ground. By
having hikers fill out questionnaires at the end of
the trip. the Forest Service would know where they
actually went and camped.

Another advantage of this system would be that
the Forest Service would be able to ask people
questions about their tirp that could not be asked in
advance. For example. you could ask them how

many people and/or parties they met. how many

they shared their campsite (s) with. and if this
affected their experience.” A number of other
management-related questions could be asked.
In a way the news release seems to be a replay
of the controversy over the designated campsite
system on Dolly Sods in that hiking interests had no
opportunity for input before policy was set. | realize
that not all hikes favor any permit system. But if we
had been told there would be a permit system, we
could have made some helpful suggestions.The

until i know what to tell people who decide to
one of the wilderness areas on the spur of
moment. who arrive late Friday night or early
Saturday morning. and for whom a side trip to
Petersburg or Parsons is an inconvenience. What do
1 tell those who plan to lead a group and write for a

any idea of the number of participants.
1 hope this letter isn't too critical. I am really
happy that the Forest Service is taking steps to

nmtectthewiucrmquaﬁtyofboﬂy&dumd_

Otter Creek.

Smraty

The monthly publication of the Movement for

S?cial justice. Just Econemics. carried a flier for a
new publication in its April issue. Called The
Journal of Current Secial the magazine is

published quarterly. As its title makes perfectly

clear. emphasis is on current social issues. The
spring edition concerns occupational health and
safety in the United States. The issue presents an
encyclopedic approach to the topic. Articles
progress from ""Dimensions of the Problem’ through
Wommmw«kﬂm"hhﬂm-l
related publications.
Amﬂemd&--ﬁmﬁsﬂhnndw;
of Current Social Issues is available for $1.50 from
United Church Board for Homeland Ministries. 287
Park Avenue .South. New York., NY 10010. An
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Prospect

To save the Potomac River and its
heritage from the wrong kinds of
“progress,” Congressman Gilbert Gude of
Maryland has introduced a bill to protect
the river's shoreline from Cumberland,
Maryland to Washington, D.C. The bill, HR
12785, would create a “green ribbon" at
least 200 feet wide on each shore,
sufficient to allow fishing access, and
enough to protect the natural appearance
of the river. An important aim of the bill is
to protect much of this strip without
federal purchase. Instead, local planning
and zoning will do the job.

To lands already set aside in federal,
state and local parks (like the C&O Canal).
HR 12785 would add about 15,000 acres -
protected. where possible. by local
land-use controls.

To minimize federal land acquismon
along the river, HR 12785 provides that:

1. State and local governments

ment acquires an interest. Lands
protected by local zoning would stay
in local ownership.

2. Failing local land-use controls,
present home owners, sportsmens
clubs, and vacation home owners
would have lifetime oOr 25 vyear
tenancies.

3. Towns along the river would be
helped — but not required ~ to develop
historic districts to tie into the
National River. An Historic Council.
composed of local historians and

anmmlwbctbthnmavuhhbforﬁ@.anda
free copy of the Spring issue will be sent on request
lo anyone subscribing for one year. Copies are also
available for distribution to organizations.
Another publication recently brought to our
attention has been around for a few years. It
mm-&num&.mm
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Proposed
POTOMAC NATIONAL RIVER

architects would be available to
advise on restoration . and to
help communities se¢k private and
federal grants to fund them.

The proposed National River would be
administered by the National Park Service
of the U.S. Department of Interior. Along
the Potomac. the Park Service already
manages the C&O Cana! and Harpers
Ferry National Historical Parks. and
nearby Antietam National Battlefield.
To insure a local voice in planning.

-

Congressman Gude proposes a 19 member
Potomac National River Advisory Commis-
sion and a 12 member Historic Council to
advise the Park Service on matters of park
development. scenic protection. and
historic restoration. Members would be
from counties along the Potomac. the
District of Columbia. and appointees of the
Secretary of Interior.

Although the C&O Canal and Harpers
Ferry fall within the proposed National
River boundary. both would be
administered as ~identifiable units” under
existing legislation. Antietam Battlefield
would be linked with the Potomac by an
historic trail.

According to Congressman Gude “The
bill is not designed as a vehicle for federal
intrusion into the state. but is designed to

will close these options forever.”

An organization has formed in
Kearneysville. W.Va. to coordinate citizen
involvement in passage of HR 12785. The
it on their mailing list. They can be
contacted by writing Citizens for the

- Potomac National River. Rt. 1. Box 15.

Maryland, Virginia, West Virginia o |/
/ ashington
Existing Federal, State and local parkiand [
(29,830 acres) Grost
Additional land 1o be protected by HR 12785 Falls
(14,678 acres)

Administration Fights

{Continued from Page 1)

Trnhuﬂdpmrhndm"nud!hcmm
problems confronting us today.” cited his past
support for land use planning legislation. made only
passing reference to the Administration’s
moratorium.

Earlier. Rep. Morris K. Udsll (Ariz.). the
subcommittee’s chairman and cosponsor of the
mieflnndmhﬁ.ap-dthhhmtmuudolhnd
whunnpwmrchwbyd-chm&althe
nation’s land use problems will not disappear while
the federal government shelves legislation. Rep.
Udall said a land use planning program is more
important than the Administration’s proposed
multi-million-dollar grant program for energy
facility siting. The Arizona congressman noted that
the $50 million which his bill. H.R. 3510, authorizes
for expenditure in the 1976 fiscal year is
approximately one-seven thousandth of the entire
proposed federal budget. and he estimated that
start-up lag would cut outlays of the $50 million for
the next fiscal year to $5 or $10 million. It is
unfortunate. Rep. Udall said. that the
Administration is fighting the bill because of what
he called its miniscule effect on the budget. Later.
responding 1o Secretary Morton’s initial statement.
chairman Udall said he is appalled and disappoint-
ed by the executive branch's position on the
legislation.

During the question-and-answer period.
Secretary Morton revealed that at several

use planning bill fell into the energy category. which
is excluded from new-spending moratorium

According to the lntenor Department head. the
Mdn-p-rmwhdntymunput

power struggle between Interior. Agriculture and
HUD led the Administration to drop its support for
8 land use planning program.]

While Administration witnesses seemed divided
between the merits of a land use planning bill and
its costs, other witnesses before the sub-committee
usually stood firmly for or against H.R. 3510 which
Rep. Udall introduced with another subcommittee
member, Rep. Alan Steelman (Tex.) Supporters of
the proposal included: Rep. Joseph L. Fisher (Va.).
Vermont Governor Thomas P. Salmon, the Mortgage
Bankers Association of America, the League of
Women Voters. and the American Institute of
Architects. Among its opponents in the hearings.
which ran March 17, 18, 24 and 25. were: the
American Mining Congress. the Forest Industries
Council. the United Brotherhood of Carpenters and
Joiners of America, the American Farm Bureau
Federation. the Forest Farmers Association, and the
American Cattlemen's Association.

Typical of many of the groups testifying against
the land use proposal was William G. Davis, a
representative of the Forest Farmers Association
(FFA). an organization of timberland owners
controlling about 25 million acres in 15 southern
states. Explaining his association’s opposition to
H.R. 3510. Davis said the FFA favors “the general

federal legislation as “unnecessary. undesirable”
and too costly. He added: “The FFA feels that
decisions on land use planning can best be handled
at the grass roots ievel by local people.” Like
several other witnesses, Davis attached the federal

repeated frequently by witnesses was fear of what
another FFA witness, executive vice president |.
Walter Myers, Jr.. called “harsh federal
guidelines.” As Davis stated, “"H.R. 3510 could well
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Does environemntal protection cause unem- in March 1975, a survey by Louis Harrie and impoverishing cwr land We cea  both the
ployment? g‘i“:lltj El!l'l“'ﬁ
Do Federal measures to clesn up the sir and were uncenvisced Wt & emperary showdoun This view was smplified by the Congressiona
— up water and sir pollution control programs would Joint Bconemic Committes im its report. “Achisving
“help ease the snargy shortage.” “get the economy Price Stability Theough Ecesemic Crowth”
During 1974. a number of proposals were heard moving agsin,” or “eass unemployment.” (December 23, 1974), which declersd:
for relaxing environmental regulations on the basis The Harris survey found that Americans rate "Becaose of the pressat rentesies, bumarn god
that they have a significant adverse impact on water and air pollution as the Nation's third and physical capital are and will continge for same time
employment and inflation. : fourth grestest problems respectively. It also found to be wndervtilised. Expsaditeres for pollwtion
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) that the public opposed proposais io sacrifice control are a productive and ssasible wse of thess

and the Council on Environmental Quality [CEQ), as environmental clesnup for either smergency energy rescurces.”
aaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaa

EPA end CEQ found that pollution control
required by Federal law would have small impect
on the Nation's economic growth, unemployment
and prices. In fact. although certain industries have
gun?ﬁ&nmﬁi_qvesnfﬁ?qv&:g

is A's position that environmenta
protection must not be sacrificed for ecomomic
reasons where the public health is directly involved.
The Agency believes that we can have both jobs and
a clean, healthy America. and that environmental
costs will have a minimal adverse impact on

employment.
As EPA Administrator Russell E. Train has said:
““There is simply no evidence that environmental
requirements have had or will have any marked
adverse impact upon jobs or existing productive
ty. especially since investments in
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they have. for the most part, been small, old and Sayre Rediman. 32 Crystal Or.. Oukment. Ps. 18139

marginal plants whose demise may have been Dave Ekinten. Cansan Valley. Devie, W, Va. 32580

hastened slightly by pollution standards, but which Goofl Bochbtrazn. 11483 Weshisgton Fasa Bestsn. Va. 23000
probably would have been closed soon anyway for {omo vacsmcy v & recimaties)

Apart from Federal spending. there is another ;l‘l—lriii!’
- et : A B Bemolige, ox 10, Arbevals, W.
clean up the environment-the impact on the 18, Ve. 38018
duti . t ind _.._ et - Rea Hardway, 308 Usinn 50, Webster Siprings, W.Va. 32388

luiijri‘.’i
Zvoglatsse, 3783 jenifor 5. NW, Weabhingten. B.C. 20313
Li Inc. in 1 t there re

tion

Ti
or air and $475 million for we 971. The sales
estimate for all pollution control firms 973 was
pproximately $2 billion. creating many thousands
new jobs.

Other evidence underscores the fact that
pollution controls have a positive effect on the
Nation's economy. A study in 1974 for the Joint
Economic Committee by the National Academy of
Sciences and the National Academy of Engineering.
titlted “Air Quality and Automobile Emission
Control,” concluded that tangible benefits from
cleaner air alone are $15 billion to $20 hil per
year, which does not take into accoun! subjective
questions of sesthetics, comfort and freedom from
respiratory illness in smoe-free ar =

Opinion pells in recen r Ve s
con ing and strong
envi ntal p tion.




Carmpaign

ORI
il |

|
|
!
by

Stip mine pollution is so serious thet it
shouid require dally sampiing of water quality.
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.t a
once & stream loses its trout it is very difficult, if

not impossible, to get them successfully introduced
again.

Ploase keep the above facts in mind as you reed

comments concerning the various alternate routes
of Corridor H.
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Spy in the Sky A

by Gorden T. Namrick

The late Aldo Leopold and many others have
stressed the need for wilderness as a laboratory;
the need for wilderness as a living example of the
land in a state of natural ecological balance. The
concern has been repeatedly expressed that soon
there will be no land left that has not been changed
by man’s hand. Perhaps. also, wilderness needs to
be protected as a laboratory in human values: as a
place where the land and not man is allowed to
determine in large measure the human relationship
to nature’s ecological balance.

While the broad institutional answers which
may vet prevent our destroying the planet or
destroving our own civilization are being sought - or
ignored or rejected - we individuals might pause to
take a look at a scientific innovation that threatens,
for better or worse. to revolutionize man's
relationship with his environment.

This innovation is the ~Earth Resources
Technology Satellite. known as ERTS. launched July
23. 1973, from Lompoc. California. ERTS was
designed for a polar orbit. traveling from the Arctic
to Antarctica on the daylight side of the earth, then
northward on the dark side of the earth. One
complete orbit requires 103 minutes. As ERTSis in a
stationary east-west plane 570 miles above the
earth, the rotation of the earth brings a different
portion of the earth under the satellite on each
orbit. Each 18 days. the satellite commences a new
cvcle. having completed coverage of the earth and
having arrived over the course followed the first
day

ERTS is equipped with three sensor units at the
earthward end of the body. These units consists of:
a supersensitive television camera. covering an
area of 115 miles square; a multi-spectral scanner
also covering an area of 115 miles square; and a
data collection system which functions primarily as
a communications center.

The first sensor - the television camera - records
a picture every 25 seconds. This data can be
transmitted live to one of the three ground stations,
located in Maryland. Alaska. or California. or can
be stored on video tape for delayed readout.

The second sensor - the multi-spectral scanner
- is literally a rocking mirror that scans single lines
horizontally east-west across the ERTS frack.
Scanning is conducted simultaneously in four coler
bands: green. red. and two near-infrared bands.
Data can be transmitted live or stored for delayed
readout.

JOIN THE WEST VIRGINIA
HIGHLANDS CONSERVANCY

We travel together, passengers on a little
space ship,. dependent on its vuinerable reserves of
air and soil; all committed for our safety to its
security and peace preserved from annihilation
onfy by the care, the work, and, | will say, the love
we give our fragile craft. —-Adiai Stevenson

$5.00 Individual regular

$10.00 individual associate
$25.00 Individual sustaining
$20.00 Organizational regular
$30.00 Organizational associate
$50.00 Organizational sustaining

NAME: _

ADDRESS

Make checks payable to “West Virginia Highlands
Conservancy.” Mail membership form and dues
to.

Virginia McTeer
1026 Sixth St., Apt. 2
Charlaston, WV 25302

The data collection center - or communications
center - is used for a handful of projects related to
natural disasters, where vital information is
collection from remote areas on the ground. is
relayed to ERTS, and from ERTS to ground stations.

And. just how does this affect the environment?
Simply this: scientists and technicians have
discovered that each type of resource - be it water,
mineral. fiber. or animal - has a recognizable
“gsignature” which can be determined from the
muiti-spectral scanner data when run through a
properly-programmed computer. Thus, areas
litterly cry out, “Dig here!” “Cut here!™ “Drill

here/” It may be significant that at least one oil -

company has purchased ERTS data mpfa&l
entire world.

This has all the appearances of being a new ball
game. conducted under new rules. Anyone can
purchase ERTS data and/or pictures for a slight
fee. Thus a company looking for. say. iron, could
acquire relevant pictures and data. could delineate
the limits of prospective ore bodies. and could file
environmental impact statements without ever
setting foot - or bulldozer - in the area.

On the other hand. ERTS pictures and data can
also locate pollution and sources of pollution: can
locate unused arable tracts of land: can locate
water resources or sources of geothermal energy:
can locate diseased crops or trees: and can oredict
streamflow conditions based upon snow cover
during the winter.

ERTS. in short. offers something for both
business and conservation. Possibilities are
unlimited. and space prohibits listing even a
fraction of the proven uses of ERTS. Anyone
interested in ERTS should read Lleyd Darden’s The
Earth In the Looking Glass, (Garden City: Anchor
Press/Doubleday. 1974).

Strip Mining: Override
The Veto

On]unelo.(huu-wﬂlmutinm
mining control bill. one of the most important pieces
of energy. agricultural and environmental

legislation this year. We must not lose this crucial -

battle - and we need your help in assuring that the
people’s voice will be heard more loudly than
President Ford's.

Every person who cares about the future of
environmental quality in the U.S. must act now to

battle the forces of the Big Business and special

interests behind Ford's veto. It is particularly
crucial to ensure the support of 90 key “swing”
votes in the House of Representatives.

Action to save the strip mining bill is imperative! _

Feor too long we have allowed energy companies to
reap exorbitant profits while ravaging our
environment.

The vote to override Ford's veto will occur in

June 10. Before then. please make a special effort to

do one or all of the following things: X
* Representatives and senators are home right now
for a recess. Take this opportunity meet with the

peophwhoraptmlm.'l‘onh“m-

tolerate Ford's sacrifice of the environment for the
betterment of oil and coal company profits.

* Write. telegram or telephone your senators and
representatives. Addresses: Senator X. Senate
Office Building. Washington. D.C. 20510.
Representative X. House Office Building.
Washington, D.C. 20515. Telephone: 202-224-3121
and ask for your representative or senator.

* Telephone all environmentalists and concerned
citizens in your group or area and urge them to act,

now.

“SWING" VOTES IN THE SENATE

MARYLAND - Beall. WEST VIRGINIA - Byrd.
PENNSYLVANIA - Scott. :

“SWING" vmnmm

and Myers.
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