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INTRODUCTION 

This report contains the findings and results of the 1996 Interna
tional Countryside Stewardship Exchange in the Chesapeake Bay 
watershed. The purpose of this report is to 
present those findings in the context of the 
Exchange process. It is hoped that this format 
will enable other communities throughout the 
Chesapeake Bay watershed to adopt the 
principles embodied in the Exchange model 
to assess the growth management and re
source and heritage conservation issues so 
many of them face. It is also hoped that this 
report will spark community interest in partici
pating in future Exchanges. 

Bushwood wharfon the 
Wicomico 

Many communities in the Chesapeake 
Bay watershed struggle to retain their small 
town character and an environmentally-sound 
landscape while achieving economic 
sustainability. These communities will find in 
this report not only practical suggestions that 
may be useful in their locality, but also a 
description of the process, spirit of coopera
tion and farsightedness used to develop those 
suggestions. For many readers of this report, 
its value will be the insight it prOVides into two 
communities whose residents, issues and 
opportunities are similar to communities 
throughout the watershed. 

The involvement, team work, discussion and consensus-build
ing of the communities' residents, leaders and stakeholders in prepa
ration for and in cooperation with the Exchange teams is what 
makes this process unique. It is the strength of this cooperative spirit 
that enabled the Exchange teams to develop the suggested actions 
which follow. 

The successful implementation of these actions is now largely 
dependent upon that same spirit. 

1 

The Chesapeake Bay bndge 
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HAT IS THE INTERNATIONAL COUNTRY

SIDE STEWARDSHIP EXCHANGE? ~
 

The International Countryside Stewardship Exchange is a 
collaborative project that addresses land conservation, community 
deve10pment and other related issues by pairing experienced profes
sionals from England, Scotland, Wales, the United States, Canada 
and France, with the leaders of a local community. Using a case-study 
approach, the Exchange provides a catalyst for individuals, private 
organizations and public officials to establish or reinforce partnerships 
and lines of communication necessary to manage change successfully. 
It raises interest and stimulates discussion about the links between 
sustainable local economies, community character, the conservation 
of rural landscapes, and protection of natural resources, and suggests 
ways to achieve and protect all four. 

The guiding philosophy of the Exchange is that all communities 
can benefit by a holistic, integrated approach to planning their future, 
focusing on the best use of their natural, cultural and human re
sources. They can be aided in this effort by learning from the experi
ence of their counterparts both within the United States and abroad. 
The Exchange has shown that exposure to different perspectives in a 
reflective setting stimulates creative problem-solving and facilitates 
innovative action to protect rural landscapes. 

The Exchange program is now located at Glynwood Center, a 
former estate in Cold Spring, N.Y The Glynwood facility will provide 
training and educational opportunities to local leaders in support of 

Island erosion seen from their community efforts. Glynwood's pro
Longview Beach 

grams will aid Exchange communities with 
implementation and other identified needs. 

Since the first Exchange in 1987 there 
have been nearly 40 case studies held across 
North America and the United Kingdom. 
involving nearly 600 volunteer professionals. 
In 1990, The Countryside Institute (TCl) 
became the lead sponsor and institutional 
home of the Exchange program in North 
America, joining the National Park Service, 
the Countryside Commission for England and 
Wales, and the Regional Plan Association, the 
original sponsors. 
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TCl's mission is to foster community stewardship--to assist local 
leaders in developing more effective methods for balancing economic 
development with conservation of natural and cultural resources, 
Under the gUidance of TCI and the other sponsors, the Exchange 
model has been refined based on experience and adapted to the 
political and cultural environments of Ex
change communities. 

For example, in 1991 each Exchange 
site's local sponsors were formally organized 
into a Local Organizing Committee (LOC). 
TCI developed guidelines for the LOC's role 
and composition, making the LOC a key 
element in the Exchange process. Then in 
1994, at the initial Chesapeake Bay Ex· 
change, TCI joined several regional organiza
tions and agencies to form a Steering Com
mittee, Charged with connecting the Exchange 
site(s) to the greater region, it provides a 
cultural and political backdrop for the teams and develops regional 
partnerships to assist the communities with implementation strategies 
and may, in some cases, provide financial assistance. 

THE EXCHANGE IN THE 
CHESAPEAKE BAY WATERSHED 

In the Wicomico 
water.;hed, traditional 
f"nns vie with suburb"n 
development. 

While The Countryside Institute conducts Exchanges all over 
the United States and Canada focusing on a wide array of commu
nity issues and problems, the Exchange model is uniquely applied in 
the Chesapeake Bay watershed for two reasons. First, the presence 
and participation of the Chesapeake Bay Program; and second, the 
emphasis on watershed-based solutions and the case studies' con
nections to the Chesapeake Bay. 

The Chesapeake Bay Program, known internationally for its 
successful and innovative approach to restoration, is a partnership 
among the governments of the Bay states, Pennsylvania, Maryland 
and Virginia; the District of Columbia; the federal government, 
represented by the Environmental Protection Agency; and the Chesa
peake Bay Commission, liaison to the states' legislatures, The unique 
aspect of this partnership is that it is completely voluntary; that is, 
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none of its members are required to participate and it does not 
mandate regulatory solutions. Instead, the entire restoration effort 
relies on the voluntary commitments of the participants. To date, 
agreements exist to reduce nutrients and toxics, improve fish passage, 
increase submerged aquatic vegetation and riparian forest buffers, 
and increase the involvement of local governments, just to name a 
few. 

Recently the Chesapeake Bay Program began to tackle the issue 
of growth management. As population in the area continues to 
increase (expected to exceed 20 million by 2010), the Bay suffers in 
several ways. Construction of homes, businesses, shopping centers 

and highways, major sources of nonpoint 
source sediment and nutrient pollution, add

The Chesapeake Bay Watershed 
to other sources such as agriculture. In 
addition, homeowners' practices such as

* Spring Creek Watershed	 misuse and overuse of fertilizers and toxic 
~ Wicomico River Watershed	 pesticides, water waste, and failure to 

maintain septic systems contribute to water 
quality degradation. Compounding these 

problems is a land development patter:1 
that spreads new construction 
across the countryside. The result 
is a dispersed, automobile-depen

dent society that has none of the 
close-knit characteristics that create a 

sense of community. 

In other parts of the world, the Ex
change model is applied to sites as they are' 
defined politically, geographically, or even 
arbitrarily. Unlike those, Exchanges in the 
Chesapeake Bay watershed focus on sites 
as they are defined by water. Decades of 
research and study on the Chesapeake Bay 
have proven that many of its ailments are 

caused by activities taking place miles from its main stem-upstream 
in its watershed. Similarly, water quality problems of local streams 
and rivers are often caused by activities in the watersheds feeding 
those waterways. 

The impact of poor planning and management in the hundreds 
of small subwatersheds that feed the Bay can be devastating to the 
ecosystem the Bay supports. As a result, restoration of the Bay has 
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begun to focus further upstream from the Bay 
proper, on the smaller subwatersheds. 

Local communities applying to partici
pate in the Exchange are asked to frame their 
issues in terms of their local watershed. 
Indeed, the very names of the 1996 Exchange 
sites, Spring Creek and Wicomico River, 
reveal that focus. In addition, the communities 
are asked to consider, among other things, the 
impacts their regions have had on downstream 
communities and ultimately the Bay. Those 
impacts should be considered by the commu
nities and their teams. 

HoW DOES THE EXCHANGE WORK? 

THE ROLE OF THE ALLIANCE 

The Exchange in the Chesapeake Bay region has been unique 
in the use of a local organization to publicize the process, seek 
applications, work with communities in preparing applications, and 
conduct the Exchange. In 1993 the Countryside Institute approached 
the Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay, [nc., about assuming the 
regional coordinator role. After learning about the Exchange model, 
the Alliance quickly recognized the potential of this new tool for 
addressing land stewardship issues at the community level. The 
Alliance has had a long-standing interest in growth and land manage
ment issues, and sponsored in 1989 the first region-wide conference 
to address the subject. The Exchange seemed from the outset to 
have the potential to constructively address a broad set of issues. 
Having now conducted five exchanges in the Bay region, the Alliance 
remains committed to the Exchange model for local capacity-building. 

The Alliance plays severa! roles: 

1.	 alert communities about the Exchange 
2.	 work with interested communities to develop and fine-tune
 

proposals
 
3.	 work with the Steering Committee to select proposals 
4.	 work with chosen communities to prepare for the Exchange 
5.	 organize the opening and closing events of Exchange week 

Tidal and nontidal wetlands 
are one of the region's most 
valuable natural resources. 
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Organizers and (earn 
members get acquainted 
in Annapolis. 

6.	 prepare the Exchange report 
7.	 work with the communities and the Steering Committee 

after the Exchange to secure resources to assist with imple
mentation of Exchange recommendations. 

The Alliance is involved in each of the steps described below, 
sometimes as the lead group, sometimes in a support role. The 
Alliance's effort is supported by a grant from the Chesapeake Bay 
Program. 

THE APPLICATION PROCESS 

Case-study communities are selected through an application 
process Community organizations, environmental groups, planners, 
local commissions, local government officials and other entities in the 
Chesapeake Bay watershed are invited to participate by submitting a 
proposal that is evaluated based on a number of criteria, including 
how well the issues raised mesh with the goals of the Exchange, and 
the strength and diversity of the coalition within the community 
supporting the proposal. 

The request for proposals provides the communities with 
guidance on the appropriate nature and scope of Exchange issues. 
Within the suggested broad topic areas, communities select specific 
issues that they wish to address (the teams may also identify additional 
issues on their own). The regional Exchange Steering Committee 

evaluates the proposals and selects up to 
three communities for each Exchange. The 
Exchange is held every other year. 

~ ~._.-

THE LOCAL ORGANIZING 
COMMITTEE 

Assembling a diverse coalition of 
community leaders to identify issues related 
to the environment, economy and commu
nity Vitality is a key factor in community 
selection. This initial coalition is the basis of 
the Local OrganiZing Committee (LOC), 
which frames the issues in preparation for the 

intensive week-long team visit. The community benefits not only from 
the Visiting team's expertise and objective analysis, but also by the 
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establishment of 
better working 
relationships among 
diverse interest 
groups and creating 
a network of new 
partners, both inside 
and outside the 
community. 
Through this coali
tion-building pro
cess the Exchange 
stimulates discus
sion and opens and 
strengthens the lines 
of communication. 

Submitting a 
successful proposal is just the beginning for the LOC. Because the 
team and community have but seven days to work together, thor
ough preparation by the LOC is critical to a successful Exchange. To 
assist in the planning process, TCI provides a handbook which 
describes the Exchange timeline, lists the responsibilities of each 
partner, and offers suggestions for planning the team's visit. In large 
part the team visit is successful in a mere week because of the exten
sive preparation by the LOC. 

Some LOCs tackle the planning process as a group while others 
form subcommittees that handle smaller tasks. TCI recommends that 
subcommittees be charged with responsibilities such as media and 
publicity, fundraising, logistics, scheduling, social events and devel
opment of background information packets. The LOC is responsible 
for all aspects of its team's visit, from food and lodging to commu
nity meetings to social activities. 

Prior to the team's arrival the LOC is busy, among other things, 
raising public awareness of the Exchange, assembling background 
information for the team and, most importantly, assuring the involve
ment of all sectors of the community. During the team's visit the LOC 
is responsible for transporting the team to meetings, site visits and 
social functions; gathering information requested by the team; and 
continuing to publicize and raise interest about the visit. After the 
team's departure, the LOC is responsible for beginning the imple
mentation process. 

Exchange Week began with 
an orientation to the 
Chesapeake Bay. 
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Wicomico Team members 
get out on the water. 

Penn Stale graduate 
students assisted the Spring 
Creek Team. 

Experience has shown that there are some activities or events 
that greatly enhance the Exchange week. For example, the team 
should be housed together, which allows them an opportunity to get 
to know each other. Social activities are important, as are unsched
uled blocks of time that allow the team to work alone, revisit issues or 

pursue additional information. All stakehold
ers and sectors within the community should 
be invited and encouraged to become in
volved. 

Routinely, an Exchange week is a whirl
wind of activity and effor~ but the results of 
this and past Exchanges show that the enor
mous efforts of LOCs are well worth the cost. 

THE TEAM 

The professionals who serve as team 
members are recruited by The Countryside 
Institute and grouped into teams in response 
to issues identified by the community. TCI 
has an ongoing working relationship with a 
network of professionals from Canada, the 
United Kingdom, France and the United 
States who are willing to volunteer their time 
for an Exchange. In addition to the requisite 
experience, team members must have no 
previous connection to the community. This 
key ingredient enables the team to be com
pletelyobjective. 

A team of six to eight professionals is assigned to the selected 
communities where they meet with local reSidents, officials and 
organizations, examine the issues identified by the LOC and evaluate 
the desires and attitudes of the community. Based upon their own 
experiences and the community's goals, the team members formu
late their suggestions and recommendations. At the end of the visit, 
the team presents its recommendations to the community at a publiC 
meeting. Those recommendations are then incorporated into a 
written report. 

While all are talented and skilled, team members are drawn 
from a wide range of age, experience and background. Some bring 
years of experience in a particular field, while others may be fairly 
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new to their professions. By combining ex;:>e:-:ence v.;i~h fresh per
spective and immersing the team in Co com;-:-..~nl;-;': where rhe~,i can be 
objective, the Exchange process produces C:..-:iazi::gly insightful 
analyses. Their independent vIsion anci di've;se rT'.:x of experience 
and perspective give the team me freeciorT: :0 de'v'elop creati've 
solutions which can overcome commu:1ity ir.enia. 

It is important to note that team l7lemoers a:id/or rheir employ
ers donate not only their time. but also their rravel expenses to and 
from the Chesapeake region. The incentive to ma1.;,e this kind of 
contribution lies in the professional de'v'elop:-:;em and enrichment that 
is a guaranteed outcome of the Exchange for every team member. 

IMPLEMENTATION 

Just as communities vary. so too do L1ze results of the Exchange. 
Team recommendations may be broad or fairly specific: they may be 
easily acted upon or extremely difficult to ir.:plement. For example. a 
team may point out that an existing land cO:lservation program is 
underutilized and would benefit from a proi":iotional campaign. 
Some recommendations may require more effort or even a policy 
change such as coordinating the activities of related agencies that are 
operating independently. Still other recommendations may call for 
significant philosophical shifts in decision-making or community 
planning. 

Community responses to the team's recommendations also 
cove~ a broad spectrum. In some cases the Exchange may serve as 
the necessary catalyst for a change widely-acknowledged to be 
needed. In other cases, the Exchange may outline an issue over 
which the community may debate and compromise to find a solu
tion. It is hoped that in the latter case the community has developed. 
through the Exchange process. the necessary tools, enthusiasm and 
partnerships to develop sound solutions. 

The Exchange partners do not promise. nor do they pro
mote, quick fixes. Under some circumstances a specific recommen
dation can be implemented quickly. However, more ohen teams 
point communities down a pam without developing the ultimate 
"answer". After the team"s visit. communiry leaders should continue 
using the Exchange model to resolve deep-set issues and develop 
long-term solutions. Again, the specific recommendations contained 
within the report are only part of the benefi[5 reaped by the commu
nity. The strengthened partnerships. improved communications and 
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cooperative spirit cultivated through the application and planning 
processes pay dividends long into the future as the community works 
together to implement tough recommendations, 

THE EXCHANGE TIMELINE
 

DATE EVENTS
 

Spring/Summer Publicity announcing upcoming Exchange is 
widely distributed 

September Formal call for proposals circulated to 
community groups 

November Communities submit proposals to the 
Exchange Coordinator 

December Steering Committee decides on case-studies, 
notifies applicants 

January-May	 Communities form LaCs 
Lac refines case study issues and identifies 
desired expertise 
LaC and Steering Committee promote 
Exchange and stakeholder involvement 
LaC begins planning for Team's visit 

April-August	 LaC and Steering Committee finalize 
agendas and logistics for Team's visit 
LOC assembles background information for 
Team members 
TCI recruits and assigns Team members 
Alliance plans opening and closing sessions 

September	 Opening Session for Steering Committee, 
LOC and Teams 
Exchange week 
Closing Session and Team reports 

October & beyond Implementation of recommendations 
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THE 1996 EXCHANGE 
The 1996 Exchange was the second opportunity for the entire 

Bay region to experience this unique program and the third time an 
Exchange has taken place within the Bay's watershed. In 1994, 
under the sponsorship of the Alliance for the 
Chesapeake Bay, the Center for Rural Penn
sylvania, the Chesapeake Bay Program and 
the Countryside Institute, Exchange teams 
visited Cumberland County, Pennsylvania, the 
Chester River watershed, Maryland, and the 
eastern shore of Virginia. Then, in 1995, the 
Exchange program returned to six rural Penn
sylvania counties with the Center for Rural 
Pennsylvania serving as the regional coordina
tor. In 1996 two more sites, the Spring Creek 
watershed in Pennsylvania and the Wicomico 
River watershed in Maryland, participated in the program. 

The 1996 Exchange took place from September 12-20. Team 
members began arriving, some by car, most by airplane, on Septem
ber 11. Alliance and Countryside Institute staff met the arriving, tired 
travelers at the airport and drove them to Annapolis, Maryland, for 
the opening of the Exchange. Team members were housed in the 
Maryland Inn, one of Annapolis' historic hotels. The opening session 
on September 12 was held at the Chesapeake Bay Program confer
ence room, giving team members a brief chance to see the Bay 
Program offices. A full day of briefings served to orient team mem
bers on the Bay watershed and its environmental and growth man
agement issues. Team members also met for the first time the leaders 
of the Spring Creek and Wicomico local organizing committees and 
began to hear first hand about the places they were going to visit. On 
September 13, teams and local organizers left Annapolis in the rain 
and headed off to work. 

They returned to Baltimore on Friday, September 20, after an 
exhausting week. When they assembled at Baltimore's City Life 
Museum for a debriefing and a farewell party, the excitement gener
ated by their visit was obvious. They returned with reports outlining 
their observations and recommendations (see the appendices for full 
reproductions). On September 21, team members departed for 
home and local organizers began the real work of sorting through 
recommendations and reorganizing themselves for implementation. 

The Wicomico Team 
prepares to leave 
Annapolis for the trip to 
southern Maryland. 
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Asherman's Paradise, an 
aptly named section 01 
Spring Creek. 

Spring Creek Case Study 

The Spring Creek case study was put together by a large, 
diverse group of citizens under the leadership of the ClearWater 
Conservancy. The Conservancy succeeded in drawing a large group 
of people representing most sectors of the community-local govern
ment, recreation, agriculture, academia, the media and so forth. A 
Steering Committee and several operational committees worked for 
months, preparing a schedule of events, organizing housing and 
transportation, and doing a very effective job of gaining media 
coverage of the impending visit. 

The narrative which follows briefly describes the issues which 
the LaC asked the team to address. The LaC, after the Exchange, 
agreed to reconstitute itself under a new name, the Spring Creek 
Watershed Community, and is busily engaged in implementing team 
recommendations. The size of the group and the breadth of experi
ence and skills represented are important factors in helping the 
community move forward. 

COMMUNITY OVERVIEW 

The Spring Creek watershed is located in Centre County, 
Pennsylvania which is, as the name suggests, in the geographic 

center of the Com
monwealth. This 
freshwater water
shed is approxi
mately 175 square 
miles and drains first 
into Bald Eagle Creek 
before ultimately 
running to the Sus
quehanna River and 
then south to the 
Chesapeake Bay. 

The watershed 
supports a wide 
range of land use 
activities as well as a 
growing population. 

II 
II 
II 

••• 
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Residential, commercial and industrial land uses occupy significant 
portions of the watershed, but the majority of the land is used for 
agriculture and open space. Despite the current distribution of land 
uses, the proportions of residential, commercial and industrial use 
are growing rapidly at the expense of rural 
areas. Other points of interest are the pres
ence of Pennsylvania State University, a major 
land holder and contributor to the local 
economy, and an important tourism trade 
related to outdoor recreation. Spring Creek is 
recognized as one of the premier wild trout 
streams in Pennsylvania. 

COMMUNITY ISSUES 

The overall goal of this case study was to 
determine how the communities within the 
Spring Creek watershed could best manage the impacts of growth 
and land use on water resources while maintaining and improving 
the current high quality of the Creek itself. The Spring Creek LaC 
identified six issues of concern for their team to address. 

Determining the carrying capacity and economic sustainabJlity 
of the watershed was a critical issue given the high-value natural 
resources and rapid growth. Concerns were raised about the amount 
of additional growth and development the watershed would support. 
For example, can local environmental controls and a healthy economy 
coexist? How viable are existing and future' agricultural and business 
interests if limited by resource protection? 

A related issue, defining water-based land use planning, speaks 
more to institutional decision-making processes. Are traditional land 
use planning tods adequately conserving water resources? Can a 
system be developed for using water resources as the basis for land 
use and growth decisions while protecting groundwater? 

A second pair of issues focused on the watershed community. 
Developing a watershed identity and an ethic of watershed steward
ship was an important issue not only in Spring Creek, but in the 
Wicomico case study as well. How can we help citizens of the Spring 
Creek communities recognize their connection to the watershed and 
increase their level of commitment to its protection? Given the region's 
disparate political system, can the citizens of the various communities 
be united around Spring Creek? The LOC also wanted the team's 
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The railroad prOVided a 
unique glimpse of the 
Spdng Creek watershed. 

Draft Centre Region Comprehensive Plan Update Appendix D 

c:/a_U!Jer-jw/reglonaIlcompplan/documenUapp_D.doc 2/20/98 



14
 

SPRING CREEK 
WATERSHED TEAM 

David Bassett 
Environment Agency, 
Newcastle Upon 7j;ne, 
England 

Barbara Ellis-Sugai 
Hebo Ranger District, 
Siuslaw National Forest, 
Oregon 

Peter Minto 
Countryside Council of 
Wales 

Elisabeth Moore 
Maryland 
Environmental Trust 

Morag Walling 
Waverly Borough 
Council, Surrey, 
England 

Jennifer Wilson 
Rural Development 
Commission 
Cumbria. England 

help in defining the vision of the future of the Spring Creek water
shed If the watershed's residents can unite, can we together develop 
common goals and desires for the coming decades? How can we get 
the people to invest in this vision? 

Finally, Identifying educational techniques and strategies, and 
identifying implementation technologies and strategies are both 
issues that speak to the Spring Creek LOC's desire to ensure that the 
team's recommendations have a lasting impact. Specifically, what 
techniques will facilitate acceptable, sustainable land use planning? 
Are there new or non-traditional techniques which can protect 
natural resources and rural areas? Can we build community support 
for lasting change through educational programs that target citizens 
of all ages? 

SPRING CREEK TEAM 

The Spring Creek team had six members, four from Great 
Britain and two from the United States. They spent their week in a 
Victorian house in Bellefonte, Pennsylvania, where they retired each 
day after touring and meeting people. Brief biographical descriptions 
of each of the team members follows. 

David Bassett is an engineer working for the Environment 
Agency (previously National Rivers Authority) based in Newcastle 
Upon Tyne, England. He has worked both in the United Kingdom 
and abroad developing Water Level Management Plans and flood 
defense schemes. He helped design and construct portable water 
systems in Guatemala. He was also involved in studying the effects 
of the Exxon Valdez oil spill. He has particular skills in hydrology, 
hydraulic modeling and water balance. 

Barbara El1is-Sugai is a hydrologist with the Hebo Ranger 
District in Siuslaw National Forest in Oregon. Her expertise is in 
watershed and landscape analysis and stream restoration techniques. 
She has also been involved in translating scientific knowledge into 
educational models for children and adults. 

Peter Minto, from the Countryside Council of Wales, is a rural 
planner with over 20 years experience who currently specializes in 
minerals, waste and freshwater policy. He is a visiting lecturer at 
Queens University in Belfast and has a special interest in Geographic 
Information Systems. Peter has a Ph.D. in American Studies. 

Elisabeth Moore is the Rural Village Protection Coordinator 
for the Maryland Environmental Trust. She has extensive knowledge 
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of land use and conservation planning techniques, as well as exper
tise in rural protection programs and options. At MET she deals daily 
with community development and groVJth management issues. 
Elisabeth has a Masters degree in Regional Planning from the Uni
versity of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. 

Morag Walling is the Countryside and Amenities 
Manager for Waverly Borough Council in Surrey, England. 
She has responsibility for 6,000 acres of land with a com
plete ranger service. She also has experience encouraging 
local sustainable development; retaining and enhancing bio
diversity, local landscape character and cultural heritage; 
assisting community empowerment; and coordinating public, 
private and voluntary sector partnerships. 

Jennifer Wilson is an Area Manager for the Rural 
Development Commission in Cumbria, England. Brought up 
on a farm, she has experienced the problems and joys of 
living and working in rural areas from both her professional 
and personal perspectives. In rural development for over 10 
years, she has worked with private, public and voluntary 
sectors on a wide variety of rural issues. She has particular 
experience working with small businesses in rural areas. 

SPRING CREEK ITINERARY 
Schedule for Team Visit, September 13-19, 1996 

Friday, September 13 
Morning Travel to State College from Annapolis, MD 
12 noon Welcome Lunch, hosted by ClearWater Conservancy 

at Windswept Farm 
1:30 pm Formal Presentation and Orientation by local, regional 

and county professional planning staff 
5:30 pm Reception and dinner at Centre Furnace Mansion 
9:00 pm Return to Bellefonte headquarters. The team is housed 

in the historic former Dale Mansion, loaned to the 
Exchange by its owner, Ralph Stewart of Bellefonte. 

Saturday, September 14 
8:00 am Visit to Thompson Spring and the Duck Pond 

Presentation of PSU Landscape Architecture Dept. 
11:00 am Tailgate Lunch, hosted by Corning-Asahi 

Spring Creek &change 
Team at their 1890s house, 
with owner and LDC 
member Ralph Stewart 
(center). 
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12:30 pm Orientation & bus tour of the Spring Creek Watershed 
5:00 pm Dinner at private home in Boalsburg 

Sunday, September 15 
8:00 pm Groundwater geology tour of the watershed, gUided by 

Dr. Richard Parizek of PSU 
12:15 pm Art Alliance Watershed Art Show and reception 
1:30 pm Spring Creek Day at Fisherman's Paradise, sponsored 

by the ClearWater Conservancy 
5:00 pm Barbecue picnic at Fisherman's Paradise, hosted by 

ClearWater Conservancy 

Monday, September 16 
7:30 am "Eggs & Issues" forum on Visions for the 21st Century 
10:00 am Train excursion with elected officials, Bellefonte to 

Milesburg and return 
12:00 noon Lunch for train riders at Gamble Mill Tavern 
1:00 pm Continue train excursion, Bellefonte to Dale Summit 

and return 

Tuesday, September 17 
8:00 am 
9:00 am 

11:45 am 
12:45 pm 

7:30 pm 

"Quality of Life in Centre County" 
"Regulatory and Non-regulatory Approaches to Water 
Supply, Wastewater Disposal, and Water Quality" 
Lunch on a farm 
Agricultural industry and preservation of agricultural 
lands, briefing and farm tour 
Farmer Roundtable 

Wednesday, September 18 
8:00 am 
12:00 pm 

1:30 pm 
3:30 pm 

5:30 pm 
7:30 pm 

Team work session 
Lunch and working session with Centre County CEO's, 
Nittany Lion Inn 
Free time for shopping 
Work session with Penn State University President 
Graham Spaniel and key administrators 
Dinner for Team, hosted by Tavern Restaurant 
Workshop with lay planners 

Thursday, September 19 
All day Team preparation of report to the public 
12:00 pm Lunch at Bellefonte High School 
7:30 pm Public presentation of Team Report and discussion 

Fnday, September 20 
Team and Spring Creek Watershed Community representatives travel 
to Baltimore for concluding session with sponsors. 
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APPENDIX ISPRING CREEK WATERSHED REPORT 

OBSERVATIONS AND IMPRESSIONS 

The Spring CreeK watershed is beautiful, with open green 
space, abundant fresh water and forested hillsides, and is a desirable 
place to live. There has been considerable growth with the potentia! 
for more. However, the growth appears to be haphazardly spread 
across the landscape. The average lot size is bigger than those in 
other parts of the country, such as Oregon, and farmland does not 
appear to be valued as an irreplaceable resource. We have learned 
that many people are aware that farmland is being lost, but no one 
seems to Know how to stop it. 

This growth, if it continues, could be reminiscent of the Los 
Angeles basin in California about 40 years ago when small towns liKe 
Northridge were separated from the larger city by orange groves and 
avocado orchards. In the LA basin, the farms have long since disap
peared, and Northridge is no longer separate from Los Angeles. The 
floor of the basin is one continuous urban area, dissected by con
gested, multi-lane highways. The urbanization continues to creep up 
the mountain sides into areas that are less and less suitable for 
development due to unstable slopes and fire danger. Spring CreeK 
watershed is on the cusp of turning into an eastern equivalent of this 
scenario. 

Most of the problems that this area faces are not due to a laCK 
of technical Knowledge. Instead, the hurdles that must be overcome 
are social and political in nature. 

Strengths 
Penn State University is part of the watershed, and contains a 
wide array of expertise to deal with local problems. 
The residents of the watershed have a deep love of the place 
where they live. 

•	 Natural resources include abundant and relatively clean water, 
scenic beauty, good farmland and minerals, 
The area has a stable economy, 

o	 The residents already recognize that they may face future prob
lems as the area grows. 
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Some efforts at managing growth are already underway. 
•	 The Spring Creek Corridor Study has been completed and 

contains many viable recommendations for protecting Spring 
Creek. 
Consensus building is already underway. 

Weaknesses 

The fragmented and localized government system in the Com
monwealth of Pennsylvania makes it difficult to coordinate 
planning over large areas. 
Because of the fragmented government, there is possibly a lack 
of a natural leader at a higher [evel who could serve to foster 
coordinated and cooperative efforts across the watershed. 
There is no consistent regulatory control over critical practices 
across the watershed that can affect the entire watershed area, 
such as forest conservation, preservation of farmland, and 
protection of riparian areas. 
There are piecemeal data gathering efforts on the condition of 
the watershed, such as water quality, but no unified method of 
recording and sharing this data. 
There is inherent distrust between municipalities, especially 
between the rural areas and the urban areas, and it is difficult to 
see how each municipality fits into the larger watershed. 
Without active cooperation, there can be a duplication of ser
vices which may be costly and inefficient. 
There is a lack of understanding of how individual choices affect 
the entire watershed. For example, more small lots can fit in the 
same space than large, five-acre lots while at the same time 
preserving open space and farmland. 
There is a feeling among citizens and interest groups that certain 
interests dominate the region and planning system. 

Opportunities 

Maximize the benefits gained from the Exchange visit.
 
Penn State University has a wealth of resources.
 
The citizens have a shared identity with water.
 
Build a vision for the watershed based on the findings of the
 
Centre County Citizens Survey.
 
Prison land has been protected from development, and provides
 

Draft Centre Region Comprehensive Plan Update	 Appendix D 

C:Jll_~rjwJreglon.a1Jcompplan/docwnentla pp_D.d oc	 2120/98 



25 
the equivalent of a "green belt" almost by accident. There is an
 
opportunity to protect this land on a permanent basis.
 

Threats 

Increasing urbanization will lead to larger fluctuations in stream
 
flows. Flooding may become more frequent and severe, while
 
low flows during the late summer may become lower.
 
Increasing urbanization may lead to further contamination of
 
stormwater runoff and groundwater.
 
Urban sprawl will lead to a loss of open space and farmland, and
 
aloss of rural character that contributes to the area's quality of life.
 
Forested areas on the hill slopes within view of the valley may be
 
lost as development creeps uphilL This deforestation may lead to
 
a loss of the visual impact provided by trees and result in in

creased runoff.
 
Increased traffic will increase air pollution.
 

As the area becomes more urban in nature, people lose a sense
 
of connection to the natural ecosystems.
 
The natural biodiversity and ecological integrity of the region
 
may be diminished.
 
Lack of a clear plan for future land uses in the watershed.
 

Proposal for a new highway through the watershed.
 

Increased development with associated hard surfaces (parking
 
lots and roofs) will lower groundwater recharge.
 
Although the present administration of the Rockview prison is
 
willing to cooperate in protecting the prison land's natural resources,
 
a change in administration may bring in a different point of view
 
and open this valuable conservation resource to development.
 

THE COMMUNITIES' ISSUES 

1. Issue: Developing a Watershed Identity and an Ethic of 
Watershed Stewardship for the Spring Creek Communities 

1.1. Findings 

The residents have a deep appreciation of the area and there is a 
reservoir of concern that can be tapped. Many people already 
recognize that future growth may create problems, but are unsure 
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IIhow they can get ahead of the curve. The fragmented system of 
government in Pennsylvania makes it difficult to coordinate planning 

'!:."over large areas, and tends to exacerbate a piecemeal approach to 
development. 

1.2. Recommendations 

1.2.1. Educate individuals, communities and groups about where 
and what is the Spring Creek watershed 

Include the whole community. The effort should be a partnership
 
among the public, private and non-profit sectors. To be success

ful, the watershed's identity needs to be wider than simply
 
conservation/preservation groups, but must be seen as something
 
which has benefits for everyone, including the business and
 
agricultural groups.
 
Erect signs at the boundaries of the watershed to raise aware

hess.
 
Establish a program to talk to civic groups about the watershed.
 

•	 Encourage a coordinated approach to hiking trails and cycle 
paths that connect areas where people can get out and experi
ence the watershed. (For example, expand on Spring Creek 
Corridor Study) 

1.2.2. Establish a vision shared by all citizens and municipalities. 

•	 Provide concrete examples of how one township's actions affect 
another. If the effects have been perceived as a "win-lose" 
situation between townships, give examples of how a "win-win" 
situation could be achieved. 

•	 Look at other models of watershed cooperation. Some examples 
are: 

- Tualatin River basin, Oregon: All towns agreed to ban 
phosphate detergent after it was determined that phosphate 
was the primary cause of water quality degradation. 

- Applegate Agreement, Oregon: The local reSidents, farmers, 
timber companies and environmentalists collaborated on an 
agreement on land-use for the entire watershed. 

-	 Portland, Oregon: The city and surrounding suburbs cover 
three counties. The governments of the counties, city and 
surrounding towns cooperate on providing services, and 
comprehensive land use planning that is guided by the '
state's land use taws. II 

-
-
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1.2.3. Review and promote existing resources avaJlable in the area. 

Continue newspaper and press coverage that discusses aspects of 
the area in the context of the watershed. This information will 
help to instill pride in living in the watershed, not just a particular 
township. 
Environmental education programs for children could include 
Project Learning Tree, an internationally recognized curriculum III for children that uses forests and trees as a focal point to teach 
"how to think, not what to think". The local coordinator for 
Project Learning Tree is Ellen Manno, Penn State University 
Dept. of Forestry. 

•	 Establish an "Outdoor School" for grade school kids. The class 
could be held at Fisherman's Paradise, and cover topics like 
trees, soils, geology, river dynamics, fisheries, etc. The length 
could be anywhere from a few days to a week. For information 
on an example of an outdoor school called "Forest Camp" that 
involved partnerships with the Forest Service, local school 
districts, the Bureau of Land Management, the state game 
department, and a host of local businesses, write to: The Forest 
Camp Coordinator, Alsea Ranger District, Alsea, Oregon, 97324. 

•	 Combine the "free fishing day" provided by the Pennsylvania 
State Fish and Boat Commission in June with environmental 
education opportunities for the public, such as those present at 
"Spring Creek Day". 

•	 Continue the dialogue with state officials on creating a partner
ship agreement to protect natural areas, particularly the prison 
grounds. 
Develop a Watershed Management Plan. The County could take 
leadership responsibility and use the Environmental Protection 
Agency's model (see resources section). 

1.2.4. Encourage public awareness and understanding ofthe 
importance ofcoordination and cooperation within local govern
ments. 

Utilize eXisting legislation designed to foster cooperation.
 
Inform and support elected officials in the process of working
 
together.
 
Encourage water suppliers and water disposal entities to commu

nicate and work together.
 
Encourage developers and planners to work together to create
 
livable communities.
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2. Issue: Defining the Vision of the Future of the Spring 
Creek Watershed 

2.1. Findings 

The localized system of government is a two-edged sword. On 
the one hand, it allows citizens ready access to local government, 
thus fostering democracy at a local level. 1t also gives the less popu
lated areas a more equal say when dealing with larger population 
centers, and offers some protection against being coerced into 
projects they may not like. However, the fragmented system of 
government makes it difficult to reach agreement on a common 
vision and strategy for a large area, and to see how each township 
fits into the watershed as a whole. There is a suspicion that certain 
interest groups or individuals dominate the planning processes. Also, 
there is no consistent regulatory control over critical practices in the 
watershed that affect the entire watershed, such as zoning, preserva
tion of farmland, and protection of floodplains. There is little under
standing that many small, individual choices can create large impacts. 

Some efforts at planning and managing growth are already 
underway, and municipal officials recognize that consensus-building 
is important. The Exchange visit has generated pubHcity that has 
raised awareness of the watershed and associated issues. It is under
stood that many community groups have come together and there is 
an opportunity to build on this new-found enthusiasm. 

2.2. Recommendations 

2.2.1. Use existing tools and update regularly 

Use existing information and update regularly to ask people's 
values, hopes and fears concerning the watershed. 
Establish criteria for assessing landscape value (e.g. the faces of 
slopes are vulnerable to development, no trees, no fall). There 
are example studies already completed for the area. 
Continue to take advantage of the interest expressed in this 
Exchange to promote continuing awareness of the watershed 
and consensus-building on the Vision. Hold public meetings to 
reach consensus on a desired future condition for the watershed. 
Involve Penn State University. 
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2.2.2. Involve and include the public in the process of creating a 
vision. 

Adopt a path approach to monitoring. Encourage established 
groups to take the lead on specific topics. 
Stress personal responsibility in everyday choices. "Think about 
the watershed, act locally." 
Highlight benefits of preserving the area's quality of life, 
Inform the public on zoning regulations that already exist. 
Encourage environmental education programs to include plan
ning processes and zoning. 
Offer public courses on planning, watersheds, groundwater, etc. 
Conduct community surveys. (For example, expand on Centre 
County's Citizens Survey to include entire population,) 

3. Issue: Determine the Carrying Capacity and Economic 
Sustainability of the Watershed 

3.1. Findings 

The area is fortunate in having a wide variety of expertise in 
residence at Penn State University. Much research has already been 
done, and continues to be done, on the character of the watershed. 
The team has the impression that this valuable resource has been 
underutilized to date. The knowledge base and technical expertise 
available to local governments is tremendous; however, there don't 
appear to be any mechanisms in place to consolidate the data, 
provide professional review of data that goes into storage systems 
(e,g. GIS), and to make the local governments aware of this data. 

Growth in the area appears to be occurring without a clear 
understanding of the cumulative effects it will have in the future on 
the natural systems in the watershed, such as groundwater. There is 
a sense in the community that water quality and quantity may be the 
limiting factor to growth. There would appear to be reasonable 
supplies of water, but often disposal of large quantities of effluent has 
the potential to damage the stream quality. Slurry and sewage sludge 
application will cause a build-up of heavy metals in the soil which 
could leach to an aquifer. The maximum concentrations in the USA 
significantly exceed other countries (Alloway B.J. 1995). 

Because of the underlying limestone, groundwater can recharge 
through sinkholes, which serve as a direct conduit from the surface 
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to the aquifer. There are risks of contamination of water supply 
through stormwater entering sinkholes. As development expands, 
natural areas providing infiltration or attenuating run-off will decrease. 

Carrying capacity should be defined in terms of wildlife and 
biological diversity, as well as human needs. The creek is an essential 
wildlife corridor and important to residents. Although the watershed 
could support a great deal of development, this is unacceptable to 
the majority of the community. 

The watershed will carry many people if they simply require the 
creeks be used as water sources and not conduits for waste. This 
could be seen as an absolute limit to development. 

3.2. Recommendations 

3.2. 1. Define the carrying capacity 

The watershed's water budget has been established once. The
 
budget should be established over a period of years to allow
 
analysis and monitoring.
 
Establish the land available for development. There are a num

ber of constraints that became apparent, and these constraints
 
should be used to define the available land for development.
 
These constraints include:
 

- sensitive groundwater recharge areas;
 
- groundwater protection zones for well fields;
 
- the Fish and Game land as significant recharge areas which
 

buffer flows; 
- The Barrens and the other major sandy areas are the likely 

source of the water producing Bellefonte's Big Spring; 
- existing development; 
- prime agricultural land; 
- agricultural security land; 
- floodplain and wetlands; and 
- Rockview Prison Land. 

•	 Monitor surface and groundwater quality. Good monitoring data 
will track changes in water quality, and provide information on 
what effects human activities are having. 

-	 Coordinate the efforts of the different groups that are 
already collecting data. 

- Set water quality standards for reaches of the creeks, if these 
are unobtainable the watershed capacity has been achieved. 
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•	 Monitor and consult EPA on the minimal limits for heavy metal 
application. 

3.2.2. Preserve the area's ecologkal integrity and biological diversity 

Biological Diversity
 
- Delineate and protect areas with unusual habitats that
 

support rare species.
 
- Insure that corridors allow species (such as songbirds) to
 

move between habitat areas.
 
- Identify needed corridors outside of the riparian corridors.
 
- Consider relocation of plants and other species that will be
 

affected by the construction of 1nterstate 99.
 
Healthy streams and riparian areas
 

- Protect the floodplain from development. Strictly enforced
 
flood plain boundaries would offer guidance for developers
 
and planners. It would also provide an effective area for
 
sediment deposition and energy dissipation. Flood plains
 
could become useful buffer strips for nutrient uptake as well
 
as a river corridor. Loss of the floodplain leads to the
 
mobilization of sediment and may move flooding problems
 
to another location. Allowing floodplains to act as storage
 
areas for both water and sediment will capture the sediment
 
before it reaches the Chesapeake Bay.
 
Use riparian buffer strips or stream bank fencing.
 

- There are many locations with erosion problems or inappro

priately trained stream banks. Riprap seems to be favored
 
by farmers but may not be the most appropriate technique.
 
Parks, golf courses and individual property owners do not
 
always have appropriate streamside vegetation. The use of
 
riparian strips can shade the stream and act as a buffer for
 
nutrients from adjoining lands. The softer improvements will
 
provide the most sustainable strips; riprap may just move
 
the problem of erosion downstream.
 

- Develop demonstration sites for best management practices
 
in regard to riparian zone restoration and management.
 
Form partnerships with managers of public lands to do
 
some restoration projects on their property. For example,
 
the military museum grounds could be a site for riparian
 
planting.
 

Provide for sustainable growth
 
- Consider imposing enforceable urban growth boundaries.
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Incorporate and coordinate transportation planning with 
developing housing areas over a large region. Plan for mass 
transit. 
Plan for an increased demand for recreation opportunities. 
We have heard that while the area around Penn State 
University has some of the lowest unemployment in the 
state, adjoining counties and townships in neighboring 
valleys have some of the highest. Encourage the economic 
development community to consider placement of new 
businesses and industries in these areas that need the jobs. 
This would relieve the demand for new housing within the 
Spring Creek watershed, and also decrease the projected 
increase in traffic. People would not have to commute into 
the Spring Creek watershed for work, and could remain 
closer to home. 
Do a costlbenefit analysis of development to inform resi
dents of the cost of development to each person. For 
example, the additional cost of schools, added teachers, fire 
protection, police and street maintenance that will come 
with additional growth. 

Water management 
Encourage less personal water use. One option not openly 
discussed is less water consumption overall. The water use 
figures suggest that Center County residents use significant 
quantities of water with the concomitant effects on discharge 
temperatures and treatment costs. Lower use leads to lower 
volumes for disposal. 

- A poster identifying the benefits to Spring Creek of less 
individual water consumption should be commissioned. 
Require consent for any and all withdrawals from ground 
and/or surface water (require permits for any new water 
withdrawals). 
Locate and map old waste sites (toxic dumps) that may be a 
threat to groundwater. This effort may require interviewing 
individuals who have been here for a long time and may 
remember locations where material was dumped. 
Ensure closer links betvJeen water supply and disposal 
utilities. Implement reuse of water within industrial processes 
following the example of Corning Asahi with looped sup
plies. 
Locate and preserve the best recharge zones for the aquifer. 
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Stormwater management 
Lining the stoffi1Water retaining basins will prevent or lessen 
sinkhole formation at that location, but will require a larger 
area for dispersed recharge. Care must be taken not to 
transfer the problem downhill. 

- Minimize risks to groundwater by ensuring all future 
stormwater ponds are adequately designed, including lining 
and provision of discharge to recharge and/or polishing 
areas. 
Larger areas should have traps to capture petroleum and 
sediment before water enters stormwater retaining basins. 

- Look at methods of mitigating development including use of 
permeable asphalt to provide diffuse and filtered recharge. 

OTHER ISSUES IDENTIFIED BY THE TEAM 

In addition to the issues that were identified by the community, 
the team has found other issues that need to be addressed. They are 
listed below. 

4. Issue: Need for Strategic Planning for Sustainable Growth 
in the Watershed 

4.1. Findings 

There are multiple zoning regulations and authorities in the 
watershed area. A desire to maintain a system of checks and bal
ances, and suspicion among local communities, makes it virtually 
impossible to establish a planning commission with regulatory 
authority for the entire watershed or county, and threatens to frus
trate comprehensive strategic planning for the watershed. Pennsylva
nia Intergovernmental Cooperation Law (Act 180) allows municipali
ties to voluntarily consolidate planning and other local government 
functions and this cooperation is already occurring in the watershed 
(e.g. Centre County Council of Government and its Planning Com
mission). 

4.2. Recommendation 

Municipalities should use existing legislation to take a strategic 
approach to dealing with the problems of growth, and come together 
to achieve compromise and consensus. 
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5. Issue: Penn State University is a Significant Landowner 
that Owns More than 5,000 Acres Covering Five Municipali
ties in the Watershed 

5.1. Findings 

There is widespread skepticism among county residents about 
the University's domination and insular approach to long-term land 
use planning in the watershed area. The University is undertaking 
state-of-the-art techniques to modify and control the impact of its 
development in the watershed. The University has plans for short
and long-tenn development projects (a retirement community, a 
research park, and an airport expansion) that, if completed, will have 
significant environmental, land use and economic impacts on the 
watershed. 

5.2. Recommendations 

Encourage the University to present itself as a model to other 
public and private developers by using Best Management Prac
tices to preserve and enhance the quality of the watershed. 
Encourage the University to participate as an equal stakeholder 
in development of a strategic watershed management plan as 
well as a strategic growth plan for the county. 

6. Issue: Protection and Enhancement of Stream Corridors 
in the Watershed 

6.1. Findings 

The Spring Creek Corridor Study, completed for the Clear 
Water Conservancy in 1994, is an innovative and valuable resource 
to the communities for guiding protection of the corridor. While 
several of the study's recommendations have been completed, there 
is a general lack of political leadership and financial support for 
initiating implementation of the full protection strategy developed in 
the study. 

6.2. Recommendations 

Implement the recommendations in the Spring Creek Corridor 
Study. 
Use the study as a basis for monitoring. While the study is an 
excellent example of good land use management, it needs to be 
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augmented with monitoring of water quality, vegetation changes,
 
and sediment. It is only through this kind of data collection that
 
progress toward a desired condition can be documented, and the
 
recommendations in the study can be validated. See the EPA
 
document, Watershed Protection, August 1995, for more infor

mation on setting up monitoring programs.
 
Extend the study's scientific methods and political good will to
 
complete a stream protection and enhancement study for the
 
entire watershed.
 

7. Issue: Unplanned Development Stemming from the Inter
section of Major Highway Improvements in the Watershed 

7.1. Findings 

There are no proposals for a strategic plan to consider the
 
cumulative impacts of the intersection of major new road im

provements, and to consider the additional cumulative effects
 
stemming from other developments such as the airport expansion.
 
The Environmental Impact Study for forthcoming highway
 
projects has seriously underestimated their secondary and
 
cumulative impacts. The view that the secondary impact of a
 
major improvement, such as 1-220, can be defined as a mile

circle radius around the intersection situation is at best crude and
 
at worst seriously misleading.
 

•	 Controversial decisions are still to be made over the highway's 
location and number of interchanges. 

7.2. Recommendations 

Include the highway's alignment, number of interchanges, and
 
location as an integral component in a strategic growth plan for
 
the county and/or watershed.
 

8. Issue: Loss of Prime Agricultural Land to Haphazard 
Development 

8.1. Findings 

More the 12,300 acres of farmland in Centre County were lost 
to development between 1975 and 1990. From 1990 to 1995, 
almost 4,000 acres were developed, with 94% of this acreage in the 
Centre Region. Centre County has been enrolled in the state's 
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Farmland Preservation Program since 1990, resulting in permanent 
protection of 2,088 acres county-wide (at a total cost of $2,255,560). 
Twenty-five landowners are currently waiting to sen development 
rights on their farms through the program. 

Centre County contributed $25,000 to the Farmland Preserva
tion Program in 1995 and is budgeted to contribute this amount in 
1996. Centre County Farmland Trust, established in 1993, assists the 
county's Easement Purchase Program in marketing and funding. 
Seventy-tvvo percent of residents identified the loss of agricultural 
land as a significant or minor problem in the Centre County 
government's 1995 Citizen Survey. Agricultural zoning in the four
teen municipalities in the Spring Creek watershed ranges from 
allowing one new house per acre to one house per tvventy-five acres. 

8.2. Recommendations 

Annually commit the maximum amount of county funds to the 
state's Farmland Preservation Program. 
fdentify prime and productive farmland and designate these 
areas for protection (downzoning them from residential density 
to strict agricultural zoning). New development would be allowed 
to occur only within designated growth areas, which include 
existing village centers and areas with public facilities atready in 
place. Those landowners in the designated agricultural land 
preservation corridors would be able to sell or transfer the 
development rights (based on the number of rights based on the 
previous zoning) on their property through the existing Farm~and 

Preservation Program or a Transfer of Development Rights 
Program (to be established). Example: Montgomery County, 
Maryland's Farmland Preservation Program. (Contact Jeremy 
Criss, Program Coordinator). 

CONCLUSIONS 

Even though this area is under incredible pressure from popula
tion growth, there is much hope that the Spring Creek watershed will 
continue to be a good place to live. The first step in dealing with any 
problem is acknowledging it exists. Many people of good will. are 
concerned about the future of this area, and there is a willingness to 
begin to explore options. 
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RESOURCES 
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Division, Office of Wetlands, Oceans, and Watersheds, U.S. Environ
mental Protection Agency, 401 M Street, SW, Washington DC 
20460. 

The Spring Creek Comdor Study, developed by The 
ClearWater Conservancy and The Department of Landscape Archi
tecture, Pennsylvania State University. 

Hylton, Thomas, 1995, Save Our Land, Save Our Towns: A 
Plan for Pennsylvania, RB Books, Seitz and Seitz, Inc., Harrisburg 
PA, 127 p. 

Heavy Metals in SOJlS, 1995 Blackie Academical and Profes
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APPENDIX III 

OPENING SESSION AGENDA 

Chesapeake Bay Program Conference Room 
Annapolis, Maryland 
Thursday, September 12, 1996 

10:00	 Coffee & Donuts 

10:30	 Welcome 
Fran Flanigan, Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay 

Opening Remarks 
Linda Harper, The Countryside Institute 

10:45	 The Chesapeake Bay Program 
Bill Matuszeski, Director, Chesapeake Bay Program 

11:00	 Introduction to the Chesapeake Bay's Ecosystem 
Kent Mountford, Sr. Scientist, Chesapeake Bay Program 

11:35	 Break 

11:45	 Planning Systems in the Chesapeake Bay Region 
Ron Kreitner, Director, Maryland Office of Planning 

12:30 Picnic Lunch (outdoors/weather permitting) 

1:30 The Case Studies as Presented by the 
local Organizing Committees 
Andrew Cole, Spring Creek Watershed, Pennsylvania 
Margaret Stewart, Wicomico River Watershed, Maryland 

2:15	 How the Exchange Will Work 
Eleanor Vernon, former Local Organizer 
Shelley Mastran, Steering Committee & former Team Member 
Fran Flanigan, Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay 
Linda Harper, The Countryside Institute 

3:30	 Team/Local Organizing Committee Work Session 

4:15	 Adjourn 

5:00	 Cruise on State Yacht with light Buffet Supper 

7:00	 Return to Annapolis Harbor 
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CLOSING SESSION AGENDA 

City Life Museum 
Baltimore, Maryland 
Friday, September 20, 1996 

1:00 

1:30 

1:45 

2:00 

3:00 

3:45 

4:00 

4:30 

5:30-7:30 

Refreshments 

Welcome 
Fran Flanigan, Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay 

The Exchange 
Judith LaBelle, The Countryside Institute 

The Case Studies as Presented by the 
Exchange Teams 
Spring Creek Watershed in Pennsylvania 
VV!comko River Watershed in Maryland 

Discussion: Common Themes in the Chesapeake 
Bay Region from the Community Perspective; 
Implementation Opportunities 
Glenn Eugster, Chesapeake Bay Program 
Fran Flanigan, Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay 

The Next Steps 
Dr. Henry Jordan, Chairman of the Board, 
The Countryside Institute 

Chesapeake Songs with Tom Wisner 

Adjourn - Tour City Life Museum 

Buffet Supper in the Courtyard 
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APPENDIX IV 

CHESAPEAKE BAY EXCHANGE 
STEERING COMMJITEE 

Joe Dibello, National Park Service 
Dallas Dollase, Pennsylvania Department of Community Affairs 
Lee Epstein, Chesapeake Bay Foundation 
Glenn Eugster, Environmental Protection Agency 
Frances Flanigan, Alliance for the Chesapeake Bay 
Rupert Friday, Maryland Office ofPlanning 
Steve Funderburk, United States Fish and WildMe Service 
Linda Harper, The Countryside Institute 
Michele Harvey, National Environmental Education and Training 
Foundation 
Annie Hillary, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
Katherine Imhoff, Piedmont Environmental CouncJ! 
Henry Jordan, The Countryside Institute 
Ronald Kreitner, Maryland Office ofPlanning 
Scott Kudlas, Virginia Chesapeake Bay Local Assistance Department 
Judith LaBelle, The CountrysIde Institute 
Shelly Mastran, National Trust for Historic Preservatjon 
William Matuszeski, Environmental Protection Agency 
Ed McMahon, Conservation Fund 
Robert Neville, United States Department ofAgriculture 
Debi Osborne, Trust for Public Land 

(. 

Walter Pomeroy, National Audubon Society 
Tony Redman, Chesapeake Bay Program Local Government Advi
sory Committee 
Jill Schwartz, American Farmland Trust 
Ann Swanson, Chesapeake Bay Commission 
AI Todd, United States Forest Service 
Craig Warner, Center for Rural Pennsylvania 
Elizabeth Waters, Land Use Consultant 
Larry Williamson, Pennsylvania Department of Conservation and 
Natural Resources 
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ALLIANCE 
CHESAPEAK'E 

CHESAPEAKE BAY Chesapeake Bay Program BAY TRUST 

, 
The 1996 Countryside Stewardship Exchange in the Chesape~ke Bay 
region was made possible by generQus grants from the Chesapeake Bay 
Program to the ~liance for the Chesapeake Bay, Inc., and to the Coun
tryside Institute, Within the Chesapeake Bay Program, the Lanp, Gro.wth 

, and Stewardship Committee provided oversig~t to the Exchange. 

The production of this report has. been supported by a'grant from the ,
Chesapeake Bay Trust. 

, , 

The Alliance and the Countryside Institute gratefully acknowledge the 
funding support of both, of these organizations. 

"Judith LaBelle, President William Matuszeski, Director ' 
The Countryside Institute Chesapeake Bay Program 
Gfynwood Center 410 Severn Avenue, Suite 109 
PO. Box 157 Annapoli's, MD' 21403' ) 

Cold Spring, NY 10517 800-968-7229 , 
212·769~4580, .'FAX 410-267~5777 

",' FAX 212-769-2739 

Frances Flanigan, qec, Director United 'Kingdom Lead Sponsor 
AHiance for the Chesapeake Bay Nick Holliday 
6600 York Road, Suite 100 Countrysige Commission 

John Dower House ' .Baltimore, MD 21212 . .
 

410-377-6270 Cresce)1t Place, Cheltenham
 
FAx 410-377-7144 G16ucestershire GL50 3RA
 

, United Kingdom , ' 
'f' 

011-44-124-252-1381 
! ' 

'FAX 011-44-124-258-4270' 

\ . 
/ 
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