National Park Boundary Disputes and Changes in the 1970s:

DURATION
LOCATION
KEY VOCABULARY

MATERIALS

Interest Groups Politics

Two class periods with reading homework overnight
Classroom

Interest Group: individuals & groups organized for common cause or goal

Resource Packet Folders labeled (Folder not included)
* National Park Service Perspective in the 1970s land dispute
° Havasupai Perspective in the 1970s land dispute
* Sierra Club Perspective in the 1970s land dispute

All Packets get

¢ Grand Canyon maps showing the Havasupai Reservation
boundaries pre-1975 and post-1975 (Hirst, I Am the Grand Canyon,
38-39 and 234-35)

¢ “Interest Group Politics” guide

¢ Varied Opinions quote sheet

* List of National Park System Areas that had been previously
transferred to other federal agencies or political subdivisions

* Map from A Master Plan for Grand Canyon National Park

* Senate Bill 1296, 934 U.S. Congress on Grand Canyon Enlargement

National Park Service packet also includes
* Keller & Turek, American Indians and National Parks, chap. 8 (not
included here because of copyright laws but an excellent overview
and it would be beneficial to borrow or buy the book). If you don’t
have the book, you can use the overview provided below.
* National Park Service Viewpoints

Havasupai packet also includes

* Hirst, I Am the Grand Canyon, chapter 11 (not included with this
lesson because of copyright laws but an excellent overview of the
Havasupai view and it would be beneficial to borrow or buy the
book). If you don’t have the book, you can use the ovetview
provided below.

* Statement of the Havasupai Tribe to the US Senate Subcommittee
on Parks and Recreation (June 20, 1973)

Environmentalist Packet also includes

* Keller & Turek, American Indians and National Parks, chap. 8 (not
included here because of copyright laws but this provides an
excellent overview and it would be beneficial to bortow or buy the
book). If you don’t have the book, you can use the overview
provided below.

* Statement of John McComb (in quotes document)

* “They’re After the Grand Canyon Again” Advertisement

*  “The Idea of Wilderness” Brower, Time and River Flowing Grand
Canyon (EXTRA: not included in packet)



ADDITIONAL
MATERIALS (not
included)

ENDURING
UNDERSTANDING
(BIG IDEA)

ESSENTIAL
QUESTION/S

Also included are the following news clippings to provide public views.
This may be used for additional learning and analysis if you have time:

“Land for an Indian Tribe,” Washington Post, April 18, 1974.

“A Chance to Right an Ancient Wrong,” Los Angeles Times, June 9, 1974.
“Grand Canyon Raid,” New York Times, July 10, 1974.

“Letters to the Editor,” New York Times, July 19, 1974.

“Sound Conservation, Elemental Justice,” Los Angeles Times, Aug 8, 1974.
Kenneth Jones, ‘Letter to the Editor,” Los Angeles Times, Aug. 18, 1974.
“Not So Grand Canyon,” New York Times, Dec 18, 1974.

Computer access to Grand Canyon National Park topographic map which
identifies the Park boundaries and geographical areas:
http://www.nps.gov/PWR/customcf/apps/maps/showmap.cfm®alphaco
de=grca&parkname=Grand%20Canvon%20National%20Park

Class copies of “Indians and the Canyon,” Time (August 12, 1974) online at
http:/ /www.time.com/time/magazine/article /0,9171,908652,00.html

Hirst, Stephen. I Am the Grand Canyon: The Story of the Havasupai
People. Grand Canyon: Grand Canyon Association, 2006, chapter
11.

Keller, Robert H. and Michael F. Turek, American Indians & National
Parks. Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 1998. (Chap. 7 and 8,
particularly chap. 8)

3 different colors of highlighter markers (10 of each color for 30 students)
Note: we have chosen three colots below, but they are arbitrary.

60 Minutes segment (DVD): “Who Owns the Grand Canyon” (2/24/1974)

The democratic process in the United States includes the hearing of
various interest groups, debates, and consensus.

Civil Rights affects many groups and has been a continuous struggle, e.g.
American Indians gained more access to the democratic process in the
1960s and 1970s. They also gained more respect for their civil rights and
culture from the larger society.

¢  How are decisions made in a democracy?

¢ How do interest groups organize and present their arguments before
political and governing bodies, such as the U.S. Congress?

* In the Grand Canyon land disputes of the 1970s, who was involved,
what were the different agendas and who won?

* Does the Grand Canyon belong to anyone?

*  How does this case study help explain American society in the 1970s?



LEARNING
OBJECTIVES

BACKGROUND

Students will be able to

* Identify the intetest groups involved in the Grand Canyon
boundary controversy

e Explain the agendas of the Havasupai, the National Park Service,
and environmentalists in this controversy

*  Analyze how the boundary disputes were resolved.

e Explain how and why the Havasupai reservation was enlarged in
1975.

* Identify several ways that the Havasupai victory illustrated that the
1970s were a time of “self-determination” and more civil rights for
American Indians.

¢ Explain how this case study of democracy in action illustrates
interest group politics?

This lesson explores intetest-group politics and the 1970s land controversy
at the Grand Canyon National Park. It does so to reveal the workings of
democracy as well as to show changes in Park policy and changes in
federal policies toward American Indians (e.g. more recognition of
American Indian cultures and rights).

Historical context. This land controversy takes place in the 1970s, after the
civil rights and environmental movements brought significant changes to
American society. Inspired by the political activism of African Americans
in the Black Freedom struggle, other disadvantaged/minority groups
organized to better the conditions of their lives. Women, Puerto Rican-
Americans, Latinos, the elderly, gays, and Native Americans organized
numetrous rights-based campaigns. The Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the
Voting Rights Act of 1965 provided legal tools to combat social inequality,
while new government programs, such as those fostered by the Office of
Economic Opportunity, sought to empower individuals and communities.
During this time, a growing number of Americans asserted that “quality of
life” should be protected as equally as other constitutionally guaranteed
rights. This demand took clearest expression in the burgeoning
environmental movement; a movement whose growing influence helped
pass important legislation such as the Clean Air Act, Clean Water Act,
Wilderness Act, and National Environmental Policy Act. Some
environmental campaigns genetrated awareness about the hazards of
environmental toxins, while others moved to preserve the sanctity of
protected natural places such as Dinosaur National Monument and Grand
Canyon National Park. Occasionally, civil rights activists would also
demand solutions for issues that fit under the umbrella of
environmentalism. The rhetorical interaction between movements

is arguably most recognizable in the discourse of Native Americans and
environmentalists, who often borrowed themes or symbols from one
another to strengthen their cause. This is perhaps most recognizable in
the "Crying Indian" public setvice announcement that was produced by
Keep American Beautiful (available on YouTube). The proposed Grand
Canyon Enlargement Act brought Native Americans, specifically the
Havasupai, and environmentalists into conflict with one another though.

This particular boundary dispute centered on a master plan to enlarge the



SUGGESTED
PROCEDURE

boundaries of the Park and limit land use. The National Park Service and
the Sierra Club cteated the document. In their initial drafts, these two
groups consulted others, but they did not consult the Havasupai. When
the Havasupai found out that they would be further restricted by the plan,
they hired a lawyer and made known their views.

Key questions of the controversy included: Who does the land belong to?
How should the land be used? Should this land be allocated to the
Havasupai ot incorporated into the Park? Should livestock be allowed to
graze on it? Should people be able to hike on it? Should it be preserved?
Should it cater to toutists? Should it become a Disneyland? Should cars
and airplanes be allowed access? Who makes these decisions? Who has a
right to the land? What does it mean to set aside land for the public
interest? Through this lesson, students will be engaged in these questions
and the debate over use of the land. They will do so by exploring the
interests and agendas of three groups who were involved in the 1970s
debate over the “Master Plan for the Grand Canyon.”

In the 1970s, Havasupai Tribal Council Chairman Lee Marshall, pointing
to his tribe’s occupation of the land for hundreds of years, declared, “I am
the Grand Canyon.” The National Park Service argued that the Grand
Canyon was set aside for the “public interest” and should not be
encroached upon. Environmental groups, such as the Sierra Club,
contended that the pristine beauty of the Grand Canyon should be
presetved and not used.

The readings chosen for this lesson illuminate the various perspectives and
Congressional drama.

Homework: On the day before this lesson is started, give each student the
Time atticle to read for homework: “Indians and the Canyon,” Time
(August 12, 1974) online at

http:/ /www.time.com/time /magazine/article/0,9171,908652,00.html

First Day:

1. Open with a discussion about who makes decisions in a democracy
(the three branches of the state and federal government; rule by
law, interest groups; individual citizen action, etc.). Tell them that
what they will be learning in the next two days concerns interest
group politics and a case study of democracy in action that involves
a land dispute at the Grand Canyon. Tell the students that they will
be presenting different perspectives and ideas on how to use the
Grand Canyon.

2. Present the general framework of the National Park boundary
debate in the 1970s. Outline the case. Ask students how they
would marshal public or political support if they were committed to
an issue? (i.e. writing letters to politicians, usage of the media and
the internet, petition drives, expett testimony, organizational
campaign, etc.). After brief discussion, if you have access to the 60
Minutes segment “Who Owns the Grand Canyon,” (2/24/1974),



6.

show it to the students. If you do not have access to it, you can still
continue with the discussion using the Téme article and your
overview of the story. Then ask students to consider the following
questions and predict the outcome: Why was there such
disagreement over the rights to and usage of the land? How did
the media portray the groups and viewpoints (did they sympathize
with any particular group)? Who do they think won ot lost land?
Divide the class into 3 groups: Environmentalists, National Park
Service, and Havasupai.
Pass out copies of Hirst’s chapter 11 and Keller and Turek’s chapter
8 to each student. You may choose to give the Havasupai group
the Hirst text and the other two groups the Keller and Turek text,
but giving each a copy of two different interpretations of the same
event helps students see how historians analyze and present
evidence. Historians may select different pieces of evidence to tell
the story; they may ignore other aspects of the story. Even using
the same evidence, historians may come to very different
conclusions. In this case, Hirst includes Marshall’s speech and is
mote sympathetic with the Havasupai while Keller and Turek
discuss opposing viewpoints and explain the compromised
component of the settlement.
Tell the students to read the chapter looking for any information on
the perspective is of their group. As they read, each student should
highlight the lines in the article that reveals their group’s
petspective (students only have to highlight one group’s
perspective, although students may choose to highlight each to
help them learn what the other side thinks):
a. Green: highlight with this color all statements that tell of
the National Patk Service perspective
b. Blue: Highlight all portions of the article with this color
that tell of the Havasupai perspective
c. Red: Highlight all lines that tell of the environmentalist
perspective with this color.
Have students begin to read in class with the rest as homework.

Second Day:

1.

o

Begin the class by filling out the “Interest Group Politics” guide
individually

Break into interest groups and combine answers

Declare a spokespetson for the group to present perspective
Group presentations with one person assigned to chart the
perspectives on the board

Discuss as a class the outcome of the dispute. Show the maps of
the Grand Canyon National Park before and after the 1975 decision.
Discuss who won the debate, why, and how.

Discuss how this case study illustrates interest group politics and
democracy in action.

Discuss how this case study illustrates changing attitudes and
actions toward American Indians in the 1970s. This is the era of

~ Self Determination.



EVALUATIONS
(ASSESSMENT)

EXTENSIONS

TECH NOTES

RESOURCES

STANDARDS (National
History Standards
http://nchs.ucla.edu/stan

dards/)

8. Exit Ticket: How does this case study help explain American
society in the 1970s?

Individual work: Reading and Intetest Group Politics guide

Group presentations of the various group interests, discussion, and debate
Exit Ticket

See the next lesson on Havasupai Empowerment to place the Havasupai
people in the larger context of Civil Rights and othet Freedom Struggles

Computer access beneficial

Hirst, Stephen. I Am the Grand Canyon: The Story of the Havasupai
People. Grand Canyon: Grand Canyon Association, 2006,

Keller, Robert H. and Michael F. Turek, American Indians & National
Parks. Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 1998.

“Indians and the Canyon,” Time (August 12, 1974) online at
http://www.time.com/time/magazine/article /0,9171,908652,00.ht
ml (accessed July 30, 2008)

Ingram, Ingram. “Enlarging Grand Canyon National Park: A Participant’s
View of the History and Aftermath of the 1975 Grand Canyon
Enlargement Act.” In In Todd R. Betger, ed. Reflections of Grand
Canyon Historians: Ideas, Arguments, and First-Person Accounts.
Grand Canyon: Grand Canyon Association, 2008, 31-35.

Hirst, Stephen. “A Havasupai Homeland Becomes a National Park.” In
Todd R. Berger, ed. Reflections of Grand Canyon Historians: Ideas,
Arguments, and First-Person Accounts. Grand Canyon: Grand
Canyon Association, 2008, 45-52,

Anderson, Michael. “Natural Disasters within Transitional Societies: The
Havasupai Indians at Supai, Arizona.” In Todd R. Berger, ed.
Reflections of Grand Canyon Historians: Ideas, Arguments, and
First-Person Accounts. Grand Canyon: Grand Canyon Association,
2008, 37-43.

Handouts for packets
Era 9: Postwar United States (1945 to early 1970s), especially Standard 4:
The Struggle for racial and gender equality and the extension of civil

liberties.

Historical Thinking Standard 3. Historical Analysis and Interpretation and
Standard 5. Historical Issues—Analysis and Decision-Making.



Resource Packet Folder:

National Park Service
Perspective

in the
1970s Grand Canyon Land
Dispute




Resource Packet Folder:

Havasupai Perspective

in the
1970s Grand Canyon Land
Dispute




Resource Packet Folder:

Sierra Club
Perspective

in the \
1970s Grand Canyon Land
Dispute
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Interest-Group Politics in the United States
Case Study: Grand Canyon Land Dispute in the 1970s

Grand Canyon National Park

Why were you What did you want? What reasons did you have | Did you change What did you win
involved in this to make your argument a your arguments or | or lose as this
debate? What was strong caser change course played out before
your intetest in it? during the debater | Congress?

(compromiser)

Environmentalists

Why wete you What did you want? What reasons did you have | Did you change What did you win
involved in this to make your argument a your arguments or | or lose as this
debate? What was strong caser change course played out before
your interest in it? during the debate? | Congress?

(compromiser)

Havasupai

Why were you What did you want? What reasons did you have | Did you change What did you win

involved in this
debate? What was
your interest in it?

to make your argument a
strong case?

your arguments or
change course
during the debate?
{compromiser)

or lose as this
played out before
Congress?




Varied opinions
on the proposed Grand Canyon Enlargement Act
and return of land to the Havasupai

Barry Goldwater to Morris Udall. letter (4/26/73):

‘More than anything else that I have attempted to do in [my] years in Congress is gent the Grand
Canyon bill passed....This bill is long, long overdue. It will give the Grand Canyon the
protection it is going to need. It will not affect the cattlemen, it will not affect the Indian, it will
only affect those people who want to abuse the Canyon, and, believe me, as one who has
practically spent his life in it, the numbers are growing.’
(quoted in Robert H. Keller & Michael F. Turek, American Indians & National
Parks, (Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 1998), 156

Ben Avery, member of the Western Regional Advisory Committee for the National Park
Service, Testimony before the Subcommittee on National Parks and Recreation on S. 1296
(June 20, 1973)

“I do not believe that the grant of land to the Havasupai should be made in this bill. It should be
a separate action, and their problem should be solved, in my opinion, by grazing allotments on
the national forest to assure better management of land. Also, it would be a mistake to relinquish
National Park Service control over the waterfalls below Supai. This is a very sensitive area, and
economic pressures on the tribe would remove all protective measures. The monetary return to
the tribe would be paltry, and the resource would be damaged beyond repair.”

Sterling Mahone, Hualapai Tribal Council, Testimony before the Subcommittee on
National Parks and Recreation on S. 1296 (June 20, 1973)

“the Hualapai Tribal Council must oppose S. 1296 unless three important amendments are made.
Section 3(a) contains the first unacceptable provision. Pursuant to section 3(a), all of the land
opposite the Hualapai Reservation on the north side of the Colorado River would be added to the
Grand Canyon National Park. The inclusion of this land in the national park effectively
eliminates for all time the development of the proposed Hualapai Dam at the Bridge Canyon
Dam site....[Passage of the bill] destroys one of the Hualapai tribe’s principal resources for
economic development. The Arizona Power Authority and the Hualapai Tribe have entered into
an agreement under which authority has been granted the exclusive right to occupy and use tribal
lands for the purpose of constructing, operating, and maintaining the Hualapai Dam. .. Pursuant to
this arrangement, the tribe would receive approximately $1 million in annual revenues from the
sale of power created by the Hualapai Dam...in completely eliminating the Hualapai Tribe’s
chance to develop its principle economic resource, S. 1296 goes too far.”



whenever ranchers or other commercial interests catch the ear of an influential
Senator...deletions are proposed from Grand Canyon National Park and Monument, to be
transferred to the Havasupai Indian Reservation, totaling 56,100 acres. These changes are not
only highly damaging to the park values, including key areas that visitors are enjoying, but
unnecessary, because Havasupai people already use the area in a manner compatible with park
values. We would readily support enlargement of the reservation through purchase of nearby
private grazing lands, if the Havasupai so desire...Making deletions from the national parks and
monuments would open a Pandora’s box, full of troubles for the National Park Service, for the
Congress, and for the public.”

Havasupai Chairman Lee Marshall, Statement of the Havasupai Tribe before the
Subcommittee on National Parks and Recreation (November 12, 1973)

“Ask the Park Service what they did to our old homes in 1934. Ask them what they did to Big
Jim’s place in 1953. Ask them what they did to our burial ground below Havasu Falls. That’s
how they protect things. We have no faith in the Park Service... Who was it who paid people to
kill all the mountain lions around the Grand Canyon? We could have told them the foolishness
of that, but no one listens to Indians... They make us laugh when they talk about protecting the
environment which they just noticed. Have you seen Grand Canyon Village?... We do not
believe the South Rim can support another Disneyland, whether it has so-called environmentalist
approval or not. You should replace every Park Service employee on the South Rim, including
the superintendent, with a Havasupai before they destroy our homeland forever. We suggest this
as the best way to manage all our National Parks.”

(quoted in Robert H. Keller & Michael F. Turek, American Indians & National
Parks, (Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 1998), 168, 169

Toby Cooper, National Park Conservation Association, in letter to Joanna Carreras (June
24, 1974):

“Southwestern Indians have a poor record as conservationists.”
(quoted in Robert H. Keller & Michael F. Turek, American Indians & National Parks, (Tucson:
University of Arizona Press, 1998), 167.

Excerpts from David Brower’s New York Times Ads (July 8, 1974):

“They re after the Grand Canyon Again? The Grand Canyon!”

“This time the would-be despoilers are exceedingly clever... They are using Indians as a ploy:
oppose their scheme and you are’unkind to Indians’... This time the Havasu are involved, some

425 of them, living in the Shangri-la of Havasu Canyon (which brings them substantial revenue
from tourists...). They would like some more land—180,000 acres from the heart of the Grand



Augustine Hanna, Havasupai Tribal Council, Testimony before the Subcommittee on
National Parks and Recreation on S. 1296 (June 20, 1973)

“Our plan also adds 1,200 acres of Havasu Canyon between our village and the Colorado River.
This area used to be a burial ground for us. The Park Service made a campground of it. Even
though the things of the dead should be left to them, those things are all gone with hikers and
campers now. We had nothing to say about it. Is this how conservationists are going to protect
our land? The only trail to the campground runs through our little 519 acres of land. If we are
going to have tourists in our canyon, it should be under our control of land. We’d welcome them
that way. Not many of you would stand the humiliation we stand every day. We live in a Park
Service zoo. We have to open our house to somebody else’s guest. Remember, we used to own
the whole place...Now we come to the big trouble for this bill: these so-called conservation
groups who keep saying we want to get this land to make some kind of big developments on it.
That’s just crazy....We have a little tribal tourist business which just lets hikers and horse riders
come visit our lands. This is our only income, and we are going to keep it going. But we are not
talking about anything more than that; none of us wants anything more than that. Some big
business operation would change us into white people, and we like our way of life, the way it is.
We think it is better than yours.”

John McComb, Southwest Representative of the Sierra Club (Tucson, AZ), Testimony
before the Subcommittee on National Parks and Recreation on S. 1296 (June 20, 1973)

“Of major concern to us is the precedent-setting deletion of park quality lands from the existing
Grand Canyon National Park and the two monuments essentially for the purposes of economic
development. Our national parks and monuments are supposed to be lands reserved from
economic and private uses forever. Lands held in trust for all the people of the United States, for
all ime. If we violate that trust by yielding to economic pressures to delete lands from the
present national park system units in the Grand Canyon, then the future of all national parks will
be in jeopardy. In our opinion, S. 1296 is totally unacceptable on that one count alone... A large
portion of the lands to be deleted are for the benefit of the Havasupai Indian Tribe. The Sierra
Club recognizes the need for improving the social and economic well-being of the Havasupai, as
well as other native Americans. We further believe that this can be done without violating the
trust committed to the establishment of our national parks. Ifitis determined that an expanded
land base for the Havasupai is desirable...then this land base should be sought outside of the
national park system...[the nearby] privately owned ranchlands are better suited to grazing than
most of the lands in the park. If additional land for the Havasupai is needed, then it appears to us
that the purchase of some of these private lands would better serve the Havasupai without taking
public parklands.”

George Alderson, Friends of the Earth Legislative Director (Washington D.C.), Testimony
before the Subcommittee on National Parks and Recreation on S. 1296 (June 20, 1973)

[one of reasons for opposition] “S. 1296 would delete from the national park system far more
land than would be added, setting a precedent for dismemberment of our national parks



Canyon National Park! (If you know the River, they want Elves’ Chasm and forty-four
downstream miles.)

What do we have here? Is it a cigar-store Indian of the proportions of a Trojan Horse, being
wheeled in kindness within the walls? Are dam builders and never-tiring developers hidden
inside, ready for a windfall at everyone else’s expense? Tramway, road, and marina builders,
too, ready to demean one of the world’s last great experiences?

We think so, with reason. The pattern is an old one: Disarm the defenders, deceive a tribal
council, and move in. Remember Black Mesa and the Four Corners?.. How often have Indians

been finessed into playing such an unhappy role?”
(quoted in Robert H. Keller & Michael F. Turek, American Indians & National

Parks, (Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 1998), 166



The canyon, the rims, and the river are all to be muanaged for
preservation of their significant resource values and managed for
appropriate visitor use to enable people to see and experience the
essence of Grand Canyon.

Since- physiography and existing development tend to segment the
park -into easily defined areas or zones, each having special
characteristics and nesds, use and development will be discussed
within the framework of these broad zones, as they are delineated on
the schematic “"The Resource and Its Use.”
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IN THE SENATE OF TITE UNTTED STATES

CManen 20,1973

Mr. Gorpwater (for himself, Mr. Brars, Mr. Broos, Mr. Buckiey, Mr. CurTis,
Mr. Domixick, Mr. Finvin, Mr. Faxzin, Mr. Harriew, Mr. Hewws, Mr.
Howuaxes, Mr. Hrusga, Mr, Homrirey, Mr. Javirs, Mr. Ken~NEDY, Mr.
McGovery, Mr. Mansriew, Mr. Moxpare, Mr. Moss, Mr. PAacrwooD,
Mr. Percy, Mr. Scorr of Pennsylvania, Mr. Sparkyay, Mr. TiurMoNp,
and Mr. WirLiams) introduced the following billy which was read twice
and referred to the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs

A BILL

To further protect the outstanding scenie, natural, and scientific
values of the Grand Canyon by eunlarging the Grand Canyon
National Park in the Statelof/Arizona, and for other purposes.

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Ilepresenta-
2 fives of the Unitci States of dmerica in Congress assembled,
3 SHORT TITLE

4 . . v

* Seerion 1. This Act may he cited as the “Grand Canyon

5 National Park Enlargement Act”.

6 DECLARATION OF POLICY
T See. 2. Tt is the object of this Act to provide for the .

3 ., » M . .
8 recognition hy Congress that the entire Grand Canyon, from

11—0
% (Star Print)
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Lees Ferry to the Girand Wash Cliffs, including tributary
side canyons and surrounding plateaus, is a natural feature
of national and international significance. Congress therefore
recognizes the need for, and in this Act provides for, the
further protection and interpretation of the Grand Canyon
in accordance with its true significance.
ENLARGEMENT OF GRAND CANYON NATIONAL PARK
BOUNDARIES

SEC. 3. {a) In order to add to the Grand Canyon Na-
tional Park certain prime portions of the canyon area possess-
ing unique natural, scientific, and scenic values, the Grand
Canyon National Park shall comprise, subject: to any valid
existing rights under the Navajo Boundary Act of 1934, ail
those lands, waters, and interests therein, conf;‘tituting ap-
proximately one million one hundred and ninety-six thou-
sand nine hundred and twenty-five acres, located within the
boundaries as depicted on the drawing entitled “Boundary
Map, Gm,n‘d Canyon National Park,” numbered 113-20,-
000G and dated February 1973, a copy of which shall be
on file and available for public inspection in the offices of
the National Park Service, Department of the Interior.

(b) For purposes of this Act, the Grand Canyon Na-
tional Monument and the Marble Canyon National Monu-
ment are abolished, and any lands formerly included within

such monnments and not inelnded within the Grand Canyon
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National Park or the Havasupai Indian Reservation, as en-
larged by Act, may be utilized by the Secretary for exchanges
for lands to be incorporated into such park by or under
this Aet. Lands not used for such exchange purposes shall
be administered by the Scerctary in accordance with the
Jaws applicable to the public lands of the United States and
section 6. The comhined total acreage of such park as en-
larged Dy subscetion (a) and this subsection shall not ex-
ceed one million two hundred thousand acres.
ACQUISITION O LANDS BY DONATION OR EXCITANGE

SEc. 4. (a) Within the boundaries of the Grand Canyon
National Park, as enlarged by this Act, the Secretary of the
Interior (hereinafter referred to as the “Sceretary”) may
acquire land and interest in laud by donation, purchase with

donated or appropriated funds, or exchange; but not by

condemmation.

Al

(b) E

edernl lands within the boundaries of such park
are hereby transferred to the jurisdiction of the Seeretary
for the purposes of this Act.
PROITIBITION AGAINST TAKING OF STATE OR INDIAN LANDS
Sie. 5. Notwithstanding any other provision of this Act
(1) no land or interest in land owned by the State of Ari-
zona or any political subdivision thereof may be acquired by
the Secreturj' nuder this Act except with the concurrence of

such owner, and (2) no land or interest in land, which is




National Park Service Viewpoints

National Park Service. 4 Master Plan for Grand Canyon National Park: [preliminary
working draft, third draft, January, 1971. [S.L]: United States Department of
Interior, 1971.

“Trails into Bright Angel and Kaibab Trail corridor, and the trail from Hualapai Hilltop to
Havasu campground will be managed for high visitor use.”-12

Section: “The Proposals”

“Long Mesa is the principal feature in a thumb of plateau land on the south side of the Colorado
river, lying between the present national park and national monument. The road and trail from
above the canyon rim to the Havasupai Reservation traverses land in this addition. The mesa
area, and the adjacent upper portion of Hualapai Canyon with the important Hualapai Hilltop
access point to Supai Village should be added to the park to insure appropriate management and
development above the reservation and Havasu Canyon. This addition will facilitate the
National Park Service’s cooperative management with the Havasupai of Havasu Canyon, provide
a single Federal management of the trail system to the Reservation, and permit improved law
enforcement through clear-cut responsibility and jurisdiction.”-14

“Addition of Cataract Canyon, a major side canyon of the Colorado River, will give park
protection to this scenic and scientific area rim to rim. Cataract Canyon in this area is over 1000
feet deep and is characterized by sheer rock walls and interesting side canyons. The Moqui
Trail, an old Indian trail used for centuries by the Havasupais and other tribes, is also located
within this addition.”-15

“Scenic easements should be provided on the south side of the river to ensure against undesirable
development.”-15

“Lying in Havasu Canyon and surrounded by park land is the Havasupai Indian Reservation.
Tourism is the most promising economic asset to the Havasupai who reside at the bottom of the
canyon in a picturesque setting. The Indians utilize portions of the park and monument rim areas
for grazing cattle and horses that are used to transport visitors to Supai Village... There are
limited overnight accommodations in the village. The charm and beauty of Havasu Canyon is
attracting more and more people, who threaten the area with results of their heavy impact on a
limited, rather fragile environment. With extensive development on the reservation, the
Havasupai may lose the charm and beauty of their environment, and ultimately the qualities that
attract the visitor. Camping at the Park Service’s Havasu Campground below Supai Village will
be limited to an established carrying capacity.”—25

“The National Park Service will be offering planning and technical assistance to the Havasupai,
Hopi, Hualapai, Navajo, and Paiute Tribes on the recreational use of Indian lands, and in joint
planning efforts involving the national park and Indian canyon-rim lands and river input and



takeout points. The Service is extremely interested in the rim areas within the Indian
reservations so as to assure there be no intrusions on the inner canyon environment, and it is
eager to lend assistance to the Indian groups as its part in regional planning on lands outside the
park.”-37

National Park Service. 4 Master Plan for Grand Canyon National Park: [final draft, August
1971]. [S.L]: United States Department of Interior, 1971.

“The Havasupai are faced with the problem of a growing population and a limited and isolated
land resource. The Indians utilize portions of the park and monument areas for grazing and
cattle and horses. On the northern portions of the Great Thumb and Tenderfoot Plateau areas
this domestic grazing conflicts with prime desert bighorn sheep habitat, which is essential to the
existence of the bighorn in the park.”-15

“To assist the Havasupai in implementing their desire for a greater economic base, the National
Park Service proposes an enlarged Havasupai Reservation: About 20,000 acres of land on the
Tenderfoot Plateau in Grand Canyon National Monument and about 43,000 acres in the
Manakacha/Topocoba area could be added to the reservation. The additions would give the
Havasupai greater flexibility, and control over their own actions.”-15

“With a greater land base and opportunity to control their own social and economic life, the
Havasupai will be less dependent on the need for land outside their reservation.”-16

“The National Park Service is concerned that there be no commercial exploitation of Havasu
Creek or lands which would be added to the reservation. There would be no objection to the
pumping of water from Cataract Cayon for domestic use of the tribe and to support a tribal cattle
industry, provided an adequate flow of water is maintained in Havasu Creek to perpetuate this
superlative scenic area...Developments other than grazing improvements or housing on lands
which were previously part of the park or monument should receive the concurrence of the
Secretary of the Interior.”

“The National Park Service stands ready to assist in the economic growth of the Havasupai by
offering recreational and tourist-development assistance on Havasupai lands, by providing
training assistance at the Albright training facility, and by offering job opportunities within the
park.”-16



(STATEMENT OF HAVASUPAL TRIBE)

To tha Unifed States Senate’
Committes on Interior and Insular Affairs
Subcommittee on Parks and Recreation

June 20, 1973

Our case is clear and undeniable., We are the people of the Grand
Canyon. Our legends sav the Havasupal were created on these lands
of the Grand Canyom's South Rim,

Anthropologists tell us the Yuman people that include us
speak the most ancient languages in North America and have lived
in the Southwest tens of thousands of vears. Archzelogists tell
us our people used the potterv fragments found im our canyons more
than 1000 years ago. We know of rock vaintinags made by our prople
in the Grand Canyon area so long 290 they are lost in legend.

Hopi tradition depicts us as the keepers of the Grand Canyon
and its sacred places. The Hooi psople tell of the Co'onina (Ha-
vagupai) Kachina spiritembodying our guardian function.

Arizona’'s vast Coconinn County takes its name from the Hool
word for oGr people as a recognition of our historicals predominance
in-the area. |

4

In the 1880's we were driven to tlre tiny canyon farm where
we n~, live. At that time prospectors invadinag our area had hopes
of getting rich from materials they belisved tc be on-our lands,
and settlers took fromus our life-giving sprinas and grasslands
for themaselves and their cattle. Soon-we were crowded from all
our anclent lands, viewed as intruders in-our own land. Our own -
federal government even took part in-our removal when they fede-
ralized ocur plateau lands into national feorests and oarks without
any thought of how we were to liye or support ourseives with all
our land gore.

We never agreed to thes situation we f£ind ourselves in; we
ware threatefisd with imprisonment if we left the canvon. Three
times-~1920, 1943 and 1968-~wa attempted to regain some part of
our former lands through Congressional action. We are trying
again. Our oral history locates thess lands from the Little Co-
lorado on the #ast to the Hualapa! Reservation and from the San
Franci~ce Peaks and Bill williams Mountaln on the south to the
Zuolurado. We realize that regaining all these lands is now im-
possible; most of them are cone under c¢ities, ranches, highways
and railroads, but we have a right to exomct enouqgh to vrovide
for the well-being of our people. Deapite our much wider his-
torical claims, we have chosen to be modarate in our demand, re-
lingquishing manv areas which we conld claim with equal fusticse,
by asking return only of federal lands to which ws have undis-
mutable claim. Cur purpose is to provide a plan which you can
feagibly accept in its entirety and praserve the aplrit of this
i1l but which you could down only by violating the strongest
legal precedents, .
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We he,. of tha Park Service's need to protect the Grand Can-
von for future tourists and of the Forest Service's need to main-
tain the miltiple-ugse possibilitims of its lands. We alone must
live and support ourgelves on this land; we alone are residents
here rather than visitors. We can omly supnport ourselves by the
inclusion of ugable arazing and farming lands into our reservation.
Failing this, we can only survive on government hand-outs. We re-
ject thig solution. Charity is demoralizing, and the need for 90
years of it is demoralizimy us.

Therefore, the Grand Canyor bill must include

1, return of all the Park and Forect Serviceg' Havasupal grazing
allotments and other permit areas to the Havasupai people as part
of our reservation. A study of the letters and documents relating
tu these lands stronglv indicates them aa Indian land in recogni~
tion-of our original possegssion. Moreover, our permit rights on
the Park land cilearly antedate the Park's establishment. Documants
we have attached make it clear bevond any question that our ori-
ginal permit area included the Great Thumb Mesa. PFor 65 years we
have continuously exercized our permit rights on the Great Thumb
right up to the pregent. It is completely unjust to remove this
land from our use now under the uninfodmed pregsure of so-called
environmentalists who are totally ignorfant of our presence imr the
area. We have already proposed ample concessions from our permit
lands to provide the National Park Service with wildlife study areas.

We offer immortant reasons for our having these permit lands
agains They include places sacred to us for the Bavasupal burial
grounds and homes and the materialg found there, and they include
the only musable grazing areas available to us. We have no wish
to see these places abused by others.

2. permanent establishment of the quarter-square-mile Havasupail
regidency area at Grand Canyon 'Village as a saparate plece of our
reservation. Located within the Park are four sacred materials
that we guard for all Indian people; we must have access rights
to these materials, and we should have the right to use Indian
Gardens, where we lived for so many hundredg of years. The Ha-
vasupal area is a symbol to ug; once Indian Gardens and the South
I Rim were our home. They were taken, but the National Park Servire

has no neca to drive us away like some ansovance, as it has tried
ce 40 for geveral deécades now. Grand Canvon--an area where we
always welcomed our friends and visitors--is being closed to us,
its origimal inhabitants. The 160 acres on top, located ima
relatively developed part of the Park and unused bv anvone but
our people since the creation of the Park, represents a tiny con-
cession from the Park but a great one to us. We should be granted
8 permanent collecting permit to gather in handfuls the sacred
materials in the Park. This is8 ro white man's mining operationg
thiz 48 a taking by handfuls of paints and dyes we have used for
centuriegs.




3. returm of the strip of Forest Service land containing Pasture
wagh immed?-tely adjoining our grazing allotment, Paature Wash
provides the best place we can atill locate homs and farm on the
plateau, and we have long done s0. Ites separation from our ori-
ginal permit lands came only from the artificial placement of the
Gils & Salt River Meridian, not from the natural features and uses
of the area. Wa realize that a private cattle company presently
leases the area from the Forest Service. We stand ready to gquar-
antee the continusztiom of this lease for its full term. The lease
was begun in good faith, and we are not people to break agreements.

If the government feels compelled to protect this company’s
lease, which is little more than a year old, by withholding the
land from the people to whom-it rightfully belonas, then by the
same reasoning the government is obligated to protect the rights
which we have exercized on the Great Thumb for 65 years. The
governmant of all the ‘veople of the Unitad States cannot employ
a double standard of justice for white people and Indian peovle.
The Great Thumb muat be returned along with the rest of our per-

mit land.

4, return of Havasu Camoground and all the lower falls of Havasu
Creek to the Havasupai Reservation. As long as this campground

and thege falls remain under National Rark Service control, so is

a great part of our life. Under Park dervice managsment this place
was terribly run down through thelr migmanagement and permitted
overuge; only now have they recognized the damage and begun to
1imit the number of people permitted to use it. This is our home .
The present sitvation is unfair by any standards and can lead omly
to continued frictiom with the Natioml Park Service.

5. return to us of the 1866 Atlantic & Pacific Railroad indemnity-
grant lands, today designated as the southern part of the Grand
Canyon- National Monument. By 1943 the Interior Department had
recognized reversion of these gections to the Havasuocai Tribe,
based on the 1941 Supreme Court decision of U. 8. v Santa Fe Pa-
cific Railroad, as well as supporting restoratiomr of our grazing
permit lands to tribal ownership. Despite this, passage of a
Congressional bill enacting the return was blocked by Congresg.
man John R. Murdock, who said, “The Indian reservations don't need
this land, and I believe it can be put to better use for other
purposes, such as grazing.” We believe you have a more developed
sense of justice today.

We hsve delineated what part of this National Monument we
wigh-~-po more than two-thirds of the oriainal part. We willingly
surrendered our claim to the rest to allov the Nationsl Park
Service space for wildlife study. Yet this bill even cuts us
down further by some 3,000 more acres. This further cutback is
completely unnecessary, and we must {ingist on the placement of
the northern boundary as we drew it on the attached map. We have
a double claim to this srea, as the National Park Service hasg
long granted us a permit on it as well, reinforcing our leagally
re~-gstablished possessicon. .

TR
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In sum, we are soeaking of a reservation anproaching 168,000
acres. Thouah this {a atill small, we are not many. We do not
seek these .ands to develoo them into any big business, as soms
so-¢alled environmentalists claim. This maliclous report ia de-~
signed only to get our land for themselves. There is no basis
to this belief. We ask for these lands to glve ovur people a
home again on the plateau. Many of our naople were born thaere,
We love these lands where we gave birth, built our lives and re-
turned our old people to the earth. Our old homes and burial
grounds lie on these lands. Our historical, emotional and legal
ties and ¢laims to these plateau lands we have outlined are so
powerful they are undeniable to any who view th=m. We invite you
to view them,

-We balieve the reservation we provose is the omly one which
can provide us with the essential plateau lands which would assure
tribal control of our lives and sacred places forever.

\

The Havasupal Tribal Council, on behalf of the Havasupai people
Qtecte Lot O |
feprtmes CHO0
P Dt
4
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STATEMENT OF JOHN McCOMB, SOUTHWEST REPRESENTATIVE OF
THE SIERRA CLUB, TUCSON, ARIZ

Mr. McCoan. Mr. Chairman. 1 am John . MceComb, southwest
representative for the Sierra Club. I live in Tueson, Ariz., and have an
office located at 2014 East Broadway, Tueson. Ariz. 85719. My own
personal familiarity with the Grand Canyon began in 1962 Since
then I have spent more than 130 days hiking, driving, boating, and
fiving in and near the canyon. The vast majority of these travels have
been on foot exploring the many aspects of this canyon which 1 love
so well.

The Sierra Club's interest in the Grand Canyon is well known, espe-
cially to many members of this committee, for it was the focus of one
of the hardest fought conservation campaigns i our history. The
dircet outcome of the battle was, of course, the rejection by Congress
of proposals to build two dams on the Grand Canyon. An indirect
result was the widespread convietion that Grand Canyon National
Park should be enlarged to more completely protect the great geologl-
cal feature that is the Grand Canvon from those who would mar its
majesty with dams, mines, and other destructive activities, Presently.
the Sierra Club has about L15,000 members nationwide. Some 1,600 of
these live in the State of Arizona and ave members of our Grand
Canvon chapter. The protection of the Grand Canyon continues to
have a very important place in the priovities of the club.

I will not take the time of the committee to extoll the virtues of
the Grand Canvon. It has been the subject of dozens of books, films,
magazine articles. and television programs. Few persons in the United
States have not at least heard of the Grand Canyvon. As noted in the
declaration of policy contained in N, 1296, the canyon is a “natural
feature of national and international significance.”

My statement is of necessity fairly lengthy due to the vast geo-
agraphical extent of the canyon. the plethora of administrative units
nto which it is presently divided. the many problems needing atten-
tion, and the complexities of the legislation necded to adequately deal
with this sitnation.

A brief statement of the philosophy whieh underlies our position
on Grand Canvon Park proposal is appropriate at this point. First,
we believe that the ideal national park would encompass the entire
ecological and geographical unit which is the Grand Canyon. This
would inelude the main gorge. plus the tributary side canyons which
are an integral part. extending from Lees Ferry to the Grand Wash
Cliffs. a distance of some 277 river miles. Tt would also incorporate
the plateau lands adjacent to the rim which are both the setting from
which most visitors view the canvon and which represent the country
into which the canyon has been carved. There is only ¢ne serious com-
plication to the achievement of this ideal. This concerns those portions
of such an ideal park which are now within three Indian reservations,
the Navajo. Havasupai. and Hualapai. The Sierra Club does not advo-
“ate the taking of any Indian reservation lands into an enlarged park.

With that exception, however, there are few major obstacles to
achieving. on the non-Indian lands a park that comes close to the
ideal. Virtually all of the land is now in Federal ownership and land
acquisition costs would be minimal. At the same time the potential
of the canyon for economic development, other than that related to

(PR R PR Pedu IR O F LW Y
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tourism, i¢ also very small. The canyon does not contain vast stores
of mineral wealth, merchantable timber is found only along a small
portion of the rim, agricultural potential is almost nonexistent, and
even the opportunities for grazing of livestock are very limited. Thus.
fow opportunities for such economic development will be foregone if
we enlarge the park. In fact, since the bulk of the canyon is already
under National Park Service jurisdiction under a variety of names,
these resource allocation decisions have already been made for much
of the land.

In our view. any Grand Canvon National Park legislation worthy
of support should take at least a large step in the direction of the
ideal if it does not go the whole way. Specifically it should extend
the park protection to significant areas which are not now protected
and equally important it should not delete any park quality lands from
any of the existing park units.

In our analysis. S. 1296 does not meet these eriteria. The integrity of
the national park svstem and the protection of the Grand Canyon
would both be impaired by its passage in its present form. Although
superficially the bill appears to extend protection to many deserving
areas, a closer examination reveals that the total acreage 1n the na-
tional park svstem is actually decrveased by 47.000 acres. Most of the
so-called enlargement is in fact nothing more than a reshuffling of
names with little or no material change in the protection afforded.

Of major concern to us is the precedent-setting deletion of park

uality lands from the existing Grand Canyvon National Park and
the two monuments essentially for purposes of economic development.
Our national parks and monuments are supposed to be lands reserved
from economic and private uses forever. Lands held in trust for all
the people of the United States, for all time.

If we violate that trust by vielding to economic pressures to delete
lands from the present national park system units in the Grand
Canyon, then the future of all national parks will be in jeopardy. In
our opinion. S. 1296 is totally unacceptable on that one count alone.
When the deletion of over 97,000 acres proposed by that bill 1s com-
pared with the meagre expansion of park protection in other areas.
then it is elear that the Grand Canyon. the national park system and
the .A\merican people would be better off with no park bill at all if the
only alternative is 8. 1296 in its present form.

The adoption of this negative stance on a bill which we might be
expected to support was a very difficult decision for us. We realize
that in doing so we may scuttle the chances for any Grand Canyon
National Park enlargement in this Congress. I frankly hope that this
will not be the case. but unless some major improvements in this legis-
lation can be made. then there is no question that we will oppose the
passage of S. 1206. This decision was especially agonizing since we
had worked closely with Senator Goldwater to try and develop a park
bill which we could both support.

We appreciate the many efforts Senator Goldwater made to meet
with us and other groups concerned with the Grand Canvon. We also
know and appreciate how hard he has worked to protect the Grand
Canyon front other threats. Tt saddens us indeed that the result of the
many meetings on this Jegislation is not something which we can en-

dorse.
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A large portion of the lands to be deleted are for the benefit of the
Havasupai Indian Tribe. The Sierra Club recognizes the need for
improving the social and economic well-being of the Havasupal, as
woll as other native Americans. We further believe that this can be
done without violating the trust committed to the establishment of our
national parks. .

If it is determined that an expanded land base for the Havasupai 1s
desirable, in addition to their present permitted use of national park
and national forest lands, then this luad base should be sought out-
side of the national park system. ~

Historically the Havasupai ranged over a large portion of northern
Arizona. Much of this former territory is now in private ownership,
including a large segment immediately adjacent to the public lands
which S.1296 would transfer to the tribe. These privately owned ranch-
lands are better suited to grazing than most of the lands in the park.
1f addititenal land for the Ilavasupai is needed, then it appears to
us that the purchase of some of these private lands would better serve
the Havasupai without taking public parklands.

Administration of the Grand Canyon is now fragmented among
five units of the national park system, three Indian reservations. the
Forest Service, the Burean of Land Management, plus some scattered
parcels belonging to the State of Arizona, or in private ownership. A
meaningful park enlargement would give greater unity to the manage-
ment of the canvon. It would help insure that the canyon will not be
damaged by the crush of visitors and at the =ame time it should en-
hance their appreeiation of it. Most importantly it would extend park
protection to those parts of the canyon which now have only minimal
srotection. The remainder of my statement will examine the changes
in Q. 1296 which are needed to achieve these goals and produce an
acceptable bill.

We believe that the following additions bevond those proposed in
S. 1296 are essential in any Grand Canyon Natitonal Park hill:

1. Extend the park upstream to Lees Terry. the recognized begin-
ning of the Grand Canyon which is Jocated about 5 miles above Lees
Ferry. All of this addition is presently located within Glen Canyon
National Reereation Area.

2. Include a strip of land along the western rim of Marble ("anyon.
approximately 1 mile wide. This would be an expansion of the exist-
ine narrow strip—>a00 feet wide—in much of this area. Obviously this
existing strip should not he deleted as proposed in 3. 1296—the Marble
Canvon West deletion of 3550 acres. At several locations farther
Jownstream we also recommend a similav strip of platean lands along
the rim be incorporated within the park. The reasoning hehind these
recommendations is the same in all casges, the need to protect the set-
ting of the canyon from timber harvesting, veeetation manipulation
projects, mining, and ill-planned developments.

3. In the past the Sierra Club has recommended the addition of
large portions of Kaibal Plateau. There was considerable apposition
to these proposed additions, particularly from timber intervests and
sportsmen to whom it is an important hunting area. As a result of fur-
ther study we have modified onr recommendations fo restrict this addi-
tion only to those arveas which are particularlv important from the
noint of view of scenery, biology. or geology. We believe that the park
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should include the highly scenic De Motte Park Area which Hes along
the north entrance road to the park, plus the North Canyon-Cocks-
combs Arvea each of De Motta Park where the East Kaibab Monocline
marks the castern edge of the Kaibab Platean. From the rim of North
Canyon, spectacular views are available across Touse Rock Valley to
Marble Canyon. Beyond one case see Navajo Mountain and the Ver-
million Cliffs. North Canvon also contains a limited population of
the endangered Arizona Native Trout.

£. Along the south rim of the present Grand Canyon National Parl,
two minor expansions ave desirable. First, the Coconino Plateauw addi-
tion of 640 acres proposed by S, 1296 should be expanded somewhat
to betterproteet the East Rim Drive. More important, however. would
be the acauisition of the Tusavan avea which lies along the south
entrance road at the park boundary. Presently a great deal of un-
sightly, poorly planned. and inappropriate development is taking
place here which virtually every park visitor. even those arriving by
air. must drive through as he enters the park.

5. In the TTavasu Canyon area, we have already expressed our objee-
tions to the deletion of any parklands here as proposed by =, 1296,
This deletion contains three of the waterfalls for which IHavasu
Canyon is so famous. Rather than deleting fands from the park here,
the park should be expanded upstream as recommended by the Park
Service in the draft master pian presented in public hearings in May
1971 in Phoenix and at the Grand Canvon. This rugged canyon coun-
try is rich in natural beauty and is the home for a variety of wildhife
with the desert bighorn sheep being the most important.

6. The Kanab Canyon addition proposed by 8. 1296 should be ex-
panded to inelnde this entire canyon system rather than being limited
merelv to the lower portion. Even though there are no developments
and probably there should never be any in this avea. it is attracting
increasingly heavy reercational use. The deep. narrow canyons which
characterize this area ave unusual even for the Grand Canyon. Within
the canyon. there is virtually no conflict with any existing use of the
area. As in other parts of the canvon. we also recommend that the
platean country immediately adjacent to the rim be ineluded within
the park. This is particularly important for portions of the Kanab
Canyon area since current Forest Service plans call for logeing these
areas up to the rim in the early 1980%.

7. Along the northern boundary of Grand Canyon National Monu-
ment we strongly objeet to the deletion of 38.080 acres in three parcels
for the benefit primarily of a few ranchers. These platean lands con-
tain important archeological resources in addition to their value as the
approach to the canvon rim in this area. There is no justification for
these proposed deletions.

8. To the west of the present Grand Canyvon National Monument we
recommend the addition of the narrow valley of the Tovoweap which
ig the main avenue of approach to the monument plus the southern end
of the Ulinkaret Plateau-—an arvea of voleanic peaks and recent lava
flows which extend to the rim of the main gorge of the Colorado River.
These peaks bring an irregular and elevated silhouette to the rim
which is elsewhere dominated by a tabular skyline. The contrasting
aeology of this aren is the strongest single reason arguing for its in-
clusion, but it also has significant scenic and archeological values.

reintise s
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9. An examination of the map accompanying S. 1296 reveals that
the proposed park would encompass only a very narrow strip along the
northern side of the Colorado River where it is joined by ¥Whitmore
Wash and the Parashont-Andrus Canyon systems. There 1s no reason
why the park should be so narrow in this location, not even including
the land now within Lake Mead Recrcation Arvea. A major expansion
is called for to include these entire canyon systems. Parashont Canyon
in particular, is an unusually long and narrow defile which a marginal
mining operation nearby threatens its beauty without producing any
important amounts of minerals.

10. S. 1296 would effect a major extension of Grand Canyon down-
stream to the Grand Wash Cliffs, long a major goul of conservation
groups. We strongly support this extension and recommend only that
a protective strip of the Shivwitz Plateau also be incorporated. The
southernmost extension of this plateau, ending at Kelly Point with
the Colorado River bent around it, overlooks and wilderness of can-
yons unequaled in beauty anywhere along the river. These wild lands
should not be developed in any way, but rather should be retained m
a primitive condition representative of how the ecarliest explorers
found thew3rand Canvon. Virtually all of this avea, both above and
below the rim. is now a part of Lake Mead National Recreation Area,
however it is important that a few small parcels outside the recreation
area be included in order to prevent further disturbance of native vege-
tation which in places has extended right up to the rim.

Section + of 5. 1206 would take away from the Seeretary of the
Interior his present power to condemn private lands within the park.
While this authority is seldom used, it is vitally needed protection
in the event that voluntary negotiations fail and the owner of the
inholding proposes to carry out some activity or development which
would be detrimental to the park. The authority to acquire lands by
condemnation should be retaimed.

Overall, land acquisition for any enarged park in the Grand Can-
von is not a major problem since so little of this region is in private
ownership. Fven with the expanded boundaries which we propose,
less that 114 pereent of the area is privately owned. Although these

1]
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lands are important to the Grand Canyon, the cost of uequisition w
he minimal due to their low cconomic potential In other uses,

Section 6 of 8. 1206 would establish a new coneept in park protec-
tion. n so-called zone of influence which could restrict uses of the land
outside the park boundary if needed to protect the park itself, While
the concept. may have some value. the specifie proposal contained in
Q. 1296 contains several very serious weaknesses, IFirst, any such zone
is not a substitute for actually including within the park those lands
that belong there, This is compounded by the difliculties facing 1ts
implementation. The concept. in a strong useful form, would have to
survive the opposition of miners, timber interests, and others who
might be atfected hy the authority it would grant to the Secretary
of the Interior. Even if it does emerge from Congress in a usable
form. we are still faced with the cattle of convineing the Secretary to
apply these restrictions in all locations where they are needed.

ST 1206, seetion & would authorize the Secretary of the Interior
to fund or otherwise assist in the development of recreatjonal or
tourist programs on Indian Tands near the park. We feel that this
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language shouid be amended, by the addition of some gnidelines to
insure that the Federal Gov ernment, does not assist in dmdopnwnts
that are detrimental to the area. Specifically, we would like to encour-
age the three Indian tribes or nations which have Jands within the
Grand anyon to protect these lands in a manner consistent with their
national park caliber. Any assistance should be conditioned upon
reasonable guarantees of such protection.

The (*oncopt of providing for aircraft regulation in and over a
national park in ()I(%(‘I to plote(t not only the &:n‘ot\ of the visitor, but
the natural environment is a meritorious one, especially needed in the
Grand Canvon where flights deep in the inner gorge are hecoming
distressingly Lonnnonplaw We believe that the Cspwmc language con-

tained in section 10 should be strengthened by providing for an out-
right ban on flights within the canyon and appropriate regulations of
ﬂw its above the park.

Section 11 of ‘ﬁ 1206 specifically reaflivms the provisions in existing
I‘Lw which would allow the construction of dams or reclamation proj-
ects within the park if authorized by Congress. In doing so it would
extend this provision to areas outside the plO%L’nt park. Rather than
reafivming this language, 1t should be ropealed aving no doubt that
such activities are in 11)1)101)11&&\ in the Grand C aAnyon.

The inclusion of language relating to the designation of wilderness
in Grand Canyou National Park is ontuel\ appropriate. However, the
wilderness ploposed in this bill is inadequate on two counts. No men-
tion is made of wilderness possibilities on any of the fands to be added
to the park. Fven within the area covered. the specific boundaries
proposed for the wilderness do not include all fands which shonld
be so designated. Specifically, both the Colorado River and qualifying
areas on the )l(li“elu lands dd]d(ﬁﬂt to the rim should also be given
wilderness pr otecnon

One of the major headaches facing those Federal oflicials responsible
for the managemei:t of the Grand C anyon is the regulation of travel
on the € olorado River. This is complicated by the uncertainty regard-
g the location of the ex xisting park system units along the river,

D sarticularly in tohtmn to the Huuhpm Indian Reservation. Specific

language should be incorporated clarifying the authority of the Na-

tional Park Service to reculate river travel throughout the entire
length of the Grand Canvon. As it is now, river trip operators some-
times claim they arve not in violation of Park Service IQ‘TH]JTIOIIQ COV-
erning the river since the left half of the main stream may be outside
of their jurisdiction.

I would like to conclude my remarks by giving our complete en-
dorsement to the provisions contained in section T of S. 1296 which
would authorize and encourage the National Park Service to develop
a program which will mtexpxet the entire Grand Canyon as a unit.
removing the present restrictions which limit such activities to the
actual areas de&wmfod as units of the National Park System. This is
especially important in the Grand Canvon where the major portions
within the three Indian reservations will remain cutside any enlarged
p(uI\

Thank von for this opportunity to present our views.

[\nbsoquont to the hearmg Mr. McComb submitted the following

map |
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. Shangsi-la of Havasn Canyon (which brings thew

- They'e After The Grand Canyon Again?

‘

The icason for saving the Grand Canyon is still the one Theo-
dore Roosevelt made perfectly plear in 1903
“Leave it as it is, You cannot improve on it,
The ages have beew at work o it and man can only mar it,”
Mr. Nison scems to have forgotten, But with Lady Bied
Johnson's valiant hclp. and with Senator Henry M., Jackson's,

the fate John P. Saylor's, and Stewast Udall's, too, citizens all

over the Jund got Conkrcss {and President Johnson) to suve the
Grand Canyon and 1o agrec 1o ntroduce a bill to complete
Grand Canyon National Pagk.

The bill s now been introduced. Initial amendmients were
responsive (o conservation needs, All Americand, Congress’
included, toak seriously their responsibility toward the Wonder
of the World powerfully de scribed by Joseph Wood Kruteh as:
Ll Jemst two Uhings besides spcuaclc Tt is 2 biologicat
wnit, and the most revedling uglc puge of the carth’s history
apen on the face of the glohe."

Girand Canyon is also one of the leading candidates for inclu-
ston " thie new United Nations World Heritage, which Presi-
dent Nixon at one fine supported,

All Aniericans took this sesponsibitity seriowsly” dlmoa afl, =

Enter the Opportunists

Disqufeting soises Iron Arizons and Southern Catifornia
felt us that people stitl want to lood the Clh\pc! They ate using
sheep's clobing, Dany plans that should

* huve been' b\xmcd up are being dusted off,

I Grind Camyan, his time, the would-he dc\milc{,
c\uc\luu, lever. We ure forced lo infer that (hcy wre using:
ploy: appose their schienes and you are “unkind 10
ey tsed ndians before — the Hualapai. This tine
e iavoived, some 423 of them, living in ||\c

The Grand Canyon!

? miltion, Yhe Age of Technology, on the ather hand,

is furdly a-hundred years old, and on our time chare

we hiaxe been generous o give it even the liwle line we have,
Tt seems to s hasty, thercfore, during this bip of time, for
Man to think of directing his (ascinatimg new tools toward «
altering ifzevodably che forees whichs made him. Nanetheless,
i these few brief years among four bitlion, wilderess hus:

. all but disappeated. And now e

EAM H lugan four billion years ago and Man two

il

1) “There is 1 bl in Congress to “Dmprove” Cicand Cangon,
Two dams wilk back ap actificial fakes into 148 miles of
cangon gorge. s will beneft touries i power boats, it
is argued, who will eujoy viewing the cangan wall more
closely. "See headline)., Submrged yodencath the coute
S ptaFthe st restaling single pige of earels
istory. The lakes will be as deep as b eet {eeper for
example,shan 41l b+ handfut of New York hoildings are
igh bt 2 cenmury silting will have replaced the water
with that much mud, wall ¢a wall,

“Fheres na part of the wild Colorade River, the Grand

Cangon's scufptor, thie will not bt e

SHOULD WE ALSO FLOOD THE
SISTINE CHAPEL SO TOURISTS.CAN
GET NBARER THE CEILING?
i'mu

weiter 8

n
(XA

fcti N

AL

houses over the Bll; and now there’s a new idea —still
more ifl, euongh for 2n air cargo termini a5 big u
Manhatan,

There exists tody o entuliy shich can conceive such
destruction, giving commerce a5 ample reason. Lot 74 years,
the 40,000 member Siorrs Chaby has opposed that mentality,
But now, when even Grand Caugon, can be threatentd, we
arc n 3 ritieal lmm\u\( in time,

ionwill decide if somethir lled and
free remais, a8 eestimony we had Jovs for those wh follow,

We ture heen taking ads, therefore, asking people to
write their Cangressmen and Senatonst Seeretary of the tne
terior Stewars Uidall: “Phe President; amd wo send ws funds to
continue the baule, | housands fave writcen, but meanwhile,
the Grand Canyon legisation has advanced ouv of conumitcee
and i az acrawcial staye fir Congress, Mare letters are,needed
a1l oz maneg, to elp fight a mentality that may Hecide
Man o bouger needs natuse,*

Eight years ago, becanse it ran ads 1p save the Grand Canyon Jrom dams, the Sierra Clab lost fis tax stutus.,
Fricnds of the Earth asks you to remember that classic ad.

revenue frbm tourisis), Since their population has neady dous
bled sipee World Wat 1, they would Jike some more Iand v
shwme 750 00 dcres, part fram Kaibih Natiowa Fosest on
Gruid Caiiyon’s Svuth Rint, puet from Grand Cunyon Nationad
Monsment —
- and LINGOD

From the' haur! of Grand Canvon Na-

sional Purk! (1 you know the River: they wam Elves Chusm

amt forty-four downstroam mifes.)

Alrost four times this much Fad iy o the ntarket nearby, st
S8 mitlion, 1is omtside nutionst park, monument, und forest,
fois fadd fr more usetdd fo {ndinn focks and heeds. Re-

i
member, the canyan's rim, river, wd side, canyons are nice

phices fo visit or t xry 1o wark your wuy mm\wh, but your
would hardly want "o five there, Soil, ‘foruge, forest, and
browse are seuee there, 1t is terrain it contuing superh scen-
ery and supports some wildlife, bt can sustain few poople,
ever i you chuby down the “forests.”

Is deis an ansver for Indiaos? Drase your own conclusions.
Our onclusion is hat it s weang for anyone, including in-
dians, to pretend it is an answer in wy \v1y, except to esploft
5.

i -A Tired Scenario

Wihien a'real solution exists md 2 phony aneis put forward,
the wise mun - and wise !udmn ~— Is suspicious, What do e
have fere? Is it & cigar-store Midian of the propations of a
’) m;.m Hnm, being whcclcd m kmdncxs within the walls? Arg

and pers-hidden nside, ready
foia wmdfall ateveryane chc s expense? Tramway, road, and
maring builders, 100, feady to demean one of the world's Jast
great-experivaces?

We tink ko, with reason.

“The pattern s 4 old one: Diswm the delenders, dcccwe a
bt comnei, and move i,

Remember BLM Mbsa aud the Four Corners, in Hopl and
o conntry? Waich the fostant playbuck: Traditional in.’
s, yaretully spared from knawing abaut the devastation that’
fay tn store, Muelt of their lnd being peemancatly put out of
production. **Reclamution™ bcmg done with mirrors, Los
Angeles, Phoeni, #xd Las Vegas glowing neon-brighte?. fn-
dim cowttry growing darker, its air polluted with city garbage
exported by wire 10 2 once-clean tand, where fidlian coal is now
ruthlossly mined and bumed. For some promoters’ 35- year
bonanza, For il others, 4 Joss. Farever,

How often have ndiuns heén finessed into pluying \uch an
snliappy roie! Are 1 lew more now forgetting the othic an
Tndin poet tells about in **Song of the Eanj\ Spighi?

T Theveive of ihe cardt is my voice.
The feather of the eartt is ty feather;
the eardly surrowdy e,
L aw the sacred wordy of the carth,
1t is lovely indeed, it is lovely indeed.

It's Not Either{Or

The organizations across Abverica who have joined ta keep
Grand Canyon National Park intact-want to see ancient wrongs
corteeted, But two wrongs don't correct anything. Friends of

the’ Etth-has Been trying to link together a seties of rights’ .

instéad. Webclieve I anutional park convept that protects the
needs of endungered culturcs as well as vnni:hing ceosystems.
We have demoustrated (his belief in ligation, in-legislative
action, in books, ‘and in world-wide cooperation with the Un-
ited Nations Environment Programme. For wiore than a year we
Trave advocated acquisition of hand for the Havasupaz. We have
supported both cultural and scenic values in Glen Canyon, at
Rainbow Brzdgc. clsewhere i the Southwedt, in stripmine.

,Vthrcatened fands in the Northern Plains, i the witd p-}&ccs of
Ataska, in Hawaii, and in Micronesta, With ourat\lcrorgamzz»
tions ubrodd we have supported this concept in Stockholm and
Nuirbbi. Ours has been one voice in a-chorat, all deserving
suppont, and we will continue this effon,

The Emm'gency in a Nutshelt

Al this wikting, the pressure i ont to yam a badly naimed bilt
through the House Commiitee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
then onto the house toor wym poot chance for' edmective
ameadsent unlesy Yoty volve is feard.

‘The Nattonal Park Service, which should be leading the
defense of the Grand Canyon, has apparently been nuzzied
zgain,

The now-or- never environments! batde Mr. Nixon once
talked about has, Watergate and il gone into reverse, -A cam-
paiga of haff-truth, deception, and coverup is wiping out the
vonservation gains of tis century, as if a34-vore Senate minor-
ny against impeackiuient were worth miofe than they, The gains
in peril were not won for Auericans.alone, but also for alf who
care about what is happening to (hie only eartr,

SAVE THE GRAND CANYON!
{as often as necessary) .

e o o e o g O O R

Pro-park is Pro-earth (and Pro-Indian)

Experience stifl says **To be safe. resist the beginnings.*

You. acting in time, ¢an stop the beginning of the end of
Grandy Canyon's_integrity, and. the wnraveling that would
enstic,

Please urge your govemment to take these ;(cps:
1} By no means relinqguish National Park System fand.
2 Provide the Havasupai adequate usable livable fenite

land “near by, not in a bostile land of sere steep stopes and
precipitous river edge. .

.+ 3 Develop real oppontunitics for Indians: for example, the
chance ta teach
a role sought in Aluska
teachers to seveal in Grand Canyon and environs how puop!c
can get along with the Jand (mc.smmg‘ if must be)? And In
ways that Jeave it unspolled for all children, including Indian
“children, for all the tine we cn foresee.

tors, always. sbout Grand Canyon, (This is
by North Stope natives.) What botier

4 Remember that all the: foregaing is the essence of one of

American’s finest ideas ~ the national park idea.

To Wait Is to Lose It

The battle to savé the'earth’s great places, such as the Grand
Canyon, is endless. 1t must be won, generation after gonera-
tion. Now and then, every eight years, it scems. Only the
exploiters, opportunists to 2 man, can win the canyon's de-
struction fof keeps.

Please da your part to pass.the Grand Canyon along alives
Urge the alternatives (o the prosent scheme for a two- step
disposal of 2 World Heritage, 2 Grand Canyof that belongs to
al! Americans, then., now, of on order.

“Please don't put this down untif you have set in motion your
own trajn of thought that wilt move you today, The coupons.
pethaps, Befter, your owr direet xhoug‘m\\ by levter, wire; er
telephone, We wauld fike i if you could join us or otherwise
hielp us see these things theohigh in your behalf.. .

Will you join in this cffort to keep whale what no one can
put back tagether if we fet it come apart?

Thank you. Dusid R, Brower, Presideric

Fricads of the Earth
(Chairman, Friends of the Earth Intenmationaty
-----.-—----------—---1

David R, Brow

Friends of the Earth
529 Commerciat St., San Francisco, CA 941t

President

03 Here is a donation* of § _____ toward continu-
“ingryour effort to keep the public informed, including
e,

{1 Please send **Song of the Tarth Spieit™ and its four-

color presentation of Ind\au life in the Southwest
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n. Chairmin, Commitiee on
L Senale Office Bllg., 2iP

(Senmator Heary M, Jack;
Interioe and tsudar Aff
20010; can help we)

Uy Honorable Ray Taylar, Chairuan L] (514:95):%

B Subcommitiee on Nutional Parks 1 e Honorable T Please send “Waorld Energy Strategies™ for ils pers-
1 House Office Bldg.. Washington, D.C. 20015 1 pective on tising cneray. without harming the World
t . ¥ Please volc to perfeét Grand Cangon National-Park and Heritage (34, 951,

b please use your leadership to perfect and protect the t oppase any legislation that wilf refinguish from federal O Fwould like to be & member of Friends of the Larth
B National Park, Monument. and forest of Grand Canyon, T owusership any part of the National Pitrk, Momument, or ($t8hyear).*

b A, please support acquisilfon of other lands to meet ¥ forest of Grand Canyon. Please support acquisition of ¥(FOE lobbies substantially and is mot fax-
: the needs of the Havesupai, : other lands for the Havasupai, deductible.)

b Nume ¥ Nume Name

[} \ 1

: Address : Address Address .

I ciy State. pzid I ciy State ‘7P City Stale aid

{please send thix coupon, of eyuivalent, to your. own
Congressmun)

o W G R O RSB R
{Conttibutions 1 Friends of the Banh Faundation are
tax-deduetible and are used lor itigation and educational
prrmuoses onfy, S less.)

/
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Environment: Indians and the
Canyon

The bill being considered by the House Interior Committee would
double the size of Grand Canyon National Park. The amendment
added to it last week by a 24-11 vote was sponsored by Arizona's
conservation-minded Morris Udall. Thus the measure might be
expected to have the support of every environmental group in the
nation. Instead, it has provoked anguished protests from both the
Sierra Club and the Friends of the Earth. Says Sierra Club spokesman
Brock Evans: "It's a disaster of the first rank for the national park
system."

The reason for the outcry is the innocuous-seeming amendment. It
would give the 430-member Havasupai Indian tribe trust title to
185,000 acres of their homelands on the southern rim of Grand
Canyon. Now confined to 500 acres on the canyon floor, more than
300 of the Indians are cut off from civilization during the winter, when
the eight-mile trail that leads down to their village ices over. With their
land back, the Indians say, they could again live on the mesa in winter
and graze their cattle there.

But environmentalists cite two major reasons for opposing the return
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Land for an Indian Tribe

FOR SHEER remoteness from the rest of American life,
liftle compares with the location of the Havasupai
Indian tribe, It lives beneath the ledges, cliffs and rims
of a corner of the Grand Canyon. Some 325 tribe mem-
bers exist on a small portion of arable land, and the
tribe itself traces its origins in the area back some 1,200
years. Unlike the case with most Indian tribes, the west-
.ward expansion of the white man did not immediately
devastate their culture or their land. But pressures came
later, in the 1880s when more than two million acres
of the Havasupais ancestral rvange were taken from
them, driving the tribe to the bollom of the canyon.
Despite poverty, disease and powerlessness, the small
band did not die off. Currently, the tribe reports a per
capita income of $700 a year: the reservation has no
school; housing is severely overcrowded and fuel (such
as cottonwood Lrees for firves) is scarce, As if this weren't
enough, the Havasupais are now invelved in a complex
struggle for land, a dispute that involves their own need,
the opinions of environmentalists and the legislative
judgments of Congress.

The center of the debate is the Grand Canyon Na-
tional Park bill. The Senate passed it last fall and the
House has yet (o vote on its version, Originally, the
Senate hill—under the leadership of Sen. Barry Gold-
water (R-Ariz) who visited the Havasupais in their
canyon home-—asked that the tribe’s reservation be en-
larged by some 145,000 acres, land that would come
from the present Grand Canyon Park and the National
Forest. Later, however, this provision was amended In
commitice and a study of the land transfer was ordered.

One of those fuvoring the latter solution was the
Sierra Club; among other things, it opposed public lands
being given over to a private group. A club official ex-
plains that it is aware of its highly sensitive position,
but insists it is a consistent one because the club also
~oposes public lands being given over to such private

interests as strip mining or timber companies. Since
taking its posilion, however, a number of the club's
members have taken another view, preferring instead
the original intention of putiing the Jand in trust for the
Havasupais. The Indians themselves argue that a study
of the situation is not needed. They point to earlier
studies that conclude the tribe should be given the land
in trust, “Another study would only repeat these earlier
findings,” the tribe told the Senate. “. .. We oppose the
proposal that we wait and be restudied while our
presently-used land be given over to the use of others.”

There is no argument that the land is crueial to the
Havasupais and that they need more of it if they are to
survive. To this end, the oviginal thrusts of the Senate
bill and an identical one in the House were sound. To
re-study the issue is to delay it; it also suggests that
the tribe may exploit the land in some unforeseen way.
However ironic such a move would be—Indians taking
land away from the white community—the fear appears
to be unfounded. The Havasupais are a people whose
culture and livelihood are based on sound land use, not
exploitation, If such a worry exists, it is possible to put
environmental sanections into the bill; the Havasupais

themselves would welcome them.

Essentially, the question is one of both land use and
survival. At a time when a moderately enlightened land
use bill couldn't get through Congress, it is a little odd
to be hedging aboul a comparatively small number of
acres being given over to Indians. As for the survival
of the tribe, it appears only just thal this small tribe
of American Indians be allowed a chance to survive
on its fair share of land. Injustices have been inflicted
on the Havasupals in the past, and enough exist now in
the form of poverty and disease. The tribe believes some
of its suffering may be eased through the acquisition
of more land; it ought to be given the chance to work
out its destiny in this way,
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A Chance to Right an Ancient Wrong

In Jegislation now pending, Congress has an op-
portunity to right an ancient wrong committed
against the little-known, tiny band of helpless Ha-
vasupai Indians now condemned to live in stark iso-
lation and poverty at the bottom of the Grand Can-
von in Arizona.

What the Havasupai want, and what simple jus-
tice demands they be given, is trust title to 251,000
acres of land on the surrounding plateau. They
now have limited use of this land, but only at the
sufferance of government agencies and under an-
nually renewable permits.

Some dimension of their plight can be gained
from their tragic history. They first settled on the
plateau south of the rim of the canyon about AD
700. Centuries later, drought compelled them to
descend into the canyon during the summer to
farm along Havasu Creek; after each harvest they
returned to their homes on the plateau. This sea-
sonal migration continued for six centuries. It was
then that they discovered that their treatment by
the federal government would be more disastrous

1 anlawmitin
than the Suffelmg lmpe‘led by natural calamities,

One of the turning points in their history came in
1919 with an act of Congress that established
Grand Canyon National Park. Since the Havasupai
were assigned in 1882 to a 518-acre reservation on
the canyon floor, they had used and occupied the
251,000 acres of plateau land under federal permit.
The act of 1919 sought to protect their rights to

this land, but, according to William Byler, execu-

tive divector of the Assn. on American Indian Af-
fairs, the National Park Service ignored the intent .
of Congress. Over the years, the park service has
driven the Havasupai off the plateau, burning their
homes on occasion to force them down into. the
canyon. Today, only Havasupai livestock is free to
live on the plateau.

The present situation of the tube is intolerable.
The Havasupai are visited by a doctor only once a
month, Medical evacuation in an emergency is of-
ten impossible. In the winter, an eight-mile horse
trail to the nearest road is sometimes blocked for
weeks by snow. Two children died last winter be-
cause medical assistance was not available. These
harsh conditions have held down the tribe's life-ex-
pectancy rate to 44 years 26 years less than the
national average., .

No schools are avaﬂable for their children at
home, At the age of 10, Havasupai children are
taken 300 miles away to boarding schools. This se-
parates children from their parents for the acade-
mic year.

The claim of the Havasupax Indzans to the 251 -
000 acres {their lands once totaled 3 miilion acres)
will be considered the week of June 17 by the
House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs
in connection with the Grand Canyon National
Park hill. Legislat;on to honor the claim was first
plOpOSEd in 1908, A delay of 66 years is enough,
It is time for Congress as representatives of the
American people, to treat the Havasupai, number-
ing only 425 persgns, as human beings,
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Countless tribes could file for additional land “to relieve
overcrowding . . , and to provide a better economic
base.” The Navajs lay claim to the whole eastern half
of Grand Canyon National Park, and the Pit River
Indlans in Callfornia argue that they once owned all of
Mount Lassen National Park. if any one of these claims
is allowed on an ad hoc basis by Congress, the prospect
for expensive lawsuits and political wrangling is endless.,

The Havasupal may well need special economic help,
as do certain other Indian tribes, Congress can provide
that assistance In numerous acceptable ways. Chopping
& plece owt of Grand Canyon National Park is not one
of them,

Grand Canyon Raid

The tiny tribe of Havasupai Indiang has a reservation
in a side canyon of Grand. Canyon, The {ribe—~fewer
than 300 persons live on this reservation—principally
makes a living by guiding tourists on muleback to ses
{he spectacular waterfalls in lts canyon. .

In 2 little-noticed statement released in Phoenix, Ari-
zona, in May, President Nixon proposed turning over
251,000 acres of national park and forest lands along
the rim of the Grand Canyon to the Havasupal., “In addl-
tion to its historic and refigious claims, the tribe needs
this land to relieve overcrowding on the reservation and
to provide a better economic base” the President
declared.

Arizona Representatives Morris Udall, Democrat, and
Sam Steiger, Republican, have both- inttoduced hlghly

i bodying the Nixon 251,000«
acre proposal, to a highly desirable Senate-passed bill
that would considerably enlarge the existing boundariea
of Grand Canyon National Park. Even without the Udall-
Steiger proposals, this bill has already been weakened in
the House with an amendment providing that the Secte~
taries of Interior and Agticulture study the situation
with the objective of giving the Havasupal tribe the use
of an unspecified 100,000 acres.

Although thig version is less damaging than the Udall-
Steiger proposal, all are deeply wrong in principle and
in their practical effect. National parks and national
forests are inviolable; they are held in trust for all
Americaus, including Indians, They are not available to
be bartered or exchanged.

There are scores of claims by Indian lribes against
parks and other public lands held by the Federal Govern-
ment. The proper tribunal for settling these disputes is
the Indian Land Claims Commission. The Havasupai
adjudicated their claim before the commission and
accepted a settlement of $1,240,000 in 1969, Mr, Nixon's
line of reasoning would create a disastroug precedent,
' I

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Letters to the Lditor
JOHN ¥

New Yor)
pg. 34

F. SEIBERLINGERIC B. OUTWATERBARRY GOLDWATERIACOB KRIS)
nes (1857-Current file); Jul 19, 1974, ProQuest Historical Newspaper

' What ‘MIRVing’ Our Cows Would Do

To the Lditor:

The Times should be vortmended
for giving so much attentlon to the
world huniger problem recently, Your
editorials have drawn attention to
what may become the greatest human
tragedy the world has ever witnessed
unless {mmediate steps are taken to
increase global food production,

However, 1 would like to take ex-
ception to & portion of Mr. Reston’s
July 7 celumn, “How to MIRV a Cow,”
in which he Implied that the wosid
hunget preblem might be alteviated i
scientists find a way to produce multi-
ple births in cattle, Nothing could be
mare disastrous to eftorts to alleviate
world hunger. MIRViBg cows would
accelerats fhe spread of world hunger
just mg fast as MIRVing missiles has
accelerated the arms race,

Our “agricultural  resources have
been put under enough strain s It Is
by the human populstion explosion
without havisg to support & catls
population explosion as well. Thers
are already over 120 million head of
cattie fn the U.S, eath of which
consumes about twenty times as tmuch
graln as is needed to feed @ humen
being. 1f you figure it out, American
livestock consume * enongh grain to
teed over two billlon people. Mote-
over, caitle give a very poor return
on what they eat, supplying only one
pound of protein for each 21 pounds
of feed they consume,

Livestock have placed such & great
burden on the world's grafn suppliss
that the price of geain has soaved
beyond the reack of the enderde-
veloped nations, where most of the
world’s population five, With an ex-
pected doubling iri the warld popula-

Our Suffering Ears

To the Editor:

The recent efforts of City Air Re-
sources Commissioner Ethan Eldon to
deceease nolse levels in the New York
Cy subways metit the attention of
alf New Yorkers, {Editorial July 83

The subways pote the most acule
environmental noise prablem in the
city, A report of the Department of
Air Resources has moasured subway
sound levels greatly in excess of the
goal set by the United States Environ-
mental Protection Agency for the
protection of the public from hearing
loss, Although riders may spend refa-
tively short perfods in the subway, It
Is pussible—~and probabis when long
trips are made—that many will suffer
hearing damage over the years.

A recent, valuable report by the
Mayor's counclt on the environment
enakes the point that the subweys are
the cheapest, fastest, least poiluting
and, during the day, most energy-
efficlent means for moving people
from place to place in our fown. A
600-foot  subway train can carry
roughly 2,200 people at a cost of about
64 cents apiece (of which each dircetly
pays but 35 cents). Forly fifteen-foot

i by i coule

tion within the next 25 years, MIRV+
lt?g cows is & most fll-advised proposty
on,

1 don't want to supgest (hat we
decrease (e numbse of cattie in the
United States, But unt we develop
new, mors efficient ways of feeding
thens, and feeding humans, It doesn’t
make sense to try (o Increase their
mumber, Amerlean livestock producers
&re having enough financlal ditficultics
8 it {s because of ovarproduction,

I recently introduced & bill in tha
House of Representatives, the Fand
Research and Development Act, to
establish a Government-sponsored proe
feam to help find more efficlent ways
of feeding cattle, as well 85 homan
beings, One promising area of res
search which {his bill would support
ls research into the production of
“single-cel” proteln by using micro-
organlsras, Nesearchers In this field
estimats that 60 milion ftons of
protoin could be produced from the
200 mdilion tons of animal manure
generated by U8, Hyastock cach year
by usitiy micro-orgaeisms, The Food
Research and Development Act would
also support the development of new
processing techoiquey to turn Mis and
other forms of vegetable protein into
pelatably food for humans,

Rather than devoting our efforts to
MIRVing tows, I hope that more at
tention will be given to the develop-
ment of substitute sources of protein
and other new types of food for hu-
man and animal consumption in order
to lieviate world hunger.

JOHN F, StibErLING
Member of Congress, 14th Dist., Ohio
Washlngton, July 12, 1974

Grstgs Datmarico

1018} of forly nen-poliuting sutemobiles.

Finally, 2 reduction n vehicle miles
traveled n New York City fs—and
will be—a vital part af the plan to
reduce automobile poflution to attain
clean, healthful aic for people who
live and work here. It this goal is
10 be reached, many more peeple than
now will have o be attracted to the
subwvays for much of thelr focal travel,

‘Think how grand it will be, on that
day in the nob-too-distant futore, if
New Yorkers still can hear themselves
tach other on how

3

Y
carsy & maxinnay of 240 persons at 3
east in highway construction, purchase
price, fuel, parking, Insurance and
idiing time that would be incateulably
greater-—even if it were possible to get
those 240 persens to cat-pool it n a

The Fine Theme
To the Editor:

As the music of the “Star-Spangted
Basner” s once more under attack,
perhaps wo should et fost look into the
ditficult matter of passing judgment
on a melody,

Artur Schnabel once sald that al-
ihough he could not prove that Bach
was supetior to Berlin, he doubled
that Ms, Berlin would hold to the con-
trary, Being then without proof of the
superiorily ox inferiorily of the present
“melody, we ought o 1ake a look at the
credibility of the judges, In this
instance, we have the Puccin] of
“Madama Butterfly,’ and the Baghley
of the famous but seidom-knownby.
title “National Emblem March”

Early ia the flst sct of “Butterfly,”
Puccini inteoduces the first ling, minug
the “Oh," of the "Star-Spangled Bane
ner” through the word “light" and re-
furns o thls & number of vimes. For
his part, in the splendid “National
Embler March,” Baghley, after a few
introductory measuses, uses the same
complete fine of the “Star-Spangled
Banner,” as the lower mefody of a fine
contrapunial line, I submit hat these
composers knew a fine theme when
they saw it Dusrey H. Smirsr

Brooklyn, July 16, 1974

s

Forgotten Words
To the Edltor:

1 don't know whether it ls withla
the province of Mr. Shanker, the focal
school boards or boards of education
(lower and higher), but can't semeone

clean the alr has become, Eldon's ef-
{orte advance that day.

ERIC B, QUTWATER

Deputy Regional Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protectlon Agency

New Yark, July [}, 1974

niake an effort to revive “me,” “him"
and “her? On TV and radio, 1 listen
to carefully prepared seripts and much-
cdited plays which alwaps seon to
say, “hetween you and 1" “they called
he and I* and “with he and she”
There is & sad fack of “grammer”
our “drammer”  CHARLES O'BOYLE

Woodside, N, ¥, July 12, 1874
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Letters to the Editor .

The Havasupais’ Land

o the Bditor:

In the July 10 issue of your news-
paper, you have an cditorial entitied
“Grand Canyon Raid," You are com-
pletely misinformed as to the Havasu.
pal Tribe and lts needs,

Long before wiite men ever came
to the Grand Canyon, ths Havasupals
ocoupled most of the land- on the
soulh rim, When Lhey were reduced
to reservation slatus, they werp
placed in & canyon with less than 500
actes, The land they are asking Jor
and the land which President Nixon
has given them is completely valae-
less for forest purposes or park pur-
poses. In fact, it is probably the poor-
est grozing land in the whole South-
west, bul the Indians want it because
it was thelr Tand and it Is sacted to
them,

The Indlzn Land Claims Commis-
slon s no place to seftfe questions
like this. The Havesupais have made
no real claim for lands, they are
merely asking for fair treatment, and
1 am surprised that m newspaper 5o
devoled {o the rights uf individuals
such &3 yours cam see injustice in
granting a tribe of close to 500 Indians
sliglhtly more than one acre apiece,
when, for example, the Navajo Nation
of over 120,000 Indinns ovcuples 16
milllon acres,

From my very close knowledge of
the land involved, 1 can assure you
fhat the transfer of this Jand wilt do
no dasiage to (he park or forest serve
ices or anything else, but It wil} help
the morale snd well-being of these
long-neglected Indlans,

Barry Gotowarer
United States Seunator, Atizona
Washington, July 12, 1974

The Power to Impeach:
Must It Be Exercised?
To the Editor;

With all due respect to the views
of the Iawyers und law professers wha
have stated thelr views as to what
constitutes  lmpeachable  offenses,
there is & point which has mot been
properly constdered: What is the uwbit
of consideration in this matier for
each member of the Judiciary Commit-
tee and of cach member of the enlire
congress?

The Constitution merely states that
Cangress shall have (he sole power of
Impeachment, Given the power, does
it necessarlly fallow Wat Congross is
under an obligotion fo impeathras-
suming sulficient grounds for dofng s
sy be present? Or does the Constitu-
tion-granted powsr penni( Congress |
to exercise ity discretion to refaze lo-:
impeach even though impeachable.
grounds exist? N

o all powers granted fo Congri
there is no direction that these powers
must he exercised in any pacucubur
manner except for what each membet
of Congress concludes is the perform-
ance of his duties, We must assume
that when a member of Congress votes
for Impeachment, cithier i committee
ot in the whote Congress, he pust do
50 only on the grounds of the evidouce
that has been prosenied. But it would
also appear that eacli Congressman
has the discretion, indeed duty, to con-
sidder other matters of which he is cog-
nizant as 4 knowledgeable member of
Government and fram which he may
declde to vote against impoeachment,

We can cite many areas in which
this ?udgmenul process exists, On
pure fogic, it cannot be that in respect
of this awesome power glven lo Con.
gress by the Constitution Congress
must make its judgoment In the nare
rowest framework of Tight and wrong.

J4cos KRise),
New York, July 3, 1974

“T'he Brownstone Is Not Lost’

To the Editor:

New Yorkers and brownstone lovers
will applaud the sentintertal regerd
for brownstones exprested in your
editorial of June 21. However, tite
statements  concerning  brownsiont
costs and the effect of the brownstane
tevival movement on neighborhoods—
1o say nothing of your premalute
obituary for the brownstone—are far
removed from reality,

First, your statemenl that “the
brownstones’ operational economics
have been marginals This is true of
those multiple dwellings where the
immovable object of rent control has
mel the irresistible force of rising
costs; i is not irve of renovated,
owner-occupled browastones, where
the “operationsl cconomics” sre 50
{avorable that they have enabled
thousands of middle-class families to
stay in New York at a price they can
afford. 1t is the brownstone coup to
tive in the equivalent of & millionaire’s
East Side town house on & school-
teacher’s salary,

You say, “Where neighborhood re-
vivals take place, the price for neigh-

borhood inprovement is high; those
streets tend to tura into upper-middle-
class enclaves displacing the less-
privileged residents whom they have
so humanely served” Residents of
Fort Greene, Botrum Hifl, Somsel
Park. Mott Haven and most of the 26
othier  communities listed In  the
Brownstone  Revival  Committee’s
“Home Owner's Guide” who are
worrylng about where their rext bag
of patching plaster will come from,
may well fall oft thelr scaffolds at
hearing of their new elevated social
status.

The truth is that (he brownsione
moventent has benefited poor and mid-
die class alike in reinfroducing 2
vigorous and young population in
deteriorated azess, stabilizing them,
preserving some of New York's finest
residential acchitecture and paying
taxes for the privilege.

And fasl, The Times refers to the
“loss of the brownstone . . , its dis»
ppearance,”’ Lot me reassure The
Times, The brownstone is not lost or
disappearing. ‘The developers, the
absentes landlords, the sociel engi-
neers and the city's own Demolition
Depariment have indeed kept the
wrecking ball swinging. Bt the ex-
{raordinary  ressissance that  has
grown up arcund the brownstone and
brawnstane neighborhoods in the last
dozen or so years has tended (o seeure
them, by law, by senliment and by
eeonomics, as they have neeer been.
Indecd, the Brownsione Revivaj Com-
mitles, in celebration, will join hands
this September with similar rovival
organizations in cities al} over the
country in & nalional conference,

The litle of the conference grow
out of the great optimism generated by
the New York hrownstone experience.
1 is: “Back to the Clty.”

EvEREYY H, Drinen

President, Brownsione Revival
Commillae of New York City
New York, July 3, 1974
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Sound Conservation, Elemental Justice

New legislation affecting the futlure of Grand
Canyon National Park, already approved by the
Senate, deserves prompt approval by the House.
There are two good reasons for approval: First, it
would double the preserit size of Grand Canyon
National Park; second, it would make life easier for
a small band of Indians living at the bottom of the
-canyon.

_ 'There is no major opposition 1o sections of the
legislation doubling the size of the park and bring~
ing it under a single administration. The nation's
most active environmental protection groups, in-
cluding the Sierra Club, {favor enlarging the park.

The Sierra Club, however, is opposed io a pro-
posed amendment that would return nearly 200,000
acres of plateau land below the south rim of the
canyon to the Havasupai Indians. Often we are
sympathetic with the club's conservation cam-
paigns, but we can't go along with its opposition to
the righting of an ancient wrong committed
against the poverty-striken Havasupai tribe. -

For more than 1,000 years the Havasupais have

eked out a precarious living in the canyon. Once’

they controlled nearly 3 million acres. But since
1882 they have been confined by treaty to a few

hundred acres on the canyon floor, The Bureau of
Indian Affairs has granted them the right to graze
their cattle on some plateau Iand. Their federal
permit to that land has been as precarious as their
existence. The Havasupais, for obvious reasons,
want title to their ancient grazing lands.

A House committee has voted to return title to
most of the plateau, with the stipulation that the
federal government will hold the title in trust to
prevent unwise exploitation.

The title shift seems simple justice to us. Not go

1o the Sierra Club. Club officials fear it would

establish a precedent for the entire national park
system. They view with dismay the possibility of
the grazing lands being transformed into a recrea-
tion facility for tourists.

‘We're as opposed as the Sierra Club to tramways
and other improper commercial developments
within the Grand Canyon. That possibility, howev-
er, appears remote with the federal government
retaining veto power over future uses of the Hava-
supat range. ' ‘

The park-expansion bill, including the provisions
10 correct the old injustice done the Havasupais, is
legislation worthy of congressional approval. It ba-
lances sound conservation and elements! justice.
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Your editorial regarding the Grand -
Canyon does not present the objec-
tion of conservationists as clearly as
it should. The objection that it (the
title shift) might establish a prece-
dent for the entire National Park
System is glossed over with a single
sentence. ’

In fact, the Havasupai claim is
only a minor one. I know of five oth-
er claims for federal land by various
Indian tribes and new ones would
certainly be placed if the unfortun-
ate precedent of giving federal lands
from our national parks, forests, and
wildernesses is set by this title shift.

At present, the Havasupai tribe
has 402 members, 278 of whom are
living on the tribe's 3,058-acre reser-
vation in Havasu Canyon. The
tribe's principal income is derived
from guiding tourists to see the falls.

Granting a portion of the Grand
Canyon National Park to this tribe
would quite probably have the effect
of opening all our public lands to sim-
ilar claims. This is the reason that
n;any conservationists oppose  the.
plan. |

KENNETH JONES
Eagle Rock
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Not So Grand Canyon

Under the guise of protecting the rights of a tiny
Indian tribe, -a bill is on its way through Congress that
would drastically reduce the acreage of public lands in
the Grand Canyon and virtually declare open season
on the area’s Desert Bighorn sheep.

Approved unanimously by Senate-House conferees, the
Grand Canyon National Pagk Enlargement Act is in
reality designed to do precisely the opposite. Specifically,
the measure would allow the transfer of 185,000 acres of
the Grand Canyon to the Havasupal Indians, a tribe of
fewer than 300 persons living on a reservation in a side
canyon. Although the bill designates some new areas -
as National Park land, the transaction would result in
a net loss of 55,000 acres to the pubhc o K

The clue to the motivés of some of the bill's sponsors,
who are not necessarily known for their soficitude on
behalf of.Indian rights, may well be sought in the pro-
longed efforts by the hunting lobby to get its gunsights
trained on the area's wild sheep. By odd coincidence,
the new arrangement would allow the Havasupal to sell
hunting permits.
~ An inexcusable departure from a policy which, except
in extraordinary circumstances, bars hunting on public
lands, the bill is also a shabby exercise in hypoorisy. Its
pretense of dispensing justice for Indians is easily ex-
posed. Lack of water and a predominance of poor soil
make virtually none of the area to be transferred useful
for any purpose other than grazing land; yet the Hava-
supai already en]oy grazing rights, subject only to con-
trol against soil damage through over-use, under permits
issued by the Park and Forest services.

The potential loss of public parks and forests and
‘the surrender to hunters of huge areas of wildlife pre-
‘serve are in essence a land grab in which the Havasupai
Indians are being used as a front. Congress could and
should address itself to the Indians’ just claims for

- economic help in many ways, but this hill is not one
of them.

As the measure moves to the floor of the House and
the Senate this weck, a vote for what ought to be called
the Grand Canyon National Park Diminution Act is quite
clearly less of a vote for Indian rights than for hunters'
license—~and the carving up of a natural treasure owned
by all Americans,
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