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SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT, SMART GROWTH, AND KELO?
ORGANIZED THEFT, BY ANY NAME

By Tom DeWeese

Put yourself in the homeowner’s shoes. You
buy a home for your family. Perhaps it’s even
handed down from your father, or grandfa-
ther. It’s a place you can afford, in a neigh-
borhood you like. The children have made
friends. You intend to stay, for the rest of
your life.

Asyou plant your garden, landscape the yard,
put up a swing set for the kids, and mold
your land into a home, unknown to you,
certain city officials are meeting around a
table with developers. In front of them are
maps, plats, and photographs - of your home.
They talk of dollars - big dollars. Tax rev-
enues for the city, huge profits for the devel-
oper. A shopping center, with all the trim-
mings, begins to take shape. You're not asked
for input, or permission. You're not even
notified, until the whole project is finalized,
and the only minor detail is to get rid of
you.

Then the pressure begins. A notice comes
in the mail, telling you that the city intends

to take your land. An offer of compensa-
tion is made, usually, below the market
price you could get if you sold it yourself.
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The explanation given is that, since the gov-
ernment is going to take the land, it’s not
worth the old market price. Some neigh-

bors begin to sell, and move away.

With the loss of each one, the pressure
mounts on you to sell. Visits from govern-
ment agents become routine. Newspaper
articles depict you as unreasonably holding
up community progress. They call you greedy.
Finally, the bulldozers move in on the prop-
erties already sold. The neighborhood be-
comes unlivable. It looks like a war zone.

Like being attacked by a conquering army,
you are finally surrounded, with no place to
run, but the courts. However, you're certain
of victory. The United States was built on
the very premise of the protection of private
property rights. How can a government pos-
sibly be allowed to take anyone’s home for
private gain!

Under any circumstances, this should be
considered criminal behavior. It used to be.
If city officials were caught padding their own
pockets, or those of their friends, it was con-

Continued on page 10

SHocKk AND AWE IN KING CounTY’s NEw 9™ DiISTRICT

The second most important race in King
County’s elections this fall will be decided
in the primary on September 20, 2005. The
most important race, of course, is Sims ver-
sus Irons for King County Executive. CAPR
has endorsed Irons.

The race for the heart and soul of the Re-
publican Party in King County is happening
in the new 9" District. That race pits 9™ Dis-
Republican Steve
Hammond against 6% District Republican

trict incumbent
appointed incumbent Reagan Dunn. CAPR
has endorsed Hammond.

The platforms the two candidates are run-
ning on are nearly identical but the two cam-
paigns are wildly different. Mr. Dunn’s cam-
paign is self-described as “Shock & Awe.”
Even though he is the new kid in the newly
gerrymandered block, because he is Jenni-
fer Dunn’s son he has the advantage in name
recognition, political machine, and fund rais-
ing. Mr. Hammond is the candidate of the
grass roots, particularly the rural folks who
have borne the brunt of the recent Critical
Areas Ordinance.

The new 9™ District got off to a shaky start
amid much controversy during the redistrict-
ing process that resulted when the voters
approved the reduction of the King County
council from thirteen to nine members. The
law requires that a districting committee of
two Democrats, two Republicans (even
though the Libertarians had major party sta-
tus at the time) and a non-partisan Chair-
man redraw the districts. When Republicans
Jane Hague and Pete Von Reichbauer (a
former Democrat) teamed up with six of the

Democrats (all but Bob Ferguson), that ca-
bal was able to control all five positions on
the redistricting committee. The result was
predictable. The gang of eight ended up
with secure districts with the Democrats
retaining power. Republican Irons and
Democrat Ferguson (who supported the
downsizing) were left to fight for the scraps.
The new 9" District was extended all the
way from the county line at Enumclaw to I-
90 on the north, prompting the comments
that the district is approximately the size of
Kansas and has two time zones. See the dis-
trict map on page 8.
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Steve Hammond

To add even further confusion, we started
the year off with a new primary system
wherein the top two finishers in the pri-
mary would be the only ones to advance to
the general election. Both the Republican
and Democrat parties declared that they
would not participate in the primary but
would chose their candidates the old fash-
ioned way via caucuses and conventions.

The two most contentious races at the con-
ventions were District 1 where Democrat
incumbent Carolyn Edmonds was chal-
lenged by displaced Democrat incumbent
Bob Ferguson and the race in District 9 with
Dunn challenging Hammond. At the con-
ventions, Ferguson beat the Democrat party
and
Hammond defeated Dunn. Dunn outspent

Hammond $117,000 to $19,000.

leadership’s favorite Edmonds

Both losers vowed to continue in the race
and run in the primary. They must have had
their fingers crossed when pledging their

support of the convention process. The
Democrats officially switched their support
to Ferguson and gleefully watched while the
Republican leadership tore their party in
half by ignoring Dunn’s loss.

Along came Judge Zilly who threw out the
top two primary as unconstitutional and
gave both Edmonds and Dunn an easy way
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to spin away their loyalty lapses. The
Ferguson/Edmonds race has shaped up to
be a pretty typical primary race. They have
collected and spent similar amounts of
money with a slight edge to Edmonds.
Ferguson has a reputation for using more
shoe leather than money while campaign-
ing. It certainly worked when he knocked
off long-time incumbent Cynthia Sullivan.

The Hammond/Dunn race is anything but
typical. At the end of August, Dunn had
raised $230,614 to Hammond’s $41,494.
Dunn has raised nearly as much as David
Irons has for his race for King County Ex-
ecutive. Dunn has been very good at raising
money out of the district. See the charts on
page 11. You might also want to reread the
article titled “You Get What You Pay For”
in the March - April 2004, issue of this pub-
lication. Hammond will be beholden to a
bunch of modest contributors, most of who
live in his district. Dunn will be beholden
to the big-money interests of both
Washingtons.

Hammond has stated publicly that he would
be perfectly happy dying a King County coun-
cilman as did Kent Pullen to whose seat he

Continued on page 8
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NEWSPAPERS AS SCRIPTURE

By Jim Beers

Newspapers have become mediums for dis-
seminating environmental myths. Let a gov-
ernment employee or some “international”
expert spout some self-serving myth to ad-
vance an unnoticed agenda and the newspa-
pers treat it immediately like an impending
doom that only “experts” can avert. The pa-
per is then quoted over dinner tables and
lunch counters and clipped by teachers to pass
on to their young charges.

A recent article in the Washington Times
reads, “Warming Arctic puts polar bears on
thin ice”. Per the article opener, “Polar bears
are facing slow elimination over the next cen-
tury as their vast frozen habitat melts away”.
“The 40 member panel of the polar bear spe-
cialist group of the World Conservation
Union” go on to tell us “summer ice could
disappear from the Arctic Ocean by the end
of the century” and “polar bears spend their
lives stalking seals”. They close with the obliga-
tory urban legend that “They (sic, polar bears)
are curious” and “Despite a mythic reputa-
tion for ferociousness, they often act cau-
tiously around other bears.”

Like so many other modern myths, these en-
vironmental assertions shrivel when the sun-
light of facts strike them. There are both hid-
den facts and hidden agendas disguised here
as “another environmental catastrophe that
only your donation and more big government
can solve.” Like the Endangered Species Act
and the Marine Mammal Protection Act and
the Animal Welfare Act and the Wilderness
Act and proposed Invasive Species legislation,
this is yet another example of concocted is-
sues and proposed solutions that do nothing
for the issue and generate a host of harms
never mentioned originally.

FACT: If indeed warming trends continue
for the foreseeable future, the ability of 25,000
plus polar bears to adapt in reduced num-
bers is not only possible but likely. From 500
AD to 1000 AD Vikings not only settled but
indeed grew berries and grapes and grains
on the coast of Greenland. During this pe-
riod according to Dr. Russell of Louisiana
State Univ. writing in 1956, “Greenland voy-
ages followed routes which would be impos-
sible today, across seas now regularly blocked
by ice.” These Viking Greenland settlements
had to be abandoned around 1100 AD be-
cause the climate was getting so cold that they
could no longer grow food.

What did polar bears do during this warm
period? Hundreds of years of little ice and
warm weather must have been endured some-
how. Were polar bears “on the brink of ex-
tinction” for hundreds of years?

FACT: Seal numbers in the North Atlantic
are higher than at any time in recent memory.
The same would be true of the seals in the
Bering Sea if very high populations of killer
whales were managed to control their depre-
dations on both the seals and the sea otters
they are now forced to feed on. All of these
mammals (polar bear, seals, sea otters, killer
whales) have been given total protection by
the US Marine Mammal Protection Act for
nearly 40 years. Though the Act gives lip ser-
vice to allowing use and management of ma-
rine mammals after they reach “optimum
sustainable populations”, these mammals
long ago passed both “optimum” and “sus-
tainable” levels. They are not now, nor will
they ever be, managed and used as they should
be both legally and in accord with common
sense. Their continuing ravages on salmon
and cod and African lobsters and abalone to
mention but a few of their impacts are facts.

If anyone was truly concerned about polar
bears and their food, one look at the precari-
ous nature of seals due to their overpopula-
tion and their impact on both man’s and their
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own food supply and the likelihood of an
inevitable population crash would lead a
sincere biologist to recommend seal man-
agement to cull the herds and maintain
sustainable populations to, among other
things, assure a self-sustaining polar bear
food supply.

Such management is only feasible by non-
government hunters paying fees and either
using or selling the seals for various uses in
open international markets. The markets
and the hunters and the management pro-
grams are exactly what the Marine Mam-
mal Protection Act was designed to elimi-
nate and succeeded in destroying.

EACT: Polar bears are very dangerous bears
for humans to be around. Their “curios-
ity” may be noteworthy, but in the case of
awild bear weighing half a ton that is hardly
an endearing trait. The fact that they may
act “cautiously” around other bears may be
a cute anthropomorphism on the Discov-
ery Channel special but it is meaningless
when considering the current and future
interface of polar bear populations and

How does anyone know if a
temperature trend will con-
tinue for a decade, a cen-
tury? If trends just continue
why are we not still walking
around glaciers or continu-
ing to get warm since 1100
AD?

northern settlements or northern human
activities. Bear/bear interaction is not the
issue. As with grizzlies and wolves and cou-
gars, there are places they should not be
and there are population levels they should
not exceed.

EACT: Polar bear harvests of surplus ani-
mals have been both feasible and desirable
for decades. Anti-hunting organizations and
both Federal and “international” experts
have opposed such harvests. Hunts would
have generated income for native peoples,
income for taxidermists, outfitters and -
most importantly- polar bear managers to
monitor populations and trends with real
data and not just satellite monitoring.

Buried in the article is the recommenda-
tion that polar bears “should now be rated
as vulnerable on an international ‘red list’
of threatened species.” Translated this
means no hunting by any entity would be
allowed unless permitted by the UN bu-
reaucrats and the no-animal-use delegates
that swarm to the plush biennial UN
CITES meetings at exotic locations where
gout from rich foods is a greater probabil-
ity than anyone advocating any harvest of
any animal anywhere.

HIDDEN AGENDA: Global warming is
woven throughout the article. The fact that
this will continue and that we must all do

whatever we must to stop it and “save”
polar bears is unquestioned and uncon-
tested. Kids will quote this in school. Con-
gressional staffers will mention it in meet-
ings. Bureaucrats and their Non-govern-
ment “partners” will mention it casually
in interviews and meetings. Nature show
moderators will recount it in dulcet tones
during shows about everything from the
Arctic fox to the Antarctic penguin.

Is global warming a fact! Is it amenable to
any human action? Is human activity sig-
nificant at all? Is it just what that mini-ice
age or the glaciers were, a natural change?
Is it possible that a warm period may be
very beneficial! How does anyone know if
a temperature trend will continue for a de-

cade, a century? If trends just continue why
are we not still walking around glaciers or
continuing to get warm since 1100 AD? Is
this article part of the recent deluge (it is
summertime, G-8 is meeting in Scotland,
Kyoto may be an election issue, a Supreme
Court nomination is pending, etc.) of glo-
bal warming “warnings”?

HIDDEN AGENDA: Ever notice how bu-

reaucrat biologists, environmental extrem-

ists, and animal rights radicals are like
Chicken Little running around squawking
about the sky falling while being helpless
to stop it! Look at the (non) success rate of
the Endangered Species Act. Look at the
environmental mayhem created by the Ma-
rine Mammal Protection Act and ask your
self what are they creating? Are they recov-
ering spotted owls? What good (versus what
horrendous harm) is being wrought by wolf
introductions? What wildlife management
or forest management (other than buying
and closing more land) is being employed
on government lands as Wilderness and
Roadless and Area and Use Closures pro-
liferate? What solutions are possible other
than stopping human activity and eliminat-
ing more human freedoms? When did
“command and control bureaucracy” re-
place “identify and recommend government
employees”? The only answer we ever get to
these problems is the “need” to spend more
and how everything to date has been inad-
equate and how more regulation and en-
forcement and government power over
property and individuals is necessary. Never
do they actually describe problems and what
they are going to do about them given their
expertise and the resources available.

In this vein the article concludes with “Al-
though the group named climate warming
and the destruction of the ice habitat as
the main threat to the species, it also cited
poaching in Russia and threats by contami-
nants as other problems.”

All this “protect everything” philosophy will
eventually do away with what it purports to
“save”. Unmanaged populations of plants
and animals will tend to experience
“booms” and “busts” until one day the
“bust” goes so low they disappear. Look at
pre-Endangered Species Act and pre-UN
environments and extinctions were not the
result of “over” this and that (hunting, farm-
ing, human population, fishing, logging,
grazing, etc.); they were the result of “un-
der” management (i.e. no concern because
of a perceived lack of value).

Today with more knowledge and experience
and more sophisticated tools we scurry away
from management and use like a Siberian
peasant fleeing a wolf in a snowstorm. As
long as these thinly-veiled hidden agendas
and half truths are given legitimacy in news-
papers, things will continue to get worse.
It’s not rocket science and come to think of
it, rocket science is explained much more
honestly and understandably to the general
public than the simple need for polar bear
management and use programs that assure
future polar bear populations.

Those who use and benefit from natural
resources are the fiercest protectors of those
resources. Those who never use natural re-
sources manipulate them for other agendas
or support the total protection of such re-
sources during ephemeral periods of their
lives when they are either affluent or expe-
riencing an urge to reform things that do
not affect them.

Jim Beers is a retired Refuge Manager, Special
Agent, & Wildlife Biologist with the U.S. Fish
& Wildlife Service.
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Thinking cannot be carried on with-
out the materials of thought; and the
materials of thought are facts, or else
assertions that are presented as facts.
A mass of details stored up in the
mind does not in itself make a
thinker; but on the other hand think-
ing is absolutely impossible without
that mass of details. And it is just
this latter impossible operation of
thinking without the materials of
thought which is being advocated by
modern pedagogy and is being put
into practice only too well by mod-
ern students. In the presence of this
tendency, we believe that facts and
hard work ought again to be allowed
to come to their rights: it is impos-
sible to think with an empty mind.
J. Gresham Machen
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SoVIETIZING AMERICA: How SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT CRUSHES THE INDIVIDUAL

by Michael Shaw and Edward Hudgins

An unrecognized threat to the liberty and
prosperity of each American has spread
throughout the country, taking root in ev-
ery state and county. Its current and most
serious manifestation was fashioned by an
international organization with the explicit
goal of replacing the autonomy of individu-
als over their own land with a collectivist
control system that ultimately destroys the
natural rights of each citizen. Its weapons
for limiting liberty include councils that are
similar to the institution of “soviets” that
were pioneered by the communists who once
controlled Russia. And yet most Americans
see it as a well-meaning attempt to create a
cleaner, better planet.
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Poster used during election of
local deputies to soviets - 1987

Agenda 21 is the guidebook to implement-
ing “Sustainable Development” which is a
comprehensive concept for human manage-
ment adopted by the United Nations sum-
mit in Rio de Janeiro in 1992. The land use
element of Agenda 21 is implemented in the
United States under labels like “Smart
Growth,” “Comprehensive Planning,”
“Growth Management,” or “Community
Visioning.” It uses American political activ-
ists, politicians, academics, government agen-
cies, non governmental organizations, non
profits and “collaborative business” to fos-
ter a new economic system; so-called “pub-
lic-private partnerships.” As a result a new
form of governance is emerging that is evolv-
ing outside the bounds of the preexisting
legal and Constitutional framework. Non-
elected councils are intended to manage all
private property.. This restructure is de-
signed to restrict the owner’s rights to the
use and enjoyment of his property. It is cru-
cial that citizens recognize the nature of this
threat to American individualism if they are
to break the political stranglehold that these
new soviets place on our liberties.

Government Protection and Protection
from Government

In a free society political institutions are
constructed to protect the fundamental
rights of individuals—including property
rights—both from the initiation of force and
fraud by other individuals and from the
political regime itself. One means by which
government is restrained is through voting.
Citizens vote for lawmakers including mem-
bers of the U.S. Congress, state legislatures,
county commissions, or city councils. They
vote for executive branch members, includ-
ing the president, governors, mayors, and
county executives. Legislative deliberations
are open to the public and votes of elected
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officials are matters of public record. Ulti-
mately if lawmakers or members of the ex
ecutive branch do not satisfy the voters, they
are voted out at regularly scheduled elec-
tions.

Unrestrained democracy and concentrated
and centralized powers endanger liberty.
That is why the U.S. Constitution assigns
limited and enumerated powers to the fed-
eral government. This concept forms the
framework for the American experience—
government exists to protect individual
rights by application of the principles of
equal justice. That is why the powers of gov-
ernment—executive, legislative and judicial—
are separated and limited. America’s
Founders intentionally made it difficult for
majorities to violate the natural rights of a
minority including when the minority is but
one person.

A major problem especially since World
War Two has been the abrogation by legis-
lators of their lawmaking authority to non
elected regulatory bureaucracies. The rule-
makings by these bureaucracies do not re-
ceive the kind of attention and are not sub-
ject to the kind of checks that restrain law-
makers. Yet some checks still exist; proposed
rules must be posted, public hearings must
be held, and agencies are subject to restric-
tions imposed by legislatures such as re-
quirements for cost-benefit analyses. But
this problem of abrogation grows worse,
with “regional” bureaucracies joining the
effort.

The checks have become impractical and
ineffective. Even at the local level, the vol-
ume of “vision” meetings, legal postings,
public hearings, and public comments re-
sults in voluminous rule-making that would
require legions of citizens to even monitor
and report the activities.

The United Nations’s Sustainable Devel-
opment Threat

Many of the modern assaults on private
property have been in the name of envi-
ronmentalism, and it is no secret that many
advocates of such policies are not merely
trying to produce a cleaner planet but,
rather, the elimination of free enterprise
and of ridding much of the planet and
America of the presence of human beings.
Assaults on land use have taken a new, dan-
gerous form thanks to the federal
government’s adoption, by executive order,
of the United Nations’ “Sustainable Devel-
opment” (Agenda 21) initiative. Sustainable
Development requires a much more system-
atic program, directed in accordance with
a globally arranged central plan, than here-
tofore is found in the local or even federal
regulations. The term, Sustainable Devel-
opment, was defined in the Bruntland Re-
port, Our Common Future, at the U.N.’s
World Commission on Environment and
Development as, “Development that meets
the needs of the present without compro-
mising the ability of future generations to
meet their own needs.” That report set the
groundwork for the U.N. Conference on
Environment and Development or Rio
Earth Summit in 1992 at which 178 gov-
ernments, including the United States,
agreed to Agenda 21. This Agenda and
many documents that followed, offered a
detailed description of the policies that
would allegedly result in “sustainable de-
velopment”.

The Agenda contained the usual socialist
class warfare assumptions but couched it
in environmentalist language. For example,
chapter 4 explains that, “Excessive demands
and unsustainable lifestyles among the

richer segments of humanity place immense
stress on the environment. The poorer seg-
ments, meanwhile, are unable to meet food,
health-care, shelter and educational needs.
This pattern, which aggravates poverty in the
world, is a matter of grave concern.”

But as two different indexes of economic free-
dom, one developed by the Heritage Foun-
dation, the other by an international coali-
tion of think tanks headed by Canada’s Fraser
Institute, clearly show, the strongest correla-
tion with prosperity is economic freedom and
with poverty, economic repression. Yet the
Preamble of the Agenda states that to meet
its goals will “require substantial new finan-
cial assistance for developing countries.” Fur-
ther, Article 8 of the Draft Covenant on Eco-
nomic Development for the Agenda states
that “equity will be achieved ... through trans-
fers of resources to developing countries.” Of
course, this would follow the hundreds of
billions of dollars in U.S. aid that has been
dumped into those countries over past de-
cades with no results aside from propping up
the governments that keep their own people
in poverty by denying them economic free-
dom.

Agenda 21 sees governments as the answer.
The Preamble states that “sustainable devel-
opment is primarily the responsibility of gov-
ernments, and this will require national strat-
egies, plans and policies.” And chapter 4 states
that to produce sustainable development,
governments should strive to “promote effi-
cient production and reduce wasteful con-
sumption.” The United States submits regu-
lar reports to the United Nations to validate
the nation’s achievement of the Agenda 21
programs and timetables.

What these statements really mean for most
Americans was spelled out by Maurice Strong,
the Secretary General of the Rio Earth Sum-
mit, and Canadian oil billionaire, who wrote
that “current lifestyles and consumption pat-
terns of the affluent middle class—involving
high meat intake, use of fossil fuels, appli-

of land is lost and the Wildlands Project’s
goals are advanced.

The urban version of Agenda 21, usually
under the name Smart Growth, seeks to
concentrate people into more densely
crowded city centers with limited transpor-
tation options. Put another way, Smart
Growth is a war against suburbs with single-
family houses with large yards and individu-
als traveling principally by automobile.

How Agenda 21 Works

Agenda 21 is a kind of handbook that pro-
motes local action to begin the process of
implementing Sustainable Development
policies. Any number of actors can start the
process. Often it is a representative of a non-
governmental organization (NGO). NGOs
are accredited by the United Nations, most
for the purpose of advancing sustainable
policies. The process also might be started
by a federal regulatory agency or bureau-
crat. Or it might be kicked off by a local
government official.

The bills initially are often paid for by tax-
exempt foundations. These have included
the Rockefeller Foundation, Pew Charitable
Trusts, the Turner Foundation, the Packard
Foundation, the Carnegie Foundation, and
the McArthur Foundation.

The institutional instruments that activists
seek to establish are so-called stakeholder
councils. Activists might place an ad in lo-
cal papers announcing an initiative to deal
with one of any number of purported prob-
lems—water, soil, wildlife, housing costs,
transportation etc. The initiating party
might call other local activists—members of
the Sierra Club and other local environmen-
tal and business non-profits—to make cer-
tain they are at the meeting.

Paid facilitators usually run the meetings.
The goal of the facilitators is to reach a “con-
sensus” concerning the problem that is to

sustainable.”

“Current lifestyles and consumption
patterns of the affluent middle class—
involving high meat intake, use of fossil
fuels, appliances, home and work air
conditioning, and suburban housing are not

— Agenda 21

ances, home and work air conditioning, and
suburban housing are not sustainable.” The
lifestyle that Americans worked so hard to
earn is the explicit target of Agenda 21. Even
more ominous for freedom were the words
of Harvey Ruvin of the International Coun-
cil for Local Environmental Initiatives, who
is also a Clerk of the Circuit and County
Court in Miami-Dade County, Florida. He
defined the issue well when he said “indi-
vidual rights will have to take a back seat to
the collective.”

In rural areas of developed countries the goal
of Agenda 21’s Wildlands Project is to elimi-
nate human presence from “at least” 50 per-
cent of the American landscape according to
Reed Noss, an editor for the project’s quar-
terly publication, Wild Earth. That means
eliminating roads, bridges, dams, farms,
houses and any kind of productive activity.
Throughout the country Sustainable policies
are driving forestland owners, ranchers, farm-
ers and other rural residents off the land. A
wave of NGO sponsored conservation ease-
ments are setting up rural landscapes for the
loss of private management authority. With-
out management authority the private nature
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be addressed. This often involves many
meetings, subcommittees, and the like. Ul-
timately some action plans or “best man-
agement practices” are issued. Of course,
the actions of these councils themselves do
not have the force of law. But usually the
councils have been working closely with
local government officials friendly to their
causes. The officials might then secure an
act of the city council, county commission,
or other body to adopt the council recom-
mendations.

Sometimes a federal, state or local regula-
tory agency with jurisdiction over some land
use issue in a particular area, for example,
over water use or wildlife, might simply is-
sue the council’s recommendations as its
policy.

Philosophical Problems with Sustainable
Development

The U.N.’s concept of Sustainable Devel-
opment is antithetical to individual freedom
and economic liberty. It is, philosophically
speaking, unsustainable. Development in
this context refers to the use of naturally

Continued on page 4
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Continued from page 3

occurring materials such as land, forests, riv-
ers, water, and the like. The notion of Sus-
tainable Development assumes that if not
managed by some collective body, these ma-
terials will be destroyed by individual own-
ers. The United Nations Habitat Conference
Report in 1976 stated: “Private land owner-
ship is also a principal instrument of accu-
mulation and concentration of wealth and
therefore contributes to social injus-
tice...Public control of land use is therefore
indispensable.”

This idea plays on the notion that resources
are limited. Yet there is no such thing as a
“natural resource.” There is only matter and
energy in the world that we human beings
with our remarkable minds are able to make
use of for our survival and well-being. Oil,
for example, a century and a half ago, was
not a resource to a farmer who found it seep-
ing out of his land; it made the land worth-
less for growing crops or grazing farm ani-
mals. Only when men discovered how to use
it to heat homes, run electrical generators,
and propel planes and automobiles did it be-
come a resource. Since from a human per-
spective there is no limit to the potentially
usable matter and energy in the universe,
there is no problem of running out of re-
sources. The only problem is which resources
will be developed and at what cost.

There is nascent technology, for example, to
generate energy via ocean waves Or to use
orbiting collectors that would convert and
beam energy to Earth via microwaves or la-
sers.

And University of Arizona, Tucson, Profes-
sor John Lewis has done serious work on the
technology and economics of mining aster-
oids for minerals.

Sustainable Development is supposed to
meet “the needs of the present without com-
promising the ability of future generations
to meet their own needs.” This definition is
collectivist to the core. Not only does it ig-
nore individual owners of assets, it in effect
bestows title to those assets to an unborn
future collective—not even future individu-
als who might inherit titles to property - but
to “future generations.” Agenda 21’s defini-
tion of Sustainable Development was lifted
from the 1977 Constitution of the Soviet
Union.

In addition, this conception assumes that one
can judge at any given time whether some
use of an asset will be sustainable in the fu-
ture. But such knowledge is virtually unob-
tainable. Estimates a century ago that
America would soon lose its forests—a renew-
able resource — were wrong; we have more
woodlands today than at that time. Predic-
tions at that time that America would run
out of oil in a few decades also proved spuri-
ous. Consider the folly if our ancestors had
determined to save whale oil for lighting a
few homes during the twentieth century.

But more fundamental is the fact that we
cannot know how technology will affect the
sustainable use of any given asset in the fu-
ture. A snapshot is not a movie. America’s
history shows material progress over past
centuries by any measure. If we had asked at
any given time whether the use of an asset
were sustainable without knowledge of fu-
ture technologies that are simply unknow-
able before they are created, not doubt most
development and progress would not have
occurred.

This brings up another flaw in the defini-
tion of Sustainable Development. It is likely
that future generations will live better than
present ones if governments do not sabotage
economic growth through takings, taxes, and
regulations. If anything, the present genera-
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tion makes itself a victim by forgoing the
use of resources for the sake of future ones.
The present generation bequeaths to the
future a wealth of capital and knowledge.
That means future generations will not need
to reinvent the wheel.

Yet another problem with Sustainable De-
velopment is that it does not actually gener-
ate demonstrable net benefits. Often
Agenda 21 and Smart Growth plans simply
define progress in terms of the preservation
of a particular asset in a narrow context—
preserving a habitat for some particular
mouse or insect, for example.

individual’s property rights. For example,
if one individual dumps pollutants on his
own property and it seeps into groundwa-
ter that pollutes the lake on another’s land,
the other might have a case against the pol-
luter. But the notion of a “stakeholder” sim-
ply assumes that anyone may have an arbi-
trary claim over the action or the property
of another.

The goal of these soviets is to achieve a con-
sensus among the stakeholders. But a “con-
sensus” by definition means that owners will
be forced to use their property or restrict
its use in accordance with the soviet’s dic-
tates. Of course, there is a good chance that

“Jt is the sacred principles
enshrined in the United Nations
Charter to which the American
people will henceforth pledge
their allegiance.”

— George H. W. Bush, 1992

These problems with Sustainable Develop-
ment show that at best it is a subjective, col-
lectivist muddle and its application inevita-
bly will destroy private control of property
and with it freedom itself.

Undermining Constitutional Safeguards

In addition to the philosophical problems
with Sustainable Development, the process
by which it is promoted through Agenda
21 and the Rio Accords are antithetical to
the political institutions of a free society.
To begin with, Agenda 21 was never ap-
proved by the U.S. Congress. Yet President
Clinton in 1993 by Executive Order created
the President’s Council on Sustainable De-
velopment to implement Agenda 21. This
is part of an exploding trend to implement
what is known as “soft law,” that is, interna-
tional agreements that are not legislatively
reviewed or approved. Acting on its own
and in violation of separation of powers,
and concepts of federalism, the executive
branch is acting independently to restruc-
ture American governance. American imple-
mentation of Agenda 21 is hastening the
decline of objective law.

The strategy of the Sustainable developers
is to blur boundaries including those cre-
ated by private property and political sub-
divisions and to raid the public treasury.
Although implementation of Agenda 21 was
never authorized by Congress, Congress ap-
propriates hundreds of billions of dollars
each year to programs that further its imple-
mentation.

Also the councils set up to develop and
implement Agenda 21 locally through
Smart Growth or the Wildlands Project are
essentially models of the “soviets” or coun-
cils that were the basis in theory of the
former Soviet Union. The councils are not
elected but selfselected. They thus bypass
all of the constitutional safeguards to which
laws and even bureaucracy-created regula-
tions in the United States are subject. They
tend to be dominated by activists whose
goals are antithetical to freedom.

The very goals and structures of these new
soviets assume the negation of property
rights. To begin with, the notion of “stake-
holders,” who are appointed or designated,
not elected, assumes that others have a say
over the use of one’s property. This is not a
situation in which one individual has a
claim against another for violating that

property owners will not consent to having
the use of their land restricted. But the fi-
nal recommendations of the council are not
even voted on by the council members with
the majority ruling. Rather, the facilitator
or designated members who are often the
anti-property activists will pull together the
plan. Often if they cannot secure a consen-
sus, they will simply write up a report with
the expected outcome anyway.

In Santa Cruz, California, Lisa Rudnick, in-
vestigative analyst with Freedom 21 Santa
Cruz, attended the “Local Santa Cruz
Agenda 21” meetings for several years. The
program consisted of twelve “roundtables.”
Participants were not given range to debate
the premise of Agenda 21 but did resolve
details that mitigated the collectivist goals.
The roundtables covered virtually all aspects
of life - land use, education, health, repro-
duction, transportation, housing, jobs, and
more. When the report was issued for “soft
law” implementation and “adopted” by the
elected Board of Supervisors the oppressive
recommendations bore no resemblance to
results of the “consensus” discussion. Un-
der different titles nearly every county in
America has or is undergoing a similar pre-
arranged consensus process for implemen-
tation of a predetermined outcome.

An economic objective of Agenda 21 is the
establishment of a system of public/private
partnerships. Public/private partnerships
combine the force of government with the
power of business. They consist of coordi-
nated arrangements between government
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agencies, NGOs, aristocratic foundations,
some multinational corporations, other com-
pliant businesses, and many non-profits.
Their growing influence, working under the
umbrella of Sustainable Development, will
eliminate free enterprise altogether. The de
facto partnership between The Nature Con-
servancy, regulatory agencies, and govern-
ment funding mechanisms has proceeded to
significantly implement the Wildlands
Project at the expense of the free-enterprise
land owners and natural-resource providers.
Private housing developers under Urban
Smart Growth can receive land, federal and
state financial subsidies, and permit process-
ing waivers in exchange for partnering with
the local government’s “Housing Authority”
and by building to Sustainable Development
criteria. These criteria can include: water and
electric use masters, provision of government
preschool child care, auto-use restrictions,
minimum densities, required mixed-use, re-
sale restrictions, rental-rate restrictions, life-
style regulations, etc. Even seemingly innocu-
ous partnerships portend of the new world
of Agenda 21. The local green restaurant
league is a governmentfunded certification
of restaurants granted to those that abide by
“voluntary” green rules—water to customers
only upon request, noflush toilets, a menu
that only serves from the Packard
Foundation’s “Sustainable”fish list, and so
on. Government carrots and sticks begin to
dominate even the management of running
a restaurant. The ultimate criteria for Ameri-
can business under Agenda 21 becomes—Are
you a friend of government! Are you com-
pliant with Sustainable policies? Never mind
the notion of customer as king. Agenda 21
is the new king in town!

Of course, a group of private individuals
could decide anything it wanted about how
one should use one’s property, but those
conclusions would merely be opinions that
could be ignored by property owners. For
example, examine the situation where an in-
dividual owner is deep tilling on his own
farm. His action in no way harms or measur-
ably damages the property of another. In a
free society there is no issue of securing “con-
sensus” from his neighbors or government.
If members of some private council do not
like this practice, too bad! The farmer’s right
to his property means he can do with it as
he pleases and is answerable to no one un-
less he violates common-law standards of
nuisance.

The council conclusions must be backed by
the force of government if the owners’ rights
are to be violated. Agenda 21 advocates have
any number of means by which to give coun-
cil conclusions the backing of government
force. State legislators or county councils
might approve the plans. Or a federal agency
might impose the agenda under its regula-
tory authority.

Continued on page 10
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By Preston Drew

On November 29, 2004, Charles Strouss
looked out his window and saw two men
standing 300 feet inside his property look-
ing at work he had done with a rented bull-
dozer. He asked who they were and what
they wanted and was told they were King
County Department of Development and
Environmental Services (DDES) employees
investigating a complaint about clearing in
a wetland. He told them to leave when one
said, “Let me tell you how it’s gonna be”
referring to his demand and who was going
to tell who what to do. Strouss said “No, let
me tell YOU how it’s gonna be, you're go-
ing to leave right now.” When the men tar-
ried, Strouss stepped onto his front porch
with a shotgun to encourage their departure.

Over several months there was an investiga-
tion that ultimately produced serious
charges, his arrest and a court appearance.
The same day he appeared in court, a fed-
eral task force composed of officers from
King County Sheriff’s office, Washington
State Corrections and law enforcement from
the Social Security Administration forced
there way into his bedroom and violently
arrested him in front of his wife. He was
made to kneel facing away with four cops
shouted and pointed their weapons at the
back of his head while he was being hand-
cuffed.

The case brought print and broadcast me-
dia coverage with articles in The King
County Journal, Snoqualmie Valley Record
and The Valley View. John Carlson from
KVI radio did a full hour interview. Re-
cently, the felony charges were reduced to
misdemeanor “brandishing”, which the pros-
ecutor has agreed to drop entirely once
Strouss completes some community service.

This case is important to examine because
there is a lot more here than a disgruntled
homeowner standing up to DDES. Charles
Strouss’ history with King County goes back
years and the details point out much that is
wrong with the way the county deals with
rural landowners. A look at these details
reveals the hypocrisy, unfairness and double
dealing that are root causes to the present
controversy over regulation, policy and the
new Critical Areas Ordinance (CAO). [ will
look at the details in several contexts, in-
cluding DDES’ history of trespass on pri-
vate property and a private individual’s at-
tempts to divide a rural property, along with
comparing these efforts and results to those
of more moneyed and influential nearby
neighbors.

A short summary of Strouss’ attempts to
develop his property in his own words:

In 1986, I was looking for property around
the Seattle area to build a home. My partner
and [ wanted a fair amount of privacy, and
also wanted to be close enough to enjoy our
friends and cultural lives in Seattle. We found
some nice properties in Ravenna and Lake
City that were within our budget, but their
privacy only existed because of “green belts”
on neighbors land. We were ideologically op-
posed to trying to tell others what to do with
their land — we felt that we needed to own
enough land to guarantee our own “privacy
buffer” without trying to dictate our neigh-
bors’ landscaping practices.

We found a beautiful 40 acres just east of
Redmond. It was rather expensive, more than
we could really afford, but it was zoned “G”,
which meant it could potentially be divided
into more than 40 separate lots if we needed
to sell some property to help make the pay-
ments in the future. I could drive to down-
town Seattle in less than a halfhour. It was
immediately adjacent to a “G” zoning subdi-
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vision which was being built at the time of
our purchase.

A couple of years later, I learned that the po-
litical winds were shifting, that the powers that
be in Seattle were trying to prevent new homes
from being built in our area. They were plan-
ning on rezoning our property for 5-acre lots,
which would reduce our potential future home
sites to eight total. The state required them to
accommodate the predicted King County popu-
lation growth with a fair share in each plan-
ning district, so they came up with a plan to
let Weyerhaeuser build a big new high-density
city about 2 miles north of us, while taking
away our zoning. This sort of down-zoning was
previously unheard of — one could always as-
sume that one’s property could be used accord-
ing to the zoning when it was purchased...
Rezoning usually meant LIFTING of restric-
tions, that is, increasing density, or allowing
businesses in an area previously restricted.

Because the rezone would be financially di-
sastrous for us, we immediately filed a “plat
application”, which would allow us to divide
our property. Our application was filed before
the rezone could take effect, which “vested”
our zoning under the “G” zoning.

I borrowed a large sum of additional money —
ultimately somewhat over $50,000 — to do
all of the required engineering and environ-
mental studies. We dotted our I’s and crossed
our T’s... The folks at the county who review
such applications — in those days called BALD,
Building and Land Development — had a long
backlog, so the application took more than a
year to review. My immediate neighbors
strongly supported my efforts, and showed up
at my hearings to testify in my favor, without
my asking them.

Howeuwer, the folks in the aforementioned sub-
division next door were opposed to my project,
because it would increase the number of wve-
hicle trips through their neighborhood. (Their
streets were designated “collectors”, designed
to carry the number of cars that were expected
from the adjacent properties like mine, as re-
quired by the King County codes.)

In particular, a group called the “236th Av-
enue Community Corridor Council” hired an
attorney to oppose my project. They filed sev-
eral papers, trying to block my application.

The hearing examiner at BALD, however,
decided my application was legal and appro-
priate and approved it. The final step was for
the County Council to review the case — which
is normally a formality — they just approve
whatever the hearing examiner sends up to
them.

Howeuwer, in my case, our water district found
itself over-extended by the time our case came
to the County Council. We had a “Water
Commitment Letter” from them, but because
BALD had taken so long to process our appli-

cation, its onesyear term had expired.

In normal circumstances, our case would have
been put on administrative hold until the water
district could solve their supply problems. In
our case, however, the County Council was
trying to find every possible reason to deny
our application. It came down to a tied County
Council... Except for Brian Derdowski... Mr.
Derdowski was a member of the aforemen-
tioned “236th Avenue Community Corridor
Council”, which was appearing in opposition
to our project. This means he had an ethical
obligation to recuse himself from the wote.
Howewer, he claimed that his membership was
only a coincidence based on where he hap-
pened to live, and he went ahead and cast the
deciding vote against us. Apparently it had
nothing to do with the fact that he was a radi-
cal anti-growth advocate, and the 236th Ave
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CCC was a radical anti-growth group.

There is a joke worth repeating here... Do you
know the difference between a developer and
an environmentalist? Well, an environmental-
ist lives in a house in the woods, and a devel-
oper wants to build a house in the woods. Or
sometimes it is told this way... The environ-
mentalist built his home LAST week. There
lies the irony... It is the folks in the subdivision
next door who managed to prevent us from
extending their neighborhood a little further.
This was a huge defeat for us... We went
through a series of refinances, trying to hold
onto our house and land. Luckily I ended up
working for a Large Redmond Software Firm,
and did quite well for a number of years, so |
was able to hang on to the land and pay down

the debt.

In 1994 I left said Firm, and opened a record-
ing studio. In the last 10 years, I've recorded
about 50 full length music CDs, and worked
on hundreds of demos and other music record-
ings. Now, after working in the music busi-
ness — a great job, but not the most profitable
business to be in — I find that I am again
unable to keep up with soaring property taxes
and house payments.

Last year I looked into going ahead and sell-
ing some lots under the 5-acre zoning, and dis-
covered that I would not be allowed to do so
because of something called “Traffic
Concurrency”... The idea is that the roads are

inadequate to handle existing traffic, so no
new homes will be allowed until the funding
is approved by the legislature/congress to im-
prove the roads. I was happy to learn that this
had happened, so I contacted the King County
Traffic department for my “Traffic
Concurrency Letter”, and was informed that
this issue about the highways was really a red
herring... They informed me that I should ex-
pect that my traffic concurrency moratorium
would probably never be lifted because of some-
thing called “Zonal Averages”... What this
means as that the county has classified my
neighborhood as “rural”, despite existing sub-
urban densities. There is no issue with road
safety, just their “rural character”.

Then I found out about the new CAQO, which
attempts to force us to keep 65% of our land
in “native growth”... That is a big joke, be-
cause none of it is in true native growth. The
original old-growth forests were logged genera-
tions ago. When this land is abandoned, it
would take hundreds or thousands of years to
return to “native growth”, if ever. Without
ongoing maintenance, the land turns into
thickets of Himalayan Blackberries and other
undesirable vegetation. Only the occasional
sweeping forest fire thins the thickets and al-
lows a real forest to grow.

What this boils down to is that “suburban
sprawl” has been determined to be a negative
thing. This has been happening

Continued on page 11
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May Valley Environmental Council
meets every Monday at 7:00 p.m.
in the basement of Leonard’s
at the corner of SR 900 & 164th Avenue NE
www.maycreek.com

ﬁ

Four Creeks Unincorporated Area Council

meets the third Wednesday of each month at 7:00 p.m.

7\

May Valley Alliance Church
16431 SE Renton-Issaquah Rd

See their web site at council@fourcreeks.org

Upcoming Elections
The Four Creeks Council has several positions open in the election of November
8, 2005. The deadline for candidates to declare their intention to run and submit
250-word summaries of their qualifications is September 24, 2005. Declarations
should be sent to Four Creeks Unincorporated Area Council, P.O. Box 3501,
Renton, WA 98056. The open districts are:

1 - Coalfield, Renhill
3 . Eastwood, Daniel
5 - Jacqueline, Hillcrest, Briar

9 - Four Lakes, Matthew, Maple Hills

2 - Tanya, O’Donnell, Ida, Brigid
4 - Husky, Valencia

7 - Tanner, May Valley

11 - Tiger Mountain, Hutchinson

Two AT-LARGE positions are also open. Anyone living in the precincts listed above
or Courgar Mt., High Valley, Squak, Naila, McDonald, Mirrormont, Hass, or Colleen
are eligible for those two positions.

\s J
a )
Greater Maple Valley Area Council

meets the first Monday of each month at 7:00 p.m.

King County Police Precinct #3
22300 SE 231st, Maple Valley

See their web site at
http://www.metrokc.gov/dchs/uac/uac_gmv.htm
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Who Benefits and Who Pays for the Destruction
of the King County Ecosystem

Turning wilderness or rural land into urban landscape is
profitable. The maps and charts that accompany this ar-
ticle illustrate how very profitable increased uses of your
property can be. Of course the change from wilderness to
urban is a drastic change to the ecosystem of the area. The
property owners of rural King County have been forced to
give up most uses of their property in order to some how
make up for those changes to King County’s ecosystem.
Property owners inside the urban growth line are able to
maximize the return on their investment while property
owners outside the line are asked to minimize their return
on investment to maximize the “quality of life” of their
urban neighbors.

No matter how you spin the environmental story, it is sim-
ply not conscionable for government to use its armed might
to squash the dreams of citizens of the rural areas in order
to justify the immense monetary gain of those inside the
imaginary growth line. Proponents of the status quo will
tell you that rural residents that play along with the game
get tax breaks, which spread the costs to their urban neigh-
bors. That statement turns out to be smoke and mirrors.

RCW.84.34 provides the mechanism for programs to shift
the tax burden from one piece of land to others in King
County. Three programs comprise the bulk of the tax shift-
ing in rural King County - the agriculture program, the
timberland program, and the public benefit rating system
open space program. The total amount of taxes shifted un-
der these programs in 2005 is $5,656,106. Under
RCW.84.35 any taxes that would normally have been col-
lected by the local taxing district are shifted to everyone
else in the district. Any county or state assessments are
shifted to everyone in the county.

A look at my tax statement for property on the rural side
of the growth line reveals that 38% of my bill goes to the
county and state, while 62% goes to my local tax district.
Your bill may be slightly different depending on the specif-
ics of your tax district. For purposes of this discussion let’s
use a 60%-40% split. That means that of the $5,656,106
shifted, 40% ($2,262,442) will be split among everyone in
King County and 60% ($3,393,663) will be split among

property owners in the rural area.

The total assessed value of all real property in King County
is $248,904,314,851 so the cost per $1,000 (often referred
to as a mil rate) for every property owner in King County is
$0.0091. The total assessed value of all real property in
rural King County is $19,337,408,247. To that amount we
add the value of the real property in any school districts
that extend into the rural area for a total of $32,925,409,147.
Thus the cost per $1,000 in rural King County is $0.1031
for the local tax district shift plus the $0.0091 that every-
one pays for a total of $0.1122 per $1,000. Rounding to
the nearest cent gives 1 cent per thousand in urban areas
and 11 cents per thousand in unincorporated King County.

land are paid by their immediate neighbors, not those
who live in the cities and get the lion’s share of profits
from development.

When the issue of fairness is raised it is quickly stated by
the urban elite that the urban areas of King County are so
completely altered that we can not correct the decisions
that were made in the past and we must look to undam-
aged rural land and its owners to protect the environment.

That is a specious argument.
The wealth generated from the destruction of the urban

areas has not evaporated. Capital gains, rents and taxes
flow in an almost unimaginable stream of dollars to urban

property owners, cities and King County government. The
increased densities dictated by the GMA will double and
triple the relative wealth of urban King County in the next
20 years. It is entirely appropriate to ask those who have
benefitted from full development to pay for whatever meth-
ods are deemed to be appropriate fixes for any damage their
development caused. It is entirely inappropriate to foist all
of those costs onto the backs of rural or even suburban
property owners.

Our constitutions were designed to prevent the majority
from expropriating the property of minorities for their own
benefit, yet that is exactly what has happened. It is time to
stand up for the equal protection of all, not just those who
have the votes!
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Council Districts

THE MEDIAN COST OF A HOUSE IN KING COUNTY 1S Now $3'75,000

THAT INCLUDES OVER $200,000 OF REGULATORY COSTS

$200,000 FINANCED FOR 30 YEARS AT 6% cosTs $431,676

ARE YOU SURE THE REGULATIONS ARE WORTH IT?

see http://post.economics.harvard.edu/hier/2002papers/HIER1948.pdf
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SHOCK AND AWE

Continued from page 1

was originally appointed. Dunn has publicly
stated that he will serve at least one four-
year term. He will follow in his mom’s foot-
steps and move on up the political ladder.

Hammond is very fiscally conservative and
knows how to pinch pennies. Eight children
and thirty years as a preacher provided the
training that shows up in his frugal campaign
that is in a dead heat with the free-spending
Dunn. Dunn’s strength is in bringing home
the bacon and spreading it around. He will
likely follow the lead of Hague and Von
Reichbauer on the King County council in
making deals with the Democrats in order
to obtain that bacon. Where the bacon
would get spread remains unclear, as does
the list of tradable items in the district. The
rural areas, at least, seem to be devoid of
anything else to give up. Perhaps the
Bellevue portion has something the Demo-
crats will want.

The new 9™ District has many more Repub-
licans than Democrats so the vote in the
primary will probably determine who the
eventual councilperson will be. King County
extracts and spends over $3,000,000,000 of
your tax dollars each year so this is not a
trivial office. The primary is on September
20, 2005. You will seldom have such a clear
choice of styles.

CONTRIBUTIONS BY LOCATION AS OF AUGUST 21

DuNN

Eiity State Amount

NO CITY or STATE $1.550 LAKE FOREST PARK WA $10
HO CITY in FL $100  LAKEWOOD WA %35
NO CITY in W& $225 LOS ANGELES CA $3.200
ALEXANDRIA WA $3 670 LYNNWOOD WA $135
ANNAPOLIS MD $300 MAPLE VALLEY WA $1,360
ARLINGTON WA $1.510 MARYSVILLE WA $100
ARLINGTOMN VA $935 MCLEAN VA $300
ATLANTA GA W0 MEDINA WA $13.900
AUBURN WA $440 MERCER ISLAND WA $14 520
BAINBRIDGE ISLAND WA $28500 MNEWYORK NY $200
BELLEVUE WA $61,162 HNEWCASTLE WA $2.)080
BELLINGHAM WA $100 HNORTH BEND WA $1.060
BLACK DIAMOND WA $750 OAKTON VA $100
BOTHELL WA $1.495 OLYMPLA WA $1.150
BRADENTON FL $100 PACIFIC WA $100
CALABASAS CA $240  PHOEMNIX AZ $500
CAMANO ISLAND WA $100  PLAYA DEL REY CA #5340
CARNATION WA 200 PORT ORCHARD WA $1.350
CLE ELUM WA $200  PORTLAND OR $1.350
CLYDE HILL WA $220 PUYALLUP WA $250
CORONADO CA $50 REDMOND WA $2.130
COVINGTON WA $50 RENO NV $1.000
DaLLAS TX $100 RENTON WA $5.950
DUVALL WA $85 SAMMAMISH WA $6,285
EASTWENATCHEE WA F135 SAN ANTONIO TX $1,300
EASTON WA $100  SANTA MONICA CA $100
EASTSOUND WA ¥0 SEATTLE wa $49 B85
EDMONDS W& $85 SHELTON WA $100
ENUMCLAW Wa $25 SHREVEPORT LA $250
EUREKA MO $100  SNOHOMISH WA 90
FALL CITY WA $150  SNOQUALMIE WA $310
FEDERAL WAY WA $340 TACOMA WA $150
GIG HARBOR WA $2700 TAYLORSVILLE UT £40
GREAT FALLS WA $150 TEMPE AF $100
HINSDALE IL 500 TuKwILA WA $1,350
HOODSPORT WA $150  TUMWATER WA $1,350
HUNTS POINT WA 1600 WASHON wWaA $100
ISSAQUAH WA $6.765  WASHINGTON DC $3,043
KENMORE WA $525 WASHINTON DC $100
KENT Wa $1.095 WESTHOLLYWOOD CaA $1.600
KETCHUM ID $1.000  WOODINVILLE WA $3.140
KIRKLAND WA $16.135 YARROW POINT WA $575
LA CONNER WA $250 Grand Total $220974

iy,

M |
¥
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HAMMOND
[City State Armount
Mo City $1 520
ATLANTA GA $50
AUBURN WA %3 200
BAINBRID GE ISLAND $625
BELLEVYUE WA 56 D25
BLACK DIAMOND WA 625
BUCKLEY WA $210
CARNATION WA %1 300
CORONADO CA $50
COVINGTON WA %20
CURTIS WA, $250
DESMOINES WA $25
DUWALL W $335
EAST ALTON IL F400
EASTSOUND WA $50
ENUMCLAVY Wh $4 D95
FEDE RAL WAY WA 100
HOUSTON TX §344
ISSAQUAH WA ¥650
KENT WA $1 010
KIRKLAND wWah, F100
LEAVENWORTH WA F100
LOS ALAMITOS CA $50
MAPLE WVALLEY wWwWA $459
MORTON WA $50
NEWCASTLE WA $20
NORTH BEND Vvua $300
OLYMPLA WA $100
PACIFIC WA 100
PUYALLUP WA $25
RAVENSDALE WA $50
REDMOND Vs, $1 950
RENTON WA %1 750
SAMMAMISH WA $2 D80
SEATTLE Wwua %4 445
SNOHOMISH WA $50
ST. CHARLES MO 5199
SUMNER WA $50
WYWASHON WA F600
WO ODINVILLE WA §475
[Grand Total ____ $33 547

The population of King
County is greater than
that of 13 different states
(Nebraska, Idaho, Maine,
New Hampshire, Hawaii,
Rhode Island, Montana,
Delaware, South Dakota,
Alaska, North Dakota,
Vermont, Wyoming) and
the District of Columbia!

We all know the level of dis-
satisfaction with the present
leadership, and to engage in
mudslinging would serve no
purpose. We need active
participation from all to
change directions. So how
do we want to proceed?

By redefining “politician,”
which will no longer mean
brokering deals, limiting in-
formation to the public, and
covering up corruption. | be-
lieve that people can handle
the truth.

Karen Rispoli — Democratic
Candidate for Seattle Mayor

Americans are so enamored of
equality that they would rather
be equal in slavery than un-
equal in freedom.

— Alexis de Tocqueville
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RADICAL ENVIRONMENTALISM IS AN UNMITIGATED FARCE

To all who care about whether environmentalism is a worthwhile endeavor, or whether it has been a fraud perpetrated on
naive individuals and cultures who just don’t have the facts to render a decision one way or another.

By Ron Ewart

In order to see anything clearly, you must
have a sufficiently broad perspective,
accompanied by hard data, repeatable long-
term observations and verifiable facts. If you
are standing and you are looking at the
ground, your perspective and your field of
view are quite limited. If, however, you are
standing on the top of a mountain, your
perspective broadens exponentially. And
thus it is with the subject of environmental-
ism. Without a broader view it is almost
impossible to know who or what to believe.

So a short history of the Earth is in order.

The Earth has endured never-ending sun-
spots, reversing poles, shifting magnetic
fields, drifting continents and ice ages in its
4.5 billion year history. It has experienced
the wondrous 165-million year dinosaur ex-
periment. About 600 million years ago the
Cambrian explosion occurred where life al-
most magically erupted, emerged and
evolved at a pace never before seen. No
one knows why.

Over its lifetime, the Earth spun, tilted,
heaved, shifted, rose and shrunk, drastically
changed, expelled gases and molten lava,
grew hot and then cold. Whole continents
drifted first towards each other (Pangea) and
then away, until finally arriving at the seven
existing continents of today. Polar ice caps
and glaciers melted and sea levels rose and
then lowered. About 10,000 years ago, at
least one third of the Earth’s surface was
covered in a layer of ice over one mile thick.
During that ice age that lasted longer than
civilized man has lived on Earth, there were
no animals, plants, insects or habitat that
could survive in this harsh environment,
except those very small creatures that
adapted to a life on or in the ice. But life
on Earth still survived in other places less
hostile. The ultimate thaw and the rushing
torrent carved deep gouges and massive
channels in the Earth’s surface. It created
riverbeds and dry falls and lakes and inland

By Martha Parker

Thanks to a concerned citizen, I have a copy
of an advisory memorandum, issued Decem-
ber 2003 by the then Attorney General of
Washington, Christine Gregoire. This
memorandum is required by the Growth
Management Act, RCW 36.70A.370. It ad-
vises Washington state agencies and local
governments how to avoid unconstitutional
takings of private property. So here I start
to quote from the memorandum.

The advice of the Attorney General is “on
an orderly, consistent process that better
enables government to evaluate proposed
regulatory or administrative actions to as-
sure that the actions do not result in uncon-
stitutional takings of private property”.

“This process must be used by state agen-
cies and local governments that are required
to plan, or that choose to plan, under RCW
36.70A.040 - Washington’s Growth Man-
agement Act. The process used by state agen-
cies and local government agencies is pro-
tected by attorney-client privilege, and a pri-
vate party does not have a cause of action
against a state agency or local government
for failure to utilize the recommended pro-

cess. RCW 36.70A.370(4)”.
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seas and other features in the Earth’s crust,
not there before. Now that was global warm-
ing on a grand scale.

And vyet, for 99.93333% of the Earth’s esti-
mated 4.5 billion years, not one homo
erectus walked upon its undulating surfaces,
climbed a mountain, traversed a plain, or
sailed on or swam in the vast expanse of its
oceans, lakes, rivers or streams. In that time
99.9% of every species that ever lived on
Earth, became extinct. Nature rolled the
dice with zillions of evolutionary experi-
ments. It is still rolling those dice, even to-
day. We humans are but an integral part of
that continuing evolutionary experiment.
And yes, we probably are having some ef-
fect on the environment, but the question
is whether that effect is greater or lesser than
nature itself! After reading this, the answer
will be self-evident.

Whole forests grew and then died out.
Mountains rose out of the bowels of the
Earth, pushed up by continents in collision
and then flattened back into the crust. Riv-
ers changed direction. Monster lakes were
formed. Giant meteors struck the Earth at
galactic speeds, carving out massive holes
in the crust and sending continent-size
clouds of sunlight-dimming dust into the
atmosphere. The atmosphere became
opaque and cut off the life-giving sunlight,
rendering lifeless enormous parts of the
planet. Millions of species of plants and
animals evolved, survived, reproduced and
then died out, to be replaced by entirely dif-
ferent species of plants and animals.

These events changed the life processes on
Earth forever. New processes emerged and
new life rose up out of the moist rich soil,
where those conditions existed. However,
major changes seldom occurred in cataclys-
mic events. They almost always took place
agonizingly slowly, over eons of time,
through the tedious, grinding, random, cha-
otic, disorganized process of natural evolu-

tion. The variables were almost infinite and
still are.

And today, those same agonizingly slow pro-
cesses are at work. We are an integral part
of those processes but we will have little or
no affect on any final outcome. We will
but only tickle the grander elements such as
the Sun, the moon and the Earth itself, none
of which is predictable, much less measur-
able to the degree necessary for accurate
predictions. A few spewing volcanoes or an
episode of Sunspots can totally invalidate
any computer models. The variables are just
too great to model, but the environmental-
ists use these inaccurate models to create
crises so that they can entrench themselves
in an ever-growing culture of “the sky is fall-
ing” and get you to donate money to them,
or have it confiscated from you by conning
the government into giving it to them. Just
look at weather predictions by scientists and
weathermen. Any prediction is good for
about two hours and that is why the
environmentalist’s models were predicting
an ice age 20 years ago and now they are
predicting global warming. It’s ludicrous
and an insult to true science.

My other issues with environmentalists have
to do with their getting in the way of a free
society to provide the resources necessary
to keep that society going economically.
Environmentalists have stopped oil refiner-
ies and nuclear power plants from being
built for over 25 years. That’s why a gallon
of gas is now well over $2.00 and will not
likely come down, and that’s why our power
capacity is at or near maximum. Environ-
mentalists, in concert with radical interna-
tional environmentalists, are trying to lock
up private lands in the U. S. for biospheres
and wildlife corridors without compensat-
ing the owners of the private lands they want
to take. Environmentalists have stopped the
drilling for oil in areas of known oil reserves,
thus making us more dependent on foreign
sources and driving up the cost of oil and

AvoOIDING TAKINGS

Get that? It means citizens cannot use the
Public Disclosure Act to find out exactly
what did happen between an attorney for a
local government and that government on
whether proposed legislation does imply an
unconstitutional taking of private property.
So, even though we have a U.S. Constitu-
tion 5th and 14th Amendments, and a
Washington State Constitution which pro-
tects private property, we are left question-
ing the status of local government actions.
This, in spite of the fact that Article I, Sec-
tion 16, Eminent Domain, says, “No private
property shall be taken or damaged for pub-
lic or private use without just compensation
having been first made, or paid into court
for the owner”. Citizens seem to be without
any recourse except lengthy, expensive legal
action, even though prospective King
County Council persons swear a solemn
oath to uphold the Washington State Con-
stitution.

Let’s continue with the memorandum.
“Where state agencies or local governments
exercise regulatory authority impacting the
use of private property, they must be sensi-
tive to the constitutional limits on their au-
thority to regulate private property rights.
The failure to recognize these constitutional
limits may result in the judicial imposition
of an obligation to pay compensation where
regulatory activity is found to have taken

private property. In other cases, state agency
or local government regulations may be in-
validated, and there may be liability for ac-
tions taken under those regulations if they
are found to exceed applicable constitutional
limitations.”

The document has an “Executive Summary”,
which includes the following paragraphs.
“The government also may limit the use of
property through land use planning, zoning
ordinances and development regulations,
setback requirements, environmental regu-
lations, and similar regulatory limitations.
Land uses may be limited through condi-
tions such as the granting of easements and
exactions of private property for public use
that are addressed to identifiable impacts
from land use activities.”

“Nevertheless, courts have recognized that
if government regulations go ‘too far,’ they
may constitute a taking of property. This
does not necessarily mean that the regula-
tory activity is unlawful, but rather that the
payment of just compensation may be re-
quired. The rationale is based upon the
notion that some regulations are so severe
in their impact that they are the functional
equivalent of an exercise of the government’s
power of eminent domain (i.e., the formal
condemnation of property for a public pur-
pose that requires the payment of ‘just com-
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oil-associated products accordingly. The
unnecessary cost for overt and radical envi-
ronmental protection has been in the tril-
lions of dollars since it became in vogue and
it has severely weakened our economic en-
gine, reduced our power capacity and eroded
our constitutional form of government al-
most beyond repair.

Environmentalists have brain washed an
entire civilization into believing that envi-
ronmental protection has a higher priority
than constitutional safeguards and has been
perpetrated on free citizens by a rogue and
oppressive government at their urgings.
They took over Oregon, Washington and
California and they have taken over many
local and state governments, as well as the
U. S. Congress, all the while beating the
drums of the “environment” into the heads
of naive citizens who live in cities and have
no stake in unconstitutional takings. They
have disenfranchised rural landowners and
made them victims of their crimes. They
decimated an entire culture of loggers, mill
operators and wood product employees in
the Pacific Northwest and forced them into
bankruptcy and divorce and scattered them
to the four winds because of their distorted
desire to “save” one stupid owl that was go-
ing extinct for natural causes that had noth-
ing to do with logging or loss of habitat. 1
repeat, 99.9% of all species that ever lived
on Earth are now extinct and the Endan-
gered Species Act is bad legislation for that
very reason alone and should be repealed.
Environmentalists use junk science to win
their battles and extort monies from naive
citizens to fund their radical agendas in
court.

They have the mistaken, naive and
dangerous mindset that privately held rural
land is their land to do with as they will. It
isn’t. It belongs to the millions of
individuals that own it in fee-simple title
and paid for or inherited it and the inviolate

Continued on page 11

pensation’).”

After the “Executive Summary”, the memo-
randum goes on to list 5 “warning signals”
which may indicate a constitutional issue

should be considered.

Then there is discussion of constitutional
principles, which includes regulatory takings
as in Eminent Domain. Item 2 in this cat-
egory is headed “Balancing the Severity of
Regulatory Activity”. Here we find: “In as-
sessing whether a regulation or permit con-
dition constitutes a taking in a particular
circumstance, the courts weigh the public
purpose of the regulatory action against the
impact on the landowner’s vested develop-
ment rights. Courts also consider whether
the government could have achieved the
stated public purpose by less intrusive
means. One factor used to assess the eco-
nomic impact of a permit condition is the
extent to which the condition interferes with
a landowner’s reasonable investment-backed
development expectations.”

If you wish to examine this document for
the

www.balancedrights.org. Scroll down part-

yourself, access internet at

way and select on left Bainbridge Citizens
United. When there, select at top right At-
torney General’s Advisory.
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SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT, SMART GROWTH, AND KELO?
ORGANIZED THEFT, BY ANY NAME

Continued from page 1

sidered graft. That's why RICO laws were
created.

Finally, five black robes named Stevens,
Souter, Ginsburg, Kennedy, and Breyer
shock the nation, by ruling that officials, who
have behaved like Tony Soprano, are in the
right, and you have to vacate your property.
These four men and one woman have ruled
that the United States Constitution is truly
meaningless. Their ruling in the Kelo case
declared that Americans own nothing. Af-
ter declaring that all property is subject to
the whim of a government official, it’s just a
short trip to declaring that government can
now confiscate anything we own; anything
we create; anything we believe.

Astonishing! The members of the Supreme
Court have nothing to do but defend the
Constitution, and keep it the pure docu-
ment the Founding Fathers created to rec-
ognize and protect the rights with which we
were born. They sit in their lofty ivory tower,
never worrying about job security with their
life-time appointments. And yet, they have
obviously missed finding a copy of the Fed-
eralist Papers, which were written by many
of the Founders to explain to the American
people how they envisioned the new gov-
ernment would work. They have missed the
collected writings of James Madison, Tho-
mas Jefferson, John Adams, and George
Washington, just to mention a very few. It’s
obvious, because otherwise, there is simply
no way they could have reached this deci-
sion - unless implementing another agenda
was their purpose.

[ don’t have the benefit of the Justices’ grand
staffs, or unending salaries. But, just a little
research has turned up pretty much every-
thing Stevens, Souter, Ginsburg, Kennedy,
and Breyer would have needed, to reach a
logical conclusion: that protection of private
property rights are the most important
rights, vital to the very foundation of a free
society.

Our Founding Fathers left no doubt in their
writings, their deeds, or their governing
documents as to where they stood on the
vital importance of private property. John
Locke, the man whom the Founders fol-
lowed, as they created this nation, said, “Gov-
ernment has no other end than the preser-
vation of property.”
John Adams said,
“The moment the idea is admitted into
society that property is not as sacred
as the laws of God; and there is not a
force of law and public justice to pro-
tect it, anarchy and tyranny com-
mence.”

One would be hard-pressed to find a single

word in the writings of the Founding Fa-
thers to support the premise that it’s okay
to take private property for economic devel-
opment. To the contrary, they believed that
the root of economic prosperity is the pro-
tection of private property.

So, how did Stevens, Souter, Ginsburg,
Kennedy, and Breyer miss such a rocksolid
foundation of American law? Perhaps they
didn’t. Perhaps they chose to ignore it, in
favor of another agenda. Specifically, Agenda
21.

For several years, certain members of the
Supreme Court have been discussing the
need to review international law and foreign
court decisions to determine U.S. Supreme
Court rulings. Justice Breyer has been the
most outspoken for this policy, saying, “We
face an increasing number of domestic legal
questions that directly implicate foreign or
international law.”

& Dear Jimmy,
Hope all is well in Irag.
we are 50 proud ofyou
for going over there
to fight gur our freedorm.
A lot has hoppened
Since you lef't..

Mom was arrested
for carrying a gunin
her purse and your
brother is in prisen
for smoking a joirtt,
At least your sister
is okay, -I-hnuah
she has to 304::
court for hot
wearing a senthelt,

in a day; drastic reductions of energy use;
the imposition of public transportation; even
the number of inhabitants that may be al-
lowed inside city borders. Most Americans
have heard of a small part of this policy, op-
erating under the name Smart Growth.
Agenda 21 outlines specific goals, and a tight
timetable for implementation. In June, 2005,
the U.N. held a major gathering in San Fran-
cisco, where the mayors of cities from across
the nation, and around the world, gathered
to pledge to impose Sustainable polices.

In order to meet such goals, federal, state,
and local governments are scrambling to
impose strict policies on development and
land use. The use of Eminent Domain has
become a favorite tool. Sustainable Devel-
opment calls for partnerships between the
public sector (your local government) and
private businesses.

Now, as the public/private partnerships

the feds for back +m:ei
we owed, ond then the
fomily business was
condemned by the city
so they could build o
football stadium,

u were herg

1 we wish

to help pay for all the

legal fees, bub just

knawing ou arg Over
gh?i

there £ ng far the
liberties we cherish
makes it all werthwhile.

Lovie, Thad

U &l
WRWLIUSSMO.CO

What international laws are these? In gen-
eral, the most pervasive are a series of U.N.
international treaties, including several that
address issues of climate, resource use, bio-
logical diversity, and community develop-
ment. Specifically, Agenda 21, signed by the
United States at the U.N.’s Earth Summit
in 1992, calls for implementing what former
Vice President Al Gore called a “wrenching
transformation” of our nation, through a
policy called Sustainable Development. Sus-
tainable Development is the official policy
of the United States, and in almost every
single city and small burg in the nation.

Sustainable Development is top-down con-
trol, a ruling principle that affects nearly ev-
ery aspect of our lives, including; the kind
of homes we may live in; water policy that
dictates the amount each American may use

move to enforce Sustainable Development
in local communities, an unholy alliance is
also forming, allowing corrupt politicians to
line their pockets and gain power, as they
partner with select businesses and develop-
ers to build personal wealth and power. They
plot to take land that isn’t theirs, for per-
sonal gain, while claiming it’s for the “pub-
lic good.” That’s all the excuse they've
needed, to hide their true intent.

However, things have been changing, as such
brutal, organized theft has spread across the
nation, in the name of community develop-
ment and environmental protections. Ameri-
cans have started to fight back to protect
their property. In Oregon, people went to
the ballot box, and shocked lawmakers by
passing Measure 37, which says the govern-

ment must either pay full price for any land
taken, or waive the regulation, and leave
the property owner alone. In Wisconsin, the
state legislature passed a bill to stop Smart
Growth policies that are destroying prop-
erty owners. In Michigan, the state Supreme
Court overturned the precedentsetting rul-
ing it made more than 20 years ago, that
allowed the use of Eminent Domain in tak-
ing property for private use. In fact, it was
that original ruling that had been used by
communities across the nation to justify
their own Eminent Domain takings.

Clearly, the nation has started to rise up, to
stop this assault on private property. With-
out the power to grab property at will, the
ability for communities to implement Sus-
tainable Development has come into ques-
tion.

Those who support Sustainable Develop-
ment and Agenda 21 needed something big,
to put things back on track. The Supreme
Court, which has already stated that it must
look to international laws and treaties to
decide American law, provided the answer.
Stevens, Souter, Ginsburg, Kennedy, and
Breyer chose Sustainable Development and
Agenda 21, over the Constitution of the
United States.

However, the effort may well be backfiring
on the Sustainablists as the nation is react-
ing in force to protect property rights. Now,
state legislatures and the U.S. Congress are
rushing to produce legislation to restore
property rights protections. Even Americans
who have rarely uttered a political thought,
are suddenly becoming feverish with zeal for
the Fifth Amendment. Americans may be
learning, all over again, what the Founding
Fathers knew - that the right to own and
control private property is the most impor-
tant right

That is all well and good, of course, but
Americans must do much more than just
get upset. They need to get behind those
legislative efforts, at every level of govern-
ment, to assure passage. They must dig in
at the local level, to foil efforts by their
mayors and city councils to impose Eminent
Domain against their neighbors. We must
run this organized theft (now masquerad-
ing as the “common good”) out of town on
a rail. And, don’t forget to leave room on
that rail for Stevens, Souter, Ginsburg,
Kennedy, and Breyer.

Tom DeWeese is the president of the American
Dolicy Center and publisher/editor of “The
DeWeese Report,” a monthly public affairs news-
letter.

Continued from page 4

One problem for property owners is that the
little soviets work on many levels with many
governmental authorities and NGOs. They
can call on off-the-shelf plans to be applied
to local situations. The owners thus often
need lots of money and time to fight battles
on many fronts.

State collectivists on both the left and the
right serve as collaborators in the emerging
sovietization of the American governmen-
tal process. Both work their end of a two-
sided coin designed to implement Agenda
21’s global land use, global education and
population control and reduction programs.
Often the implementers are unwitting; some
are motivated by a paycheck, a grant receipt
or insider advantage. Other change agents
understand the philosophy and goals behind
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SOVIETIZING AMERICA

Agenda 21’s political globalization. Sustain-
able Development/Agenda 21 is quickly re-
gionalizing America. Region-alization will
cause the collectivization of property and of
human action. The philosophical target is
individualism—the right of each to a life of
one’s own.

The end game of Agenda 21 is global gover-
nance pursuant to the Charter of the United
Nations. George H.W. Bush said in 1992,
“It is the sacred principles enshrined in the
United Nations Charter to which the Ameri-
can people will henceforth pledge their al-
legiance.” Agenda 21 is intended to trans-
form American political culture. The core
philosophical concept behind this transfor-
mation is apparent by reference to Article
29, Sec 3 of the U.N. Declaration of Hu-

man Rights: “Rights and freedoms may in
no case be exercised contrary to the purposes
and principles of the United Nations”. The
unannounced war being waged inside
American government is on individual lib-
erty, reason, and equal justice.

Conclusion

The United Nations’s program of Sustain-
able Development, Agenda 21, is a new and
dangerous threat to the liberty and property
of American citizens. It uses as an instru-
ment of restricting property use a coordi-
nated set of local regional and apex soviets
that undermine the political safeguards in a
free society. Once the organizations and in-
stitutions are in place, it becomes extremely
difficult to uproot them. Americans who

The Naked Fish

value their freedom must understand the
philosophical and political problems of this
threat if it is to be effectively countered. Prop-
erty rights are an indispensable requirement
of a free society—That is why they must be
restored.

Michael Shaw is an entrepreneur and abundance
ecologist living in Santa Cruz County, Califor-
nia. He is proprietor of Liberty Garden.
(www. LibertyGarden.com) He is also a founding

participant in Freedom 21 Santa Cruz, an orga-
nization dedicated to restoring and protecting
personal and family autonomy, private property,
and the constituional administration of govern-
ment (www.freedom21SantaCruz.net). Edward L.
Hudgins is executive director of The Objectivist

Center.
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RADICAL
ENVIRONMENTALISM

Continued from page 9

right to own that land by those individuals
is protected by the 5% and 14™ Amendments
to the U. S. Constitution. They don’t own
it and neither does any state or the federal
government.

Obviously, if we believe the environ-
mentalists about habitat preservation, or
global warming, or CO2 in the oceans, or
auto emissions, or warming or cooling
currents, or depletion of the ozone layer,
or DDT use, or deforestation, or melting
glaciers, or biospheres, or wildlands, or
yellow rain, or endangered and invasive
species, or any other of “the-sky-is-falling”
disasters “they” say will befall us, if we don’t
capitulate and live “green”, civilization as
we know it will surely die. This is nothing
but drivel and lies to get your money.

No matter what humans do or try to do,
they will not have anywhere near the affect
that the natural forces governing the earth,
the sun, the other planets, the galaxies and
the universe as a whole, will have.

Because you see, the universe, our solar
system and even our earth are violent,
dangerous places to humans and other life
forms and always have been. Just ask the
dinosaurs. So far, we have just been lucky.
A close-by (in galactic terms) supernova in
the spiral arm of the Milky Way, in which
our solar system resides, could flood the Sun
and planets with massive amounts of deadly
radiation and render them lifeless and
baron. (There is a theory being discussed right
now, where massive extinctions on Earth
correspond with super novae explosions
throughout time, in our part of the galaxy.)

If the Sun changed its energy output by a
significant fraction, all life on Earth could
cease. An errant asteroid or gigantic rock
could be driven into the path of the Earth’s
orbit and the resulting collision could
dramatically change the pattern of life, or
terminate it altogether. The Earth itself is
chock-full of cataclysmic surprises, many of
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THE CHARLES STROUSS STORY

for generations... Waves of former farmland,
in ever increasing circles around major popu-
lation centers, turn into residential neighbor-
hoods. The fact is that most people, given a
reasonable choice, choose to live in these

‘burbs.

But it has been decided by the political ma-
chine that this is a bad thing. People should
not be allowed to build homes in new neigh-
borhoods (unless they are mega-developments
by Weyerhaeuser, but that is another issue
entirely.)

So not only was Charles not allowed to de-
velopment under then current zoning, he
can’t even develop under the new lesser
zoning due to traffic concurrency rules while
Quadrant is allowed to develop thousands
of new homes just to his north, from undis-
turbed forestland. Traffic concurrency stud-
ies with regard to Redmond Ridge are the
subject of lawsuits and corruption allega-
tions. Charles should have had his original
zoning vested as was the case with Port
Blakely and others who applied before the
downzone, but he is just a rural landowner,
not a wealthy developer with connections.
It is also interesting to note that at about
the same time that the Snoqualmie Valley
and the rest of East King County was un-
dergoing a massive downzone, Quadrant was
being approved for Redmond Ridge. Devel-
opment rights were taken from thousands
of small, rural landowners and given to
mega-developers.

But it gets better. This year the 20 acres on

Charles’s south line suddenly turned into
four 5 acre tracts. This was mysterious be-
cause traffic concurrency should have disal-
lowed it. However, according to Charles, the
property was owned by well established law-
yers who simply went to county court and
obtained some kind of permission to subdi-
vide without having to even apply to DDES!
One minute it’s a 20 and the next, it is four
5 acre tracts.

Charles Strouss is a rural landowner with a
house on 40 acres surrounded by suburban
¥4 acre to 5 acre development. He has a huge
mortgage and pays $15,000.00 a year in
property taxes. He has $50,000.00 and
nearly 20 years trying to do reasonable de-
velopment on this property while watching
others plans nearby being approved. Is this
fair and equitable treatment?

When the two DDES agents showed up on
Strouss’ property that late November day
they should have known there was a poten-
tial for conflict. With the passage of the
CAQ rural landowners nerves were raw. The
agents displayed the typical arrogant attitude
that has only added to the problem. “Tell
you how it’s gonna be” is just asking for
trouble.

This is a typical story that reflects poorly on
the management of DDES. The training
can’t include respect of private property and
landowners when agents repeatedly trespass
and threaten citizens with enforcement ac-
tions. There are few rural owners who can

comply fully and always with all the codes.
Most don’t even know they are in violation.
Activists have been complaining about this
for years now. I wrote a letter to the King
County Prosecutor over four years ago with
documentation proving that DDES agents
were regularly committing trespass which
violated state law and the county’s own code.
I never got the pleasure of a reply. I have
written numerous papers and e-mails and
have testified before the King County Coun-
cil warning that the county could not afford
these conflicts and that they were cumula-
tive. The new CAO has a provision allow-
ing agents access to private property as if
trespass law did not exist. When the inevi-
table violence occurs county officials will no
doubt blame it on an “unreasonable land-
owner.”

Place yourself in Charles Strouss’ position.
He found the resources, took the risks and
made the effort to own land. He made the
payments, taxes and fees just like generations
before him. He played by the rules when he
proposed his project. Where is the reward?

This story defines “Smart Growth” and
“Sprawl Reduction” in ways you will not
find on the Futurewise or King County
websites. Their glossies won’t tell you that
the folks in charge at King County have
decided there is not going to be
“inappropriate” development by small
landowners. Challenge them? Maybe they
will respond with a 9mm pointed at the

back of your head.

which have the power to erase the human
species from its surface forever.

Environmentalists make decisions and cry
“wolf” on very little data and way too short
time periods to come up with meaningful
predictions. But in the final analysis,
environmentalism has become very big
business. It employs millions of so-called
experts and scientists, most who work for
the government, coming up with models,
studies and equations based on variables so

wide as to make most of their predictions
meaningless.

The only way to stop this madness is to stop
donating to environmental groups. Dry up
their funds and you render them impotent.
Spread the word that environmentalists
have one goal in mind. That goal is to save
mother Earth from their perceived ravages
of the human infestation. Force humans
to live in high-dense cities like rats. Get
them out of their cars. Make them walk or
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take a bicycle to work. Have them live on
top of each other in 25-story buildings and
800 square foot apartments in densities
approaching 55,000 people per square mile.
Oh, and don’t let cities encroach into the
rural lands. To gain ground, don’t go out
go up. Environmentalism has become a
cult. It has become a cult of mindless
followers with a distorted vision on how
humans and the Earth should relate to each

Continued on page 12
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King County’s Department of Development
and Environmental Services (DDES) has
had a long-standing marketing program
known unofficially as “1-800 Turn in Your
Neighbor.” It has been a very effective way
to bring in the funds necessary to make pay-
roll each month, since DDES must finance
its operations through fees and fines rather
than tax dollars. Their newest marketing
program is designed to get folks to turn in
themselves. It is called “Amnesty.”

A quick look at the law.com dictionary shows
the following definition:

Amnesty - n. a blanket abolition of an offense by
the government, with the legal result that those
charged or convicted have the charge or convic-
tion wiped out.

The DDES amnesty falls rather short of the
definition. If you turn yourself in, the fees
you pay will be half what you will pay if your
neighbor turns you in. It’s a bureaucracy’s
idea of a half-price sale.

I think it would be entirely appropriate for
DDES to have a real amnesty for property
owners. Currently, property owners are held
liable for any improvements done to their
property without the appropriate fees paid
to DDES even if those improvements were
by previous owners. Over the years, DDES
and its predecessor BALD, have done a pa-
thetic job of catching those doing unpermit-
ted work. Concurrently, those departments’
ineptitude has caused long lead times and
high costs to get official permission which
has led many to not bother asking for that
permission. Meanwhile, DDES has no fidu-
ciary responsibility to property owners whose
work they do inspect when they fail to iden-
tify life-threatening conditions. They collect

fees as though they are professionals but they
are not held to any professional standard
whatever.

I can personally attest to the futility of ask-
ing DDES a pre-purchase question such as,
“Has the accessory dwelling on the property
I am about to purchase been permitted?”
The answer was “Yes” before the purchase
but “No” four years later.

[t is outrageous that buyers, who have no
way to determine undisclosed problems with
DDES, should be held responsible for the
sins of previous owners. DDES should be
held accountable for not doing their job
when the infraction occurred. Some future
owner who has done nothing wrong should
not pay for their incompetence. Those fu-
ture owners should be held harmless by King
County.

It is time to wipe the slate and start over.
Put a real amnesty in place now and forgive
all past transgressions. Activity on any prop-
erty that is causing provable harm to some
neighbor can be stopped via the common
law courts. Put a system in place at DDES
so that future buyers have a guarantee backed
by the County that they are not liable if the
current owner has not followed the rules
after the amnesty date. Allow buyers to sue
King County when they discover that work
inspected by DDES is not to code and is
unsafe. Ratchet down the regulations to a
point where permits can be obtained quickly
and for low cost. Move most DDES employ-
ees to inspections instead of lengthy plan
review. Plan review should be the job of
engineers and architects who have a fidu-
ciary responsibility to, and can be sued by,
property owners for failures of their profes-
sional obligations.

RADICAL
ENVIRONMENTALISM

Continued from page 11
other. Earth gets the highest priorities. |
for one, completely reject this premise.

The human population in the United States
occupies only 5.6% of the landmass since
it was first colonized by Europeans, some
400 yearsago. So plants, trees, birds, insects
and animals have 94.6% of the landmass
to occupy, not to mention they also occupy
our 5.6%. If we grew to occupying say
10% of the land mass in the next 200 years,
wouldn’t that seem a fair and equitable
distribution of the available land for
humans and the other Earth’s occupants?
Am I saying to trash the land we live on? Of
course not. But stealing private land for
the radical environmentalist’s agenda by
government regulation without due process
and without compensation as required by
the 5th and 14th Amendments, is dead

wrong.

Radical environmentalism is less than a
hundred years old and born in the United
Nations. The Earth is at least 4.5 Billion
years old. Civilized societies have only been
around for about 5,000 years. 5,000 years
represents .000111% of Earth’s existence.
Put it in perspective. Humans are in fact
part of the evolutionary and natural process
of Earth and those processes, not
environmentalists or governments, will
determine the final outcome. This is why
radical environmentalism is an unmitigated
farce and this is why it should be inhibited
or eradicated wherever it arises. To do
otherwise is to invite environmental
enslavement, where you have no rights
whatsoever.

Ron Ewart is President of The Rural Majority
www. theruralmajority.org.
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The trouble with fighting for
human freedom is that one
spends most of one’s time
defending scoundrels. For
itis against scoundrels that
oppressive laws are first

aimed, and oppression
must be stopped at the
beginning if it is to be
stopped at all

— H. L. Mencken

Friend of properly owners.

TukwiLA City CounciL GETs IT RIGHT

The ink was barely dry on the Su-
preme Court’s decision in Kelo v
New London, when the Tukwila
city council was faced with an
eminent do-
main issue of
their own.

They
been working
hand-in-hand
with a major
developer to
extend and
widen South
Center Park-
way to the
south of the
existing South
Center devel-
opment. They
began design
and started
working on fi-
nancing after
receiving a
promise that the developer would
donate any right-of-way needed.
They had already spent a million
dollars when they discovered late
in June that the developer didn’t
actually own all the necessary right-
of-way. A portion of the necessary
property is leased by the developer but still
actually owned by Schoenbachler LLC. The
developer won’t actually own the property
until Herman Schoenbachler dies. Mr.
Schoenbachler is currently 83 and appeared
hale and hearty at the hearings that were
held to contemplate taking his property via
eminent domain.

have

Joe Duffie

-

Joan Hernandez

In 2003, Mr. Schoenbachler and his son
Robert had negotiated a long term lease as
well as a purchase and sale agreement with
the developer. Those agreements provided
for Herman and his wife to be able to live in
their home until they died and to have the
use of a pasture for Mrs. Schoenbachler’s
llamas. [Mrs. Schoenbachler died last fall.]
The widening of South Center Parkway was
anticipated and an 85-footwide strip along
the current road was agreed upon.

Problems arose when the developer re-
quested that the road not only be widened

David Fenton

,.;!..

Dennis
Robertson

but also realigned so as to give
more room for development be-
tween the road and the river. That
realignment, while not actually de-
stroying
Herman’s
house, would
make it im-
practical for
him to live
there. Since
Mr. Schoen-
bachler
not willing to
do that, the
developer pro-
posed that the
Council take
what was
needed for the
realignment
via eminent

was

domain.
=T NN T T Hearings were
held on two
consecutive Monday evenings. The
Shoenbachlers and their attorney
testified the first night. At the sec-
ond hearing the developers pre-
sented their testimony. Their pre-
sentation was choreographed by
former Washington State Supreme
Court Justice Phil Talmadge and included
testimony by State Senator Margarita
Prentice and King County Councilwoman
Julia Patterson. Several audience members
and CAPR President Rodney McFarland

spoke against the condemnation.

In the end the members of the council, who
are pictured here, voted unanimously to do
what was right. They decided to continue
working to widen the road in its present lo-
cation so that Mr. Schoenbachler can live
out his days in his long-time home. [Mr.
Duffie was out of town but left word via
other council members that indicated he
would have voted in favor of their action.]
It was very refreshing to witness local gov-
ernment standing up for a single constitu-
ent over the powerful and well conected just
because it was the right thing to do. Well
done.

Citizens’ Alliance for Property Rights
Monthly Public Meeting

First Thursday of each month at IHOP
1433 NW Sammamish Road, Issaquah WA
Dinner at 6:00 p.m. — Business meeting at 7:00 p.m.
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