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OPINION 

 [*728] MR. JUSTICE STEWART delivered 

the opinion of the Court. 

I 

The Mineral King Valley is an area of great 

natural beauty nestled in the Sierra Nevada 

Mountains in Tulare County, California, adja-

cent to Sequoia National Park. It has been part 

of the Sequoia National Forest since 1926, 

and is designated as a national game refuge 

by special Act of Congress. 
1
 Though once the 

site of extensive mining activity, Mineral 

King is now used almost exclusively for recr-

eational purposes.  Its relative inaccessibility 

and lack of development have limited the 

number of visitors each year, and at the same 

time have preserved the valley's quality as a 

quasi-wilderness area largely uncluttered by 

the products of civilization. 

 
1 [Footnote omitted.] 

 

[*729] The United States Forest Service, 

which is entrusted with the maintenance and 

administration of national forests, began in 

the late 1940's to give consideration to Miner-

al King as a potential site for recreational de-

velopment.  Prodded by a rapidly increasing 

demand for skiing facilities, the Forest Ser-

vice published a prospectus in 1965, inviting 

bids from private developers for the construc-

tion and operation of a ski resort that would 

also serve as a summer recreation area.  The 

proposal of Walt Disney Enterprises, Inc., 

was chosen from those of six bidders, and 

Disney received a three-year permit to con-

duct surveys and explorations in the valley in 

connection with its preparation of a complete 

master plan for the resort. 

The final Disney plan, approved by the Forest 

Service in January 1969, outlines a $ 35 mil-

lion complex of motels, restaurants, swim-

ming pools, parking lots, and other structures 

designed to accommodate 14,000 visitors dai-

ly.  This complex is to be constructed on 80 

acres of the valley floor under a 30-year use 

permit from the Forest Service.  * * *.  To 

provide access to the resort, the State of Cali-

fornia proposes to construct a highway 20 

miles in length.  A section of this road would 

traverse Sequoia National Park, as would a 

proposed high-voltage power line needed to 

provide electricity for the resort. Both the 

highway and the power line require the ap-

proval of the Department of the Interior, 

which is entrusted with the preservation and 

maintenance of the national parks. 

Representatives of the Sierra Club, who favor 

maintaining Mineral King largely in its 

present state, followed the progress of recrea-

tional planning for the valley [*730] with 

close attention and increasing dismay.  They 

unsuccessfully sought a public hearing on the 

proposed development in 1965, and in subse-
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quent correspondence with officials of the 

Forest Service and the Department of the Inte-

rior, they expressed the Club's objections to 

Disney's plan as a whole and to particular fea-

tures included in it.  In June 1969 the Club 

filed the present suit in the United States Dis-

trict Court for the Northern District of Cali-

fornia, seeking a declaratory judgment that 

various aspects of the proposed development 

contravene federal laws and regulations go-

verning the preservation of national parks, 

forests, and game refuges, 
2
 and also seeking 

preliminary and permanent injunctions re-

straining the federal officials involved from 

granting their approval or issuing permits in 

connection with the Mineral King project.  

The petitioner Sierra Club sued as a member-

ship corporation with "a special interest in the 

conservation and the sound maintenance of 

the national parks, game refuges and forests 

of the country," and invoked the judicial-

review provisions of the Administrative Pro-

cedure Act, 5 U. S. C. § 701 et seq. 

 
2 As analyzed by the District Court, the com-

plaint alleged violations of law falling into four 

categories.  First, it claimed that the special-use 

permit for construction of the resort exceeded 

the maximum-acreage limitation placed upon 

such permits by 16 U. S. C. § 497, and that is-

suance of a "revocable" use permit was beyond 

the authority of the Forest Service.  Second, it 

challenged the proposed permit for the highway 

through Sequoia National Park on the grounds 

that the highway would not serve any of the 

purposes of the park, in alleged violation of 16 

U. S. C. § 1, and that it would destroy timber 

and other natural resources protected by 16 U. 

S. C. §§ 41 and 43.  Third, it claimed that the 

Forest Service and the Department of the Inte-

rior had violated their own regulations by fail-

ing to hold adequate public hearings on the 

proposed project.  Finally, the complaint as-

serted that 16 U. S. C. § 45c requires specific 

congressional authorization of a permit for con-

struction of a power transmission line within 

the limits of a national park. 

 

 [*731] After two days of hearings, the Dis-

trict Court granted the requested preliminary 

injunction. It rejected the respondents' chal-

lenge to the Sierra Club's standing to sue, and 

determined that the hearing had raised ques-

tions "concerning possible excess of statutory 

authority, sufficiently substantial and serious 

to justify a preliminary injunction . . . ." The 

respondents appealed, and the Court of Ap-

peals for the Ninth Circuit reversed.  * * *. 

With respect to the petitioner's standing, the 

court noted that there was "no allegation in 

the complaint that members of the Sierra Club 

would be affected by the actions of [the res-

pondents] other than the fact that the actions 

are personally displeasing or distasteful to 

them," * * *, and concluded: 

"We do not believe such club concern 

without a showing of more direct interest 

can constitute standing in the legal sense 

sufficient to challenge the exercise of re-

sponsibilities on behalf of all the citizens 

by two cabinet level officials of the gov-

ernment acting under Congressional and 

Constitutional authority." * * *., at 30. 

  

Alternatively, the Court of Appeals held that 

the Sierra Club had not made an adequate 

showing of irreparable injury and likelihood 

of success on the merits to justify issuance of 

a preliminary injunction. The court thus va-

cated the injunction.  The Sierra Club filed a 

petition for a writ of certiorari which we 

granted, 401 U.S. 907, to review the questions 

of federal law presented. 

II 

  

The first question presented is whether the 

Sierra Club has alleged facts that entitle it to 

obtain judicial review of the challenged ac-

tion. Whether a party has a sufficient stake in 

an otherwise justiciable controversy to obtain 

judicial resolution of that controversy is what 

[*732] has traditionally been referred to as the 

question of standing to sue.  Where the party 
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does not rely on any specific statute authoriz-

ing invocation of the judicial process, the 

question of standing depends upon whether 

the party has alleged such a "personal stake in 

the outcome of the controversy," . . ., as to 

ensure that "the dispute sought to be adjudi-

cated will be presented in an adversary con-

text and in a form historically viewed as ca-

pable of judicial resolution." * * *. Where, 

however, Congress has authorized public of-

ficials to perform certain functions according 

to law, and has provided by statute for judicial 

review of those actions under certain circums-

tances, the inquiry as to standing must begin 

with a determination of whether the statute in 

question authorizes review at the behest of the 

plaintiff. 
3
 

 
3 Congress may not confer jurisdiction on Art. 

III federal courts to render advisory opinions, . . 

., or to entertain "friendly" suits, . . .,  or to re-

solve "political questions," Luther v. Borden, 7 

How. 1 . . ., because suits of this character are 

inconsistent with the judicial function under 

Art. III.  But where a dispute is otherwise justi-

ciable, the question whether the litigant is a 

"proper party to request an adjudication of a 

particular issue," . . .,  is one within the power 

of Congress to determine.  * * *. 

 

The Sierra Club relies upon § 10 of the Ad-

ministrative Procedure Act (APA), 5 U. S. C. 

§ 702, which provides: 

"A person suffering legal wrong because 

of agency action, or adversely affected or 

aggrieved by agency [*733] action within 

the meaning of a relevant statute, is en-

titled to judicial review thereof." 

  

Early decisions under this statute interpreted 

the language as adopting the various formula-

tions of "legal interest" and "legal wrong" 

then prevailing as constitutional requirements 

of standing. 
4
 But, in Data Processing Service 

v. Camp, 397 U.S. 150, and Barlow v. Col-

lins, 397 U.S. 159, decided the same day, we 

held more broadly that persons had standing 

to obtain judicial review of federal agency 

action under § 10 of the APA where they had 

alleged that the challenged action had caused 

them "injury in fact," and where the alleged 

injury was to an interest "arguably within the 

zone of interests to be protected or regulated" 

by the statutes that the agencies were claimed 

to have violated. 
5
 

 
4 [Footnote omitted.] 

 

5 In deciding this case we do not reach any 

questions concerning the meaning of the "zone 

of interests" test or its possible application to 

the facts here presented. 

 

In Data Processing, the injury claimed by the 

petitioners consisted of harm to their competi-

tive position in the computer-servicing market 

through a ruling by the Comptroller of the 

Currency that national banks might perform 

data-processing services for their customers.  

In Barlow, the petitioners were tenant farmers 

who claimed that certain regulations of the 

Secretary of Agriculture adversely affected 

their economic position vis-a-vis their lan-

dlords.  These palpable economic injuries 

have long been recognized as sufficient to lay 

the basis for standing, with or without a spe-

cific statutory [*734] provision for judicial 

review. 
6
 Thus, neither Data Processing nor 

Barlow addressed itself to the question, which 

has arisen with increasing frequency in feder-

al courts in recent years, as to what must be 

alleged by persons who claim injury of a non-

economic nature to interests that are widely 

shared.  
7
 That question is presented in this 

case. 

 
6 [Footnote omitted.] 

 

7 [Footnote omitted.] 

 

III 

The injury alleged by the Sierra Club will be 

incurred entirely by reason of the change in 
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the uses to which Mineral King will be put, 

and the attendant change in the aesthetics and 

ecology of the area.  Thus, . . ., the complaint 

alleged that the development "would destroy 

or otherwise adversely affect the scenery, nat-

ural and historic objects and wildlife of the 

park and would impair the enjoyment of the 

park for future generations." We do not ques-

tion that this type of harm may amount to an 

"injury in fact" sufficient to lay the basis for 

standing under § 10 of the APA.  Aesthetic 

and environmental well-being, like economic 

well-being, are important ingredients of the 

quality of life in our society, and the fact that 

particular environmental interests are shared 

by the many rather than the few does not 

make them less deserving of legal protection 

through the judicial process. But the "injury in 

fact" test requires more than an injury to a 

cognizable [*735] interest.  It requires that the 

party seeking review be himself among the 

injured.  

The impact of the proposed changes in the 

environment of Mineral King will not fall in-

discriminately upon every citizen.  The al-

leged injury will be felt directly only by those 

who use Mineral King and Sequoia National 

Park, and for whom the aesthetic and recrea-

tional values of the area will be lessened by 

the highway and ski resort. The Sierra Club 

failed to allege that it or its members would 

be affected in any of their activities or pas-

times by the Disney development.  Nowhere 

in the pleadings or affidavits did the Club 

state that its members use Mineral King for 

any purpose, much less that they use it in any 

way that would be significantly affected by 

the proposed actions of the respondents. 
8
 

 

8 The only reference in the pleadings to the 

Sierra Club's interest in the dispute is contained 

in paragraph 3 of the complaint, which reads in 

its entirety as follows: 

"Plaintiff Sierra Club is a non-profit corporation 

organized and operating under the laws of the 

State of California, with its principal place of 

business in San Francisco, California since 

1892.  Membership of the club is approximately 

78,000 nationally, with approximately 27,000 

members residing in the San Francisco Bay 

Area.  For many years the Sierra Club by its ac-

tivities and conduct has exhibited a special in-

terest in the conservation and the sound main-

tenance of the national parks, game refuges and 

forests of the country, regularly serving as a re-

sponsible representative of persons similarly in-

terested.  One of the principal purposes of the 

Sierra Club is to protect and conserve the na-

tional resources of the Sierra Nevada Moun-

tains.  Its interests would be vitally affected by 

the acts hereinafter described and would be ag-

grieved by those acts of the defendants as he-

reinafter more fully appears." 

In an amici curiae brief filed in this Court by 

the Wilderness Society and others, it is asserted 

that the Sierra Club has conducted regular 

camping trips into the Mineral King area, and 

that various members of the Club have used and 

continue to use the area for recreational purpos-

es.  These allegations were not contained in the 

pleadings, nor were they brought to the atten-

tion of the Court of Appeals.  Moreover, the 

Sierra Club in its reply brief specifically de-

clines to rely on its individualized interest, as a 

basis for standing.  See n. 15, infra.  Our deci-

sion does not, of course, bar the Sierra Club 

from seeking in the District Court to amend its 

complaint by a motion under Rule 15, Federal 

Rules of Civil Procedure. 

 

[*736] The Club apparently regarded any al-

legations of individualized injury as super-

fluous, on the theory that this was a "public" 

action involving questions as to the use of 

natural resources, and that the Club's 

longstanding concern with and expertise in 

such matters were sufficient to give it stand-

ing as a "representative of the public." 
9
 This 

theory reflects a misunderstanding of our cas-

es involving so-called "public actions" in the 

area of administrative law. 
 

9 This approach to the question of standing was 

adopted by the Court of Appeals for the Second 

Circuit in Citizens Committee for the Hudson 

Valley v. Volpe, 425 F.2d 97, 105: 

"We hold, therefore, that the public interest in 

environmental resources -- an interest created 
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by statutes affecting the issuance of this permit 

-- is a legally protected interest affording these 

plaintiffs, as responsible representatives of the 

public, standing to obtain judicial review of 

agency action alleged to be in contravention of 

that public interest." 

 

 The origin of the theory advanced by the 

Sierra Club may be traced to a dictum in 

Scripps-Howard Radio v. FCC, . . ., in which 

the licensee of a radio station in Cincinnati, 

Ohio, sought a stay of an order of the FCC 

allowing another radio station in a nearby city 

to change its frequency and increase its range.  

In discussing its power to grant a stay, the 

Court noted that "these private litigants have 

standing only as representatives of the public 

interest." * * *. But that observation did not 

describe the basis upon which the appellant 

was allowed to obtain judicial review as a 

"person aggrieved" within the meaning of the 

statute involved in that case, 
10

 since Scripps-

Howard [*737] was clearly "aggrieved" by 

reason of the economic injury that it would 

suffer as a result of the Commission's action. 
11

 The Court's statement was, rather, directed 

to the theory upon which Congress had autho-

rized judicial review of the Commission's ac-

tions.  That theory had been described earlier 

in FCC v. Sanders Bros. Radio Station, 309 

U.S. 470, 477, as follows: 

"Congress had some purpose in enacting § 

402 (b)(2).  It may have been of opinion 

that one likely to be financially injured by 

the issue of a license would be the only 

person having a sufficient interest to bring 

to the attention of the appellate court er-

rors of law in the action of the Commis-

sion in granting the license.  It is within 

the power of Congress to confer such 

standing to prosecute an appeal." 
 

10 [Footnote omitted.] 

 

11 [Footnote omitted.] 

 

Taken together, Sanders and Scripps-Howard 

thus established a dual proposition: [1] the 

fact of economic injury is what gives a person 

standing to seek judicial review under the sta-

tute, but [2] once review is properly invoked, 

that person may argue the public interest in 

support of his claim that the agency has failed 

to comply with its statutory mandate. 
12

 It was 

in the latter sense that the "standing" of the 

appellant in Scripps-Howard existed only as a 

"representative of the public interest." It is in 

a similar sense that we have used the phrase 

"private attorney general" to [*738] describe 

the function performed by persons upon 

whom Congress has conferred the right to 

seek judicial review of agency action. * * *. 
 

12 [Footnote omitted.] 

 

The trend of cases arising under the APA and 

other statutes authorizing judicial review of 

federal agency action has been toward recog-

nizing that injuries other than economic harm 

are sufficient to bring a person within the 

meaning of the statutory language, and toward 

discarding the notion that an injury that is 

widely shared is ipso facto not an injury suffi-

cient to provide the basis for judicial review.
13

 

* * *, [B]roadening the categories of injury 

that may be alleged in support of standing is a 

different matter from abandoning the re-

quirement that the party seeking review must 

himself have suffered an injury. 
 

13 [Footnote omitted.] 

 

* * *. But a mere "interest in a problem," 

no matter how longstanding the interest 

and no matter how qualified the organiza-

tion is in evaluating the problem, is not 

sufficient by itself to render the organiza-

tion "adversely affected" or "aggrieved" 

within the meaning of the APA.  The Sier-

ra Club is a large and long-established or-

ganization, with a historic commitment to 

the cause of protecting our Nation's natu-

ral heritage from man's depredations. But 
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if a "special interest" in this subject were 

enough to entitle the Sierra Club to com-

mence this litigation, there would appear 

to be no objective basis upon which to 

disallow a suit by any other bona fide 

"special interest" organization, however 

small or short-lived.  And if any group 

with a bona fide "special interest" could 

initiate such litigation, it is difficult to 

perceive why any individual citizen with 

the  [*740]  same bona fide special inter-

est would not also be entitled to do so. 
 

14 [Footnote omitted.] 

 

The requirement that a party seeking review 

must allege facts showing that he is himself 

adversely affected does not insulate executive 

action from judicial review, nor does it pre-

vent any public interests from being protected 

through the judicial process. 
15

 It does serve 

as at least a rough attempt to put the decision 

as to whether review will be sought in the 

hands of those who have a direct stake in the 

outcome.  That goal would be undermined 

were we to construe the APA to authorize 

judicial review at the behest of organizations 

or individuals who seek to do no more than 

vindicate their own value preferences through 

the judicial process. 
16

 The principle that the 

Sierra Club would have us establish in this 

case would do just that. 
 

15 [Footnote omitted.] 

 

16 [Footnote omitted.] 

 

[*741] As we conclude that the Court of Ap-

peals was correct in its holding that the Sierra 

Club lacked standing to maintain this action, 

we do not reach any other questions presented 

in the petition, and we intimate no view on 

the merits of the complaint.  The judgment is 

Affirmed. 

MR. JUSTICE POWELL and MR. JUSTICE 

REHNQUIST took no part in the considera-

tion or decision of this case.   

 

DISSENT BY: DOUGLAS; BRENNAN; 

BLACKMUN  

 

MR. JUSTICE DOUGLAS, dissenting. 

I share the views of my Brother BLACK-

MUN and would reverse the judgment below. 

The critical question of "standing" 
1
 would be 

simplified and also put neatly in focus if we 

fashioned a federal rule that allowed envi-

ronmental issues to be litigated before federal 

agencies or federal courts in the name of the 

inanimate object about to be despoiled, de-

faced, or invaded by roads and bulldozers and 

where injury is the subject of public outrage.  

Contemporary public concern  [*742]  for 

protecting nature's ecological equilibrium 

should lead to the conferral of standing upon 

environmental objects to sue for their own 

preservation.  See Stone, Should Trees Have 

Standing? -- Toward Legal Rights for Natural 

Objects, 45 S. Cal. L. Rev. 450 (1972). This 

suit would therefore be more properly labeled 

as Mineral King v. Morton. 
 

1 [Footnote omitted.] 

 

Inanimate objects are sometimes parties in 

litigation.  A ship has a legal personality, a 

fiction found useful for maritime purposes. 
2
 

The corporation sole -- a creature of ecclesias-

tical law -- is an acceptable adversary and 

large fortunes ride on its cases. 
3
 The ordinary 

corporation is a "person" for purposes of the 

adjudicatory processes, [*743] whether it 

represents proprietary, spiritual, aesthetic, or 

charitable causes.
4
 

 

2 [Footnote omitted.] 

 

3 [Footnote omitted.] 

 

4 [Footnote omitted.] 
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So it should be as respects valleys, alpine 

meadows, rivers, lakes, estuaries, beaches, 

ridges, groves of trees, swampland, or even 

air that feels the destructive pressures of mod-

ern technology and modern life.  The river, 

for example, is the living symbol of all the 

life it sustains or nourishes -- fish, aquatic in-

sects, water ouzels, otter, fisher, deer, elk, 

bear, and all other animals, including man, 

who are dependent on it or who enjoy it for its 

sight, its sound, or its life.  The river as plain-

tiff speaks for the ecological unit of life that is 

part of it.  Those people who have a meaning-

ful relation to that body of water -- whether it 

be a fisherman, a canoeist, a zoologist, or a 

logger -- must be able to speak for the values 

which the river represents and which are 

threatened with destruction. 
 

5 [Footnote omitted.] 

 

Mineral King is doubtless like other wonders 

of the Sierra Nevada such as Tuolumne Mea-

dows and the John Muir Trail.  Those who 

hike it, fish it, hunt it, camp  [*745]  in it, fre-

quent it, or visit it merely to sit in solitude and 

wonderment are legitimate spokesmen for it, 

whether they may be few or many. Those who 

have that intimate relation with the inanimate 

object about to be injured, polluted, or other-

wise despoiled are its legitimate spokesmen. 

* * * [Footnotes omitted.] 

[*749] The voice of the inanimate object, 

therefore, should not be stilled.  That does not 

mean that the judiciary takes over the mana-

gerial functions from the federal [*750] agen-

cy.  It merely means that before these price-

less bits of Americana (such as a valley, an 

alpine meadow, a river, or a lake) are forever 

lost or are so transformed as to be reduced to 

the eventual rubble of our urban environment, 

the voice of the existing beneficiaries of these 

environmental wonders should be heard. 
8
 

 

8 Permitting a court to appoint a representative 

of an inanimate object would not be significant-

ly different from customary judicial appoint-

ments of guardians ad litem, executors, conser-

vators, receivers, or counsel for indigents. 

* * *" 

[*751] Perhaps they will not win.  Perhaps the 

bulldozers of "progress" will plow under all 

the aesthetic wonders of this beautiful land.  

That is not the present question.  The sole 

question is, who has standing to be heard? 

* * * [Footnoted omitted.] 

 

MR. JUSTICE BLACKMUN, dissenting. 

The Court's opinion is a practical one espous-

ing and adhering to traditional notions of 

standing as somewhat modernized . . .. If this 

were an ordinary case, I would join the opi-

nion and the Court's judgment and be quite 

content. 

But this is not ordinary, run-of-the-mill litiga-

tion.  The case poses . . . significant aspects of 

a wide, growing, and disturbing problem, that 

is, the Nation's and the world's deteriorating 

environment with its resulting ecological dis-

turbances.  Must our law be so rigid and our 

procedural concepts so inflexible that we 

render ourselves helpless when the existing 

methods and the traditional [*756] concepts 

do not quite fit and do not prove to be entirely 

adequate for new issues? 

Rather than pursue the course the Court has 

chosen to take by its affirmance of the judg-

ment of the Court of Appeals, I would adopt 

one of two alternatives: 

1. I would reverse that judgment and, instead, 

approve the judgment of the District Court 

which recognized standing in the Sierra Club 

and granted preliminary relief.  I would be 

willing to do this on condition that the Sierra 

Club forthwith amend its complaint to meet 

the [*757] specifications the Court prescribes 

for standing.  If Sierra Club fails or refuses to 

take that step, so be it; the case will then col-



8 

 

 

lapse.  But if it does amend, the merits will be 

before the trial court once again.  As the 

Court, . . ., so clearly reveals, the issues on the 

merits are substantial and deserve resolution.  

They assay new ground. * * *. They raise im-

portant ramifications for the quality of the 

country's public land management.  They pose 

the propriety of the "dual permit" device as a 

means of avoiding the 80-acre "recreation and 

resort" limitation imposed by Congress in 16 

U. S. C. § 497, an issue that apparently has 

never been litigated, and is clearly substantial 

in light of the congressional expansion of the 

limitation in 1956 arguably to put teeth into 

the old, unrealistic five-acre limitation.  In 

fact, they concern the propriety of the 80-acre 

permit itself and the consistency of the entire, 

enormous development with the statutory 

purposes of the Sequoia Game Refuge, of 

which the Valley is a part. * * *. 

2. Alternatively, I would permit an imagina-

tive expansion of our traditional concepts of 

standing in order to enable an organization 

such as the Sierra Club, possessed, as it is, of 

pertinent, bona fide, and well-recognized 

attributes and purposes in the area of envi-

ronment, to litigate environmental issues.  

This incursion upon tradition need not be very 

extensive.  Certainly, it should be no cause for 

alarm.  * * *. It need only recognize the inter-

est of one who has a provable, [*758] sincere, 

dedicated, and established status.  We need 

not fear that Pandora's box will be opened or 

that there will be no limit to the number of 

those who desire to participate in environ-

mental litigation.  The courts will exercise 

appropriate restraints just as they have exer-

cised them in the past.  * * *. 

 

* * *. [Footnotes omitted.] 

 


