





















































































































































































































































Fish

Fishery resources of Pine Creek and its tributaries between Ansonia
and Waterville are good, harboring a diverse population of at least
38 species of fish. Annual stocking programs, however, localize

fish populations. This free flowing body of water, associated steep
gradients, abundant riffles and pools, and wilderness setting asso-
ciated with these streams contribute to fishina and aesthetic appeal.
When compared with other streams of similar size, it is subjected to
a rather small amount of degradation from organic wastes, industrial
effluents, and acid mine drainage.

The study segment supports a popular coldwater fishery composed

of rainbow, brook, and brown trout and a warmwater sport fishery
consisting of small mouth and large mouth bass, chain pickerel, and

brown bullhead catfish. Other species present include carp, sunfish,
banded kelly fish, rock bass, fall fish, suckers, chubs, shinners, and
American eel. Bait fish such as ducks, darters, minnow, sculpins, stone-
roller, margined madton, and branded killfish are also present. The 100-
plus miles of tributary streams which enter the study segment are also
well known for their excellent brook or brown trout fishing.

The trout fishery receives heavy use during spring and early Summer,
requiring supplemental trout stocking to maintain harvestable supplies.
Fishing is also popular during late summer and autumn when coldwater
fishes are found near the mouth of the tributaries.

Acid coal mine drainage has eliminated the fishery in Babb Creek and
lower portion of Stony Fork, but the problem is localized and does
not significantly affect the Pine Creek fishery. Natural periodic
extreme high and Tow flows, however, are factors limiting fish
production and fishing opportunity.

Pine Creek is a Popular Fishing Stream
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History

The history of Pine Creek includes several periods of Indian occu-
pation, followed by hunters, trappers and settlers. Logging was the
primary industry in the mid-1800's, followed by quarrying and mining.
Today, Pine Creek accommodates tourists, retirees, vacationers and
sportsmen.

The earliest occupants of the valley formed by the West Branch of
the Susquehanna River were known as Paleo-Indians. These people,
descendants of the original Indian migrants to North America around
8,000 B.C., were nomads who 1ived by searching out game for food.
Relics of this early culture are Timited to a few spear points and
cutting tools.

The people of the Archaic Epoch, beginning about 6,000 B.C., could
not survive solely by hunting and began to be dependent upon plant
foods. Their tools were formed by grinding rather than chipping.
The late Archaic peoples had more diversified food sources that
included game animals, fish, shellfish, wild nuts and berries.

About 2,000 B.C., when the Woodland period began, 1ife was centered

on the rivers, facilitating the invention of the dug out canoe. Fishing
and farming became a way of life, making permanent village settlement
possible. Dwellings were sheathed with bark and villages were often
surrounded by a palisade of logs driven into the ground. Warfare

among tribes determined rights to good hunting and fishing territories.

The vicinity of the mouth of Pine Creek is a rich area in Indian
remains from the Archaic and Woodland periods. The remains extend on
all sides of the 01d Pine Creek Cemetery for a short distance down

to the West Branch of the Susquehanna River. Other Indian remnants
of the area include the trails of the Canyon, which are the major
highway routes and railroads today.

More recent Indians who inhabited this area were the powerful Sus-
quehannocks and the Senecas. When the first white man came into the
valley in the Tate 1700's, the Susquehannocks had disappeared, but
the Senecas still lived in small villages along the creek.

At first, white men came as hunters and trappers, and Pine Creek was
just a place to pass through. Then, permanent white settlers came as
farmers. The first known white man to settle in the valley was John
English in 1784. He had been aid-de-camp to General George Washington
during the Revolutionary War.

In these early times, Pine Creek was used as a boundary between the
Indians and white settlers, who were forbidden to pass beyond its
waters. Many councils were held at Waterville, as well as Slate Run,
Cedar Run, Tiadaghton, and Ansonia. Eventually, the settlers forced
the Indians northward and settled on the sites of the Indian villages.
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An interesting historical marker of the early settlers in the Pine
Creek area is located near the mouth of Pine Creek. This marker
tells of an important but Tittle known event of American History.
On July 4, 1776, the people of Pine Creek met under the old
Tiadaghton elm, and decided to declare their independence

from England. The Fair Play Men, as the local group was called,
did not know that others in Philadelphia were doing the same thing
at the same time. The messenagers dispatched with the news from the
two meetings are supposed to have met near Harrisburg.

Another historical figure of Pine Creek is George Washington Sears,
a famous naturalist and world traveler. He wrote poetry and prose
under the pen name Nessmuk, and painted the wilderness beauty of
Pine Creek.

The Toggers followed the early settlers into Pine Creek, but extensive
logging did not begin until the mid-1800's. In 1838, a sawmill was
built at Williamsport, the first enterprise in a logging era that,
within two decades, established Pennsylvania as the world's leading
producer of Tumber. Williamsport became known as the "Lumber Capital
of the World". The eastern white pine that grew in the Pine Creek
area were prized as the world's finest masts for sailing ships. At
first, the logs were rafted down river; later free floating logs
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were caught in a boom at Williamsport before it was broken open by

the great flood of 1889. After the railroad tracks were Taid along
the Creek in 1883, the production of Tumber increased. By 1910, the
forests were gone and the mountains were bare. The loggers abandoned
the valley, leaving ghost towns behind. The State bought up some of
the logged-over lands to preserve them for future forests. Only a few
areas were replanted; most of the denuded woodlands grew up again
naturally to become healthy second-growth forests due to protection
through State management.

There are a few historical landmarks from the 19th century in the area.
The Pine Creek Church, built in 1838 in Ansonia, is the oldest

church in the county. Another interesting church, Tocated west of
Wellsboro on Route 660, is known as the Little Red Church. The
Primitive Baptist Church of Cammal is a simple frame church constructed
in 1897. The Cedar Run General Store, built in 1895, is still

operated in a 19th century manner. The Cedar Run Inn, a cross-

gabled frame building, was important during the region's lumber and
railroad days. It burned down in 1900, but was rebuilt along original
designs.

Other industries flourished briefly in the valley. Quarries opened

up around the turn of the century to obtain flagstones for sidewalks.
These quarries died out, but have reopened in recent years. Coal mines
opened and closed, leaving behind ghost towns. Now strip miners rework
the coal seams, but there are fewer people along Pine Creek today then
in the heydays of logging and coal mining. It is tourists, retirees,
vacationists, hunters, and fishermen who are filling the valley with
people again.

The Little Red Church
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A more recent historical landmark is the Canyon Lodge, which was

the former Leonard Harrison family lodge.

bears the name of its donor.
which was the summer home of former Pennsylvania Governor William
Stone and was reported to be one of Teddy Roosevelt's frequent
outing spots for fishing.

Population

The Pine Creek study area, comprised of Tioga and Lycoming Counties,
contained 152,987 people in 1970, a density of 64 persons per square
mile. The area is primarily rural, with only 39% of the people
Tiving within the urban centers.

Leonard Harrison State Park
A short distance from it stands a Todge

Not far from Pine Creek, however, are several major urban centers of
the United States, including the Northeast megopolis to the east and
the Pittsburgh-Cleveland-Buffalo population center to the west.
fact, 45 million people (23% of the U.S. population) are within a 250
mile radius of Pine Creek.

In

As indicated in Table Al.1, the population of the two-county area
increased 4.7% in the 1960-1970 decade, while the statewide increase

was 4% and the nationwide increase was 13%.

for the area indicate continued growth through the year 2020.

Population projections

TABLE Al.1
POPULATION
Land Area | Persons | Pct. Population Projected Population

County (sq.mi.) | (sq.mi.) | Urban | 1960 1970 1980 2000 2020
Tioga 1,150 34 21 36,614 39,691 42,100| 52,1001 65,000
Lycoming { 1,215 93 58 109,367 | 113,296 | 124,200|151,700]187,900
Total or
Average | 2,365 64 39 145,981 | 152,987 | 166,300{203,800}252,900

Within the study segment of Pine Creek, there are fifteen small settle-

ments:

Ansonia, Tiadaghton, Blackwell, Cedar Run, Cedar Pines, Hilburn,

Slate Run, Ross Siding, Cammal, Bluestone, Jersey Mills, Waterville,

Ramsey, Tombs Run, and Torbert.
contain about 4,000 people in an extremely light density.

Together, these minor civil subdivisions
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Economy

Incomes in the two-county study area are slightly Tower than the

regional and national averages. Most of the employment is centered along
the West Branch of the Susquehanna River where industrial development

is concentrated, 12 miles downstream from the entrance of Pine Creek.

From 1850 to the turn of the century, lumber was the primary basis

for the areas's prosperity. However, overcutting of the forests and
increasing competition from western timber lands diminished the
importance of local sawmills. Today, the economy of the area is more
diverse. Most of the labor force is involved in manufacturing; whole-
sale and retail trade; government services; transportation, communi-
cations, and public utilities; construction; farming; and forest
products. The most important manufactures are fabricated metal products,
textile mill products, electrical machinery, and furniture and fix-
tures. Within the visual corridor, however, only one sawmill is in
operation. Tourism is on the increase, while the major economic
activities on the decline are agriculture and mining.

According to the U.S. Forest Service, little of the land along the

study segment meets the 5% slope and the size characteristics needed

for industrial development. The shortage of a large labor force,

industrial sites, industrial base, highway facilities, and immediate

access to market areas are additional deterrents to heavy industrializa-
tion. Within the total study area, however, light industry, such as apparel
and small specialized machinery parts manufacturing, could be attracted.
Substantial economic growth 1ies in the development of the area's out-
standina recreation and uniaue scenic aualities.

Employment and personal income projections by the Heritage Conserva-
tion and Recreation Service indicate continuous increases through 2020.

TABLE A1l.2
EMPLOYMENT AND PERSONAL INCOME™

1970 1980 2000 2020
Employ-| Personal | Employ- [Personal | Employq4 Personal |Employ-| Personal
County | ment Income $| ment Income $ | ment Income § | ment Income $
Tioga 14,900 | 106,939 | 16,800 (162,615 |20,900| 359,213 {26,300 787,612
Lycoming {42,100 | 282,086 | 47,200 {421,987 }59,200{ 903,581 }73,300 {1,932,260
TOTAL 57,000 | 389,025 | 64,000 |[584,602 |80,100}(1,262,794 99,600 |2,719,872

*Personal Income s in thousands of dollars.
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Land Use and Ownership

Land uses along Pine Creek have been relatively stable but there is
now an acceleration in cabin and residential development. The general
trend is from agricultural land to forest land. -

Within the study corridor of Pine Creek the major land uses are
characterized as follows:

Residential land is clustered in the villages along Pine Creek.
There are no permanent residences in the Canyon areas, however,
there are several summer cabins. Most of the summer homes in

the study area are located between Blackwell and Torbert. These
developed areas account for 500 acres or 2% of the visual corridor.

Commercial land is located in the villages along Pine Creek and
totals less than 10 acres in the study corridor.

Industrial land is limited to one sawmill in Waterville which
occupies lTess than one acre.

Agricultural lands account for 5% or 1,112 acres in the Pine
Creek study segment which are located in the broad flood plains
in the lower portions of the Creek. Agricultural uses include
row crops, grazing, hay production, and poultry production for
Tocal consumption. A turkey farm, however, supplies outside
communities.

Utility Companies' lands include Pennsylvania Electric Company

and New York State Electric and Gas Corporation, with 230-kilovolt
and 345-kilovolt transmission powerlines below Cammal. A 24-inch
diameter natural gasline north of Tombs Run is owned by the
Transcontinental Gas Pipeline Corporation.

Recreational lands in Pine Creek corridor include the forest,
game lands and parks owned by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania,
which accounts for approximately 18,200 acres or 63% of the
visual corridor. Access by road to much of the area along Pine
Creek is very limited. This gives the recreationist a sense of
being in a primitive or wilderness area.

Transportation within the study corridor is limited in the
Canyon areas to the state park access roads, unpaved township
roads and narrow winding reails. Below the Canyon, PA Route
414 parallels the Creek from Blackwell to Waterville and
bridges the Creek four times. From Route 414, a few secondary
roads and jeep trails extend to the Creek. A Con Rail line
parallels the entire study segment, however, there is no
passenger service. Approximately six freight trains pass
through the corridor daily.
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Land Ownership within the Pine Creek visual corridor is 63%
public and 37% private. Within the Canyon stretch, 87% of the
Tand is in State ownership while in the lower reaches of the
Creek, the State owns 57% of the land (Map, p. A1-21).

TABLE A1.3
LAND OWNERSHIP IN PINE CREEK STUDY CORRIDOR
State Forest Lands 17,000 acres
Staee Game Lands 800
State Park Lands 400
Private Land 10,500
Total 28,700 acres

The Targest block of private land is owned by Con Rail, which
controls a 60 foot right-of-way along most of the east bank

of the Creek for the entire study segment. The remainder of the
private land is concentrated in the communities of Blackwell,
Cedar Run, Slate Run, Cammal, Jersey Mills, and Waterville.

A survey of land owned along Pine Creek was conducted in 1970

by the Agricultural Experiment Station of the Pennsylvania State
University. This survey indicated that 47% of the properties
along Pine Creek are 1 to 2 acres in size with 31% being less than
one acre and 22% being more than 21 acres. Length of ownership
was 6 to 20 years in 52% of the cases, less than 5 years in 22%

of the cases, and more than 21 years in 26% of the cases.

Water Rights and Ownership

The ownership of the entire river bottom of Pine Creek appears to
belong to the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. This is concluded
from a review of the Commonwealth's statutes which state that

all public highway waters were originally reserved from patent

by the State. Thus, the Commonwealth has the water rights and
has ownership of the entire river bottom of Pine Creek from low
water mark to low water mark. The Commonwealth may, however,
lease out subsurface mineral rights.

Regional Transportation and Access

Four major east-west highways and one north-south highway lie
within 25 miles of Pine Creek (Map, p. A1-23). These are:

NY Route 17 which passes to the north of Pine Creek

US Route 6 which Ties along the upstream terminus of
the study segment

US Route 220 which traverses Pine Creek near its mouth
Interstate 80 which passes to the south, and

US Route 15 which 1ies to the east of the area.
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With the exception of unpaved township roads to Owassee Rapids

and Tiadaghton, the gorge is virtually inaccessible. A road leads
to Colton Point Lookout along the west rim and Pennsylvania Route
660 reaches Leonard Harrison Tookout on the east rim. Pennsylvania
Route 414 parallels the creek from Blackwell to near Waterville,
where it connects Pennsylvania Route 44. One road bridges the
creek four times in the Tower stretch and a few secondary roads

and jeep trails extend to the creek. Although™a Con Rail Tline
parallels the entire study segment, there is no passenger service.

The Pennsylvania Department of Transportation has initiated or has
plans to replace seven bridges in the visual corridor. The
replacement of a bridge and road widening over Little Pine Creek

at Waterville has priority. There are short-term plans (within

6 years) for bridge replacements over Pine Bottom Run, located

1.7 miles upstream from Waterville, and over Pine Creek at the
community of Cedar Run. There are long-term plans (within 12 years)
for bridge replacements over Cedar Run, over Pine Creek at
Blackwell, and over Babb Creek at Blackwell.

Routes US 15 and US 220 are included in the proposed Appalachian
Thruway which would extend from Cumberland, Maryland to Cortland,
New York. This proposal includes the widening of these roads
through Tioga and Lycoming Counties.

WiTlliamsport is the major transportation center for the study area
and provides long distance access by air and bus. Other transcon-
tinental bus connections can be made from Wellsboro and Jersey Shore
although the schedules are less frequent than from Williamsport.
Also, two smaller airports located near the Canyon and Jersey Shore
supplement the air serivce at Williamsport.

PA Route 414 Parallels the Lower Segment

A1-24



Regional Recreation Resources

The 1972 Public Outdoor Recreation Area Inventory of the Heritage
Conservation and Recreation Service identifies 427,995 acres of land
and water as State and local recreation areas within the two-county
area (Table 7). These lands include six impoundments totaling 363
acres of water surface which range in size from a surface area of
137 acres to small ponds and pools. In total, these public lands
represent 27% of Tioga and Lycoming Counties and are 99% in State
ownership.

The State owned recreation areas include 20,479 acres which are
classified as Natural or Wild Areas in the State Forest System. A
Natural Area is an area of unique scenic or ecological value which
will be maintained in a relatively undisturbed manner for passive
recreational activities. Wild areas also have an undeveloped char-
acter and will be maintained for active recreation, such as hunting,
fishing, and hiking.

According to the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service's system

of classifying recreation resources, more than 99% of the recreation
land is classified as natural environmental areas (Table 6).
of area provides for activities that are most compatible with the
natural environment, such as sightseeing, hiking, boating, camping,
and picnicking. The remaining land, which is less then one percent
of the total, is classified as primitive areas, general outdoor
recreation areas, unique natural areas, and high density recreation
areas.

TABLE Al.4
CLASSIFICATION OF RECREATION LAND (in acres)

This type

High General | Natural

Density Qutdoor { Environ-| Unique | Primi-

Recreation{ Recreationf mental | Natural| tive
County Areas Areas Areas Areas | Areas Total
Tioga 13 227 181,178 300 500 182,218
Lycoming 30 150 245,597 245,777
Total 43 377 426,775 300 500 427,995
Percentage
of Total >0.0% >0.0% <99.9% | > 0.0% |> 0.1% 100%
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TABLE AT1.5
PUBLIC OUTDOOR RECREATION AREAS

Wetlands
Land & Water Total

County Recreation Areas (Acres) (Acres) (Acres)
Tioga Colton Point State Park 357 -—- 357
Leonard Harrison State Park 585 --- 585

Hills Creek State Park 259 137 396

Tioga State Forest 159,364 - 159,364

State Game Land No. 37 12,920 100 13,020

State Game Land No. 208 8,496 --- 8,496

TOTAL 187,981 237 182,218

Lycoming Little Pine State Park 2,068 90 2,158
Susquehanna State Park 20 --- 20
Tiadaghton State Forest 201,706 -—- 201,706

State Game Land No. 68 3,035 --- 3,035

State Game Land No. 75 24,528 --- 24,528

State Game Land No. 114 2,311 --- 2,311

State Game Land No. 126 592 - 592

State Game Land No. 133 2,349 --- 2,349

State Game Land No. 134 6,623 -—- 6,623

State Wild Turkey Farm 1,552 -— 1,552

Loyalsock Game Farm 399 - 399

Local Park & Recreation Area 504 -—- 504

TOTAL 245,687 90 245.777

GRAND TOTAL 427,668 327 427,995

NOTE: The acreage of the Pine Creek Natural Area (5,720 acres) is
included in the total for Tioga State Forest, while the acreage for
Miller Run Natural Area (4,987 acres), Algerine Wild Area (4,077
acres), and Wolf Run Wild Area (7,716 acres) are included in the
total for Tiadaghton State Forest.

Sources: U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Outdoor
Recreation, Public Outdoor Recreation Area Inventory --
Pine Creek Study, July 19/2

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, Department of Environmental
Resources, 0Office of Resources Management, Pennsylvania
Recreational Areas, September 1974
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The public outdoor recreation supply in the two-county area includes
the following:

45 acres of campsites

235 acres of picnicking grounds
3 acres of boating access

7 acres of beach for swimming

2 acres for skiing

4 golf courses

40 miles of foot trails

Visitors are estimated at 1.2 million annually for the two counties.
Only 42 thousand of these visitors stay overnight in the area.

A few of the special attractions in Tioga and Lycoming Counties

are (1) the State Laurel Festival sponsored by the Wellsboro Chamber
of Commerce which attracts over 40,000 people; and (2) the Annual
Rattlesnake Hunt in Morris, sponsored by the National'Rattlesnake
Association of America which is attended by more than 10,000 people.
Other features include bus, auto and airplane tours of the Pine Creek
Canyon and a local museum and animal Tand.

Recreation Activities

Recreation in the study segment of Pine Creek includes water oriented
activities and outdoor activities generally associated with State

Park Tlands. According to the 1970 landowners survey by Penn State
University, hunting, relaxing, or fishing were the first choice of

78% of the creek-front landowners. The popular second choices included
fishing, swimming, boating, walking, hiking and hunting. It is
believed that visitors to the area preferred camping, hunting and
fishing.

The Rugged Scenery of the Gorge
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A description of the major recreational activities in the Pine Creek
area is as follows:

Canoeing, rafting, and kayaking are popular in the Canyon area of
Pine Creek in the spring. This area receives 5,000 boaters annually.
Although its flow is not extreme, the Creek offers a good opportunity
to navigate a free-flowing stream with outstanding aesthetic values.
Various portions of the stream have varying degrees of navigational
difficulty. Table A1.6 estimates the difficulty and type of craft
most 1ikely to use that reach.

Hunting is very popular in the State game lands in Tioga and Lycoming
Counties, especially for deer, bear and turkey. 1In 1975, the deer
harvest in Tioga and Lycoming Counties ranked second and fourth in
Pennsylvania respectively. In harvesting bear, Lycoming County was
third and Tioga County was sixth statewide. The turkey harvest

showed Lycoming Fourth and Tioga fifth in the state. Beaver, muskrat,
mink and raccoon are harvested along Pine Creek as well as cotton-
tail rabbit, woodchunk, striped skunk, red squirrel, red and gray

fox, and oppossum.

Fishing in Pine Creek and its tributaries is very good, consisting
primarily of trout and bass. Annual stocking of trout is necessary
in the spring and early summer to maintain harvestable supplies.
Fishing is also popular during late summer and coldwater fishes

are found near the mouths of tributary streams.

TABLE Al.6
BOATING CONDITIONS

DISTANCE DROP  DEGREE OF  TYPE OF EXPERIENCE
SEGMENT OF RIVER (MILES) (FEET) DIFFICULTY  CRAFT  NEEDED BY USERS

Ansonia to 9 245 Easy Canoe Intermediate
Tiadaghton Medium Kayak
Difficult Raft
Tiadaghton to 8 34 Easy Canoe Intermediate
Blackwell Medium Kayak
Difficult Raft
Blackwell to 11% 118 Easy Canoe Beginner
STate Run Medium Raft
Slate Run to 6% 63 Easy Canoe Beginner
Cammal Medium Raft
Cammal to 10 64 Easy Canoe Beginner
Waterville Medium Raft
Waterville to 8 50 Easy Canoe Beginner
Torbert Medium Raft
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Sightseeing and hiking are very popular along the many trails and
lookout points in the area. Turkey Park Trail at Colton Point State
Park and Turkey Path at Leonard Harrison State Park are very popular
and have picnicking facilities as well. The Golden Eagle Trail covers
an eight mile Toop on the east side of Pine Creek south of Slate run.
Other trails in the area include the Black Forest Trail which parallels
the valley to the west of Slate Run and connects with other westward
trails, and the Loyalsock Trail which connects Lycoming County with
Worlds End State Park to the east. Many old logging-roads, railroad
grades and fire roads provide undesignated trails for exploring the
area and represent opportunities to establish trails along the river
in some of the roadless areas.

Camping in the Pine Creek corridor is participated in by canoeists
and backpackers. There are many campsites along the Creek, and its
trails and camping appear to be quite popular.

Although the Pine Creek area is already popular for recreation
activities and contains much publicly owned recreation lands, the
necessity for inclusion of Pine Creek in a wild and scenic rivers
system is in no way lessened. Protection of the river in a free-
flowing condition and natural state is warranted. Heavy recreation
use of the surrounding area dictates that protection is needed to
prevent overuse. Also, Pine Creek as a scenic river would serve as
a focal point for the region.
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Water Resources Development

Reservoir Development - The Corps of Engineers had considered and
evaluated a multiple purpose demand Take site near Cammal as part

of the Susquehanna River Basin Flood Control Review Study. Prelim-
inary evaluations indicate that the project purposes would be flood
control, Tow flow augmentation downstream, and recreation. Recently,
however, the Corps has reported that at the request of the Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania, the Baltimore District is no Tonger
considering the Cammal Lake Project. Should hydropower facilities
be established, river recreation opportunities would be foregone

due to excessive and periodic draw downs required for power
production. The dam would have eliminated the free-flowing
condition of the stream from one-half mile upstream from Cammal

to the vicinity of Pine Island Run, a distance of 23 miles. At

a storage level of 947 feet mean sea level, the pool area would have
been over 4,900 acres. It would have had a capacity of 85,000
kilowatts and an annual generation of 130 million kilowatt hours.

Erosion Control Measures - In September 1977, the Soil Conservation
Service constructed 810 cubic yards of rock riprap near Cammal. The
streambank stabilization project involved approximately 410 feet of
rock riprap of the east bank of Pine Creek. The streambanks were
graded and filled to a 1.5:1 slope to accomodate one yard of rock
riprap. A cut along the stream's edge was also required. It also
included gravel removal from Bluestone Run and Truman Run near the
confluence with Pine Creek.

Energy Park Site - A site near Cherry Flats, 15 miles to the east

of the Pine Creek Gorge, was one of the ten energy park sites under
consideration for further study statewide by the Governor's Energy
Council and four power companies. There were plans for a reservoir
on location with water pumped from Pine Creek and Tioga Creek. A

dam would not be required on Pine Creek, but an intake would be
located within the main stem just downstream from Blackwell. Water
would be pumped from Pine Creek 73% of the time during high flows at
the rate of 460 cfs. This rate of withdrawal would be approximately
one-fourth of the mean monthly flow. Air pollution would be increased
around the site area and precipitation and severe storm activity
would be increased up to 35 miles from the site. This is a result of
the large amount of water vapor and waste heat injected into the
atmosphere above a relatively small area. However, investigations to

Tocate a facility site for an energy park in Pennsylvania have been
suspended indefinitely.
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APPENDIX 2
PRINCIPLES AND STANDARDS DISPLAY ACCOUNTS

The system of public information accounts is a concise summary of the
discussion in the body (pp. 42 and 43) of the report, presented in
tabular form. The four accounts display gains and losses of each
alternative plan on Environmental Quality, National Economic Development,
Regional Economic Development, and Social Well-Being. The systematic
comparison of the performance of the given alternatives with each

other allows a decision maker to make an informal choice of the most
desirable alternative plan.

The following five tables are provided in accord with the informational
requirements of the U.S. Water Resources Council's Principles and
Standards for Water and Related Land Planning.

Table 1. Gross Effects of the Alternative Plans

Table 2. Proposal and the Net Effects of the Alternative Plans

Table 3. Visual Corridor Plan and the Net Effects of the Maximum
Environmental Protection Plan

4. Visual Corridor Plan and the Net Effects of the Economic
Development Plan

Table 5. Maximum Environmental Protection Plan and the Net Effects

of the Economic Development Plan

Table

Interpretation

As an example, the display account for the Recommended Plan and the Net
Effects of the Alternative Plans would be interpreted as follows:

Total land acres protected: 28,700 (Existing Trends Gross Effect);
-5700 (Visual Corridor Net Effect); +49,900 (Maximum Environmental
Population Net Effects) and -5700 (Economic Development Net Effect).
This indicates that the Existing Trends Plan would protect 28,700 acres
of Tand and that the net effect of the Visual Corridor Plan alternative
would protect 5700 fewer acres of land than the Existing Trends Plan
(the Proposal). The Maximum Environmental Protection Plan would protect
49,900 more acres of land, The Economic Development Plan would protect
5700 fewer acres of land.

Several of the measurements are qualitative rather than quantitative.
These have been rated according to the degree of impact, ranging from
"high adverse" (HA) to "highly Protective" (HP). For example:

Impact on Scenic Values: Existing Trends Cross Effects - HP. Visual

Corridor Net Effect - N. Maximum Environmental Protection Net Effect -
N. Economic Development Net Effect - Very Unfavorable.
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HP indicates that the Existing Trends Plan would have a highly protective
effect on the scenic values of the Pine Creek area. In comparison, the
Visual Corridor Plan and the Maximum Environmental Protection Plan
indicate that there is (N) no significant difference between their
respective effects and the Existing Trends Plan. By comparison, the
Economic Development Plan would have, to a degree, a very unfavorable
effect in the scenic values.

Legends for Principles and Standards Display Accounts

A positive number in the Net Effect Degree of Impact

column indicates the amount by which

that plan exceeds the Gross Effects HP = Highly protective

of the plan in comparison. A MP = Moderately protective
negative number in the Net Effects NE = No significant effect
column indicates the amount by which MA = Moderately adverse

that plan has a value Tess then the HA = Highly adverse

value of the Gross Effects of the N = No significant difference

plan in comparison.
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DISPLAY ACCOUNTS:

GROSS EFFECTS OF ALTERNATIVE PLANS

EXISTING VISUAL ENV I ROMENTAL ECONOM I
TRENDS CORRIDOR PROTECTION | DEVELOPHENT
ACCOUNT CONPONENTS GROSS EFFECT GROSS EFFECT GROSS EFFECT GROSS EFFEFT
l. Mlless Seemte-Free Flewing 52 46 46 23
X 2. Total Land Acrcage Protected 28,700 23,000 78,600 23,000
V@ 3. Existing Public Lands 18,200 15,200 63,800 15,200
A N _ree Acquisition 500 500 4,000 3,400
B 1 5. _ tenservation Zening 10,000 7,300 10,800 1,900
: ; 6. Land Ownership Pattern: 3 Public 63 68 86 81
H 7. Elood Plain Protected 2,200 1,800 1,800 340
: 8. Productivity of Fishery HP HP HP MP
g, Productivity of Wildlife HP HP HP MA
N 10. TOTAL CAPITAL Expsnonuﬁ:s (1978 ¢) 457,000 417,700 3,165,300 7,296,500
1 H. _ Lond Acquisition 180,000 180,000 | 2,997,600 | 1,010,100
0 P 12 heerteires s Reauisition 15 0120,000] 10/120,000) 10/120,000F21%5155800
A E 1. __ Recreation bevelopment 157,000 117,700 47,700 ) 1,130,500
b b b Aunusl Operation snd Haintensncs 23,000 17,200 5,400 48,100
: : 15. Cormercial Timber Foregone (1978 §) 0 0 862,500 0
N N 16 Year 1980 Recrestor Exvenditure 4,980,000 }4,980,000 §4,524,000 | 9,500,000
K | 1. Year 1993 Resrestor Expensiture 5,484,000 |5,484,000 | 4,524,000 }39,500,000
{l: 12. Year 1980 Recreaticn Jebs 150 150 100 175
200 200 100 200
. -
R 20. TOTAL CAPITAL EXPENDITURES (1978 $) 210,000 191,750 1,445,750 135,600
§ LM e 82,500 82,500 1,368,750 0
o E 22. Number/Dwellings 10/55,000 10/55,000 10/55,000 0
A T 2. Recreation bevelooment 72,500 54,250 22,000 135,600
b b 28 Ammcel Overation and Malntenance 22,000 16,500 5,200 21,000
E P s i freenditres by uofssisel ) g0 000 §2,490,000 12,262,000 Y 4,750,000
: '5‘ 2. ‘Y’?::tlgzo Expenditures by Qut-of-State 2, 742/000 2,742,000 2,‘262,000 19,750,000
0 T Year 1980 Recreasion Jobs from Out-cf-
T o 75 22 £
¢’ 28. State Visitor Spending 100 100 50 100
.. ?l‘lg;aelsgounly Real Estate Tax Foregone 175 -L 175 140 950
: 30. Impact on Sccnic Values _HP HP HP MA
o L 31 Biversity of Recreation NE NE NE P
% B 32. Year 1980 Mucber of Recreators 415,000 415,000 377,000 528,000
t % 33 Year 1990 Number of mecrestors 457,000 457,000 377,000 2,195,000
: 34, Recreatfon Facility Sites Avallable 8 (3 # 3 6
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DISPLAY ACCOUNT: RECOMMENDED PLAN* AND THE NET EFFECTS OF THE ALTERNATIVE PLANS

| ExisTingx | PAX I HUM ECONOMIC
A —- ol ey | | TR | oo
1. Miles: Scemic-fres Flowing 52 -6 -6 =29
" 2. Total Land Acresge Protected 28,700 -5,700 +49,900 5,700
Y Q 3 Existing Public lands 18,200 -3,000 +45,600 -3,000
: 2 b, __ Fee Acquisition 500 N +3,500 +2,900
: lf S. tonservation Zening 10,000 -2,700 +800 -8,100
: ; 6. Lond Ounership Pattern: % Public 63 +5 +23 +18
1 7. Elood Plain Protected 2,200 -400_ -400 -1,860
' 8. Productivity of Fishery HP N N Unfavorable
3. Productivity of Wildlife HP N N Upfossian1
N 10. TOTAL CAPITAL EXPENDITURES (1978 §) 457,000 -40,000 | +2,708,300] +6,839,500
‘? . Land Acadisition . 180,000 N +2,817,500] +830,100
o & 12 _Mesmeessottars o ot 110/120,000 N w *20%50 35800
: ‘E’ 13. Recreation Developrent 157,000 -39,300 -110,300 +973,500
8 Ih Annust Operstion snd Haintensnce 23,000 -5,800 -17,600 | +25,100
: : "15. Commercial Timter Foregone (1978 $) 0 N +862,500 N
N B 6. Year 1980 Recreator Expenditure 4,980,000 N -456,000 +4,520,000
: T 17. Year 1996 Rezreator Experditure 5,484,000 N -960,000 +34,016,000
¢ 12, Yesr 1980 Recreazlon Jebs 150 N =50 ___*25
200 R | N -100 N
R 20. TOYAL CAPITAL EXPENDITURES (1976 s)—T 210,000 -18,250 +1,235,750 § -74,400
.: 21, __ land Acquisition __ 82,500 N +1,286,250 1 —82,500
o v 22 _ temberroartings it ¥ 10/55,000 N N ~10/-55,000
A § 2. __ Recreation develoonent 72,500 -18,250 -50,500 163,100
t ; 24, Annual Opsration and Haintenance 22,000 -5,500 -16,800 +5,500
E P Year 1950 Expencitures by Cut-of-State
c M 25. Visitors ) 2,490,000 N -228,000 +2,260,000
: : 25. jle::tcl)gzo Expenditures by Cut-of-State 2,742,000 v _480,000 17,008,000
o T Year 1530 Recreazion Jobs from Out-cf-
" 27. State Visitor Szending 75 N -25 +13
U e vt smamnr T 100 N -50 N
2. ?:;g;zlsgounty keal Estate Tax fcregone 11-75 j N % +_7_7§
I : 30. 1 HP I N N —r Verg
. Impact on Sccnic Values Unfavozable
: t 31. Diversity of Recreation NE N N Unfavorable
0 8 32. Year 1980 Husber of Recrestors 415,000 N -38,000 113,000
: f 33. Year 193C Huber of Recreaters 457,000 N -80,000 +1,738,000
¢ 34, PRecreation Facility Sites Avallabla 7 +1 -4 1
4* ' d
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DISPLAY ACCOUNT: VISUAL CORRIDOR PLAN/MAXIMUM ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION PLAN (MEP)

VISUAL uep
ACCOUNT COMPONENTS GRgggRégggcT GROS:E:FFECT NET EFFECT
. m:lf'?fiifiirrﬁf?uw;m 46 46 N
N 2. Total Land Acreage Protected 23,000 78,600 +55,600
‘ll Q 3. Existing Public Lands 15,200 63,800 +48,600
o A \. _ Fee Accuisition 500 4,000 +3,500
: % 5. Conservation Zoning 7,300 10,800 +3,500
: ; 6. Lland Owaership Pattern: % Public 68 86 +18
H 7. Flood Plain Protected 1,800 1,800 N
‘ 8. Productivity of Fishery HP HP N
9, Productlvity of Wildlife HP HP N
N 10. TOTAL CAPITAL EXPENDITURES (1978 §) 417,700 3,165,300 +2,747,600H
T M. Land Aceulsition 180,000 |2,997,500 |+2,817,500
O b 2 Nemerftoliars o lcauisition  110/120,000 §10/120,000 N
: : 13. Recreation Davelopment 117,700 47,700 ~70,000
b . Auousl Operstior and Haintensnce 17,200 5,400 | -11,800
¢ 15. Commercial Timber Forecone (1978 §) 0 862,500 +862,500
N R 16, Year 1980 Recrestor Exsenditure 4,980,000 14,524,000 | ~456,000
I?'. T 17. Year 1990 Recreator Expenditure 5,484,000 34,524,000 ~960,000
¢ 18. Year 198¢ Recreation Jobs 150 100 ~-50
19. Year 1950 Rezreation Jobs 200 100 -100
R 20. TOTAL CAPITAL EYPEN3ITUSES (1978 §) | 191,750 1,445,750 {+1,254,000
; 2. __land feavisitien 62,500 1,368,750 | +1,286,250
o b 22 _ Remeesbeiniagg nitier  110/55,000 | 10/55,000 N
PR Recreation Development 54,250 22,000 -32,250
L3N g | 16,900 )50 L <100
[ ] 25, Visitors - 2,490,000 §2,262,000 ~228,000
O g yiotens Treenditures by Queotssiatel ) 505 000 82,262,000 | -480,000
R ‘s{:::c]3?2::,?::;3?,’;‘)“ from Out-of” 75 50 -25
¢ 28, frae vieite swemgren s o &M 100 50 -50
.. ?T;;;ls;?oun:y Rcal Estate Tax Foregond 175 240 +265
v .
E 30. Impact on Scenic Values HP HP N
5 L 31. Diversity of Recrsation NE NE N
t B 32, Year 158 Nurber of Racreators 415,000 377,000 -38,000
: f 33. Year 199¢ Nuimbgr of Recreators 457,000 377,000 -80,000
g b, Recreation Facility Sites Available 6 3 -3
:1
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DISPLAY ACCOUNT:

VISUAL CORRIDOR PLAN/ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN

zh. Recreation Faci!it-‘ Sites Available

VISUAL ECONOMIC ECONOMIC
CORRIDOR DEVELOPMENT DEVELOPMENT
ACCOUNT COMPONENTS GROSS EFFECT GROSS EFFECT NET EFFECT
1 Hiles: eeemtcoteon flewing 46 23 =23
N 2. Total land Acrease Protected 23,000 23,000 N
HE 3. __Existing Public lands 15,200 15,200 N
g : LY Fee Accuisition 500 3,400 +2,900
N1 5. _ tonservation Zoning 7,300 1,900 | -5,400
5 $ 6. Land Ownership Pattern: % Public 68 81 +13
A 7. Flood Plain Protected 1,800 340 -1,460
' 8. Productivity of Fishery HP MP Unfavorable
9. Productivity of Wildlife HP MA Unfaobtable
N 10. TOTAL CAPITAL EXPENDITURES (1076 §) 417,700 7,296,000 }|+6,878,300
¢ n. land Acquisition 180,000 1,010,100 +830,100
b b et ettt F19/120,000 J215/5155800 Jr205/5035800
A E 13 _ Recrestion Coveloprent 117,700 | 1,130,500 |+1,012,800
t ‘6 1. Annual Cperatitn anrd Maintenance 17,200 48,100 +30,900
E : "15. Commercial Timber Foregone (1978 $8) 0 0 N
N R 16, Year 159 Recrestor Excenditure 4,980,000 | 92,500,000 | +4,520,000
f‘. T 17. Year 1990 Rezreator Expenditure 5,484,000 § 39,500,000 }+34,016,000
¢ 18. Year 1980 Recreation Jobs 150 175 +25
19. Year 1950 Recreation Jobs 200 200 N
R 20. TOTAL CAPITAL EXPEKDITURES {1978 §) 191,750 135,600 -55,150
G 2. tand peqeisizin 82,500 0 -82,500
o b 22 _ hmmerspeeitingr oot ]10/55,000 0 ~10/55 ,000
A P 2. _ Recrestion bevelcprant 54,250 | 135,600 | +81,350
t ¢'§ 24, Anncal Operation and Maintenance 16,500 21,000 +4,500
E : 2. z?:;uljfo Exgenditures by Cut-of-State 2,490’000 4,750,000 +2,260,000
: : 2-6. ;;:::tcljzo Excenditures by Cut-of-State 2,7421000 19 ’750'000 +l7,008,000
W T 2 searevieicer somaing oo 75 58 13
¢ 2. deate tioitor o o SeR Y 100 100 N
2. A(r'l;;;lsgounty keal fstate Tax Foregone] 175 950 775
\sl 30. Impact on Scenic Values HP MA Unfad9btable
ts) :: 31, Diversity of Recreation NE MP Favorable
T 8 32 Yeor 1985 tumber of pacreators 415,000 | 528,000 ] +113,000
: E 33. Year 1938 Mumber of Recrrators 457,000 2,195,000 +1,738,000
N 6 6 N

1
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DISPLAY ACCOUNT: MAXIMUM ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION PLAN (MEP)/ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN

6RO MeP DESEEgg:éﬁT ‘ oiﬁ?ﬁgﬁﬂﬁnr
ACCOUNT COHPONENTS SS EFFECT 1 GRoss EFFecT NET EFFECT
b Ailes: Seemic-ren Flowing 46 23 -23
X 2. TYotal Land Acreaqe Protected 78,600 23,000 -55,600
‘|' Q 3. Existing Public Lards 63,800 15,200 -48,600
g : 'R Fee Acquisition 4,000 3,400 -600
: : s. Conservation Zening 10,800 1,900 -8,900
)[I ; 6. land Ownership Pattern: % Public 86 81 -5
I 7. Flood Plain Protected 1,800 340 ~1,460
' 8. Productivity of Fishery HP MP )nfavorable
9, Productivity of Wildlife HP MA Unf}a,s'ggable
X 10. TOTAL CAPITAL EYPEHDlTU;?ESJIWQ s) 3,165,300 7,296,500 +4,131,200
-? n. Land Accuisi*ion 2,997,500 1,010,100 -1,987,400
O F 1 hemerrsarers 2t 110/120,000 R15/5155800 | 4205 /50 35800
A E 13 _ Recrestion davelosnent 47,700 | 1,130,500 | +1,082,800
: t 8. Annual Operation and Maintenance 5,400 48,100 +42,700
€ N 15 Comercial Tinber Foregone (1978 §) 862,500 0 -862,500
: K16 Year 1980 Recrestor Exsenditure 4,524,000 9,500,000 |+4,976,000
b T 7. Year 1990 Recrestor Exoenditure 4,524,000 | 39,500,000)+34,976,000
(': 18. Year 198C Recreation Jobs 100 175 +75
19.  Year 1950 Recreation Jobs 1 100 200 +100 _%
R 20. TVOTAL CAPITAL EYPENDITURES (1978 siﬁz ,445,750 125,000 {-1,320,750
: 2. land Aquisition 1,368,750 0 -1,368,750
o b 22 _ heerveriime et 110/55,000 0 -10/55,000
: ‘EI 23. Recreation Develcgment - 22,000 135,600 +113,600
(P e e} 50200 Y 21,000 1 15000
(S 25, VYisitors : 2,262,000 § 4,750,000 } +2,488,000
0 e vl beenditres by Suvotstarel ) 500 000 | 19,750,000)+17, 488,000
W7 o soewe visiter saemim o | 50 88 438
¢ 28, ieate visiter Spengion o o) 50 100 +50
2. ?l;i;;;lsgounty Heal Estate Tax fForegon 440 950 +510
: 30. Impact on Szenic Values HP MA Iazaezgrable
: t 3. Diversity of Recreation NE MP Favorable
T8 32 Year 1982 Merber of Pocreators 377,000 | 528,000 | +151,000
. z 33. Year 1530 Nunber of Recreators 377,000 | 2,195,000 |+1,818,000-
G

4. Recrcation Facillty Sites Available 3 6 | +3
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APPENDIX 3
ZONING*

The municipality is given the power to regulate by zoning ordinance the
uses of land and water, the height, bulk,. and Tocation of structures,
the area of yards and other open spaces, and density of population,

and to divide the municipality into uniform districts for different
sftuations, uses and structures, such as trades and residences 1/.
Normal provision is made for non-conforming uses and variances.
Additional. classifications may be made within zoning districts which
must otherwise by uniform for the purpose of making. transitional
provisions at or near boundarjes of district and to regulate non-
conforming uses and in.certain special areas.

Special resource protection zoning districts are possible because of
provision for the regulation, restriction, or prohibition of uses and
structures at or near bodies of water, places of relatively steep

slopes, flood plains, historic sites, and at places having a special
character or use affecting and affected by their surroundings 2/.
Municipalities have recently been authorized to establish Environmenta]
Advisory Councils which could assist them to manage such zoning districts
3/.

Criteria-are set down which 1imit the use of zoning power to questions
concerning the health, safety, morals,. and welfare of the citizZens .of
the municipality 4. Regardwng safety, the danger of fire and flood
and disaster are the prime concerns.. The availability of light, air,
access and avoidance of overcrowding are considerations for public
health. Under the more general scope. of public welfaré, community
development, avoidance of blight and the character of the municipality
are -questions to be considered.

Sections 11101 to 11107 of the Municipalities Planning Code are designed
to coordinate municipal zoning and planning. actions of contiguous ‘
municipalities. The governing bodies of two or more municipalities

may establish a joint p]ann1ng commission and pay its staff and
operating expenses. The commission may receive government grants and
must prepare a comprehensive plan,

1/ Pa. Stat. Ann. tit. 53, 106013,

2/ Pa. Stat. Ann, tit, 53, 10605(2) 4

3/ Pa. Gen. Assemb, Act of Dec. 21, 1973 (1973 PN 1957, No. 208)
4/ Pa. Stat. Ann. tit. 53, 10604.

*Source: T. M..Schmidt, Laws wh1ch‘Regu1ate Land Use in Pennsylvania
Prepared for the Pennsylvania Office of State Planning and
Development February 1975.
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The status of local zoning is"summarized as follows:

Tioga County - A1l townships have a building permit ordinance; a permit
is needed to build. No residents are being bsilt. -in:the. flood piain,
A1l townships -are’particfipating in the’ Federal Flood dnséirance Program,
Most of the land in the townships is in State forest.

Shippen Township -- no” zoning

Delmar Township - in the process of. developing a comprehensive plan with
zoning regulations and subdivision regulations.

Elk Township - no zoning

Morris Township - no zoning

Lycoming County - A1l townships are under. county subdivision ordinance

and are participating in the Federal Flood Insurance Program, Building
permits are required from the county to build. Restricted development

may occur in flood plain.

Brown Township - no zoning

McHenry Township - no zoning

Cummings Township - no zoning

Watson Township - no zoning
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Timothy Palmer, Lycoming County Planning Commission
Pages 4, 7, 8, 14, 17, 26, 34, 40, 59, A1-3, A1-12, A1-13, A1-29



COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
HARRISBURG

‘MILTON J. SHAPP
GOVERNOR

December 14, 1977

The Honorable Cecil D, Andrus
Secretary of the Interior

U. S. Department of the Interior
Washington, D. C. 20240

Dear Secretary Andrus:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the U. S.
Department of the Interior's draft report and draft environmental
impact statement on the proposed Pine Creek Wild and Scenic River
in Pennsylvania.

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania generally concurs with
the conclusions and recommendations forwarded in these plans. I
note, however, that in the statement of the State Policy on Pine
Creek on pages 47 and 48 of the Pine Creek study draft, the next
to the last paragraph of Pennsylvania's March 15, 1976 statement
has been omitted. This is a very important paragraph with regard
to Pennsylvania's position and should be included.

Pennsylvania's Department of Environmental Resources
has been working closely with Interior's Bureau of Outdoor !
Recreatlon, Northeast Regional Office.

I, therefore, am including a copy of the detailed
comments which have been provided to Mr. Maurice Arnold of Interior's
Northeast Regional Office, Bureau of Outdoor Recreation by Pennsyl-
vania's Department of Environmental Resources.

Sincerely,

MILTON SHAPP
Governor




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20310

19 0EC 1727

Honorable Cecil D. Andrus
Secretary of the Interior
Washington, D.C. 20240

Dear Mr. Secretary:

This is in reply to your letter to the Secretary of the Army
requesting our comments on your proposed report and draft environ-
mental impact statement on the addition of a 51.7 mile segment of
Pine Creek, Pennsylvania, to the National Wild and Scenic River

System,

We have reviewed the documents and find that your proposal will not
have any significant impact on the Corps of Engineers program for the
area.

We appreciate the opportunity to review your proposed report and
draft environmental impact statement.

Sincerely yours,

Lo 2K

Charles R. Ford
Acting Assistant Secretary of the Army
(Civil Works)

o)
(8
3 2
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
BALTIMORE DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.O. BOX 1715
BALTIMORE. MARYLAND 21203

REPLY TQ ATTENTION OF:

NABPL-E 2 November 1977

Mr. Maurice D. Arnold

Regional Director

Bureau of Outdoor Recreation
Federal Office Building - Room 9310
600 Arch Street

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106

Dear Mr. Arnold:

The Baltimore District, Corps of Engineers, has reviewed the Revised
Draft Report for the Pine Creek Wild and Scenic River Study forwarded
to our office. As we commented to your office, 13 January 1976, on

the Draft Report on the Pine Creek Wild and Scenic River Study, we

find the Revised Draft Study to be very well written and comprehensive
in covering the Pine Creek Study. We concur with the overall substance
and conclusions contained in the draft Pine Creek Study, but inclose

.the following comment to assist your office in preparing the final
report.

The second sentence in item 1 on page 35 should be revised as follows,
"“The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers had considered and evaluated a
multiple purpose lake site at Cammel within the study segment of Pine
Creek. However, at the request of the State of Pennsylvania, the
Baltimore District is no longer considering the Cammel Lake Project."

We appreciate this opportunity to comment and if we can be of further
assistance to you in the future, please feel free to contact us.

Sincerely yours,

e

WILLIAM E. SCHMAN, Jr.
Chief, Planning Division




UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
1500 North Second Street

Harrisburg, PA 17102
DES-77/31
NOV 9 1977
MEMORANDUM
TO: Regional Director, Bureau of Outdoor Recreation
Philadelphia, PA
FROM: Area Manager, Fish and Wildlife Service

Harrisburg, PA

SUBJECT: Review of draft report, Pine Creek Wild and Scenic Rivers Study

The Service concurs with the basic substance, conclusions and recommendations
of the draft report. We have no further comments to offer.

Do Ly

O\,UTI O,v

eRICAN
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