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Posting in Wyoming and

susquehanna GCounties!
Land Use Education Makes A Difference!

ewly appolnted PLA director Noem Clark calls it one o
the most ellective ways 1o reach large numbers of ordinary citizens!
He's 1alking about “Posting for Support

\ farmier and bluesione operator from Susquehanna county
located m northeastern Pennsyivania, Norm has become increas-
ingly frustrated with overwhelming envirommental regulations on
the use of his land, Notonly was he Eacing problems with wethands
archacological listings and nutrient management issues, but now
envirommental interests were pushing for a state scenic niver desig-
nation on Meshoppen Creek which flowed right through Nomm's
property. Concerned with the land use elfects such a designation
coukd have on his property, Norm knew that something had 1o be
done to make the voices of kandowners heard and 1o expose the
unfairmess of land wse regulanions f things were 10 ever change
Shortly thereafier, Norm beard about PLA's *Posting for Support”
progriom and the organization’s work on propernty nghts ssues, Hs
picked up the phone and contacted PLA 1o find out more about the
program and the organization’s insight on scenic river designations
and other land use policies. That phone call was all it 100k!

Alter wlking to LA and receiving inlormation and guidiance
on both federal and state scenic river desagnations, Norm and several
other property owners went to work conducting public mectings 1o

inform other landowners and the general public abowt the ellects

PLA member Dean Stang (L) relates his optimism to PLA such designations coald potentially have on the use of private kand
director Norm Clark (R) regarding the successful results of Meetings were held with the state Department ol Environmental
Resources and landowners expressed their opposition o such
the "Posting for ort” program In educat the ' |
'll :.”” ey ng designations, Stated Norem, Meshoppen Creek is already well
recreationafists wishing to access privats property.

(Comtinucd on Page 2)



(Continued from page 1)

maintained by private landowners owning
land along the creek. The creek’s water
quality is in good condition and that must
certainly say something for private steward-
ship! Why must a designation be placed
upon a creek that will just impose further
regulation on the use of private property
which is already fully regulated under a
number of other state and federal statutes?”

After several months of meetings and
educational forums, the active group of
property owners in Wyoming and
Susquehanna counties were victorious in
getting the Department to drop its plan to
push for scenic river status, at least tempo-
rarily. But Norm and others know that
one victory doesn’t win a war and many of
these property owners have committed
themselves to staying informed and active
in defending their property rights. They
realize that for things to change, education
and activism are critical. And that is why
thousands of acres within Wyoming and
Susquehanna counties are now posted with
PLA signs. To pass on an educational mes-
sage and the “other side of the story” to
those who often only hear one side. Hunt-
ers, trappers, fishermen, and many other
urbanrecreationalists have used private land
for centuries for their personal enjoyment
because of the kindness of private landown-
ers. And under PLA’s program, they can
continue to do so! As long as they seek
permission from the landowner before en-
try and become informed of the unfair land
use policies now being advocated by envi-
ronmental extremist and anti-development
regulatory agencies. “It’'s just a matter of
letting these people know what's going on,”
said Norm. “Most of these individuals are
shocked when you tell them what you can’t
dowithyourland. Acommon quoteis often
‘but the government can’t do that?” We tell
them, yes they can! They’re often notadher-
ing to the U.S. Constitution, but they do it
anyway!”

The posting program also gets the
attention of legislators and regulatory agen-
cies and prompts questions from them as
well. Within four days of being posted, the
PA Fish Commission contacted Norm to
discuss the association's program and why
land was posted. After a lengthy conversa-
tion with a regional officer and explaining
the frustration that landowners have with
current environmental regulations, many of
which are enforced by the Fish Commission

themselves, the officer claimed to under-
stand many of the concerns and promised to
provide a detailed report to the Harrishurg
office. Many informational materials from
PLA were also provided to the officer for
review by the Commission. A response
from the Harrisburg office is still pending.

Theattention to this program by regu-
latory agencies, individuals, and the media
only proves that the signs really do make a
difference. Property owners from Wyo-
ming and Susquehanna counties, as well as
across the state, continue to promote “Post-
ing for Support” and encourage other land-
owners and recreational users to join PLA in
the struggle to retain private property rights.
It is always the privilege of each individual
property owner as to whether membership
must be a requirement for land access.
However, with the continued moral and
financial support generated by the program,
the chances of preserving private property
rights are greatly improved.

“Posting for Support” has also caught
on in several other states throughout the
country through the promotion of the Envi-
ronmental Conservation Organization
(ECO), a national property rights advocate
of which PLA is a member. In the words of
ECO Vice-President Henry Lamb, “To
change the law, we must get the attention of
the lawmakers. We must tell them what the
problems are and how they can be resolved.
And we must do it in massive numbers.
Posting for Support is a responsible way to
get the attention of lawmakers and of the
public that remains unaware of the rapid
erosion of property rights in America. You
can demonstrate your support by joining
with ECO and your state property rights
organization and participating in our Post-
ing for Support program.”

—————————
Editors note: If you wish to become a
participant in this program, call the
PLA office to order signs, or place your
order through the order form on the
back of this publication. If you are
already a participant, please continue
to keep your signs in neat appearance
and highly visible. In addition, please
include your name or telephone num-
ber, as indicated on the sign, to assist
individuals wishing to access your prop-
erty. Thanks to those who are promot-
ing “Posting for Support!”
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NEWS

MEDIA BEGINNING T0 WAKE-UP

On April 30, 1993, the Pittsburgh Post
Gazette chided U.S. Rep. Bill Clinger for
using The Wild & Scenic Rivers Act to block
the Concord Resources waste incinerator
project in Clarion, Pennsylvania. The edi-
tors apparently recognized that politicians
should not subvert federal environmental
laws to pander to a narrow, special interest
constituency. The P. G. said Clinger
“stretched the wild and scenic river protec-
tion statute.”

NO ENVIRONMENTAL BILLS IN 1993

No environmental bills are likely to
clear Congress in 1993, Rep. john Dingell
(D-Mich) told a meeting of manufacturers
recently. The chairman of the House Energy
and Commerce Committee says consider-
ation of health-care reform and economic
stimulus packages will preclude fast action
on new environmental bills.

The related bad news is that the same

may be said for crucial environmental re-#8

form bills such as H.R. 1330.
EHB SOCKS IT T0 DER

Recently the Environmental Hearing
Board (EHB) awarded Carl Oermann of York,
PA $4,358 under the Costs Act for legal costs
incurred in defending a DER penalty assess-
ment. The Board found that DER was not
substantially justified in its action and noted
that “DER was miffed” because Mr. Oermann
had not gotten in touch with DER to report
a problem he was in the process of solving.
Knowing how DER operates, who would
want to get in touch with them?

STANDING UP TO SPOTTED OWLS

The first case seeking compensation
for restrictions on timber development im-
posed to preserve spotted owl habitatin Wash-
ington has been filed by SDS Lumber Com-
pany. After the company received a permit to
harvest 230 acres of its own land, the Depart-
ment of Wildlife discovered that a spotted owl
pair had moved its “activity center” into SDS’s
second growth forest. The permit was then
withdrawn. The company is seeking $3.7

million for the land, plus lost profits. This#my

case could set precedent for private landown-
ers seeking compensation under the Endan-
gered Species Act.
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BAD
NEWS

MINNESOTA FEDERAL COURT DEFINES
ADJACENT WETLANDS

In a recently reponed opinion, a LS
District Court held in Slagle v. US A that
“wetlands adjacent 10 waters of the United
States” included a wetland adjocent 10 4
“tributary of a water of the United States”
which mibutary is not “navigable-in-fact.”
The wetland in question was adjacent 10 a
lake which discharged 10 a river which fed
another kle which empuies into the Missis-
sippt River. Il this decision s followed by
other courts. apparently the Corps of Engi-
neers jurisdiction will extend into “wet-
lands adpcent 10 beadwater streams.™ It
had been hoped 1hat courts would limit the
extent of lederal jurisdicton 10 wetlonds
which pcrually are acdjacent 1o a water of the
United Staies. ancd not a tibutary. In Penn-
syivania, such duplicative federal jurisdic-
ton s unnecessary because headwater wet-
lands are stringently regulated under DER'S
regulations,

CONRAD MOCK ON TAKING CLAIM
Purporting w apply the recent US
Supreme Court Liwas decssion, Common-
wealth Court ruled 4 1o 1 that DER's refusal
1o permit a wetlands fill did not result in an
unconstitutional taking which would have
required just compensation. Apparently the
Court helieves that citizens must be denied
all use of property and deprived of any
resicdual value by state regulation before a
taking occurs. The Court said: “Although
we find substantial evidence 10 support 1he
board's linding that the Mocks” property is
valueless in its present condition, that find-
ing does not put the Mocks in the same
situation as the land owner in Lucas.

The impon ol the board’s finding,
that the kand i hs current state s valucless,
is stmply 10 state thar the Mocks” undevel-
oped property at present is without eco-
nomic vialue.  That finding does not mean
that the Mocks' property must remain unde-
veloped and devoid of value in the future
becasse ol the depariment’s environmental
regulations.

Penmsvivanda Lambkowner

Therelore, although we accept the
board's finding that the land in its present
stare tsessentially valueless, the Mocks fatled
10 prove that their land bost all of its residual
value when the department dended their il
permil. The Act does not compel the Mocks
10 Jeave their land in s present undevel-
oped state.

In o dissent, Judge James R. Kelly said
that the property was rendered economi-
cally valueless by denial of the permit. '(Thhe
facts of the instant case do [all within the
parameters as determined by Licas v, South
Caroling'”

PLA has been adwised that Mr. Mock
haas fibed a petition for allowance of appeal 10
the PA Supreme Court which will decide
whether or not to hear the appeal 1tis notan
appeal of nght

NOTE TO READERS:

Don't lorget we elect Common-
wealth Court Judges. Dont for a
mamute believe that juchictal races
are unimportant

LANDOWNER CONTINUES FIGHT AGAINST
ALL 0DDS

PLA member Joe Ferko s not alraid to
take a stand for s land!

In the late 1980's, Mr. Ferko ook on
the Fish Commission which atempeed 1o
block (under the guise of wetlands prowe-
tion) his kand improvement activities, Mr
Ferko held his ground and the Fish Com-
mission fel compelled to reimburse him for
the costs he incurred in complying with
what must have been an impeoper order by
i Watcrway Conservation Officer (WCO)

Unfortunately, Mr. Ferko has also
been ensmarled in very complex litigathon 1o
protect his kand from the chiims of adjoining
property owners, The litigation has not gone
well and the deck appears 10 be stacked
against Mr. Ferko, He s pursuing this mai-
ter in a varety of forums 1o seck vindscation
ol his constitutional nghts but is facing a
difficule, uphill struggle

Mr. Ferko believes in his cause and i
willing to discuss his plight with other inter-
ested landowners who may face the pros-
pect of Hugation to protect their land. He
cun be reached at {814) 725-1726

DER and Township
Officials in Warren
County Clash;
Rural Landowners’
Rights Threatened

In typical lashion, the DER as pan of
its review and approval of Act 537 Sewage
Plan revistons s “urging” rural municipali-
ties 10 adopt & model on-lot management
ordinance.  PLA i wld that there is great
pressure 1o adopt the model ordinance “as
is." 1n other words, DER says “If you wani
your plan revision approved, you had better
adope this ordinance.™ h should come as no
surprise that compliance with the ordinance
will be costly 10 both the 1ownships and 10
their residents.  Individuals whose on-lot
sysiems may have alleged malfunctions are
exposed 10 precipitous remediation orders
and enlorcement actions under new (and
expensive to comply with) standards

Asusual, DER s perceived ascram-
g s view down the throats of the local
townships and their residents apparently
without due consideration or regard for the
rights of either

PLA has learned that the adverse
reaction 10 DER's on-lot initiative was so
strong that DER Secretary Davis had 1o
travel to Warren 10 try 1o smooth things
over and quiet things down, It is truly
regrettable that the only way 10 really get
DER's artention is 1o hang your shoe on the
table and scream “enough is enough!™ It
never seems to ocour to DER offictals o iy
o communicate with the regulated com-
munity before the action is whken, Inssead,
DER always seems to bull abead, and is
usually percerved as acting unilaterally, ar-
bitrarily and arrogantly in utter disregard ol
the nghts of ordinary citizens. It will be
tough lor Secretary Davis to overcome this
percepiion and what's worse, it may be the
reality!

Until regulstory agencies are reigned
in by our legislmors and are no longer
allowed to initiate regulations ot their own
discretion, problems such as this will ulti-
mately continue 10 occur

fune, 1993



Environmental

Extremists
Denounce
“Common

Sense”
Wetlands
Proposal

EDITORS NOTE

Recently, several envi-
ronmental orgunizations al-
tacked the most comprehen-
sive and common sense wet-
lands legislative proposal in-
troduced to date within the
Commonwealth. Known as
the Wethmds Conservation &
Management Act, HR. 1353
was introduced by Rep.
Howard Fargo (R-8) on April
21, 1993, and mirrors the
major components of H.R.
1330, the favored federat bill
of PLA and hundreds of orga-
nizations nationwide. In their
usual castom, these groups
have distorted the facts and
misrepresented the proposal’s
legislative intent.  For our
members' Information, we
have reprintedthe [etter whick
was delivered (o every state
representative and endorsed
by these environmental orga-
nizathons, We have also re-
printed, with permission, the
response (o these accusations
by Rep. Fargo which was also
delivered to every member of
the House of Representatives.
We believe the letters are self-
explanatory. For further in-
Jormation on the wetlands is-
sue, see “Updates” on page
1.

Dear Represemanive:

W have recently been made aware of plans
1o introchuce legistation that would dramatically
weaken wethands protection In Pennsylvania. This
proposal, 10 be sponsored by Representative
Howard Fargo, is called the Wetlands Conserva-
tion and Management Act. In reality, it will make
the conservation of wetands in our Common-
wealth much more difficult

You may have been asked o support and/or
cosponsor this proposal. We respectiully urge you
10 decline 10 cosponsar and 10 vole in opposition

ral resource functions, such is providing o
sentinl nesting and feeding habitat for water-
fowl, other wildiife and many tare and endan-
gered species; providing lisheries habitat; en-
hancement of water quality; and natural flood
control.”

This bill, however, does not offer adequate
protection 10 the valuable functions a wetland
performs. Wetlands functions that are eliminated
through the destruction of wethands often cannot
be replaced. This bill will open up thousands of
acres of land that is unsuitable lor development,

to this or any other wetlands
proposal that results in a weak- F
ening of stte wetlands fows or
regulations

The Fargo proposal is
modeled alter an equally objec-
tionable federal proposal (HR
1330), which has been opposed
by many of our organizations
In the kst Congress, many rep-
resentatives initinlly agreed to
cosponsor HR 1330 and then
lnter had 10 request that they be
removed s cosponsors once
they understood the Tull im-
pact of the proposal on the pub-

URGENT!
Environmental,
Sportsmen’s,
and Conservation

Groups Urge
Representatives
Not to Cosponsor
Bad Wetlands Bill

posing a substantial threat 1o
the unsuspecting buyers invess-
ment. There are numerous ex-
amples of homeowners expen-
encing cracked foundations,
flooded basements, and even
the loss o their homes, The
general public is also adversely
alfected by Increased Nooding
and reduced water quality. The
cost 1o taxpayers tocorrect these
problems i enormous
Another senous concem
with the Fargo proposal is the
requirement that the state un-
dertike a major project to iden-

lic and the environment

A fundamental problem with the Fargo
proposal is its atrempt to redieline what constitutes
a wetland.  The bill ignores the existing scienili-
cally-based definition of 4 wetland and replaces it
with a politically motivated definition. 1f adopted,
the new definition would eliminate protection for
an estimated 50 1o 70 percent of wetlands cur-
rently protected by state and federal laws and
regulations

The Fargo proposal is inconsistent, because
although it says the state delineation regulations
shall be no more restrictive than the federal stan-
dards, it establishes stares standards that are in
conllict with existing federal stanclards. This will
result in permit applicants having to deal with
vasily dilferent wetlands delineation standards,
which will significantly increase their costs o
prepare for the permitting process.

The bill states that:

“Wetlands pliy an integral role in maintain-
ing the quality of Iife through material contri-
butions to cconomy, food supply, water sup-
ply and quality, flood control, fish, waldlife
and plant resources. Wetlands are critical (o
the health, safety, recreation and economic
well-being of citizens of the Commonwealth
Wetlands serve important ecological and natu.

tify and classify wetlands of the ¢

Commonwealth. This is a major shift in respon-
sibility from developers 10 the taxpayers of the
Commonwealth

DER Secretary Arthur Davis has estumated
that a wetlands identilication and classification
project of this magnitude could cost up o $20
milhon. Nowhere in the Fargo proposal is there
ilentified a funding source to pay fora process that
ts currently paid for by those who wish 1o profit by
development of wethands arcas. Agrecing to sup-
port this bill is agrecing to ask the taxpayers 1o pay
$20 milbion for wetlands idenification and classi-
fication currently paid for by developers.

Another problem with the Fargo proposal is
the attemps to eliminate the existing power of the
courts 1o determine what constitutes a “1kang’
that woutld require compensation, The hill would
establish a dangerous precedent in Pennsylvania
law by requiring compensation as if 2 taking had
oceurred. regandiess of additional remaining eco-
nomic benefis that land may offer. This opens a
Pandora's Box of challenges 10 any number of
reasonable land use controls established by state
or Jocal government

The enforcement section of the proposed
bill is extremely weake It does not provide for
criminal peralties and 1t has a weak citizen par-

D
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ticipation section.  The linguage found in
this proposed legistation is not consistent
with extsting related statutes, such as the
Clean Streams Law, and with more recent
statmes, such as the Clean Air Aat

There wre mumerous other areis i the
Fatgo proposal that would cause us 1o op
pose the proposal We are listing the above
as examples of major problems with the
proposal

In summary, the undersigned ongani-
zation and their represcotatives urge you 1o
decline 1o cosponsor and to oppose the Fargo
wetlands hill. ' We wish 10 work coopera-
tively with you 10 ensure true wetlands pro-
tection for the Commonwealth
Sincerely,

JefT Schmidt
Séerra Club

Robert Hoyt
Chesapealee Bay Foundation

Mark Henry
PA Federation of Spostmen’s Clubs
Marci Mowry
Audibon Counctl of PA
John Wilmer
' Raymond Proffit Foundution

Jell Schanich
Pennsybvania Sberma Club
1.0, Box 663

Harmshurg, PA 17108

Dear Jedl

What a surprise! | never thought that
I wouk! be thanking you and your mermry
hand o environmental extremists for vour
assastance. But 1 must say thanks since you
have unexpectedly annownced 1o the Howse
of Representatives (irresponsibly and un-
truthfully) that many “evils” are hidden
throughout my wetlands proposal

Hosv, you may ask has this helped me?
Jeff, F've been wanting 1o tell vou this for a
long, Jong time but never had an appropriate
ﬁ opportunity until now, You see, while you
and your followers sell-nghteonsly helieve
that the entire workd supports your mission
in Iie to save the environment at all cost,

maost reasomable people, inchuding a karge
percentage of my colleagues in the House,
actually believe thar environmental extrem.
ism, by today’s standards, Is no virue. And
thar, ironscally, is whete you have come 10
my assistance. Although It came as no sur.
prise to me that vou publicly lambasted my
proposal prioe 1o personally contacting e,
your support of current DER practices, has,
in essence, reinforced the perception that the
leadership of the vanous environmental
groups want nothing less
than their own way in
every debate. Compro-
mise is nota word in your
vocabulary.  Personal
propenty freedom which
s reasonably gussanteed
under the Constitution s
# loreign concept 1o you
and your activists

By endorsing the
status quo, you are tell-
ing Pennsylvanu’s prop-
erty owners, business
peaple. larmers, and
many others, that a wet-
land i a wetland, regard-

Rep. Fargo
Responds
to Accusations -

Sets the Record
Straight
on Wetlands
Proposal

with hall-uruths, | bebieve vour atm ts 1o strike
lear in the minds of many that T'm actually
out 1o destroy wetlands,  Your accusations
and insinuations are outrageous

My approach, while easing the current
standands, will preserve, more so than even
the federal kegislation, every significant wet-
land in Pennsybvania. For instance, the led-
erul bill which you referenced would allow
the government to consider permitting, un-
der cerain conditions, a class A wetland, the
highest or most signifi-
cant of all wetland areas
My legislation expressly
prohibits permits in these
arcas with no exceptions
while allowing lor review
in class B arcas only, Un-
formunately, vou luiled 10
mention this in your dia-
tribe.  Additionally, you
mply that the current sys-
tem of permitting s a
good onc. In my mind,
no one should have 1o
waste s0 much time
money, and energy as
DER now requires under

less of significance, size,
or role.  Furthermore,
because DER. in uts infinite wisdom, s the
only state agency that can somchow identify
wetlands, issue permits, and enforce the regu-
latkons, you are saying that their word Is
gospel and should not be challenged. Well,
| think you are wrong and as a matter of fact,
s0 do a lot of others across the state. So many,
in fact, thar we have sald enough of this
craziness, We must bring a common sense
approach back 1o this debae. Andd Jefl, one
more thing, We're not going to tolerate you
and other radical environementalists trying to
convince the people of Pennsylvania that a
reasonable approach 1o preserving wetlands
will ultimately destroy them. It just will not
work. | think that the average person recog-
nizes the importance of maintaining signifi-
cant wethands, but saving insignificant ones
at the expense of jobs and declining property
vidues will not be acceptable any longer
Jefl, what you have done by sending
out your better has strengthened the resolve
ol many to continue supporting this legsla-
tion and encouraged other members to sign
on simply because you are against it N
only have you filled your correspondence

existing regulations
Under my plan, clearer
delinecanion stanclards are a priority in sdenti-
fying these areas as well as clearly establish-
ing time constraings on permiit decrsions
Delays und confusions will be greatly re-
duced if my begislation is passed

These are only 2 lew of the ilems on
which we disagree. Philosophically, we also
are on opposite sides with respect 1o land
owner compensation. Clearly, theseand other
issues separate us now and will continue in
the future. Because ol your unwillingness o
compromise for the good of a large majority
ol Pennsylvania citizens, we will always be
fundamentally opposed o one unother when
the General Assembly weighs the personal
freedoms, economic issues, and environmen.
tal concerns against one another. 1 believe
thint the members who have signed on 10 iy
bill believe that a proper halance bs critical in
this debate and will not be influenced by
those ol you who are insensitive to the needs
of the larger community

Jefl, again my personal thanks

Sincerely,
Howard L. Fargo



PLA Presents Testimony to
Republican Caucus

On Apeil 29, 1993, at the invitation of the Northwest Repub-
lean Dedegation, PEA volced concenis 10 House members regarding
several environmental issues affecting the use of privare property
Issues addressed included wetlands, endangered species, scenic river
designations and natural heritage inventory programs. PLA Execu-
tive Director Rhonds McAtee 10kl members of the committee that in
recent years ", environmental activists and regulatory agencies have
embarked on a preservation crusade” smed at chiminating virtually
all forms of land wse.,” She stated that the preservation sgenda
contradicted long standing conservation policies of our governmen,
which in the past, have promoted the wise and systematic use of our
matural resources.  In describing the effects of regulatory policies
upon privide landowners, she informed committee members that
“many privise kindowners stand 10 bose millions of dolkars from being
unable 10 access their nutural resources,” She suggested that a state
private property protection act could help 1o protect property awners
from envirosmmental regulations which amount 1o unconstitetional
takings ol propenty and urged members 10 endorse Rep. Teresa
Jrown (R-Crawlord County) in her efforts 1o promote such a
proposid

Joyee Khine, President of the PA Independent Petroleum
Producers (PIPP) abso testified before the committee and urged the
delegation 1o curb the ability of the DER 10 change policies at will

Business and industry in Penmsylvania necd only look as Far a8 on
state agency to lind the main reason for our state’s economic
stagnation - the Departmenit of Environmental Resources,”™ she said

PLA member Richard Wood of Woods Gravel Company
wiso spoke 10 the committee about the costs and elfects curremt
historical and archeological regulanons are having upon his busl
ness, Woods stated that alier applying for an extension on his mining
pormit with the DER e was informed that the PA Histonical Museum
Commission would be inspecting his property lor possible artifacis
due 1o the presence of Mint on his property, “1 was told that 1 must
hire an archacologist a1 my expense. | couldn’t believe that just
because somcone thought by some chance my Lind might have
artifacts on i1 that T must hire someone 1o prove them wrong. | had
1o spend $3,400 on a consultant 10 prove no aniacts existed just o
receive my permil,” be stated

McAree also potnted ot 1o commuttee members alierward
that Woods™ expenses only covered o Phase | delineation. “Had any
tvpe ol artifacts been found, Mr. Woods undoubtedly would have had
to spend thowsands more on a Phase 11 sd possibly Phase 11 study,
only 1o be dented the use of his land had actual artifacts been found
hat is why the passage of u private property profection act s o
imponiant for privite landowners,” she said

Activist Mary Wirth
Addresses National
Convention

Shown left to nght are pamel participants: Valerie Johnson, Oregim
Lands Coalition; Mary Wirth, AHUG and regional director for
PLA; Debbie: Evashenko, American Pulpwood Assoctation modens
tor; Nadine Bailey, Trinity County Concerned Citizens; and [
Lev Ray, former Washington state governo

The 5th Annual Mecting ol the American Pulpwoed
Association was held April 23-28 in Seattle, Washington with
the theme, “Paper Chise: Fiber Demand in the 21st Century.”
The secondary theme which went hand in hand was “Forestry
Activism - Part 1117 back by popular demand. The activism
segment included a panel of speakers bed by former Washington
state governor Dixy Lee Ray and prominent lorestry activisis
Nadine Bailey from Trinity County Concerned Citizens, Valerie
Johnson of Oregon Lands Coalition and Mary Wirth, Executive
Director of Allegheny Hardwood Utilization Group (AHUG)
and Regional Dircctor for PLA. The panel was very well received
and addressed issues such as the lack of science in environmen
tal decisions, the need for forestry professionals 10 be much
more active and specific actions thit can make a difference. The
APA vored ot their Annuasl Board Mecting to make “Activisan®
the number one priority this year, a bold statement of the
problems the industry is facing and the need for a more active
role of all industry prolesstonals

PLA representative Mary Wirth also recently gave 2
presentation at the West Virginia Forestry Alemni Symposivm
on environmental issues, private property rights, and activism
using the PLA video “Wetlands: Our Environment, Who's
Property?™ She will also be speaking with the West \'n)un_k
Forestry Assoctation, the West Virginla Farm Buresu,
Alabama Society of American Foresters and the National Harg:
wood Lumber Assoctation in the upcoming months
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Activism Pays 0Off!

Group Seeking
Scenic River
Designation
Withdraws
Plans for
State Status

Activism really docs pay! PLA members in York County

York County

hosted severul educational meetings 1o inform both private
fandowners and environmental ingerests of therr concerns with
the potential designation of Muddy Creck as a scenic nver, With
the help ol PLA directors Harry Fox of York County and Norm
Chrk of Susquehanna County, members expluned the ‘un
known aspects ol these well sounding dessgmations, including
¢ establishment of laind cornidors and subsequent restrictions
M can occnr with both state and federal designations. Follow
myg s reprint of 1 denter recetved by the Muddy Creek Coalition,
the group oniginally pushing for soenic states. Their Jetter
verifies that education and getting iovolved really docs pay oll!

PLA director Hurry Fo, Jr. of

Educating Our Youth

March 19, 1863
Dear Landowner

Az yOU Bre awasn, recent alforts worne undertaien 10 ok ino the
foasibility of poguirng PA Scenkc River status lor the Muddy Crook
widernhed. As this program supports local offorts in aoquaring this
designation and = ependent upon ‘grass 1oots' and ndownor SKpporn,
our effons were initially drected fowards dssominating information about
i program 10 both the lndowners and the townships/mumnicipalities
Involved

Duw pritsanly 10 concomn over governmantal infuance over kand
owner nghils as well as misguaded information relating 1o what PA Scenc
River desgration may or may nof do, if has become apparen! that thore
Is significant opposition by soma landownars in this regand

it was the intersion of the Muddy Croek Coaltion, as concemed
atizons krom Yok County who also includa kandovnars boedering Muddy
Creek, 10 work cooparatively in an eflort %0, i some fashion, recognize
and presarve the natural treasune that the Muddy Creek area is 10 York
County. It was not the mnient % force something unwillingly upon the
people who resde in this area, In light of this. we fael it is approgeiale 1o
dscontnue our aflorts af this tema towards achiaving the PA Scenic River
designaton

When and if the landowners along Muddy Creak, as well as the
wwnshpsmuncpaities involved, fael that coordinated efods in this
regird are important enough 10 warrand some local inintve on thesr pan,
then we would be ready and wilkng 10 discuss this in tha cooperative spint
intaly inlendad

Thank you for your Bene 0 this mafter

Yours truly

The Muddy Creek Coalition

| 1

PLA has actively been striving 10 hring a message of environmental

-~

hatance into our eclocational system on every level, pre-school through
¢ollege cumculums. 1t is the beliel of many grasstoots organizations
Incluching PLA, that the entire scientilic story redevant 10 enviroamental
basues s nol being impartially represented within our peivate and public
schools. The younh of our country are niot being presented with all the ficrs
ulthmately, diminkshing the opportunity for common sense and balanced
determinations as achults

Recently, PLA welcomed the opportunity o discass the “other
side” of the wetlands issue with seventh grade students s | S Wilson )
High School in Eric, PA. Many guestions involving privase knd owner
shp, burcaucratic ntervention and the need lor compensation 10 be
addressed through legistation for regulatory takings were raised by the
students. 1all the Bicts are presemed, don’t underestimune the competence
of these young minds!

LA enconmages all members to actively become involved in the
eovironmentd education of your children wnd grandchildren who need 10
be aware of the “whole story™ For the beneli of future generations

PLA Axsiatanr Execative Director, Lorrane Bucklin, with
stuclesay from J. S, Wilsowe Jr, High Sehoord

FIVISM" Features Contir




Take A Look At The Map

fter several years, Pennsylva-
nia landowners are coming to realize that
“environmental regulation” involves notjust
pollution prevention. In the early days of
environmental regulation, the thrust was to
control pollution of our streams and air and
limit the indiscriminate use and disposal of
toxic materials and other substances which
might create health hazards. The direct cost
of “first generation” pollution control mea-
sures was assigned to the private sector
industries whose activities created the po-
tential pollution. These costs by and large
could be passed on to consumers of goods
and products manufactured by these indus-
tries.

Gradually, as water discharges and
smoke stack emissions were “cleaned up,”
attention turned to clean-up of polluted
sites (land areas adversely affected by past
industrial or waste disposal activities). The
costs of subsequent initiatives to clean-up
or, to use the fancy word, “remediate” pol-
luted sites turned out to be enormous and
both private industry capital and our tax
dollars were tapped to fund the clean-up
costs.

The trend that has emerged in the last
decade is to control the natural environ-
ment in such a way that no pollution or
environmental harm will occur. An unfor-
tunate corollary has also emerged — that
mere land use and development itself is the
functional equivalent of environmental
harm.

The first truly burdensome example
of this trend in Pennsylvania came with
wetlands protection enforcement at both
the state and federal level beginning about
five years ago. Readers of the Landowner are
already well familiar with the excesses in the
wetlands protection programs in all levels of
the bureaucracy. To briefly reiterate a long
story, about 75% of all wetlands are located

By Henry Ingram, Esq.

on private property and about 100% of the
wetlands regulators don’t want to see any
wetlands, however created or important,
disturbed in any way. Lip service is paid to
the “theoretical” possibility that an ordi-
nary citizen could get a permit to fill a
wetland but for all practical purposes only
large, well financed developers, who can
afford the tremendous costs involved, have
any chance to secure “official” authoriza-
tion to disturb a wetland of any size.'
Now, landowners mustrecognize that
other modern “environmental” programs
are intended to and in fact have the same
effect on privately owned lands as wetlands

I
*An unfortunate
coroliary has aiso
emerged — that
mere land use and
development itself
is the functional
equivalent of
environmental

harm.”
E——

preservation does. The terms used in the
titles of the Acts creating these programs
disguise their coverage and impact on ordi-
nary citizens. For example, implementa-
tion of the Endangered Species Act of 1973,

the Wild & Scenic Rivers Act of 1968, the
Federal Eastern Wilderness Act, the His-
toric Sites Act (protecting “natural” land-
marks) and even the Coastal Zone Manage-
ment Act, can all affect dramatically private
property rights in Pennsylvania. These
new preservationist initiatives are not lim-
ited to Glacial National Park or some iso-
lated river in Maine. It is going on in your
backyards.

What is happening is that regulatory
programs under these Federal Acts are ex-
tending their “no disturbance” tentacles
throughout rural and otherwise undevel-
oped areas of Pennsylvania.* If some spe-
cies is declared “endangered” by a federal
bureaucrat and that particular species can
(notdoes) live on or near your land, you are
affected and your right to use your land as
you choose is endangered, perhaps even
more than that bureaucrat’s newly identi-
fied species.

The same is true if you own land in or
near a Wild and Scenic River corridor or
which contains a natural landmark. Your
rights are diminished.

Many of you have learned that “Rails
to Trails” doesn't just mean a few hikers in
the real backwoods areas where a railroad
abandons a line. It can mean serious intru-
sions on the peace and tranquility of your
communities. We have also learned that
Congress was all too willing to “suspend”
your reversionary interest in abandoned
railroad rights-of-way to pander to
recreationists who in turn were all too
willing to take something (your rights) for
nothing, The same is true for these other
preservation programs.

On the preservationist front, Penn-
sylvania environmental bureaucrats usu-
ally march in lock step with their federal
counterparts (although Pennsylvania is of-
ten ahead of the federal beat). We have

1. Because there has been “selective” enforcement of wetlands regulations, particularly against individuals who are perceived as challenging the “system,”
and plain old “looking the other way,” unauthorized wetlands fills abound in Pennsylvania. Hopefully, some of the “looking the other way” is motivated
by recognition of the unfairness of wetlands preservation enforcement on private land.

2. In coming months PLA will be holding information meetings and graphically identifying on a map areas of Pennsylvania which are affected by anti-
development, preservationist land use control regulations.

Pennsylvania Landowner

June, 1993
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parallel programs in all these trendy, new
areas of anti-development regulation and
our bureaucrats often seem to be watering at
the mouth to do their federal big brothers
one better. In terms of getting ahead of the
beat, even the Feds haven’t come up with
Special Protection Watershed designations
which can eliminate all development in a
given area. These are state-of-the art, anti-
development/preservationist devices.

And what you have to be sure to
recognize is that all these programs are
directed at private property, not just public
lands.

Our elected officials have given land-
use control bureaucrats broad powers over
your property and the horde of preservation
police roaming around these days is just
that — enforcement officers with real police
powers. Readers of the Landowner know
that violations of these regulations can lead
to serious fines and jail terms which seem to
be, and often are, more stringent than those
imposed on drug pushers, drive-by shooters
and stock-fraud con men. Do you ever get
the feeling the “system” is out-of-balance?

These programs are based on a politi-
cal philosophy which would intentionally
restrict one of our most fundamental free-
doms and ultimately erodes the underpin-
nings of the free enterprise system. Never-
theless, you must also recognize there are
probably no evil motives involved here —
by and large persons inside and outside of
government who subscribe to the anti-de-
velopment/preservationist philosophy be-
lieve they are acting in the best interests of
everyone. Although they won't admit it,
they just have the view that they can make
better choices about the use and develop-
ment of private property than the ordinary
citizens who own it can.

As layer after layer of land use regula-
tion - wearing the cloth of environmental
protection — is added, the resulting diminu-
tion in land value — referred to previously
in the Landowner as a hidden tax - has the
effect of redistributing wealth in this coun-
try — just as surely as taking your wealth by
a direct tax does.

If the Government takes money from
you and me in taxes and gives it to some-
body else — say in the form of government
subsidized health care, we know what is
going on. We recognize this for whatitis—
a transfer payment which has become the
hallmark of the modern welfare state. We
also recognize, if we think about it, the

question of what percentage of our wealth
the Government should transfer as a politi-
cal question (most of us would agree that as
a general moral or ethical proposition, tak-
ing something from the strong and wealthy
and giving it to the weak and poor is not
wrong).

However, already burdened with in-
creasingly higher taxes, high crime rates,
violence in our streets and abloated bureau-

[n the land use
area, the winds
continue to hiow
the wrong way for

the landownenr.*®
—

cracy which spends a large amount of its
time cramming down our throats its ideas
(about which there is no true consensus,) as
to how people should live their lives and
order their own affairs, we now wake up to
find ourselves shackled by intrusive preser-
vation regulations which are impairing our
fundamental freedom to own and use pri-
vate property.

Hopefully there is some reason to
believe that ordinary citizens still have the
ability to take a stand and draw the line if
things get too bad. For example, Jimmy
Carter was turned out of office apparently
when a majority of the people got fed up
with the high reading on the misery index.
Somehow it translated into a revolt against
a profligate tax and spend Government and
inside-the-Beltway arrogance. After a de-
cade or so of Reaganomics, we have sent
ourselves back into the tax and spend cycle
and more intrusive Government (although
in fairness to the electorate it would have
been hard for the ordinary Joes among us to
figure out that Candidate Clinton’s remon-
strations about “cutting taxes and the defi-
cit” really meant increasing both!)

I make the point here because bur-
geoning land use regulations and preserva-
tionist programs must be understood for
what they are. They impose hidden taxes
on ordinary citizens, effect transfers of pri-

vate wealth and shackle individual freedom
by eliminating choices among uses to which
privately owned land may be put. Forget
about right and wrong. It is extremely diffi-
cult to attack, morally or ethically, a particu-
lar Government imposed choice; for ex-
ample, choosing to “save” spotted owl habi-
tat rather than preserving timber industry
jobs. Or why should a landowner give up
the right to use his land to protect habitat
just so a scientist can learn a little bit more
about how organisms become different spe-
cies— one of “usual” justifications for “pro-
tecting” endangered species. The trouble is
that both choices may be good, just as,
viewed alone, increasing the level of health
care for people who can’t pay is good. The
problem at the present moment is that the
choices being made are being made by per-
sons (elected officials) who have apparently
tested the political wind and decided that it
is blowing in favor of the anti-development/
preservationist philosophy, just as some-
times in the past it has blown in favor of the
welfare state/transfer payment philosophy.
Apparently in today’s political climate, the
selection between two “good” choices is not
going to favor landowners and others who
have to earn a living by putting their land to
use and for whom the free enterprise system
is the machine which enables them to earn
those livings and take care of their families.
In the land use area, the winds con-
tinue to blow the wrong way for the land-
owner. At the moment, the voices of those
who subscribe to anti-development, preser-
vationist philosophy are the loudest and
property rights are in peril. You can’t expect
to getanywhere on moral or ethical grounds.
This is a political battle. It is a situation
where the ordinary citizen must stand up
and be counted. The line must be drawn.

Henry Ingram is Chairman of the
Natural Resources & Environmental
Law Section of Buchanan Ingersoll,
P.C. and has practiced law for over
20 years. Mr. Ingram and his
associate, John Ward, also serve as
legal counsel for PLA. Questions or
comments regarding this article or
any other legal issue may be directed
to Mr. Ingram in Pittsburgh at (412)
562-1695 or Mr. Ward in Harrisburg
at (717) 237-4815.




PLA On The Move
Working to Protect Your Property Rights

Through the voluntary effors of PLA directors and stafl,
look where your message has been taken! These individual
“delenders of propenty rights™ continue 10 work hard repre-
senting our members!

W Coalition Educational Kane, PA - co-host with
William Perry Pendley - quest speaker, President and Chief
Legal Officer of Mountain States Legal Foundation

W Elk County Farmers' Association, Boot Jack, PA - guest
speaker

W State Represantative Teresa Brown (R-6), Waterdord, PA -
gﬁ&mwwwwwmwm@'sw

y Hardwood Utilization Group (AHUG) Annual Din-

IA
utg.SlMafys.PA represenied

= PLA Informational MestingPennsylvania Sewage Regula-
tions, Youngsville, PA - hast

W Ben Roach Steenng Committee Semi-Annual Meeting -
represenied

W Rotary Club of Erie, Erie, PA - guest speaker

B Warren Coun TomshpSupeMsorsMeemQ,Wmen PA
- represen

B Pamona Grange D«stncl Meeting, Warren, PA - represented’
participated

B Norhwestarn Pennsylvania Feed Assoctation, Conneaut
Lake, PA - guest speaker

B J. 8. Wison ). High School, Erie, PA - wetlands presentation

W Northwastern Pennsylvania Republican Caucus, Meadville,
PA - testimony regarding environmental issues

B Armsirang County Farmers' Association, Kttanning, PA -
guest speaker

B Waterlord Garden Club, Watarord, PA - guest speaker

I gega‘:wson.hwsmool Ene, PA - panelst wetlands

B Property Rights Educational Meeling, York, PA - guest
speaker

B Meadia Interviews, WIET-TV, Brown-Thompson Newspa-
pers, Thompson Newspaper, Washington, D.C

B Pennaylvania Fish Commission Informational Exchange,
Springvlle, PA

B Pennsylvania Focest Stewardship Commitiee, Hamsburg,
PA - represented

m7 Supervisors ol Waren County Annual Spri
D‘mug Tdoute, PA - rewesemmy s

B Ene Area Chamber of Commerce Wetlands Saminar, Erie,
PA- rapresented

W Earth Day ProjectGeorge Washington Memorial Park,
Waterford, PA 2

B National Wetlands Coalfion Members Meeting, Washing-
ton, DC - rapresanted

B Woodlands Extension Office Seminar, Clarion, PA - repre-
sented

B Department of Environmental Resources Public Meeting,
Warren, PA - represented

B Warren Chamber of Commerce Breaklast Meeting/Depart-
menl ol Environmental Resources, Warren, PA - repre-

Raview/State Representatve Teresa
participated

BW(M) Springs, PA -

A CT
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(Continued Irom page

Earth Day Project

In recognition of Earth Day 1993, the Pennsylvania
Landowners Association has continued their beatification
clforts in the George Wushington Memortal Park in
Waterford, PA. The park was adopted as an Earth Day
project in 1991 and cach year additional improvemens
have been made through the generosity of several busi-
nesses and volunteer effons of PLA members. In addition 1o
general clean-up efforts and improved landscaping, one of
the miost noted improvements to the park this veas was the
lhamination of the George Washington statue

The park is noted for its historical visloe and ks visised
annually by several thousand visitors. In recent years, the
park had fallen into disarray and as a contnbution 1o the
community in which PLA offices are located the park
project was chosen to commemonte Earth Day

PLA feh the George Washingion Memorial Park was
an appropriate project as George Washington was the
founding father of our coantry in which private property
owncrship was considered a fundamental principal,

[Whwrir smtveny of Mo Thowgpmen Nowapagens!

Volunteers assisting in the Earth Day project inclede (L-R)
Beverly Brce, Riemona Johnson, Bonnic Turben, Lovraime
Buckdin and Rhonda McAtee. Absent from phoko is Jamet Percy,
whose help was donated on behalf of Jolarson Auto Pars,

FOR YOUR INFORMATION...

The PLA 1992 hinancial starement has been completed by
Monahan & Monahan Certified Public Accountants of Erie,
PA and isavailable for membership review at the PLA office.

Domncuihmnis 1 madicinse

‘A
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UPDATES

Rep. Howard Fargo (R-8) introduced
HB 1353 on April 21,1993, The ball is the
most comprehensive wetlands legislation
ntroduced to date in the Commonwealth
and mirrors several of the aspects of HR,
1330, the Ridge-Haves bill in Congress, Both
ilks address wetland categorization, stream-
Rnedd permitting, o “wetter™ definition, and
Compensation for regulatory takings,
Stare Representative Teresa Brown

g-ﬁ) isasupporting cosponsor of HB. 1353,

I has plans of her own 10 introduce addi-
Bonal wethands legistation regarding mitiga-
ton costs for private tandlowners, utilizing
Stke lands for wetland replacement projects
10 reduce economic impacts upon local mu-
‘micipatities and private landowners and ad-
dressing clearer and more sensible proce-
dutes regarding wetland enforcement and
fines procedures.
. Members are urged 1o contact both

'l!lmncttpmscnwnuuxl US. Congress-
aan and Serators (n support of the above
m.'uuontd proposals

Endangered Species. . .

On March 25, 1993, Rep. Billy Tauzm
AD-LA) mitroduced H.R 1490, The Endan-
ered Species Act Procedural Reform Amend-
ments of 1993, Tauzin's bill takes into ac-
count more of the economic ts of list-
inga species on the endangered list, whereas
current regulations do not A ﬁ-w of the key
elements in the proposal include:

) Immediate emphasis on a recovery plan
after a species is listed. Currently, it is
alten 3 or 4 years alier a listing belore
a plan for a species is initiated.

b) Emphasis on initiating a recovery plan
BEFORE the species s actually listed
by vmdu:s with local governments,
private kndowness, affected industry,
environmental groups, and Fish &
Wildlife Service

¢ Spudly that an cconomist it on the

“recovery team.” Currently, only bi-
ologists and scientists are appointed
In addition, local governinent may

O\ appoint a private individual 10 a posi-

. tion an the team,

d) Compensation for privaie property

owners - Similar to H.R. 1330, Tauzin

BRGEt diinedes | stendemimne

will amend the current act with a pro-
vision calling lor compensation for
private property owners whose prop-
ety loses Its economic value and use
through the ESA.

Members should contact their US.
Representatives to encourage their
sorship of this bill. It has currently
endorsed by the AFL-CIO, The American
Farm Bureau, The US. Chamber of Com-
merce, and the National Fisherles instinute.

Land Sale Dilemma To Conservancy

Still Pending. . .

On May 4, 1993, the dilemma con-
fronting the citizens of President T A
Venango County, was scheduled to finally be
resolved, After a lengthy dispute, the court
ordered a “private-sale” or auction to settle
the conflict involving the lands owned by six
heirs to President Ol Company.  However,
the decision has been postponed indelinitely
pending an agreement between the heirs and
the Conservancy.

In retrospect, five of the six helrs want
tosell 11,300 acres of the land to the Western
Pennsylvanta Conservancy for $7.000,000.
The remaining beir objected and offered 10
purchase the from her five co-owners.
As previously stated, upon closing the sale,
the Conservancy plans 10 make the propeny
avilable 10 the Pennsylvania Game Com-
missson for game bands. To date, 1,500 acres
of game lands already exist within President
Township and concern continues for the
reduction of the tax base through transler of
private property to government or other tax
exempt entites.

Private Property Protection Act. . .

In the 103rd Congress, several Private
Property Protection Acts have been intro-
duced and are gaining cosporsorship. The
intent of these bills are 1o enforce compliance
of Executive Order 12630 ssued by Presic
dent Ronald Reagan and the Fifth Amend-
ment of the United States Constitution.

Congressiman Gary A, Condit (D-CA)
recently introduced HR. 561, the Private
Propeny Protecion Act ol 1993, This legesla-
tion will serve as an eflective wol m the
operation of regulatory andd may
miake them more efficient since it will require
regulators 1o better understand the result of
their actions,

According 1o a recently released repon
by the Congressional Research Service, prop-
crty owners won regulatory 1akings cases
belore the federal courts in 1990 more often
than not, This is astonishing when you con-

sader the federal government wins nine out of
ten times in other arcas of kaw

The fact that property ownees who can
wlford 1o mount Jegal battles against their
own government are winning in the courts is
no consolation. For every property owner
who wins such a bantle, there are thousands
who lack either the time or the money o
defend their rights in count,

in the Commonwealth, an attempt a1
such a bill has been recently introduced by
Representative George Saurman (R-151)
Montgomery County, His efforts should be
commended. However, PLA believes addi-
thonal language should be incorporated 1o
adequately protect private property rights.
Representative Teresa Brown (R-6) C rawford
County 5 dedicared to the introduction of
such proposals and is currently secking rec-
ommendations from PLA.

When and if such a legrslative I
ts passed, regulatory agencies would be re-
quired 10 acoess economic impacts of m—
posed environmental regulations by ad
ing 1o sirict guidelines in accessing such
tmpacts, prove 1o the Attorney General that
such regulatory proposals would not create
“takings" of private property under the state
and federnl constitutions, and make regula-
tory agencies responsible fo uEy*mcnl when
such regulations do create

Many PLA members are anxiousky
awaiting the Eric County Department of
Planning’s preliminary dealt repon regard-
ing the Natural Heritage Inventory study as
contracted by the Western Pennsylvania
Conservancy in carly 1992

Asreparted by the Departroent of Plan-
ning, the ficld and aerial surveys were com-
pleted during the third week of October
1992 As of October 28, 1992, 137 sutes had
been surveyed. To date, the county has made
payment to the Westerm Pennsylvania Con-
servancy in the amount of $24,664.94. The
total project cost is $40 000 including $ 20,000
of county funds, $15,000 from the PA De-

t of Community Affairs and $5,000

rom the Western Pennsylvania Conservancy.

Ncari\ (8 months have passed since the

:E:“mml for the study, and PLA is concerned

ting information out to the public

and alfected landownerss and believes tha

full disclosure of the listed properties is es-

sential 10 inform the public regarding the

Natural Heritage Inventory program. Con-

cems tre also pending regarding the listing of

private property 1o inventory fists without

the knowledge or consent of private lane-
owners.
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Please Enroll Me As A Member Of PLA To Help Secure

The Right Of The Individual While We Respect The Environment

w
PLA Membership Categories

Please indicate: [J New Member

CJINDIVIDUAL | 25.00
Any individual supportive of private property rights
(owning 0 to 15 acres)

[TINDIVIDUAL I
(owning 16 to 100 acres)

[ INDIVIDUAL Hi
(owning 101 to 250 acres)

[J INDIVIDUAL IV
{owning 251 to 500 acres)

[JINDIVIDUAL V
(owning over 500 acres)

1 ASSOCIATE |
Any business entity supporting the free
enterprise system and the principle of private
ownership (local businesses in communities)

LI ASSOCIATE I 250.00
Trade Associations (state organizations
supportive of private property rights)

[JASSOCIATE Il 300.00
Major suppliers to land use entities (resource
development, construction, agriculture)

1 AFFILIATE
Local or regional grass roots, non-profit
organizations

[ 1 BUSINESS | 750.00
Corporations or other business entities whose
activities involve ownership, use and/or
development of acreage in excess of 100 acres
but less than 500 acres.

[J BUSINESS Il
Same as | but in excess of 500 acres

{1 Renewal

35.00

50.00

100.00

200.00

100.00

50.00

1,250.00

Any land owning member (excluding Individual ) purchas-
ing PLA signs and participating in the “Posting For Sup-
port” program is entitled to a 50% reduction in

membership fees for the current membership year.

[1 POSTING FOR SUPPORT PROGRAM

Yes, | wish to become a participant in this program.

Please send me signs.

I have enclosed 60¢ for each sign ordered.
11 am a current participant in the

"Posting for Support" program
[J1am a new participant in the

"Posting for Support" program

0 PART — Political Action Response Team

Yes, | wish to participate in this program sponsored
through PLA’s national affiliate ECO. Please put me
on the PART mailing list.

L] Wetlands Videotape (VHS) [QPart! QPart Il

“Our Environment, Whose Property?”

$15.00 Donation each. Please send me a copy of
this limited edition PLA videotape.

J YES! | wish to subscribe to ECO-LOGIC, the
monthly publication of the Environmental Conserva-
tion Organization. | understand ECO is a national
propenrty rights organization of which PLA is affiliated.
I have enclosed $15.00 for this annual subscription.
PLEASE NOTE: Alt membership fees of $100 or
more are inclusive of 12 complimentary issues of
ECO-LOGIC.

Please complete this information:

Name

Address

County

Acreage Owned

Phone Number

Township

How many acres of land posted? acres

Membership Amount $
Less 50% reduction in fee if

"Posting for Support" participant - $__
Amount of signs purchased + 3
Additional contribution (If any) $
Total remittance enclosed $

Membership dues and contributions may be
deductible as a "Business" expense. Please consult
your tax advisor regarding your particular situation.

Enclose form with check or money order payable to:

Pennsylvania Landowners’ Association
P. O. Box 391
Waterford, PA 16441
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