


































































































































































Pine Creek serves as a restinq area for several species of waterfowl 
that migrate the nearby Atlantic Flyway. Species commonly observed 
during migration include Canada geese, mallard, black duck, pintail, 
bufflehead, American goldeneye, ruddy duck, blue-winged teal, and 
mergansers. Whistling swans are also occasionally observed. The river 
corridor also serves as a propagation area for wood ducks, hooded 
mergansers, and mallards. The southern bald eagle and peregrine 
falcon, both considered endangered species by the U.S. Department 
of the Interior, are migrants of the Pine Creek Basin, but are not 
reported to nest in the area. Ravens nest in the Canyon. Rookeries 
of great blue heron inhabit the valley. 

A wildlife problem within the Pine Creek watershed is the inability 
of the vast mature forest lands to supply the food necessary to 
carry large numbers of deer through severe winters, although annual 
cropping of both antlered and antlerless deer �~�a�s� helped reduce 
winter losses. 

The opportunity and experience to hunt, fish, photograph, and observe 
nature is outstanding and rewarding within the Pine Creek watershed. 
Many species of wildlife, both game and non-game species, provide 
recreational opportunities for the hunter as well as those who enjoy 
viewing or studying wildlife in its natural surroundings. Continuous 
expansions of public lands will offer additional protection to plant 
and ftnimal life. 

Slack Bear Inhabit the Area 
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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 fishinq 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 low 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-180o•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 lived by searching out game for food. 
Relics of this early culture are limited 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, life 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 Old 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 late 17oo•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 little known event of American History. 
On Jul y 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 messengers dispatched with the news from the 
two meetings are supposed to have met near Harrisburg. 

Another historical figure of Pine Creek 
a famous naturalist and world traveler. 
under the pen name Nessmuk, and painted 
Pine Creek . 

is George Washington Sears, 
He wrote poetry and prose 

the wilderness beauty of 

The loggers 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 Williams port, the first enterprise in a logging era that, 
within two decades, established Pennsylvania as the world's leading 
producer of lumber. 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 w'orld's finest masts for sailing ships. At 
first, the logs were rafted down r iver; later free floating logs 

Virgin Hemlocks on the Steep Slopes 
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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 laid along 
the Creek in 1883, the production of lumber 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, located 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 1 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 valle~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. Leonard Harrison State Park 
bears the name of its donor. A short distance from it stands a lodge 
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 
living within the urban centers. 

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. In 
fact, 45 million people (23% of the U.S. population) are within a 250 
mile radius of Pine Creek. 

As indicated in Table Al.l, 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%. Population projections 
for the area indicate continued growth through the year 2020. 

TABLE Al.l 

POPULATION 

Land Area Persons Pet. Population Projected Population 
County (sq.mi.) (sq .mi . ) Urban 1960 1970 1980 2000 

Tioga 1 '150 34 21 36,614 39,691 42,100 52,100 

Lycoming 1 ,215 93 58 109,367 113,296 124,200 151 '700 

Total or 
Average 2,365 64 39 145,981 152,987 166,300 203,800 

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. Together, these minor civil subdivisions 
contain about 4,000 people in an extremely light density. 
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Economy 

Incomes in the two-county study area are slightly lower than the 
reqional 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 lies 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 Al.2 

EMPLOYMENT AND PERSONAL INCOME* 

1970 1980 2000 2020 
I Employ- Personal Employ- Personal Employ Personal Emp1oy- 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 '1 00 1,262,794 99,600 2,719,872 

*Personal Income is 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 less 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 
local 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 
land is in State ownership while in the lower reaches of the 
Creek, the State owns 57% of the land (Map, p. Al-21). 

TABLE Al.3 
LAND OWNERSHIP IN PINE CREEK STUDY CORRIDOR 

State Forest Lands 
Staee Game Lands 
State Park Lands 
Private Land 

Total 

17,000 acres 
800 
400 

10,500 
28,700 acres 

The largest 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. Al-23). These are: 

NY Route 17 which passes to the north of Pine Creek 
US Route 6 which lies 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 lies 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 lookout 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 lower stretch and a few secondary roads 
and jeep trails extend to the creek. Althoug~a Con Rail line 
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. 

Williamsport 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 
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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). This type 
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 A1.4 

CLASSIFICATION OF RECREATION LAND (in acres) 

High General Natural 
Density Outdoor Environ- Unique Primi-

Recreation Recreation mental Natural tive 
County Areas Areas Areas Areas Areas Total 

Tioqa 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% 1;: 99.9% > 0.0% > 0.1% 100% 
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TABLE Al.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 181,981 237 182,218 

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 1972 

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, Department of Environmental 
Resources, Office of Resources Manaqement, 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 skiina 
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 land. 

Recreation Activities 

Recreation in the study segment of Pine Creek includes water oriented 
activities and outdoor activities generally associated with State 
Park lands. 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 
fishinq, 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 Al.6 estimates the difficulty and type of craft 
most likely to use that reach. 

Hunting is very popular in the State game lands in Tioga and Lycoming 
Counties, especially for deer, bear and turkey. In 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. 

DISTANCE 
SEGMENT OF RIVER (MILES) 

Ansonia to 9 
Tiadaghton 

Tiadaghton to 8 
Bl ackwe 11 

Bl ackwe 11 to 11~ 
Slate Run 

Slate Run to 6!-:2 
Cammal 

Cammal to 10 
Waterville 

Watervi 11 e to 8 
Torbert 

TABLE Al.6 

BOATING CONDITIONS 

DROP DEGREE OF 
(FEET) DIFFICULTY 

245 Easy 
Medium 
Difficult 

34 Easy 
Medium 
Difficult 

118 Easy 
Medium 

63 Easy 
Medium 

64 Easy 
Medium 

50 Easy 
Medium 
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TYPE OF 
CRAFT 

Canoe 
Kayak 
Raft 

Canoe 
Kayak 
Raft 

Canoe 
Raft 

Canoe 
Raft 

Canoe 
Raft 

Canoe 
Raft 

EXPERIENCE 
NEEDED BY USERS 

Intermediate 

Intermediate 

Beginner 

Beginner 

Beginner 

Beginner 



Sightseeing and hiking are very popular alottg 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 loop 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 Pa'rk 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 reqion. 

~Ji nter Scene in a Tributary Va 11 ey 
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Water Resources Development 

Reservoir Development - The Corps of Engineers had considered and 
evaluated a multiple purpose demand lake 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, low 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 longer 
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 1nto the 
atmosphere above a relatively small area. However, investigations to 
locate 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. 
Table 2. 
Table 3. 

Table 4. 

Table 5. 

Gross Effects of the Alternative Plans 
Proposal and the Net Effects of the Alternative Plans 
Visual Corridor Plan and the Net Effects of the Maximum 

Environmental Protection Plan 
Visual Corridor Plan and the Net Effects of the Economic 

Development Plan 
Maximum Environmental Protection Plan and the Net Effects 

of the Economic Development Plan 

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 land 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 
11 high adverse 11 (HA) to 11 highly Protective 11 (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 
column indicates the amount by which 
that plan exceeds the Gross Effects 
of the plan in comparison. A 
negative number in the Net Effects 
column indicates the amount by which 
that plan has a value less then the 
value of the Gross Effects of the 
plan in comparison. 
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Degree of Impact 

HP = Highly protective 
MP = Moderately protective 
NE = No significant effect 
MA = Moderately adverse 
HA = Highly adverse 
N = No significant difference 



DISl'LAY ,,CCOUNTS: GROSS EFFECTS OF ALTERNATIVE PLANS 

EXISTING VISUAL 
MAXI HUM 

ECONOMIC ENVIRONMENTAL 
TRENDS CORRIDOR PROTECTION DEVELOPMENT 

AttOUNT COHPONENTS GROSS EFFECT GROSS EFFECT GROSS EFFECT GROSS EFFECT 
To taT r-rot~Uo:J tlo v~ r 

I. Hll.-s: Sc.-nlc-Frte Flc-~<ino 52 46 46 23 
[ 

II 2. Total land Acrr~~e Protected 28,700 23.000 78,600 23,000 
v 
I Q 3. Existing Pu~llc lands 18 200 15 200 63,800 15,200 
It u 
0 A ~- Fee Acouisition 500 500 4,000 3,400 
N l 
M I 5. Conservation !oninq 10,000 7 300 10 800 1,900 
[ T 
N y 6. land O.·mership Pattern: 1.Publlc 63 68 86 81 
T 
A. 7. Flood Plain Protected 2,200 1,800 1,800 340 
L 

8. ProductivitY of risherv HP HP HP MP 

9. Prociuctivltv of 1/ildlife HP HP HP MA 

N 10. TOTAL CAPITAl EXPEIIOITURES 0978 S) 457,000 417.700 3 165 300 7 296.500 
A 
T II. Land Acquisition 180,000 180,000 2,997,600 1,010,100 
I 0 Seasonal ~ellings Acquisition 

10/120,000 1+215/5.155.800 0 E 12. - llumter/Oollars 10/120,000 10/120,000 
N v 
A [ 1). - Recreation Develooment 157,000 117,700 47,700 1,130,500 
L L 

0 1~. Annu~l Operation and Kaintenance 23,000 17,200 5,400 48,100 
[ p 
c " 15. fommercial Ti~~er ForeQone (1978 S) 0 0 862,500 0 
0 [ 
N N 16. !ear 1~80 Recreator Exoenditure 41980,000 4,980,000 4,524,000 9,500,000 
0 T 
H 17. Year JD9~ Re:re~tor Excenditure 5,484,000 5,484,000 4,524,000 39 500 000 
I 
c 1'!. Tear 19ao ~cr~aticn Jobs 150 150 100 175 

ICI. y,..,r IDDn D••r ... rt"~ '"'-< 200 200 100 200 

It 20. TOTAl. CAPITAl EX?ENDITURES (1978 S) 210 000 191 750 1 445 750 135,600 
[ 

~ 21. land Acquisition 82 500 82 500 1 368 750 0 
I I) Seasonal ~eilings Acquisition 
0 [ 22. Number/~ellinqs 10/55,000 10/55,000 10/55,000 0 
N v 
A [ 23- - Recreation Develooment 721_500 54 250 22 000 135 600 
L L 

0 2~. A'nnual Ooeratio" and ~aintenance 22,000 16,500 5 200 21,000 
[ p Year 1980 Expenditures by Out-of-State 

2,490,000 c H· 25. Vis I tors 2,490,000 2,262,000 4.750 000 
0 [ Year 1990 Expenditures by Out-of-State 

2,742,000 N N 26. Visitor5 2,742,000 2,262,000 19 750,000 
0 T Year 1980 Rccrea:ion Jobs fr~~ Out·cf-

" 27. State Visitor s~~~dinq 75 75 50 88 
I i(ear 19~0 Recrea:io~ Jobs from Cut-of-

100 100 50 c 28. State Visitor Spendin~ 100 

29. 
Annual County Real fstate Tax foregone 

175 440 950 (1978 S) 175 

" [ 30. lmp~ct on Scenic Values HP HP HP MA 
!. L 
0 L 31. Olvr.rsi tv of P.ecr<-at ion NE NE NE MP 
c 415,_000 377,000 I II 32. y.,ar 1980 Nuo:cb~r of Recrcatc.rs 415,000 528,000 
A [ 

457,000 L I :n. ~ar ~~~0 Nu;.ber of 1\Qcrutors 457 000 377,000 2,195,000 
N 
t: 3~. Rr.cre~tlon f.:~ci lity Sites Aval13bl~ 8 6 3 6 
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DISPLAY ACCOUNT: RECOMMENDED PLAN* AND THE NET EFFECTS OF THE ALTERNATIVE PLANS 

I -- . MAXIMUM 
EXISTING* VISUAL ENVIRONMENTAL ECONOMIC 

ACCOUNT 
TRENDS CORRIDOR PROTECTION DEVELOPMENT 

COMPONENTS GROSS EFFECT NET EFFECT NET EFFECT NET EFFECT 
Total Prot~'tcJ ll:iv~r 

1. Mll~s: Sc~nic-Fr~~ Fl~winQ 52 -6 -6 -29 
[ 
H 2. Total land AcreaQe Prote,tcd 28 700 -5.700 +49,900 -5,700 
y 
I Q ). Exist lng Public lands 18,200 -3 000 +45,600 -3,000 
R u 
0 A 4. Fee Accuisltion 500 N +3,500 +2,900 
N L 
H I 5· Conservation Zenlno 10 000 -2,JOO +BOO -8,100 
[ T 
N y 6. land Ovmer~hlp Pattern: t Public 63 +5 +23 +18 
T 
A. 7. Flood Plain Protected 2,200 -400 -400 -1,860 -
L 

8. Productlvltv of fisherv HP N N Unfavorable 

9. Productlvltv of llildl ife HP N N rrnFY.,rr&¥able... 

N 10. TOTAL CAPITAL nPE!l!:llTURES (1978 S) 457 000 -40,000 +2,708,300 +6,839,500 
A 
T 11. land Accuisltion 180 000 N +2 ,817,500 +830 ,100 
I D Seasonal ~Nellings Acquisition 

f+205fso35.BOO 0 E 12. -'Number/Do 11 ars 10/120,000 N N 
N v 
A E 13. Recreation Develop~ent 157 000 -39,300 -110,300 +973,500 
L L 

-5,800 -17,600 +25,100 0 1 ... Annuel O~eration and Maintenance 23 000 
E p 
c K . IS. Commercial Ti~~er Foreco~e (1978 S) 0 N +862,500 N 
D E 4,980,000 N N 16. Year 1~80 Reere•tor Exoen~iture N -456,000 +4,520,000 
D T 
K 17. Year 1990 Re:re~tor Exoenditure 5 484 000 N -960,000 +34,016,000 
I -50 +25 c 1!. Y~;r 198~ R•creo:ton Jcba 150 N 

IQ v .. ,.~ tocn ~ ...... ~. r,.,~ '""" 200 N -100 N 

R 20. TOTAt. CAPITAL EX?ENOITURES (1976 S) 210 000 -18,250 +1;235,750 -74,400 
[ 

82,500 +1,286,250 10 21. land Acquisition N -82.500 
"I D Seasonal Oweilings Acquisition 

10/55,000 -10/-55,000 0 E 22. Number/Dwellings N N 
N y 

-18,250 A [ 23. Recreation Develoo~ent 72,500 -50,500 +63,100 
L L 

0 24. Annual Ooeratio~ and ~aintena~ce 22,000 -5 500 -16,800 +5.500 
[ p Year 19&0 Ex~enditures by Cut-of-State 
c K· 25. VIsitors 2,490 .000 N -228 000 +2, 260,000 
0 E Year 1990 Expenditures by Cut-of-State 

2,742,000 ~17,008,000 N H 26. Vi~itors N -480,000 
0 T Year 1930 Rccrea:ion Jo~s fr~~ Out-of-
K 27. State Visitor S:~~dinq 75 N -25 +13 
I year 1930 P.ecrea:ion Jobs fr~ Cut-of-
c 28. State Visitor S~endin~ 100 N -50 N 

29. 
Annual County kcal Estate Tax For~;one 

+2fi'i +775 (1979 S) 175 N 

\1 
lfyer'i: E )0. lmp~ct on Scenic Values HP N N Un avo able 

s L 
0 L )1. Dlvr.rsity of Recr .. ~tion NE N N Unfavorable 
t 
I II 32. Year 1980 tlu,-b•r of 1\ecrc<~tors 415,000 N -38,000 113 000 
A [ 

L I 33. Year 1'3).0 flu·,b~r of Rccr~-Hors 457 ,000_ N -80,000 +1,738,000 
N 
c 3~. R~>crC!atlon F.:~ci!it·/ Sites Avalla!>l~ 7 +1 -4 1 
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DISPLAY ACCOUNT: VISUAL CORRIDOR PLAN/MAXIMUM ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION PLAN (MEP) 

.. 
VISUAL 

CORRIDOR HEP MEP 
ACCOUIIT COHPONEtiTS GROSS EFFECT GROSS EFFECT NET EFFECT 

Total rottctd R;vcr 46 46 1. Hll~s: Sc~nic·Frte Flcwinq N 

E 2 3,000 7B,600 N 2. Tot~l land Acre~q~ Prot~ctcd +55,600 
v 15,200 
I Q ). Existlog P~blfc la~ds 63,800 +48,600 
II. u 500 0 A ... ff'~ Accuisition 4,000 +3,500 
N l 
H I s. Conservation Zoni"c 7,300 10,BOO +3,500 
E T 6B N y 6. land Ownership Patt~r.r.: \Public B6 +1B 
T 1,800 A ]. Flood Plain Protected 1 ,BOO N 
l 

8. Productlvit1_ cof Fishery HP HP N 

q. ProductivitY of \lildlife HP HP N 

N 10. TOTAL CAPITAL EXPENDiit;~ES (Jq76 S) 417,700 3,165,300 +2,747,600 
A 
T 11. land Acquisi~lon 1BO,OOO 2,997,500 +2 ,B17 ,500 
1 0 Seasonal Cweli in;s Acquisition 10/120,000 10/120,000 
0 E 12. Number/Co 11 ars N 

N v 117,700 47,700 
A E 13. Recreatio~ ~evelo~Ment -70,000 
l l 17,200 5,400 0 .... Annual Operatio~ a"d Haintena~ce -11 I BOO 
E p 
c H 15. Cormercial Ti~~er >oreco~e {1978 S) 0 B62,500 +B62,500 
0 E 
N N 16. Year 1~80 R!cr~ator Ex~enditure 4 980 000 4.524,000 -456~000 
0 T 
;; 17. Year i~90 Recre~tor Exoenditure 5 484 000 4.524,000 -960,000 
I 
t 18. Year 1~80 ~ecreat ion Jobs 150 100 -50 

19. Year 1990 Recreat iCl' Jobs 
200 100 -100 

II. 20. TOTAL CAPITAL EX~E~:ITURES {1976 S) 191,750 1,445,750 +1,254,000 
E B2,500 
G 21. land ~=o~isirlcn 1,368,750 +1,2B6,250 
"I 0 Seaso~al Dweli i~;s Acquisition 10/55,000 10/55,000 
0 E 22. Nu~ber/Owel li"'' N 

N v 54,250 
A E 23. Rccreatio~ t•oevelopme:1t 22,000 -32,250 
l l 

0 24. Anneal Operatio~ a~~ Mainte~a~ce 16,500 5,200 -11,300 
E p Year 19~0 Ex?ecd;tcres by"Out:of-State 
t H 25. VIsitors 2,490,000 2,262,000 -22B,OOO 
0 E Year 1';0 Exeenditures by Out-of-State 
N N 26. Vhitors 2,742,000 2,262,000 -4BO,OOO 
0 T Year 1§:10 Rccre•tio~ Jobs from Cut-of- 75 50 
1'1 27. State Visitor S~·en:l;"q -25 
I ~ear 19'0 Recrcatico Jobs f ro.'!l Cut -of-
t 28. State Visiter Sp~~d!r\- 100 50 -50 

Annual Cocr.:y Real Estate Tax Fores"ne 175 440 29. {1978 S) +265 

\1 
E 30. Impact on Scenic Values HP HP N 

s l NE 
0 l 31. Olversitl of ~creation NE N 

t 415,000 377,000 I B 32. Year 1980 Nu~ber of RGcreators -38,000 
A E 
l I 33. Year 199C lluinber of Recr~~tnrs 457,000 377,000 -80,000 

N 
3~. 6 G Recrratlon Faci 'itY .Site• Availabl~ 3 -3 
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DISPLAY ACCOUNT: VISUAL CORRIDOR PLAN/ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

VISUAL ECONOMIC ECONOMIC 
CORRIDOR DEVELOPMENT DEVELOPMENT 

ACCOWIT COHP01lnlTS GROSS EFFECT GROSS EFFECT NET EFFECT 

Total-l'rc:,•ctec "'"cr 46 23 -23 1. Hl1~s: Sccnic-Tr~,.~e Flcwinq 

E 231000 
N 2. Total la~d Acreaq~ Prot~cted 231000 N 

v 151200 151200 
I Q 3. ExistinG Public l~n~s 

N 

R u 
0 A ~. Feoe Accuisition 500 31400 +21900 
N l 71300 11900 
tl I s. Conservation ZonJnq -5~4oo 

E T 
N y 6. land Ownership Pattern: t Public 68 81 +13 
T 
A 7. Flood Plain Prctecte~ 11800 340 -11460 
l HP 8. Productivitv cf Fis~rv 

MP Unfavorable 

q, ProductivitY of l.'ildlifc HP MA Unf¥.'t6¥:able 

N 10. TOTAl CAPITA~ EYPENOITUR~S (1979 S) 4171700 712961000 +618781300 
A 1801000 T 11. la~d Jlcau is it io~ 110101100 +8301100 
I D Seasonal Dwellings Acquisition 
0 E 12. Nu.,-ter /Co 11 a rs 10/1201000 215/5.155,800 ~20 5/5,0 35,800 
N v 
A E 13. Recreation ~oveloo~ent 1171700 111301500 +110121800 
L l 

0 1 ... Annual 0feraticn a"d ~aintenance 171200 481100 +30· 900 
E p 
c tl 15. Commercial Timter Foreoore (1978 S) 0 0 N 
0 E 
N N 16. Year l~SO Recreator Excenditure 4,980,000 915001000 +4,520,000 
0 T 
h 17. Year 19'10 Ke~reator Exoenditure 5,4841000 3915001000 +3410161000 
I 
c 18. Year 1980 ~ecreatio~ Jobs 150 175 +25 

19. Year 19'10 R•creation Jobs 200 200 N 

R 20. TOTAL CAPITAL UPEI:~ITURES (1978 S} 191, 750 1351600 -551150 
E 
G 21. land ~cg"isiticn 82,500 0 -821500 
'I D Seascc.a I "'"• IIi n~s ,;cqu is it ion 
0 E 22. llumber/1)-.. :ell i~gs 10/551000 0 -10/551000 
N v 
A E 23. Recreation Develc~~e~t 541250 1351600 +81 1350 
L l 

0 24. Ar.nva1 Operatio~ a~d Maintenance 161500 211000 +41500 
E p Year lSilO Ex;:er.aitures by"C~t-of-State 
c tl 25. Visitors • 2,490,000 417501000 +2,260,000 
0 E Year 19~0 Ex,enditures by Cut-of-State 
N N 26. Visitors 2,7421000 1917501000 +171008,000 
0 T Year 19eo Rc:re~tio~ Jo~s fr~~ Out-of-
tl 27. State Visitor S~ndirq 75 88 +13 
I !ear 1~'0 Recroaticn Jobs fr~~ Out-of-
c 28. State Visiter S~dinc 100 100 N 

29. 
Annual County ~cal Estate Tax foregone 
(1978 S) 175 950 775 

w Unf~~f>!fable E 30. lm2~Ct on Scenic v~tue~ HP MA 
s L 
0 L 31. Dlvcrsit! of R•~roation NE MP Favorable 
t 
I 8 32. Ye.1r l~a~ Uur.-.ber of P~crcOJto:--s 4151000 528,000 +1131000 
A E 
L I n. Year 193~ M~~~~r of ~cr~~tnrs 4571000 211951000 +117381000 

N 6 c ]~. Recre~tfon F.:~ci!it>' Site' Av.lllabl., 6 N 
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DISPLAY ACCOUNT: MAX I MLIM ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECT ION PLMI (HEP) /ECONOM 1 C DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

. 
ECONOMIC MEP ECONOMIC 

ACCOUIIT COMPONEIITS GROSS EFFECT DEVELOPMENT DEVELOPMENT 
GROSS EFFECT NET EFFECT 

Tot~rvrocected l!;v.,r 
46 23 -23 I. Hll~s: Setnic·Fr~-e FIO't1inq 

[ 78,600 2 3,000 
N 2. Tot~! land ~ereaqe Protrctcd -55,600 
v 63,800 
I Q 3. Existl~2 Public la~~s 15,200 -48,600 
k u 4,000 3,400 
0 A ... FPe Accuisition 

-600 
N l 10,800 1,900 
H I s. Cons~rvati~n Zcni"Q 

-8,900 
E T 81 N y 6. land Owner~hio Pattern: t Public 86 -5 
T 
A 7. Flood Plain Protected 1 ,BOO 340 -1,460 
l HP 8. Productivity of Fishery MP tlnf a vorable 

C), P rociuc t tv I tY of IIi I d I i f c 
HP MA _very 

Unfavorable 

N 10. TOTAL CA?ITA~ EXPEl" I iUPES ( 1~7!1 S) 3,165, 300 7,296,500 +4,131,200 
A 
T II. land Accuisition 2,997,500 1,010,100 -1,987,400 
I 0 Seasonal !>wei i ings Acquisition 10/120,000 215/5,155,800 0 E 12. Number/!%> liars +20 5/5/J 35,800 
N v 
A E 13. Recreation ~~veloc~ent 47,700 1,130,500 +1,082,800 
l l 5,400 

0 14. ~nnual Ooeration and ~aintcnance 48,100 +42,700 
E p 862,500 c H 15. Comm~rcial Timb~r Forego"e (197S S) 0 -862,500 
0 E 4,524,000 N N 16. Year 1280 R~:reator Exc~nditure 9,500,000 +4,976,000 
0 T 4,524,000 ;; 17. Year Jq90 Recreotor Exoenditure 39,500,000 +34,976,000 
I 
c 18. Year 1980 R~:reation Jobs 100 175 +75 

19. Year 19g~ Recreation Jobs 100 200 +100 

R 20. TOTAL CAPITAL EY?E~OITURES (197S S) 1,445,750 125,000 -1,320,750 
E 1,368,750 G 21. Land Acgui5itien 0 -1,368,750 
I 0 Seascr.al Pweilin3s Acquisition 10/55,000 0 E 22. N:.~mber/Dwell in;s 0 -10/55,000 
N v 
A E 23. Recreatto, Oevelc~mont 22,000 135,600 +113,600 
l l 

0 2lt. Annual Operation and Maintenance 5,200 21,000 +15,800 
E p Year IS:.O £x;:er.d;tures by'Gut-of-State 
c H 25. Visitors · 2,262,000 4,750,000 +2,488,000 
0 E Year '':c [x~onditures by Out-of-State 
N N 26. Visitors 2,262,000 19,750,000 +17,488,000 
0 T Year 191:0 Rc:rea:ion Jobs from Out-of-
tl 27. State Visitor S~endinq 50 88 +38 
I ~ear 19SO ~ocr~a:ion Jobs frG~ Out-of- 50 c 28. State Visitor Sp~nding 100 +50 

29. 
Annual Co~nty Real Est~te Tax Fore~one 440 950 +510 (197fl S) 

w .vez:!i. 
E 30. l~eact on Scenic Values HP MA lrTn Favorable 

s l 
0 l 31. Diversitl of R~cr~~tion NE MP Favorable 
c 
I 8 32. Ye~r 19a~ Hu~ber of P~crc~tocs 377,000 528,000 +151,000 
A [ 

l I 33. Year 1~30 N~ber of ~cre~tnrs 377,000 2,195,000 +1,818,000• 
N 
c ]~. Recrr~tlon F~ci !!tt Sites Avallabl" 3 6 +3 

A2-37 



APPENDIX 3 

ZONING* 

The municipality is given the power to regulate by·.zoning ordinance the 
uses of land and water, the height, bulk, and location of structures, 
the area of yards and other open spaces, and density of population, 
and to divide the municipality into uniform districts for different 
situations, 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-
confor!Tiing uses and in certain special areas. · 

Special resource protection zoning districts are possible because of 
prdvision for the regulation, restriction~ or p~ohibition of uses and 
structures at or riear bodies of water,. places of relatively steep 
slopes, flood plains, historic sites, and at places having aspecial 
charaCter or use affecting and affected by their surroundings 2/. 
Municipalities have recently been authorized to establish Envfromental 
Advisory Councils which could assist them to manage such zoning districts u. . 
Criteria are set down which limit. the. use of zoning power to questions 
concer~J'ng the he··alth, safety, morals,. and welfare of the citiiens .of 
the municipality 4/. Regarding safety, the danger of fire and flood 
and disa~ter 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· publicz ·welfare, community 
development, av.oidance of blight and the character of the municipality 
are~uestions to be considered. 

Sections 11101 to 11107 of the Municipalities Planning. Code are designed 
to coordinat~ municipal zoning and planning. actions of contiguous 
municipalities. The governing bodies of two or more municipalities 
may establish a joint planning 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. 
"'ll Pa. Stat. Ann. tit. 53, 10605(2) 
!/ Pa. Gen .. Assemb. Act of Dec. 21, 1973 (1973 PN 1957, No. 208) 
l/ Pa. Stat. Ann. tit. 53, 10604. 

*Source: T. M.: Schmidt, Laws which. Regulate 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·~summariz~d· as follows: 

Tioga County - All townships have a building. pennit ordinance; a permit 
is needed to build. No residents are. being. hlfidt. ·in,~the. flood plain. 
A 11 townships ;are partidipating in. the: Federal· F;lood 'Insilrance·. 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 Townsh~ - no zoning 

Lycoming County- All 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 Townshi2 - no zoning 

Watson Township - no zoning 
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IMILTON ..J. SHAPP 
GOVERNOR 

COMMONWEAL.TH OF" PENNSYL.VANIA 

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

HARRISBURG 

December 14, 1977 

The Honorable Cecil D. Andrus 
Secretary of the Interior 
U. S. Department of the Interior 
Washington, D. C. 202.40 

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 Pennsy-lvania'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 ' 
Recreation, Northeast R~gional Office. 

I, therefore, am including a copy of the detafled 
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. 

Since;rely, 

MI~JO!r 
Governor 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

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

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20310 

J 9 r~c 1977 . Ut' .· I 

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, 

h-L/f.~ 
Charles R. Ford 

Acting Assistant Secretary of the Army 
(Civil Works) 



REPLY TO ATTENTION OF• 

NABPL-E 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
BALTIMORE DISTRICT. CORP5 OF ENGINEERS 

P.O. BOX 1715 

BALTIMORE. MARYLAND 21203 

Mr. Maurice D. Arnold 
Regional Director 
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation 
Fed~ral Office Building - Room 9310 
600 Arch Street 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106 

Dear Mr. Arnold: 

2 November 1977 

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, 

SCHMAN, Jr. 
Chief, Planning Division 



DES-77/31 

MEMORANDUM 

UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
1500 North Second Street 
Harrisburg, PA 17102 

NOV 9 1977 

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. 




