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Like most folks; I had Christmas dinner with my family. 
After dinner we always exchange gifts and enjoy each 
other's .company while watching the kids plaYwith their 
new toys. Inevitably the conversation turns to a discussion 
of current events. We don't always agree, but the airing of 
perspective is always healthy and cordial. This year's 
discussion ranged 'frorft the ·right to display the-"Ten •• 
Commandments" in the local courthouse to environmental 
issues. My mother, as is her nature, listened intently and · 

• eventually joined in with thoughtful and sincere 
'commentary. Her brief comment on the "state of the world" 
discussion this Christmas was simply, "People are really 
confused right now." • 
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can get away with whatever we want." ' 

In Americ~ today, I believe there is a weasel iri the 
henhouse. In fact, I am sure tha,t our democracy based on 
the principle of the "si_lent hano of collective consciousness" 
has already been usurped by a silent coup that has taken 
over our government under the cloak of deception and 
campaign.contributions. In short, corporate America has 
slowly but steadily gained control of almost every facet of 
our daily lives through advertising, political inf.luence, and 
control of assets. • 

' ' 
As far back as the early 1800s, corporations in America and , 
the industri~l aristocracy that berrefit from their power have 
sl;wly alllassed the same rights as the individual in this 
country, including the same rights as "persons" under the 

Simple but profound. People do seem to be really confused Bill of.Rights: equal protection, limited liability, "due 
right now. I have sinc·e given this dilemma a great deal of process," and the power of eminef.lt domain. One'ofthe 
thought. One of the things taught to me at an early age is earliest warnings that corporate intent would threaten 
the best moral compliss is the conscience. ~-- -------,-,-~---------, democracy was penned in the 1830s by 
I also believe that our country was "As far back as the the Frenchman Alex de Tocqueville, in 
founded on the principle that government I . 1800 . his now classic work Democracy in 
is best guided by the collective wisdom of ear Y S, America. He wrote, "The friends of 
a 2eople free to eJS.press their views. corporations in de,mocracy should keep their eyes . 
Embedded in this philosophy is the . , • anxiously fixed on .t4e industrial 
bedrock principle of democrqcy that America and tbe • ar'istocracy. For if ever again permanent 
p~ople are inhere_ntly ~ood an~ when . industrial aristocracy inequity of conditions an!f aristocracy 
given the facts will make the nght ch01ces make.their way into the world it will 
for our individual welfare and the that benefit from their have been by that door that they enter." ·. 

_common.good. This certainly includes · 
the assurance that government should · • 
protect the health1and happiness of its 
people by protecting the environment. 

power have slowly I am now convinced that corporations in, 
amassed the same America are not,only the greatest threat 

to our environment, but to our very 
•rights as the . cherished democracy i tself. Loo_k 

This is a fairly straightforward individual. .. " closely behind the flag of patriotism in 
interpretation of our framers' intent i11- the , Iraq and you will find the· oil 
Constitution and the Bill of Rights. '--- - -~---~--_,- ~~· corpo/ati9ns. Tucked between the 
C~ent pqlaiization of opinion 011- everything from pages of scientific theses supporting new government 

• separation of church and state; how to best educate our programs such as the Healthy Forest and Clear S_kies 
children or how to best ensure environmental prorection is Initiatives, .you will find the special interest dollars of the 
evidence ofthe-confusion in our country about where the timber and fossil·fuel corporations. In the collection plate of 
truth really lies. One camp says the environment is just fine religii:ms zealots are political kickbacks from a government 
and even improving. Another group proclaims that we are with scant respect for separation of church and state. Iri 
on the brink ofliterally destroying basic life support Congress and the-White House, you will find a whole host 
systems. Some say-global warming is not only real but.that , of special interests pulling the strin,gs of our government. 
it is caused by hi_tmans. On the other hand, a group of 
podium-pounding senators in Congress call the whole thing 
a "hoax." 

So how could there be this much confusion in a country 
with some of the greatest minds on the planet? Back when I 
worked for the Forest ·service, I vividly remember a meeting 
in which we were considering some more restrictive '· 
management regulations for the Chattooga River. Someone 
expressed the opinion that these proposed changes would 
cause quite a backlash from the public. Finally, an old 
veteran' ranger said, "Just throw in enough weasel-words 
and keep the whole thing as confusing as possible, and we . • 

I have faith that you, the people, when p~esented with the 
• fads, will understand that monstrous corporations are , 
behind the deceit and confusion in this country, and that it is 
they that threaten not only the environment in this country 

.-but the very deniocracy which ensures its protection. We 1 

who love Americ;a must take back power from corporations 
who do not possess the same conscience as the individual. i 
hope you will join us in tearing down the veil of corporate 
deceit to expose it for all the threats that are taking our 
great 11ation. 

. • 



•. 
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Corporations Withou! Conscience·· 
Author Unknown 

"The greatest pyramids .... ·are made not of stone but of 
people: they are the vast bureaucracies that constitute 
society's core, and they function not necessarily to get the 
"job" ddne but to reward the personal loyalty of those at the 
bottom to those at the top." - W.illiam Langewiesche,. The 
Atlaniic, 2001 November. 

Adam Smith's fir~t major work was not The Wealth of · 
Nations but a book on ethics: Theory of Moral Sentiments. 

direction of malevolent authority. A substantial proportion 
_of people do what they are told to do irrespective of the 
. content of the act and without li1-11itations of conscience so 
long as they perceive that the command comes from a 
legitimate authority. If in this study an anonymous 
experimenter could successfully command adults to subdue 
a fifty year old man and force on him painful electric shocks 
against his protests one can only wonder what government 
with its vastly greater authority and prestige can command 
of its subjects." 1 

A little editing ofMilgram's conclusion will put it in better , 
As an ethicist he understood that the mechanism of the context: "A ~ubstantial proportion of people do what they 
"irivisib.le hand" would be most efficient if self-interest was • are told to do [by an anonymous experimenter ]°irrespective ' 
restrained by conscience. 'With remarkable prescience ·of the content of the act and witho~t limitations of 

, I 
Smith warned that ~----------~-------------, ---, conscience so long as 

~~i;j~~~~-sst~tsday ·. ~·A substantial prop·ortion ' ~~:!::~~:e~~:t;~~ -a 
companies) could slip .the • • legitimate authority. 
restraintsofhuman of people do what they are Onecanonlyw~nder · 
conscience. In our ,day this _ • ' what [ a corporation] 

·is pretty much what has told to do ' 1·rre· spect1·ve of with its vastly greater 
happened. Corporations ••• ;- ... . . • auth~rity and prestige 
have taken on a life of their f d · can command of its 
own,~ntitieswithouta the content O the act an [employees]." This 
conscience with the • sobering a'ssessment 
potential to wreak havoc on without limi ta ti on s of goes a long way in 
the societies that have ,explaining how 

created them. conscience so· long as. they . ~~z~~::!0:::~!::e 
This isn't the place to conscience. There is 
document the detrimental perceive that t_ he just one problem . . "A 
effects of corporations on substantial proportion of 

:~:i=~~i:~:~~:,i~~~:p~~:ss, CQmm:and comes· fro~ a ~:~~~~·~i;~ri~d 
journalist William Greider leg1·t1·ma'te author1·ty.'' •' , explanation. • 
does an admirable job of this 
in his book One World', Dr. Thomas Blass's 
Ready or Not-The Manic L_-~-----------~-~-~- --~·~~-~~ websi1;e on Milgram and 
Logic of Global Capitalism. Here attention will be focused his work, www.stanleymilgram.com, cites 65 percent as th~ 
for the moment on one question: What is i! about proportion of people who delivered the maximum sho'ck to. 

• corporations that all,ows them to slip the restraints of human their unwilling-victims. (The experiments were rigged. The 
conscience? "victims" were in on it and no shocks were actually 

William Langewiescne has provided the key to answering 
this question: "Corporate bureaucracies function not 
necessarily to get the 'job' done but to reward the personal 
loyalty of those at die bottom to those at the top.," The 
power to reward loyalty is the currency ofthe corporation. 
And this power is also used to command obedienc.e. 

. The subject of obedience to authority will be linked forever 
to Stanley Milgram's obedience experiments of the 1960's. 
His conclusions in his own words were: "The results as I 
_observed them in the laboratory are disturbing. They raise 
the possibility that human nature cannot be counted on to 
insulate men from brutality and inhumane treatmeht at the 

delivered.) 

So what about the 35 percent of people who won't 
subon,iinate their consciences to authority? Well, consider 
how an ·employee rises through the levels qf a corporate 

· hierarchy. At each level ability, loyalty and obedience can 
be rewarded with a promotion. If at any level conscience 

- interferes with loyalty or obedience .then the employee 
likely won't be promoted further. So we have an employee 
screening pr.ocess that selects for ability, loyalty and • 
obedience but selects against.conscience. As Leo Durocher 
put it, nice guys finish last. 

To summarizy, corporati~ns slip the bounds of human 

' 

I• 



• Corporatio_ns 'Yithout Conscience 

conscience because of two cor{ditions. The first cohdition 
involves human µature. Milgram's obedience. experiments 
empirically show that a ,substantial proportion of people are 
willing to subordinate their consciences to authority. The · • 
second·condition involv.es corporate nature. Corporations 
use an employee screening process_ that' selects for ability, 
loyalty and obedience but selects against cons"cience._ 

It is,noteworthy that two words have not been used in. this 
discussion: "power" and "corruption." It has not been 
necessary to appeal to Lord Acton's axiom and indeeci it is 

. probably not generally true that power corrupts those who 
wield it. Ra,ther, the association between power arid 
corruption is more likely due to a flawed screening process 
that tends to select non-conscientious people to positions of 

' • ~ J 

power. 

If the employee screening process is flawed by a tendency to 
~select against conscience, then the obvious remedy is to fix 
the screening process. The key to doing this is the line • _ 
above: "Ifat any levei -conscience interferes with loyalty or 
obedience then the employee likely won't be promoted 
further." Why not? Because it is in the self-intorest of 
superiors to command the loyalty and obedience ot'thefr 
subordinates. • - • 

But what if erp.ployees were promoted not just on the basis 
of loyalty and obedience but also on the basis of 
conscientiousness? To do this· the role of superiors in the 
employee promotion process would have to be diminished. 
It ~ecessarily follows that as the role of superiors decreases 
the role of peers and subordinates would increase. There is ' 
a name for th1s. It is called democratization. 

The aftersh9cks frGm the Enron/Andersen/Wall Street -
scandal are providing an historic opportunity to challenge 
one of the most unex;npined beliefs in busines·s culture, that 
corporate government must be strictly authoritarian in 
nature. 

During Eur.ope' s Middle Ages the divine right of kings and 
the feudal or'der went unchallenged. It took the 
·Renaissance, the rise of the bourgeoisie, and the , 
Enlightenment to legitimize the idea of government 
responsible to the people. 

During the debate over the-U. S. Constitution, Madison, 
Hamilton and Jay wrote the Federalist Papers to make the 
case .for a centralized yet democratic federal government. 
The time is ripe for the world's mo~t innovative thinkers on 
the subject of coeporate governance to rethink the issue from 
first (i.e. democratic) principles with the aim of producing 
the corporate governance equivalent ~fthe Federalist 
Papers. 
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2003 COR,fORATEERS 

'The Foundation for Taxpayer and Consumer Rights (FTCR) is 
a non-profit organization working to protect and advance tlie • 
interests of consumers and taxpayers. Recently the FTCR 
released its list of:2003 Corp_orateering's Top Ten Lessons. 
Tile list tracks the worst instances of big industries putting 
their commercial gain above the interests of individuals and 
society,· 

Nu~ber 1: State Farm convinced the Supreme Court that 
juries should not havy control over punitive damages. In State 
Farm v. Campbell, the Supreme ,Court overturned $145 million 
in punitive.damages against State Farm and ruled that future • 
punitive damages had to be in a single digit ratio to 
compensatory losses. This reversed a long standing practice of 
allowing j1,1ries to make independent decisions about how to • 
punish c?rporations. 

Number 2:_ Medicare was prevented from negotiating cheaper 
prescription drugs through bulk purchasing. Medicare's . ' 
prescription drug law precluded the government from 
negotiating bulk discounts, which .would give taxpayers the 
savings Canadians get. Drug companies' campaign 
contributions helped the Republicans win both houses of 
Congress and the White Hou~e. Coincidl;(nce?, 

Number 3! No-bid contracts ill Iran costs taxpayers billions. 
Halliburton, Bechtel and other corporations won no-bid 
contracts to rebuild Iraq at huge cost to American taxp;,iyers. 
Halliburtqn's $1 .7 bi-Ilion Pentagon contracts were recently in , 
th_e news when government auditors found the company was 
overcharging for fuel. War is profitable for those willing to 
take advantage. • 

Number 4: Medical malpractice victims lose rights due to 
insurer's ,bad investments. Insurance companies racked up big 
losses during the recent.Wall Street downturn. Some states, 
including Nevada, Oklahoma, Texas and Florida have limited 
how tiiuch victims could collect, ratherthan limiting how 
much malpractice insurers could P?t into risky jnvestments ... 

Number 5: Banks and insurers stamp out stattl privacy rights. 
After losing a big financial privacy fight in California, banks 
and insurers lobbied Congress to wipe out all state financial 
priv~cy laws that are tougher than the weak Fair Credit 
Reporting Act. Under current federal law, corporations can 
trade our private financial information with their partners • 
without our consent. • 

' 
For more information; go to 
www.corporateerit}.g.org or 
WWW .conslimerwatch.org 
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Whose L_an~ Is _ tt Anyway? ·· 
Carol Greenberg~r 

Buying my first house ·was one of the~m6st exhilarating, 
frightening and satisfying experience's of my life. 
Ownership gave me a sense of security and safety. This was 
my home and as long as I paid the mortgage no one could 

,\ 

take it away from me. Or could they? Across America 
people are discovering that sometimes .holding a deed is 
meaningless, thanks to the growing u_se or the govermp.ent's 
·power of emin~nt domain., ·,,,, 

Eminent domain is the power of the state to take private 
property. The 5th.Amendment to the Constitution states that 
priv~te property can be' taken_ if two requirements are met: 
the taking must be for public use and just compensation 
must be given. Most of the litigation 

concern to the men debating the Bill ofRigh~s. The framers 
of the Constitution may have assumed that a representative 
government would adequately protect its ,citizeris against 
abuses o(eminent d0main. • 

After independence, the primary uses of eminent domain 
continued to be road building and mill dams. Another class 
of benign uses was growing more common, as well. 
Takings to provide sites to carry on general govemmc;nt · 
functions began, such as building town halls, courthouses·,· 

. schools and post offices. Little litigation arose from these 
takings, suggesting either that the takings were infrequent or 
not thought of as unreasonable. Land·was Iiot ·scarce in 
America's early days, and wheir'possible governmental 

bodies probably purchased 
and debate over takings is two fold: 
what constitutes fair payment to a 
seller who is oftt::n unwilling, aµd what 
constitutes public use? The use of 
eminent domain in America ·parallels 

"Eminent domain is 
the power of the state 

available land rather than taking it. 
These types of takings, when justly 
compensated, have been se.en as 
legitimate from early times. 

As rail.lin~s began to span the 
,country, eminent domain was put 

5 

• our country's development. The first 
recorded uses were for building roa~s. 
Th~ colonial governments also took 
property to give owners ofland0 locked 
properties access to public highways 
and for mill dams, allowing mill 
owners to flood· lands b(donging to 
others to provide .water power. In 
most, but not all cases, land.owners 
were compensated, although disputes 
arose over tht::-amount of 
·compensation. By the end of the 
colonial period, the use of eminent 
domain as a legal method f~r t_he 
government to take private property 
had begun to take shape. Howeyer, 

, ' .to take private 
property. Most of the1

-

litig-ation 'and debate 
over takings is two 

fold: w~~t -constitutes 
fail; payment to a 
seller who is often 

to more extensi_ve use than ever 
before. By 1860 over 30,000 miles • 
oftraakhad been laid and the 
courts and legislatures helped 
ensure· the rapid expansion of the 

-railroad system .. Damages and 
valuations were limited; and many 
'states allowed railroads to take 
property at virtu_ally no cost. 

the question of the PUfP,OSes eminent 
domain sl'!ould be allowed for was riot 
yet clearly defined .. 

. unwilling, and 
what constitutes 

/ • 

Controversy over government 
takings increased as private land -
was taken for public parks, to . 
preserve historic sites, and create . 
scenic easements. In 1896 the 
Supreme Court upheld-a federal 
_statute that provioed for the taking, 
restoration, and preservation of the 

public use?" 
• At the time of the American • 
Revolution there was nothing limiting takings by eminent 
domain to public uses. In 1776 only Pennsylvania and 

,Virginia's stat1/ constitutions mentioned "public use,''. but 
neither actually limited takings for that reason. The 
provisi<?n that emerged in tqe Bill of Rights in 1789 was 
also amb~guous. Madison's draft of the.5th Amendment 
originally included double jeopardy0 compulsory testimony, 
and general due process clauses, along with an eminent 
domain clause stating, "No person shall be, .. obliged to I • 

• relinquish his property, where it may be necessary for public 
use, without il just compensation." The final- r.evised 
language," .. . nor shall private property be taken for public 
use, without just compensation': may have simply been an 
attempt to shorten the originat clause or it may have been ' 
intended to weaken the public use provision. Some 
historians b.elieve that eminent domain_was just not of great 

Gettysburg Battlefield. 
to expand. 

The dt::finition of public use began 

. • \ 

After transportation·and industry were developed ih the 
United States, a period of accelerated industrial 
development began. With it came a major expansion in 
mining. Under the Mineral Lease Act of 1920 and the 
Mining Law of 187:2, the ·government made it easy to obtain 

- the rights to prospect for and mine reserved minerals . The 
• hoJde/ of the surface land had a right to compensation for 
damage to improved land, but no tight to prohibit 
pro~pecting or mining. There is no evidence of minirig 
companies using emine_nt domain to obtain ·claims, but they 

• were almost always able to condemn property for access and 
'., transportation. • • • • .i 
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The -surges in industrial gro-wth and railroad expansion 
created-a major drive to, open western markets and exploit 
western resources. To spur ·development many 'Vestern 
states handed out.eminent domain to practically any source 
of capital that·could use it. Some state constitutions 
declared that private property could be taken for private use. 
A new rationale employed by some state governments 
related the definition of public use to the nature of the 
state's resources and industry. For example, a Nevada high 
court made a distinction between ordinary busfoesses 
capable ofoperating on a variety of sites from those, like 
mining, tha!· were site-dependent. 
The court stated that the latter could 
1egitimately be given eminent domain 
powers. This decision was cited over 
the next sev,eral decades because of it-s 
underlying general public benefit 
analysis. • 

The frenetic spurt of growth and 
expansion in America had slowed by 
the early 1900s and a large part of the -
necessary infrastructure to support; 
industry was in place. State and 
federal courts began to tighten up the 
compensation requiremeht of takings 
to prevent abuse. Many states qegan 
to require jury trials in cases of 
private takings and to include a 
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Rabun County residents are certainly familiar with an 
. energy company's attempt to use eminent domain. In 

March of 2000, Georgia Transmission Corporation (GTC) 
unveiled three potential corridors for a high voltage 
transmission line through Rabun County. Later that year the 
possible routes were increased to seven, increasing the 
number of citizens who could be affected. Homeowners, 
assistefi by the Cpattooga Conservancy, began to organize to 

. protest the power line project. Residents in Cobb, Fulton,· 
Gwinnett, Cherokee, Forsyth, Hall, Wp.ite, Lumpkin and 
Dawson counties have also mounted opposition to proposed 

power lines through their 
neighborhoods. Homeowners accuse 
power companies of siting lines 

......_ without public input and using their 
. condemnation ~uthority to take 
property when they face resistance. A 
question of whether or not the hign • 

.voltage transmission delivery system 
is even needed became a hot topic of 
debate. An attempt was made to pass , 
legislation in the last General • 
Assembly session to require state 

• oversight of transmission line routing, 
with public hearings mandated. The 

' legislature will pick the issue back up 
this ye-:ir. The power companies cite 
the need for quick construction of 
additional transmission lines to keep 
pace with growth. A Georgia Power 
executive noted that condemnatio~ 
proceedings are used to acquire 
property for high-voltage power lines 
in only 3 percent of cases. Regarding 
the authority to take private property 

. broader variety of damages in 
compensation formulas. Energy 
producers were then the largest users 
of eminent domain, as city-wide 
distribution became state-wide and • 
then national: Eminent domain was 
becoming .an instrument oflarge, 
industry related-projects involving 
industry cooperation with • 
government. The future of eminent 
domain was. in infrastructure 

through eminent domain proceedings, _ 
GTC vice president Jerry Donovap. _ Energy, transportation, and distribution have 

moved into the forefront of eminent domain 
usage•and disputes. 

• said, "It's not a decision we take 
lightly. We feel we have been good 
stew~rds of eminent domain over the 

years .. " That ,is little consolation to homeown_ers who face 
losing their land. 

. expansiog and urban redevelopment. 

The interstate highway system, authorized in 1944, and the 
Saint Lawrence Seaway, completed in 1959,, made·extensive 
use of eminent domain. These projects were largely ' 
uncontested. Takings by the Tennessee Valley Authority, 
however, placed the subject of eminent. domain back i~ front 
of the Supreme Court. The TVA succeeded in taking.la~d 

- adjacent to a town that would be flooded, to cr.eate a 
reservoir. The Court rulings expanded the scope of takings 
that could be justified by public purpose, and gave federal 
agencies an expanded power of eminent domain. Since then 
the TV A has not lost any challenges on general public use 
grounds. Energy transportation and distribution have now 
moved into the forefront ·of eminent domain usage and 
disputes. _ • , 

One affected homeowner told his story to a subcommittee of 
the Georgia House Judiciary Committee at a hearing in 
January 2003. He said in part, "My grandfatl;ier came to 
Cobb County in a mule drawn wagon in the 1800's. He was 
a hard working farmer and went on to accumulate property 
to-pass down to my father and my father passed the property 

• to me. I have worked for 40 years to maintain and preserve 
this property for my three children, eight grandchildren and 
two great-grandchildren: Then comes Georgia 
Transmission Company [Corporation] in October of2001... 
GTC has condemned my property_ with their legal ,staff, 
unlimited resources took it away against my will and have _ 
only giving me a fraction of the fair value." Other 
homeowners cited the cost of fighting a power company 
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' Opposing Power-line Encroachment, Inc. (H.O.P.E. of 
<Jeorgia), told the subcommittee, "I feel there is a myth that 
people [ who J have not experienced con,demnation-under the 
laws embrace. I know I did prior to.my education. They 

• hear that every property owner gets paid fair and just 
compensation and has rights, due process,_ because they have 
their own day in. court. It sounds good. The facts as I have 
come to know them are you will spend many days in court, 
very expensive days. Just the transcripts from our hearings 
cost us right at $4,000. That was just toge! a copy of what 
was said in the courtroom when they seized the land against 
our will and claimed it was in Oli.r best interest. Then you 
add up the cost of the appraiser, witnesses, engineers, and 
attorney's fees, in most cases 60%-70% of the fii;ial ' 
judgment, goes out and is paid out to these other people. 
Actually you can only get to this point if you nave lots of 
disposable income or go mortgage your property to raise 
money as in our case to be able to take the condemnation 
process to a jury trial. These services generally require 
payment upfront or at ' 
completion, which is well before 
you will see any- money. There is 
no way under the current system 
for the average citizen to stand up • 
for their rights when they are 
challenged by the enormous, 
well-funded, and seemingly 
invincible power industry." 

Another area of controversy over , 
, the use of eminent domain is in , 
urban redevelopment. Duri.ng the 

to allow a neighboring BMW.retailer to expand his 
dealership. · The City Council justified the taking, citing the 
expected $500,000 per year in sales tax revenues. Around 
the country, privately owned.homes and businesses were 
condemned by local governments so that higher tax 

' producing shoppihg malls, high-end houses, and even 
ballparks could be built. Higher tax revenues were the 
"pµblic purpose" met by these taking~. 

In recent years; redevelopment strategies have progres·sed 
from government public housing programs, where only 
blighted propert_ies were taken, to privately operated projects 
taking nonblighted property in blighted areas. Most states 
have upheld such takings, citing local employment benefits 
an'.d increased tax bases as meeting the public use test. 

Taking land to mitigate urb.an blight .opened up a door that 
has produced many abuses of eminent domain. In 
Lakewood, Ohio the mayor sought out a developer 'to build 
• high priced condominiums 

and a shopping mall on 
property that currently • 
houses over 50 homes, 
several_ apartment buildings, 
and a dozen businesses. 
Mayor Madeleine Cain said 
the Lakewood's property tax 
base needed to be raised 
because the city simply 
needed·more money. Is this 
quiet neighborhood of older 
single-family homes 

= ...... .:.... ..... ===' blighted? According to • , great depression a variety of 
government programs were 
_created to build low-income 
housing. Cases brought before 

According to Mayor Cain ls definition, this home with a one car 
• garage would be considered "blighted" in Lakewood, Ohio., 

Mayor Cain, "The term 
'blighted' is a statutory 
word. It really doesn't have 

the courts served to broaden the definition of public use. 
The courj:s saw decreasing juvenile delinquency; crime and 
disease, problems believed to be caused by slums, as a 
public benefit that satisfied the public use requirement of 
eminent domain. The United States Housing Acts of 1937 
and 1949 authorized fe4eral loans and grants to local 
housing agencies for slum clearance and public housing 
development. Condemned land could be sold to private 

• developers and some commercial and industrial 
development was~allowed. In a case involving property that 
would be taken and resold to a private developer, the 
Supreme Court cited "public purpose" rather than "public 
use," ·em'phasizing that Congress must h;we broad_ discretion 
in choosing public objectives, such as eliminating slum 
conditions. 

A 1984 Supreme Court case opened the door-even further, 
allowing states to define "public use" as anything "rationally 
related to a conceivable public purpose." Now land could 
be taken from private ·owner and given to a new private 
owner. In Merriam, Kansas WiViam Gross owned-property 
that he leased to a u~ed car dealership. The land was taken 

a lot to do with whether or not your home is painted .... The 
question is whether br not that area can be used for a higher 
and better use .... The term 'blight' is used to describe 

. whether or not the structure·s generally in an area meet 
today' s standards.l ' And who sets those standards? The city 
does, so Lakewood set a standard for blight that would 
include most of the homes in the neighborhood, ironically 
nam~d Scenic Park. In Lakewood, a home was deemed 
blighted unless it had three bedrooms, two bathrooms, an 
attached two-car garage and central air conditioning'. 
"Everyone with eyes knows we're not blighted," Jim Saleet, 
organizer of the homeowners, said at the votcirs ' forum in 
October. "Our county appraisals are up 14 percent. 
Obsolescent should mean people don't want tb buy those 
homes." 

Most of the homeowners agreed to sell their property, but 
some refused. A non-profit group, The Institute for Justice, 
filed suit for homeowners against the City of Lakewood. It 
made Lakewoocl a test case, suing over the blight study. 
Mike Wallace featured the controversy in a story on eminent 
domain that aire«on Sixty Minutefi in Septembe.r. Over • 



Whose Land Is It Anyway? 

8,000 signatures were gathered on petitions and the issue. 
was placed on an upcoming ballot. The November 2003 • 

, referendum narrowly defeated a vote that would allow the 
multimillion-dollar project to go forward. Mayor Cai~ 
failed to win her bid-for reelection . . But the two sides are 
not done fighting. Homeowners· want the blight study 
overturned in c~llrt or another referendum. The developer 
could sue, trying to push the project forward. The new 
mayor announced that if a recount confirmed the vote, he • 
would propose.scaling back the project to leave t~e homes 
intact: 

Another controversial' case invoived the_ Cottonwood . 
Christian Center, a -nondenominational church outside of 
Los Angeles. As the congregation gre~, the church decided 
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J?evelopmentCouncil, a professional association, warns that 
there is a downside to limiting eminent domain. Local 
. governments might choose to take property and keep it if 
• they cannot transfer property seifed through eminent _ 
domain to private developers. , The city of Coatesville in 
Chester County, Pennsylvania, near Philad_elphia is doing 
just that. The city decided to revitalize itselrwith a 230-acre 
recr,eation center. Plans include ice skating rinks, rock 
climbing walls, bowling alleys, a hotel and conference . 
center, golf course, and more. The city hopes to attract ' 
corporate exec~tives after revitalization 'is complete. The 
current homes averaging a worth cif $56,000 have been 
condemned to make way for the newer, highe_r priced, • 
higher tax based_ community. • 

t6 expand, purchasing 18 acres in Cypress. City officials Although. thete have been recent victories in halting abuses 
w~re looking for greater tax revenues, however, and. in eminent dpmain practice, the courts are unlikely to be of 
churches paynone. So in May of 2002, ~------- - --- ----~ much help. Nicole Garnett; a law 

the Cypress City .C01in~il voted , , "If the prom_ ... ise . of . professor at Notre Dame, observed 
unanimously fo take Cottonwood's • that when courts do intervene, they 
·[and and ~eUit to Costco, a bulk ~ greater J. obs or profits_, usually "pick up procedural aspects of 
retailer. That slimmer a judge ruled •, the implementation of the law." 
the taking a form ofreligious is . eno~gh to, take . Many of the recent victories have 
discriminatio~ and Cottonwood got to . resulted from nonjudicial remedies. 
keep its property. The Center·was • SOffi_ .. eone 'S property, Pittsburgh was planning-to oust 125 -
protected by its statu,s as a fhurch. • • local downtown businesses 16 build •a 
Other homeowners who have gone up then almost no . one . is new upscale shopping center. A well 
agai'nst Costco and other large , ' ' orchestrated protest campaign led 
corporations,, such as CVS, }lome safe.' ., Practically' any. N ords,trorh' s department store, the 
Depot and Walgreens, haven't been .as key anchor, to pup out of the project. 

• successful.in keeping ~heir property. home in the United after facing negative coverage in the 
A Costco official admitted that the local press and public demonstrations, 
company had used eminent domain, or States would· generat_ e , I~E_A backed out of a planned project 
the threat ofit "prpb.ably dozens" of .. in New Rochelle that would have . 
times to take property from owners in.ore tax dollars dislocat,ed almost 200 residents and 
who did notwant to sell their homes. . qozens ofbus1nesses. In Bal~iniore 

as a Costco.,, County, Maryland a redevelopment 
Dana -!3erliner, an attorney with the . , plan that :would condemn 100 
Institute of Justice, wrote, "If the -~--"--~~- ~ - - . -----~ properties and replace them with 
prom,ise of greater jobs or profits is enough to take upscale homes, restaurants, and retail businesses was put 011 

someone's property, then almost no one is safe. Practically , a ballot. More than two-thirds of the voters•rejected the 
any hqme 'in-the U~ited States would generate more. tax 
dollars as a Costco. Small businesses provide fewer jobs 
than an industdal park. .And hou~es of worship produce no · 
tax dollars.and few jobs. The implications of the jobs/taxes 
mantra is that everyone's home, ~veryone's business is up 
for grabs." 

The Institute re~ently published a report, Public Power, 
. Private Gain, revealing that over the last five years state and 
local governments have threatened to take more than 10,000 
pieces of property and give them to well-connected 
dev~lopers. Supporters of eminent domain argue that the 
Institute takes the horror stories and publicizes them. The 
American Planning Association claims that "in the average 
community in tp_e typical state, the system is working well." 

. Jeff Finkle, the president of the International Economic 

plan. 

A grassroots group, the Castle C_oalition, was founded in 
, 2002 to help property owners fight eminent domain abuse. 

The ~rganizat1on takes its name from the principle that your 
home ( or business) is your castle, a place where you should 
be fr~e from <!buse 9f government power-. They recommend 
fighting takings by forming a citizen's group, making 
yourself heard by attending public meetings, organizing 
rallies and petition dr1ves, alerting the media, and lqbbying 
for new legislation and a voter referendum. Does property. 
ownership really mean something or is it just a temporary 
condition subject to the whims of local officials? In the -end, 
it will be up to the courts to determine how far eminent 
domain can go. 
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Fa_ctory Beef . 
Eric Orr 

Of the 35 million cows slaugh_tered in the U. S. 
each year, roughly 80 percent are processed 
like automotive parts on an assembly line. Just · 
like any good production process, the system 
has quickly evolved into a streamlined, cost 
effectjve means of turning a raw ,commodity 

• i:'nto a qmsumable product. 

The process normally starts in .a pictutesqu~ • 
country pasture. A cow spends the first eight 
,months of his life in that pasture, feeding on 
his mother's milk and,_ eventually, eating 
nothing but grass. That's where· his natural life 
ends. 

Up until the 1950\, it ·took four or five years 
for a cow to reach slaughter weig~t. Then 
cattle farmers began to discove_r how much 
faster they'could bulk up their -herds with high 
energy diets ofcom and protei~ suppfements. 
Not only did it speed up_the proces!,, but it 

Thousands of cows are pa~ked tightly into a Colorado feedlot. 

made for tastier beef. A cow's stomach 
processes the. un~tural diet like a car running on jet fuel. It 
bums real fiat real fast. The nasty byproduct is fat. That's 
what gives the mc:a(that marbled quality our culture seems 
to relish. - • 

So 1we figure@ out how to crank out more hamburgers with . 
more fat, but "the process continued to evolve. It seems that 
cattle can be fattened up much more efficiently by 
cramming a whole pile of them into one huge over ·crowded 
cow city; the feedlot. It's a place you sinell before you see .. 
A place wh~re a cow gets a five digit name and a lungful of 
fecal dust when he steps off the bus. He gets to stand 
shoulder to shoulder with'lb0,000 of his brethren, ankle 
deep in manure, existing only to eat. .And eat they do .. : 'a 
steady supply of com, liquefied fat, protein supplements, 
synthetic growth hormones, antibiotics, antibiotics, and 
. antibiotics. The drugs a,re really what makes the feedlot 
work The sudden change from grass to high octane grain is 
so stressful to a cow' s digestive system, it can be lethal. A 
feedlot animal is subject to a myriad of immune depleting :, 
afflictions, including bloat, acidosis, ulcers, and liver 
disease, so to ensure the cows' survival it is absolutely 
necessary to treat every single animal with t;!aily doses of 
antibiotics. About a third of all antibiotics sold in the U. S. 
is used to help fatten up lh;~stock. The gross overuse ~f 
antibiotics is .undermining the future health of ow­
population by cultivating drug resistant bacteria. And some 

• scientists say the added hormones are responsible for early 
maturation in gir}s and.1ower sperm counts in men. 

Slaughter weight for a cow is usually J,200 or 1,300 
pounds, and a feedlot cow gets there four times faster than 
grass. fed cows. He spends about six months on the feedlot 
reaching slaughter weight at 14 months. That's when he , . 

Photo courtesy-Factoryfarm.org • • 

gets herded onto another_truckand shipped to his final 
_ destination. The slaughterhouse is much like the feedlot. A 

bunch of cows _packed into a little patch of real estate: The 
cows wait, unknowingly, for their turn at the stunner. One 
by one they file up a ramp, onto a conveyoLbelt; _and· finally 
to the kill floor. Each one is finished off with a seven inch 
bolt from an air gun. To meet McDonald's standards, the 

, first shot must be effective 95 percent of the time. The cows 
are then hung to bleed and Sent down the line to be 
eviscerated, de-hided, and eventually ~utchered. • 

Feedlot and slaughterhouse conditions c@mpromise safety 
with the increased potential for contamination. Though the 
meatpacking industry has significantly improved sanitation ' 
measures in recent years, the quality ot assembly line beef is 
still questionable. The focus is money. Quicker.processing 
means higher contamination risk, .but it also means bigger 
profits. Eric Sc,hlosser, -author of Fast Food Nation, puts it 
like this, " ... very big meatpacking companies have very 
close relationships with members of the Congress and with 
the administration and the USDA. So these big. companies 

. are often more responsible for our food-safety policies t_han 
the American voters ... " To reduce the risk of tainted meat 
slaughterhouses in Europe process bejc!f much slower than ' 
the U.S. Here, the average slaughterhous~ kills 250 cows in 
an.hour. That push for speed forces meatpacking employe_es 
to wotk harder and faster than they ever have. Now they get 
paid much less to do a harder job. In the early 1970's, the 
industry had one of the m_ost stable W?rkforces, and now it's 
one of the least. Employee turnover rates are 75 to 100 -
percent per year, so workers rarely have the chance to · 
develop the necessary skills to safely perform their jobs. 

, Cows are often covered in fecal matter when they get to the 
kill floor, and cr~tical steps like de-hiding and evisceration 
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Factory Beef 

must b½ done properly to ensure that th~ meat is not taint~d. 
Yet in a Frontline interview, National Farms CEO Bill Haw 
described ·his industry's syste~ as "a miracle ·of efficiency . 
as that live animal is reduced to a carcass and the carcass is 
reduced to parts that we're very familiar with in eating." 

It's not nearly as efficient as it seems. Federal subsidies 
make the feedlot economically viable. The price for a 
bushel of com is 50 cents less than the cost of growing it. 
You, the taxpayer, are footing the bill. Ironically, over the 
past 20 years the profit margin on a single feedlot cow has 
averaged .$3. It was actually more profitable to raise cattle 
before the advent of the feedlot. So then why does factory' 
farming still prevail? As the fast-food 
industry sought more reliable and 
consistent sources of beef, meatpacking 
companies consolidated and grew ever 
larger. Now the four biggest meatpacking 
companies have. 80 percent of the market 
share, up from 20 percent in the 1970's. 
The huge quantity of cattle being · 
processed is making those four 
corporations fat, while small scale farmers 
are suffering. 

The environment is also suffering. The 
vast number of feedlo! cattle ·requife huge 
quantities ofcom, which requires 
irrig<1;tion, fertilizer, pesticides, and fossil 
fuels. It takes nearly 300 gallons of oil and 
550,000 gallons ofwater to produce a • 
1,250 po,und feedlot cow, and the . 
unnaturally high concentration of manure 
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environment, and it makes the meat healthier. Really, the 
health problems associated with red meat are problems 
caused ,by feedlot meat. And the recent discovery of Mad 
Cow Disease in the U. S. has further compounded the risk. 
But the c~ances of contamination are significantly lower in 
grass fed beef, and it has 2 to 6 times more omega 3 fatty· 
acids and CLA ( conjugated linoleic a~id)-'---both are 
beneficial fats-than grain fed, so it may· actually help . 
prevent heart problems and cancer. Grass fed also has more • · 

"' Vitamin E and fewer omega 6 fats, and it's much less likely 
· to have pesticides, antibiotics, or hormones. 

But ''organic" should not be confused with "gras·s fed." 
• "Organic" beef is'not ~ecessarily sustainable 

nor healthy. Organic feed standards rnake it• 
difficult for small scale cattle farmers to get 
certified. And feedlots can potentially attain 
organic certification, so it's really important 
to know the origin of the animal. If you're 
lucky enough to have access to, a CSA 
(community supported agriculture), you may 
be able to pm:chase sustainable me~t through 
it. It's always' a go.od idea to buy locally, . 
when you <::an,. and familiarize ycrurself with 
the farni and the farmer's code of ethics. If 
you can'-t find anything nearby you might try . 

• finding a few friends to go in on a whole or 
half cow. For more info and a state by state 
directory of local suppliers, check out 
www.eatw1ld.com.' 

on feedlots pollutes ground water with 
excessive levels qfnitrates and hormones, 
degrading water quality and threatening 
aquatic habitats. 

The fast-food industry is largely 
responsible for the evolution of 

the factory farm. 

Bill Haw says, ''My guess is that, could you 
interview a steer and ask him whether he'd 
rather be out in the pasture or in the feedlot, I 
think the vast majority of them would Vote to 
be in the feedlot." Good guess. I wonder 

• how many folks would choose to sleep in the 
comer ofa·truck stop bathroom; We alt have 
to eat, and when we do, we have to take life. The cow's digestive system has evolved to 

convert grass jnto energy, so when cows feed on grass, they · 
don't suffer from the same health problems as grain fed 
cows, which means they don't need all of the antibiotics to 
keep them alive. The downside io grass fed beef is the high 
cost. But when you look at the environmental and health 
costs of feedlot meat, grass f~d is really much cheaper. It 
doesn't require any synth\':tic fertilizers or pesticides . . 
Native grasses and "weeds" feed the c_ow, and the cow feeds 
the grass .. For the most part~ it's a natur:;i,1 cycle. But if 
feedlots magically disappeared and all the com was replaced 
with pasture l;mds, we couldn't produce nearly as many 
cows as we do now. Beef would be less plentiful and more 

. expensive, which probably would not be such ·a bad thing. 
The average U.S. citizen eats over 60 pounds of beef per 
year, compared with a world wide average of about 16 . 
pounds" per year. 

A natural grass diet is easier on the.animal_ and the 

' ' 

But I don't believe money or meat is so important that an • 
animal should be treated like dirt. I'm a meat eater, but I 
won't eat it unless·it's wild or I know it was raised • 
humanely and sustainably. When you buy a hamburger 
from McDonalcl:s you have no· idea where that meat came 
from o~ what it's been throlJgh. You really don't know what 
you're putting in your body or the environrnent. But when 
you buy grass fed beef, you,.re buying a level of comfort you 
can't get from the feedlot. You're also supporting local 
agriculture and a local economy. 

More Resources ... 

In addition to www.eatwild.com, please consider supporting 
sustainable agriculture through Georgia Organics. You can visit 
them on the web at www.georgiaorganics.org, by email at 
georgiaorganics@georgiaorganics.org, orbyphone at 770-993~ 
5534. '- • • 
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Watershed Update 
STEKOA CREEK GETS DUMPED ON- AGAIN 

In case anyone missed the pictur~s coming from.the Mars 
"Spirit" rover, take a trip down highway 441 south of 
Clayton, Georgia to the-new Duvall/Home Depot site. This 
unearthly scene is being created by scores of earth-moving 
machines; which are essentially tearing down a big hill on 
the east side of the highway to be used as "fill" on the west 
side, in Stekoa Creek's flood plain. Stekoa is a major 
tributary to the Chattooga River, and it is on the 
Environmental Protection Agency's list of impaired .waters. 
The fed~ral Clean Water Act mandated that Georgia must 
have a plan to clean up impaired streams, arid Stekoa was 
listed as being impaired from the effects of excessive 
amounts of both sediment and fecal coliform. But a recent 
T0tal Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) "implementation 
plan" that is supposed to reduce the creek's sediment load 
by 70% is being used by the state to argue that Stekoa Creek 
,will soon be "un-impaired:" Consequently, the Georgia . 
Environmental Protection Division has decided to give the 
go ahead to large ground disturbing activities around Stekoa. 
Creek. These TMDL im'plementation plans are with almost 
no substance, and certainly offen10 assurance that the intent 
of the Clean Water _Act is being met. The sad reality is that 
Stekoa Cree)< is in worse shape than ever, and tremendous 
amounts of sediment have been dumped in the creek just in 

, the past couple of.years. A lawsuit is sw;e to follow. 

NEW NATIONAL FOREST PLANS 
SOON TO BE RELEASED 

The new Foi;est Plans for the Chattooga watershed's 
Chattahoochee and Sumter National Forests will be released 
for public sonsumption soon. We anticipate these forest 
plans will be unchanged from the drafts, which emphasi.ze 
logging, road construction and commercial developme~t­
including mineral extraction, oil and gas drilling-instead of 

• watershed and forest protection. In the Sumter National 
- Forest, timber-cutting quotas would be doubled, and 

increased in the Chattahoochee National Forest as well. The 
Forest Service appears poised to ignore overwhelmil).g • 
pubJic input for more protection ofwaterquality, old growth 
trees, roadless· areas, recreation opportunities, and forest 
ecosystems. Why? The present political climate that's _ 
beipg fueled by aggressive Bush Administration_po]icies is 
the reason. What can you do?. Plenty. Go on the record - • 
against the pr~blems with the new Forest Plans (contact the 
Conservancy office for gµidance, if needed). Participate in 
public land issues, and "hold the line" for protection of our 
irreplaceable resources housed there. Be active in your 
community for any number of environmental causes. 
Support and engage in "green" commerce. Vote for 
politicians who are sincere in their :mpport for 
environtnental protections. We have a long way to go . . . so 
don 't give up . 

. LATEST POWERLINE Buzz 
Final arguments in Chattooga 
Conservancy v. the U. S. 
Forest Service were heard on 
December 22, 2003, by Judge 
William O'Kelly in Federal . 

, Court in Gainesville, 
Georgia. Larry Sanders from 
the Turner Environmental 
Law Clinic at Emory 
University was the lead 
attorney for the Conservancy, 
Georgia Forest Watch, the 
Sierra Club and several. 
individuals from Rabun • 
County (plaintiffs in the 
case). Sanders argued that 
the Forest Service had not 
met the requirements of the 
National Environmental 
Policy Act, which clearly 
directs the Forest Service to 
examine all reasonable •. 
alternatives to a power line 
planned by Georgia 
Transmission Corporation·· 

Scores of earth-moving machines are tearing down a big hill on the east side of Clayton's highway 441 that would cross 8 miles of 
to be used as "fill" on the west side, in Stekoa Creek's flood plain. the Chattahoochee National ' 

Forest in north Georgia, including old growth forest and a 
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~atershed Update 

riniltitude of trout streams. Sanders argued effectively that 
there were other less intrusive options such as an electrical -
di~tribution system upgrade; which would meet the electric 
needs ·of the Co11U11unity without crossing sensitive Forest 
Service lands. Co-counsel in the case with Sanders were 
Bob Denham fron;i Powell, Goldstein, Frazer & Murphy 
LLP, and Steve Novak from. Wildlaw. Judge O'Kelly has 
scheduled his· ruling for late January/early February; his 
decision will put to rest a 3_-year campaign by the 
Cortservan~y. 

Meanwhile, there is work in progress in the 2004 Georgia 
General Assembly to quash citizens' opposition to the 
power companies totally unbridled right of eminent domain. 
The burgeoning grassroots· movement to reign in utilities 
arguably started in Rabun County with the case cited above, 
and continues to grow (an umbrella group is known as 
HOPE of Georgia) as m·ore and more citizens fight property 
conde"rnnation and intrusive power line projects. The new · 
General Assembly bill _is HB 373, and it would offer no 
• relief to citizens seeking· due protection of their property 
rights, and meaningful oversight of power companies. We 
_urge Georgia residents to contact their statehouse senators 
and representatives and ask them to vote in opposition'. to 

. HB 373. 

WILDERNESS VALUES MAY BE STEAMROLLED 

The South Carolina stretch of the Burrell's Ford road is 
slated"for paving, according to recent paperwork from the 
Forest Service's Andrew Pickens-Ranger District. But wait: 
wouldn't paving this_road contradict the Forest Service's 
responsibility under the Wild & Scenic Rivers Act to 
preserve and protect.the wilderness values that brought the 
Chattooga its Wifd & Scenic' status.back in 1974? Readers 
may know the Burrell's Ford road, a IO-mile long gravel 
thoroughfare that crosses the Chattooga River in the heart of 
the watershed, in between the Ellicott Rock Wilderness 
Area and the Rock Gorge Roadless Area: Some might even 
kno-W that back when the Chattooga was evaluated for Wild • 
& Scenic eligibility, the study' group recommended that the 
·Burrell's Ford road be closed to preserve the wildness of the 
area, and the bridge crossing over the Chattooga removed: 
N;w, institutional amnesia ii rife within the Forest Service 
and with mounting pressures to develop wild areas, the . 
BurreU's Ford paving proposal has been approved by'Forest ' 
Service-decision-makers in SC, with the dubious • 
justification being erosion control. Mean~hile, the Tallulah 
Ranger District is aho considering a paving project for the 
Georgia portion of the road. It's easy to predict that . 
replacing gravel with smooth blacktop for the eqtire length · 
of this winding, isolated road would th.en draw a multitude 
of cars, drrt bikes and motorcycles speeding through the 

• area, with the noise-espeeially from motorcycles-· 
'reverberating far and ":'ide. Clearly, the quiet solitude ·of 
this unique area, which encompasses portions of the 
Chattooga River, the Ellicott Rock Wilderness Area and the 
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. Paving the winding, isolated Burrell's Ford road would 
ha,:m the wilderness values of this unique area. 

• photo by Butch· Clay 

Rock Gorge Roadless Area, would be harmed. In .· • 
. partnership with tp.e Southern Environmental Law Center 
and SC ForestWatch, the Chattooga Conservancy is filing 
an appeal against the Burrell's Ford Road paving,decision fn 
SC. 

I / 

GEO~GIA WATER RIG~TS , 

The expected showdown over water issues'in the 2004 
Georgia•General Assembly may be defused by a new, low­
key bill that could place the whole controversy in the hands 
of the Department of Natural Resources. Last year's heated 
statehouse. battles were over pivotal issues such as the 
buying and selling of water withdrawal permits. Now, 
Goveµior Perdue and key state legislators have cr:afled an 

- uncontentious bill to launch Georgia's first statewide water 
management plan, and estimates are that the plan could be 
in the works for three years. Specific water policies such as 
the buying and selling of water rights and intra-basin water 
transfers are expected to be the subject of future legi~lation. 

HORSE TRAIL SPECIALIST TO TEACH CLINIC 

The Chattooga Conservancy is'hosting a horse trail clinic on 
February 21 st at 9:30am,at our office. The instructor will be 
Mike Ritter, liorse trail specialist with Gainesville College . 

,and the Georgia Department ofNatural Resources. The 
session will cover the ·latest advances. in trail design, 
construction .and maintenance. Participants will learn how 
to avoid erosion, user conflicts, and impact problems _ 
thJ:ough proper traii design. The session will give 
participants a good working knowledge of what causes trails 
to erode through water and soil relationships. The focus of 
the class is to teach long-term sustainability and ease of • 
maintenance ori horse trails. The one-day clinic will consist 
of class room' time with a power point presentation, and a 
half-day of field work to emphasize the hands on 
practi~ality of what was discussed in the class room. For 
more information and to sign up, please contact the 
Chattooga Conservancy office at 906-782-6097. 



Chattooga QuartCrly 

. 
: -M-ember~sPage 

i . 

MAN! THANKS to all who recently renewed their membership, 0r joined the Chattooga Conservancy. Your generous 
contributions will help us .continue to work on all of the importan_t conservatif_m issues facing the watershed. 

• Brenda Adams · 

Doug & Eedee Adams 

Gle/2n Adams 

John Akridge 

Thomas Alley 

Scott & Sandra Anderson 
. I 

Kay Kirkley Barrett 

Dave-Barstow 

He}Vitt Beasley • 

Cheryl Bird Photography 

-Morris Braum 

Chuck & Brigittq Bradley 

Jame$ & P~tsy Brown 

Richard & Elizabeth Bruce 

Don Bundrick 

Richard & Wyne/le Bunnell 

Jennie & Martin B·urrell 

Oliver P. Case 

Jae Cashin 

Samuel & Mary Cathey 

Lou Centofantt 

Barbara Chaille 

John Woodward I Clayto~ Veierinary 

Hospital 

Buck Cobb 

Rick Cobb 

Lois Coogle • 

·' Ken & Julianne Collins 

Mr. & }([rs. Walter·Cook 

Jim & Monique Cooper &family 

Duncan Cottrell 

Cary Cox & David Hart 

Rennie Davant 

• .Jeanie & Walter Daves 

In Memory ofil.oward°l'aylor 
Claudia Taylor 

. Lynn Asby Davis Jr. 
/ . ' • 

Janet & Michael Deloach. 

-Barbara & Bill Den.ton 

Fred Dewey . 

Kaihryn & George Dorp 

Michael Dorn 

Wood Dynamics 

Dave Eade 

Ens & Outs 

Robert & Constance Fletcher 

FredFolsom 

Dorothy Fuqua , 

Ed Schultz I GA Canoeing Assoc. 

Neal GasawaY. 

Joe & Fran Gatins 

Patricia Gilsdorf 

\ 

George & Joan .Goldman . 

Scott Gorder • . 

Jane Greenberger 

James Groton 

Cary Hall 

Capt. M E. Haller, USN (Ret) -

jMM Harrison 

June ·Hawkins 

Keevil Helmly 

Rick Hester 

Dick & Gillian Heywood 

Travers Hill . 

Susan & Tom Holland 

Frank & Anne Holleman 

Jane Holley 

Henry Howell 

Shepherd Howell -

John Izard, Jr. 

Bunny Johns . 

Stephen Johnson 

Matt Jordan 

Katherine Kaiser· 

- Ken & Gail Kinard 

Dr. Graydon-Kingsland ' 

Adele Kushner 

• Dr. & Mrs .. ~obert I.,arsen •• 

1 
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• Member's Page 
MANY THANKS to all who recently renewed their membership, or joined the Chattooga Conservancy. Your genert>us 
·contributions will help us continue to work <>n all of the important conservation issues facing the watershed. 

Greg Leonard 

Beth Lilly &Pat Mulher_in 

Wayne Link 

Nick & Karen Linscott 

Laurie Long 

Roy & Patty Lowe 

Marshall Mahone 

Julia.Mather 

Franklin McCamey 

Mill Creek Environmental Services 

Gail Morgan 

Jeffrey & Doris Muir · 

Karl Murphy 

Naturaland Trust 

Candice Stoughton I Nature 

Conservancy 

Bruce Nelson 

Ed & Nancy Nicholson 

Susanna Nicholson 

Betty & Fred N0lting 

Marnie & Albert Norman, Jr. 

! 

Roger & Elizabeth Nott '· 

Tee Nowell 

David & Cecile Orr 

Merrill & Charlotte Palmer 

I 

Margaret Pen,:tington 

. 

_ Barbara Persons Roper 

Jan & Mary Phillips 

Susan Posey & William Jacobs 

Doug & Don71a Presley 

Van Price 

Newton & Lanier. Quantz 

Stephen & Carol Raeber 

Tony Ragan 

Noel "Kidman" Riddle 

Thomas ~ob,ertson 

J. Speed Rogers 

Susan Rogers 

Pam & ) ohnny Rowlana 

Catherine Sale 

Cielo Sand 

Todd Sanders 

Ruth Sanford 

Joan.Sauer 

Herman Senter 

Robert Sheldon· 

Ruth Shults 

Andrew & Cina Smith 

Early & Bill Smith 

Kathy,& Fred Smith 

Malcolm Smith 

Chr fs Spafn 

I 

. 

. 

. 

-

Pauline Stevenson & Richard Melvin 

Robert &"?atricia Stowell 

Ken Strickland 

Marge & !Job Striggow 

Jim & Caroline T:heus 

Mark & Evanne Thies 

Andrea & Bill Timpone 

Charlee Tisdale 

Jeffrey Tryens 

Anne Ulinski 

Francis ~ Janet lJ_teg 

Lane Vandiver 

· David Wheeler & Judith Hallock 

William & ·Angela White 

Bruce Williams I White Water 

Learning Center of Georgia 
. , 

Robert & Ann Williams 

' Dan & Mary Wilson 

Mark Wilson 

Larry Winslett , 

Bunky Witham 

M Lynn Wylie 
: 

, 
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Chattooga Con~_e _rvancy 
Staff 

Executive Director 
Buzz Williams 

Development Director 
Nicole Hayler • 

Administrative Assistant 
Carol Greenberger 

·GJS Analyst/ Technical 
Coordinator 

Eric Orr 

Friends of the_ Mountains 
Western NC Alliance 
'sc Forest Watch , 

South Carolina Sierra Club 
The_ Wilderness Society 

Forest Service Employees for 
Envir~nmenial Ethics 

- Foothills Canoe Club 
Atlanta Whitewater Club 

Georgia Canoeing Association 
• Lunatic Apparel 

We are.:a 501C3 non-profit 
organization, incorporated 

in Georgia. 
\ 

Board of Directors 
Dave Barstow 
Claudia Taylor 
Don Sanders 

Robert Zahn-er 
Glenda Zahner 
Betsy Rivard 

Lew Dorn 
Cecile Thompson 
Libby Matthews 

I 

Endorsing· Organizations 

Higgins Hardwood Gear 
A. F. Clewell, Inc 

Atlanta Audubon Society 
National Wildlife Federation 

Action.for a Clean'Environment 
f]eorgici Botanical Society 

Georgia Ornithological Society 
• Columbia Audubon Society 

The Georgia Conservancy 
• Southern- Environmental Law Center 
' ' · , . .. 

Central Georgia River Runners 

Newsletter 

Editors, Buzz 1Williams, 
Nicole Hayler, 

&Eric Orr 

Production and Layout, 
Eric Orr 

Printing, 
Gap Grap~ics 

A°rkansas Canoe Club · 
Mountain k.est Clipper 

Georg✓a Environmental Organization 
• . Timber Framers Guild 

of North Am~rica . 
Government Accountability Project 

Dagger,Jnc. 
, Pothole Paddles 

Turpin's Custom, Sawmill 
Mill Creek Environmental Services 

a>-,;-- . _ ._ • -- ._ ' --- ' --- • ---------·---. ---- . - . - ·------- . -- ---, 
I - , • I • 
1Renewal D MEMBERSHIP • Winter 2004 I 

Name __ ~-----------------
Address _____ ~--~------~---

Email _______ ~------~-----
Tel. number ____________ ~-----

□ Please indicate if you would like to receive email ·notices 
of the online newsletter in lieu of a paper copy. We do 

• not sell email list~ and will keep your info confidei;itial. 

Individual: $15 D Group: $30 □ 

'Donation: 
' 

□ Sponsor: $50. D 

. Join the CC and help protect tlie Chattooga River watershed 

Your contribution is greatly appreciated! 
Donations will be used .to support the Conservancy's work, 

I 

and guarantee you delivery of the Chattooga Quarterly. We're a.non­
profit orga~ization, and all contributions are ta,<.-deductible. 

THANK YOU! • • 

Send to: 

ChattoQga Conservancy, Inc. 
2368 PiIJnacle Dr. 

Clayton, Georgia 30525 
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Chattooga Conservancy 
2368 Pfonacle Drive 

. ·c1ayton, Georgia 30525 
(706) 782-6097 tel. 1(706)782-6098 fax crwc@rabun;net Email www-.chattoogariver.org 

Purpose.: To protect, promote and restore the 
. natural, ecological integrity of the Chattoog\l 
, River watershed ecosystem; to ensure the 

viability of native species in harmony with the 
need for a healthy human environment; and, to 
educate and empower commuriities to pnictice • 
good stewardship on public and private lands. 

Made P,ossible By: 
Members an,d Volunteers 

Appalachian Forest Resource Center 
Nati6nat' Forest Foundation 

P_atag~nia, Inc. 
_Frances A. Close 

The Sapelo Foundation 
Environmental Systems Research Institute 

• 

• Chattooga Conservancy 
2368. Pinnacle Di. . 
Clayton, GA 30525 • , 

Address Service Requested 

N.orth Carolina 

~ Nantahaia-Pisgah 
National Forest 

Chattahoochee 
National Forest 

Cashiers ,. 

Sumter 
National Forest 

Mountain 
e Rest 

South,. Carolina 

Goals: 

Monitor the U.S. Forest Service's 
management o°f public forest lands 

f in the watershed 

Educate the public 

Promote public choic_e based on credible 
scientific information 

. Promote public land acquisition by the Forest · 
. Service within the watershed 

Prot~ct 'remai~ing old growth 
and roadless areas 

Work cooperatively wit~ the Forest Service to 
develop a sound ecosystem initiative 

for the watershed 

Non-Profit Organi4-ation '. 
Bulk Rate Permit #33 

Clayton, GA 

printed on recycled paper 
100'!(,, post-consumer waste 
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