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APPALACHIAN REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT ACT
AMENDMENTS OF 1971

MONDAY, MARCH 15, 1971

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLOOD CONTROL AND INTERNAL
DEVELOPMENT OF THE COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS

'ashington,D .0 .
The subcommittee met at 10:05 a.m., in room 2251, Rayburn

Building, Hon. Robert E. Jones, subcommittee chairman, presiding.
Mr. JONES. The subcommittee will come to order.
This subcommittee received correspondence from the chairman

and, at the beginning of the hearing, I would like to clarify one
point which might otherwise cause some confusion.
The chairman of the Committee on Public Works stated the func-

tions of the Subcommittee on Flood Control and the Ad Hoc Commit-
tee on Appalachia would be combined on this date in a newly consti-
tuted Subcommittee on Flood Control and Internal Development.
That, of course, brings us to the identity of the members of the

subcommittee which, I am informed by letter from the chairman, will
be Mr. Wright of Texas, Mr. Gray of Illinois, Mr. Clark of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. Johnson of  Mr. Edmondson of Oklahoma, Mr.
Dorn of South Carolina, Mr. 

California,
enderson of North Carolina, Mr.

Roberts of Texas, Mr. Kee of West Virginia, Mr. Anderson of Cali-
fornia, Mr. Roe of New Jersey, Mr. Caffery of Louisiana, Mr. BegichN
of Alaska and Mr. McCormack of Washington.
The minority members will be Mr. Clausen, who has served as

ranking member of the subcommittee for the past several years, Mr.
Grover, Mr. Schwengel of Iowa, Mr. Snyder of Kentucky, Mr. Zion
of Indiana Mr. McDonald of Michigan, Mr. Hammerschmidt of
Arkansas, 

Indiana,
Miller of Ohio, Mr. Mizell of North Carolina, and Mr.

Baker of Tennessee.
Today, we begin hearings on bills to extend and amend the Ap-

palachian Regional Development Act of 1965, as amended.
The subcommittee has scheduled these hearings to hear witnesses on

this legislation. I will request at the proper time by unanimous consent
that the record remain open for a period of days to permit anyone who
wishes to present a statement on this legislation for the record of our
hearings.
The success that the Appalachian program has demonstrated to a

large extent has been in the development of the concept of a regional
commission and the way the structure of administering the program
was devised in the act of 1965.

(1)

A
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I recall that back in 1962, long before this legislation was presented,
while I was with President John F. Kennedy on a trip to northern
Alabama, he asked me about the kind of structure that could be de-
vised to assure that no investments would be made without taking into
account the needs and aspirations of the people at the local level. Presi-
dent Kennedy had been impressed by the needs of Appalachia during
his campaign and had been considering the mechanics of providing a
program.
After thinking about this question some time, I phoned him to

suggest that no project should be considered unless it was initiated at
the local level, approved at the State level, and it was compatible with
existing programs.
I believe that this feature, which later became part of the law, that

requires all projects to originate and be developed at the local level,
has been a substantial factor in bringing about the success of this pro-
gram.
The Commission concept has gained national acclaim and was copied

in the legislation creating the authority for the regional commissions
under title V of the Economic Development Act. The five regional
commissions created under that act would like to have the additional
features in the Appalachian program for their own regions.
The mechanism for administering this program has worked so

successfully that it has the support of every one of the 13 Governors,
every State legislator and, as far as I know, the approval of every
Member of Congress from the region.
This support does not spring from any party. The program has

gathered its consensus from total public acceptance. That strength
of support has been gained since its original enactment and now is
firmly universally accepted. The weight of public opinion has given
us a directed verdict for continuation of this program.
I will place in the record at this point a copy of the bill, H.R. 5376

and a list of related bills.
(Bill and list referred to follow.)
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92D CONGRESS H
lirr SESSION . R. 5376

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

MARCH 2,1971
Mr. BLATNIK (for himself, Mr. BOGGS, Mr. JOHNSON Of California, Mr. JONES

of Alabama, Mr. EDMONDSON, Mr. WRIGHT, Mr. CLARK, Mr. DORN, Mr.
HENDERSON, Mr. KEE, Mr. ROE, and Mr. McFALL) introduced the follow-
ing bill; which was referred to the Committee on Public Works

A BILL
To extend the Public Works Acceleration Act, the Public Works

and Economic Development Act of 1965, and the Appalach-

ian Regional Development Act of 1965.

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

3 TITLE I— PUBLIC WORKS ACCELERATION ACT

4 SEC. 101. This title may be cited as the "Public Works

5 Acceleration Act Amendments of 1971".

6 SEC. 102. The Public Works Acceleration Act (42

7 U.S.C. 2641 et seq.) is 'amended as follows:

8 (1) Clause (1) of section 2 (a) is amended to read as

9 follows: "(1) certain communities and areas in the Nation
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are presently burdened by substantial unemployment and

underemployment resulting from the economic decline of

1970, and".

(2) Subsection (b) of section 2 is amended to read as

follows:

"(b) Congress further finds that Federal assistance to

stimulate public works investment in order to increase em-

ployment opportunities is most urgently needed in those

areas, both urban and rural, suffering persistent or substan-

tial unemployment or underemployment."

(3) Subsection (a) of section 3 is amended to read as

follows:

"(a) For the purposes of this section, the term 'eligible

area' means—

"(1) those areas designated by the Secretary of

Commerce as 'redevelopment areas' for the purpose of

the Public Works and Economic Development Act of

1965, and those areas designated by such Secretary

under section 102 of such Act.

"(2) those areas which the Secretary of Labor

designates each month as having been areas of sub-

stantial unemployment for at least six of the preceding

twelve months."

(4) The last sentence of subsection (c) of section 3

is amended to read as follows: "Notwithstanding any pro-
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8

1 vision of such law requiring the Federal contribution to the

2 State or local government involved to be less than a fixed

3 portion of the cost of a project, grants-in-aid may be made

4 under authority of this section which bring the total of all

5 Federal contributions to such project up to 80 per centum

6 of the cost of such project."

7 (5) Subsection (d) of section 3 is amended to read as

8 follows:

9 "(d) There is hereby authorized to be appropriated for

10 the fiscal years beginning after June 30, 1970, not to exceed

11 $2,000,000,000, to be allocated by the President in ac-

'12 cordance with subsection (b) of this section."

13 (6) Subsection (e) of section 3 is amended by adding

14 at the end thereof the following: "In prescribing such rules,

15 regulations, and procedures, the President shall require that

16 priority be given to projects for assistance in the construc-

17 tion of basic public works (including works for the storage,

18 treatment, purification, or distribution of water; and sewage,

19 •sewage treatment, and sewer facilities) for which there is an

20 urgent and vital public need."

21 (7) Subsection (h) of section 3 is amended to read as

22 follows:

23 "(h) The criteria to be used by the Secretary of Labor

24 in determining areas of substantial unemployment for the

25 purposes of paragraph (2) of subsection (a) of this section
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1 shall be the criteria established in section 8.3 of title 29 of

2 the Code of Federal Regulations as in effect March 2, 1971."

3 (8) Subsection (a) of section 4 is amended to read as

4 follows:

5 "(a) No part of any allocation made by the President

6 under this Act shall be made available during any fiscal year

7 to any State or local government for any public works project

8 if the proposed or planned total expenditure (exclusive of

9 Federal funds) of such State or local government during such

10 fiscal year for all its capital improvement projects is de-

ll creased."

12 (9) By adding at the end thereof the following:

13 "SEc. 7. An eligible area under this Act shall retain

14 •such designation for so long as it continues to meet the un-

15 employment criteria applicable to it but in no ,event shall

16 such designation be terminated prior to one year after the

17 date of designation.

18 "SEC. 8. Federal financial assistance under this Act shall

19 be in addition to, and not in lieu of, Federal financial assist-

20 ance authorized by any other provision of law."

21 SEC. 103. (a) Clause (ii) of the last sentence of para-

22 graph (4) of subsection (b) of section 202 of the Housing

23 Amendments of 1955 is amended by striking out "section

24 9" and inserting in lieu thereof "section 3".

25 (b) Section 202 (e) of the Housing Amendments of



7

5

1 1955 is amended by striking out "section 9" and inserting

2 in lieu thereof "section 3", and by striking out "50 per

3 ceritum" and inserting in lieu thereof "80 per centum".

4 TITLE II—THE PUBLIC WORKS AND ECONOMIC

5 DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1965

6 SEC. 201. This title may be cited as the "Public Works

7 and Economic Development Act Amendments of 1971".

8 SEC. 202. Section 105 of the Public Works and Eco-

9 nomic Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3135) is

10 amended by striking out "June 30, 1971" and inserting

11 in lieu thereof "June 30, 1973".

12 SEC. 203. Subsection (c) of section 201 of the Public

13 Works and Economic Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C.

14 3141) is amended by striking out "June 30, 1971" and in-

15 serting in lieu thereof "June 30, 1973".

16 SEC. 204. Section 302 of the Public Works and Eco-

17 nomic Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3152) is

18 amended by striking out "and June 30, 1971" and insert-

19 ing in lieu thereof "June 30, 1971, June 30, 1972, and

20 June 30, 1973".

21 SEC. 205. Subsection (g) of section 403 of the Public

22 Works and Economic Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C.

23 3171) is amended by striking out "June 30, 1971" and

24 inserting in lieu thereof "June 30, 1973".

25 SEC. 206. Subsection (d) of section 509 of the Public
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Works and Economic Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C.

3188a) is amended by striking out the period at the end of

the first sentence thereof and inserting in lieu thereof a

comma and the following: "and for the two-fiscal-year

period ending June 30, 1973, to be available until ex-

pended, not to exceed $255,000,000."

SEC. 207. Section 512 of the Public Works and Eco-

nomic Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3191) is

amended by inserting immediately after "1971," the fol-

lowing: "and $500,000 for the two-fiscal-year period end-

ing June 30, 1973,".

TITLE III—APPALACHIAN REGIONAL DEVELOP-

MENT ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1971

SEC. 301. This title may be cited as the "Appalachian

Regional Development Act Amendments of 1971".

SEc. 302. The second sentence of subsection (b) of

section 105 of the Appalachian Regional Development Act

of 1965 (40 App. U.S.C. 105) is amended to read as fol-

lows: "To carry out this section there is hereby authorized ,

to be appropriated to the Commission, to be available until

expended, not to exceed $1,900,000 for the two-fiscal-year

period ending June 30, 1973. Not to exceed $475,000 of the

authorization for any such two-year period shall be available

for the expenses of the Federal Cochairman, his alternate,

and his staff."
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7

1 SEC. 303. Paragraph (7) of section 106 of the Appa-

2 lachian Regional Development Act of 1965 (40 App. U.S.C.

3 106) is amended by striking out "1971" and inserting in lieu

4 thereof "1973".

5 SEC. 304. Subsection (g) of section 201 of the Appa-

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15 amended by striking out "and 1971" and inserting in lieu

16 thereof the following: "1971, 1972, and 1973".

17 SEC. 306. Section 401 of the Appalachian Regional

18

19 amended by striking out "and not to exceed $268,500,000

20 for the two-fiscal-year period ending June 30, 1971, to

21 carry out this Act, •of which amount" and inserting in lieu

22 thereof the following: "not to exceed $268,500,000 for the

23 two-fiscal-year period ending June 30, 1971, and not to

24 exceed $268,500,000 for the two-fiscal-year period ending

lachian Regional Development Act of 1965 (40 App. U.S.C.

201) is amended by striking out "and $170,000,000 for

the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973." and inserting in lieu

thereof the following: "$175,000,000 for the fiscal year

ending June 30, 1973; $175,000,000 for the fiscal year end-

ing June 30, 1974; and $175,000,000 for the fiscal year

ending June 30, 1975."

SEC. 305. Section 205 (b) of the Appalachian Regional

Development Act of 1965 (40 App. U.S.C. 205) is

Development Act of 1965 (40 App. U.S.C. 401) is
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1 June 30, 1973, to carry out this Act, of which amount for

2 any such two-fiscal-year period".

3 SEC. 307. Section 405 of the Appalachian Regional

4 Development Act of 1965 (40 App. U.S.C. 405) is

5 amended by striking out "1971." and inserting in lieu

6 thereof "1973."
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Bills pending before the Committee on Appalachian Regional De-
velopment Act of 1965 Amendments

Bill number and authors

H.R. 5376, by Mr. Blatnik ( for himself,
Mr. Boggs, Mr. Johnson of California,
Mr. Jones of Alabama, Mr. Edmond-
son, Mr. Wright, Mr. Clark, Mr. Dorn,
Mr. Henderson, Mr. Kee, Mr. Roe, and
Mr. McFall).

H.R. 4810, by Mr. Blatnik (for himself,
'Mr. Boggs, Mr. Johnson of California,
Mr. Jones of Alabama, Mr. Edmond-
son, Mr. Wright, Mr. Clark, Mr. Dorn,
Mr. Henderson, Mr. Kee, Mr. Roe, and
Mr. McFall).

H.R. 4565, by Mr. Kee ( for himself, Mr.
Clark). ( Senate companion: S. 575 as
introduced. S. 575 passed Senate with
amendments on March 11, 1971).

H.R. 4555, by Mr. Harsha (for himself,
Mr. Fish, Mr. Mizell, and Mr. Carter).

H.R. 3280, by Mr. Evins of Tennessee__
H.R. 4092, by Mr. Carter 
H.R. 4744, by Mr. Miller of Ohio 
H.R. 5071, by Mr. Taylor 
H.R. 5951, by Mr. Fulton of Pennsyl-
vania 

H.R. 319, by Mr. Perkins 

H.R. 2367, by Mr. Pirnie of New York__

Title

Title III—Appalachian Regional De-
velopment Act Amendments of 1971
(to extend the Public Works Accel-
eration Act, the Public Works and
Economic Development Act of 1965,
and the Appalachian Regional De-
velopment Act of 1965).

Title III—Appalachian Regional De-
velopment Act_Amendments of 1971
( to provide both short term and long
term assistance to areas of high un-
employment through the extension
of certain provisions of law).

To authorize funds to carry out the
purposes of the Appalachian Re-
gional Development Act of 1965, as
amended.

  Do.
  Do.
  Do.
  Do.
  Do.

  Do.
( Same title as those listed with asterisk

but not identical to them.)
To amend the Appalachian Regional
Development Act of 1965 to include
in the Appalachian region all of the
Appalachian mountain system.

Mr. JONES. We have with us today recently confirmed Federal Co-
chairman Donald W. Whitehead. Mr. Whitehead, however, is not new
to the Appalachian program. He has been with the Commission in the
capacity of general counsel for over a year.

Congratulations Mr. Whitehead, on your new appointment.
Accompanying Mr. Whitehead is his very capable predecessor in

that office, Mr. John B. Waters, Jr. I might add that the Appalachian
Regional Commission has been very fortunate in having extremely
capable Federal Cochairmen as evidenced by your immediate predeces-
sor, Mr. Waters, and former Federal Cochairmen Pat Fleming and
Mr. John Sweeney.
In writing the report in 1969 on page 8 of the amended bill, amend-

ing the Appalachian bill, we had this to say:
The success which this program has enjoyed must be attributed to the in-

volvement and the commitment of the Appalachian government and the states
they represent.
The Committee wishes to note, however, that substantial credit must be at-

tributed to the leadership of John Sweeney who served as the Federal Co-
chairman, in that position from March, 1965 to March, 1967.
Mr. Joe Fleming held that position from March, 1967, to February of 1969.
The Committee is confident that the Federal Cochairman appointed by Presi-

ident Nixon, John B. Waters, Jr., will continue that tradition of leadership.

I will say to the committee I know of no one who has been more
faithful, diligent, and professionally directed than John Waters as
Federal Cochairman—nor more accomplished.
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We are pleased to have you here with us today, Mr. Waters.
Mr. Whitehead, if you would be kind enough to introduce your

associates.
Mr. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chairman, may I interject for the record?
Mr. JONES. Let him introduce his people and then you can speak.

STATEMENT OF HON. DONALD W. WHITEHEAD, FEDERAL CO-

CHAIRMAN, APPALACHIAN REGIONAL COMMISSION; ACCOMPA-

NIED BY HON. JOHN B. WATERS, JR., FORMER FEDERAL

COCHAIRMAN; RALPH R. WIDNER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR;

ROBERT L. McCLOSKEY, GENERAL COUNSEL; GARY L. CURRAN,

SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE FEDERAL COCHAIRMAN; AND
BRINLEY J. LEWIS, BUDGET OFFICER

Mr. WiirrEHEAD. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
I am accompanied this morning not only by my distinguished im-

mediate predecessor, Mr. John Waters of Tennessee, but also two mem-
bers of my personal staff, Mr. Brinley Lewis, my budget officer, and
Mr. Gary L. Curran, my special assistant.
In addition, we have Mr. Ralph Widner, executive director, Mr.

Robert L. McCloskey, our general counsel.
Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Clausen?
Mr. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chairman, I would have two requests:
I see Mr. Miller from Ohio is here and it was my understanding that

you had an opening statement that you wanted to make, Mr. Miller.
In the interest of time, if that be the case, why not insert it in the

record at this point and then in my own instance, I have an opening
statement that I would like to have incorporated into the record at this
point. alone with a copy of a speech that I had given in California a
number of years ago on land use concepts of past, present, and future.
I would like to have that as part of my opening statement.
Mr. Joins. Mr. Miller, would you like to address the committee?
Mr. MILLER. I would like to insert my remarks into the record.
Mr. ,ToNEs. Without objection, and as I said, I would at the proper

time give unanimous consent that the Chair could receive statements
and they will be printed in the appropriated point in the record.
I know, too, that some of you are going to have statements from your

constitutents who are not able to attend the meeting but would like to
make statements and they will be received from any member and
placed into the record as long as they are germane to the subject matter
which is being considered.
The prepared statement of the Hon. Don H. Clausen, together with

his remarks in the Congressional Record, will be placed in the record
it this point.
(The statement referred to follows:)

STATEMENT OF HON. DON H. CLAUSEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Mr. Chairman, it has long been my conviction that developing rural economies
is the best and surest way to revitalize and diversify America. It is for this
reason that I have long been a supporter of the Appalachian program.
As both local official and Member of Congress, I have observed many national

programs. In my opinion, the Appalachian effort, which this Committee is in



13

large measure responsible for, represents a healthy departure from the usual
Washington type of program.
In it, for the first time, we recognized the need and provided the means for

all levels and agencies of government, as well as the private sector, to work
together in a coordinated and cooperative effort to stimulate and promote eco-
nomic development.
Experience to date confirms that this method of dealing with the problems asso-

ciated with poverty and unemployment is the surest way of harnessing the
resources necessary for solving the problems of rural America.
The Appalachian approach has worked not only because it is comprehensive in

scope and purpose but also because it has encouraged local leadership and local
action, thus assuring effective participation in the program.
At this time, when revenue-sharing is, at long last, being meaningfully con-

sidered by the Congress, the Appalachian program stands as a shining example
of what can be accomplished when a creative partnership exists which fosters
and stimulates governmental enterprise.

Personally, I have long felt that the concept of Appalachia—which includes
growth center development, highway construction, vocational training, airport
improvements, water quality controls and other similar programs aimed at
improving the economies of rural areas—might well serve as a pattern for the
Nation as a whole.
While I am in accord with President Nixon's hopes for revenue-sharing, it

seems to me that the expertise and patterns that we have developed in the
Appalachia program may well point the way towards assuring a better and
fuller life for rural Americans.
Mr. Chairman, some time ago I had the privilege of addressing the Western

Regional Conference of the National Association of Counties. My assigned
subject was "Land Use Concepts: Past, Present and Future." Because of its
bearing on our deliberations here today, I ask that my address be made a part
of the record of these proceedings.

[From the Congressional Record, Tuesday, March 11,1969]

LAND USE CONCEPTS: PAST, PRESENT, AND FUTURE

(Hon. Don H. Clausen, of California)

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Speaker, in January of this year, I had the privilege
of addressing the Western Regional Conference of the National Association of
Counties at Disneyland in California.
My assigned subject was "Land Use Concepts: Past, Present and Future." Since

the speech, I have had a number of requests for its content and further been
encouraged to bring it to the attention of my colleagues in the House and Senate.
Therefore, I take this means of doing so, by placing the speech in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD as requested by NACO and others interested in advancing these
concepts:

LAND USE CONCEPTS: PAST, PRESENT, AND FUTURE

(Address by the Honorable Don. H. Clausen, First Congressional District,
California)

As one who was born and raised on a farm up in Humboldt County, and who
served on the Del Norte County Board of Supervisors for 7 years, and who now
represents a predominantly rural area in the Congress—this matter of land use
Es no stranger to me. I have lived with it all of my life—as have most if not
all, of you.
It is a subject for which I have great personal enthusiasm—and, as Ralph

Waldo Emerson once said: "Nothing great was ever achieved without enthusi-
asm."

If that is true, and I believe it is, then certainly the prospects for greatness in
developing a dynamic, realistic and effective land use policy for the future may
be just around the corner!
I say this because I personally view our present land use patterns in this coun-

try as one of America's most serious and complex domestic problems facing us
today.
What we as a Nation and we, as county-oriented officials and planners, come

up with in the way of concepts and program recommendations in the immediate
59-139 0-71 2
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future—may well depend on the well-being of our people and the ultimate fate of
our Nation in the long run.
In my judgment, land use transcends every materialistic value held by man—

because it affects people! As a matter of fact, it affects all people whether they
live in the high-rise apartments of Manhattan—a small potato farm in Idaho, or
the tree farms of California, Oregon and Washington.
By way of an example, let's take a look at 1968 from a slightly different perspec-

tive than that most often used to assess a given calendar year.
As far as I'm concerned, 1968 was a bad year for cities—and it was a bad year

for the countryside.
Counting problems in every aspect of urban life crowded the front pages and

highlighted the growing paradox of space age accomplishments and domestic
failures.

City congestion, monumental airport and traffic tie-ups—while only part of the
overall story—herald the compelling and urgent need for further in-depth analysis
of our entire system of land use.
In non-metropolitan areas, the problems are different to be sure, but equally

as serious.
Like all problem areas, any discussion of land use in this country should have

a "point of departure." Essentially, I believe there are four such points regarding
land use on which we can all agree:

1. First, is the shocking and totally unrealistic fact—that 70% of our total
population in America now resides on only 1% of the land.
2. Second, there is the plain and simple truth—that our major metropolitan

centers in this country have grown too overcrowded, too overly centralized and
totally unmanageable.

3. Third, that rural economies and rural communities alike—are in desperate
need of revitalization.

4. Fourth and most challenging and exciting of all, we have the technological
capability to completely re-direct the future economic and population growth
patterns in the up-coming decade—all that is required is the properly coordinated
and enlightened leadership of organizations like NACO.
We who are most vitally and directly concerned with county government,

know only too well what effect the mass migration to the big cities has had on
Rural America over the past 20 years.
We have seen the vast authority and rich resources that once resided at county

level, slowly fade away to the State capitols and to Washington. We have wit-
nessed an erosion also of our rural economies with too many small communities
turned into virtual "ghost towns," too many farms fold, too many small busi-
nesses fail, and too many young people head for the big cities in search of
"greener pastures," thus creating a "brain drain" from Rural America.

Regrettably, however, many of those who left Rural America for the big cities,
found no "pastures" at all. Instead, they found a scarcity of jobs, polluted air,
strange tasting water, and terrible overcrowding in their newly-found "concrete
jungles."
By and large these people were totally unprepared for big city life—yet

financially unable to get out. These are the victims of what we now call the
"urban crisis."
As you know, we have heard much about urban decay and urban renewal—

but I'm a little perplexed and disturbed over the lack of any equivalent concern
for rural decay and rural renewal.
For nearly 6 years now, I have attempted to serve as a "sounding board" in

the Congress for the problems of Rural America. As Such, I have continually,
and in the loudest voice possible, tried to get this message across:

1. First, that nearly half of the poor people and fully half of the inadequate
housing in this country are to be found in non-metropolitan areas.

2. Second, that Federal "money programs" of the past have failed to cope
with either the urban or rural problems effectively.

3. Third, that "Countryside USA" offers the best hope and the most solid
promise of resolving nearly 75% of America's domestic problems.

4. And fourth, that the time has arrived to unleash a positive program of fiscal
and institutional decentralization in this country before it is too late.
You know what the situation is on our campuses today. Many of our college

and university educational institutions have simply grown too large. As a result,
the individual student becomes lost in a "sea of humanity."
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Young people today, I contend, are seeking identity—they want to be recog-
nized. And the struggle to be recognized as an individual is becoming almost
unbearable.
Whether we wish to accept it or not, people are now rebelling against bigness,

against overcrowding, and against becoming a faceless computerized society.
So, what are we talking about in terms of land use patterns for the future?

In the final analysis, proper land use planning is the only way we can guarantee
a quality of environment for future living in America.
One of the problems that we are all paying the price for today, has been the

lack of sufficient attention to sound land use planning in the past.
In my judgment, land use planning is nothing more or less than creating the

atmosphere for economic growth. I believe we in the West must now move in the
direction of establishing the kind of land use pattern that will guarantee,
through proper zoning, sufficient "open space" to advance the "country living"
environment that is so traditionally imbedded in Western values.
A student of American democracy, Alexis de Tocqueville said that "the suf-

ferings that are endured patiently as being inevitable, become intolerable the
moment it appears there might be an escape."
I believe that "moment" is rapidly arriving in the big cities and I submit that

it's time we start planning and moving toward providing an "escape route" for
these people—back to Rural America!
Once again, however, a familiar pattern has developed regarding land use--

a pattern that has become all too common in this century. I refer, of course, to the
practice of waiting until a problem becomes an emergency before seriously trying
to resolve it.
The urban and rural crises in America have, indeed, reached emergency pro-

portions!
The challenge now, as I see it, is to correct the mistakes of the past and move

forward together to create what I call a "total environment for future living"!
To do this, many coordinated efforts will be required to reverse and redirect

the imbalance in our population distribution and to create in this country a
balanced, coordinated, and integrated transportation system that will promote
and enhance economic growth.
In addition, we must intensify our efforts to balance the formula that now

exists for revenue allocations through comprehensive tax revisions at every level
of government—Federal, state and local! A system that, in my judgment, has
become grossly inadequate, unfair, and unsound.
We must have a more realistic and more effective method of finance in this

country if we ever hope to solve the many staggering domestic problems that
now face us.
As some of you know, I try to deal in "concepts" at the Federal level because

I believe the "nuts and bolts" of any Federal program in your behalf should be
put together out here where government is much closer to the people.
One of the concepts I have advanced in the Congress is a plan that has become

known as the "Clausen Reverse Migration Bill." Without belaboring you with
the details, let me summarize this concept briefly.
Many Federal programs and legislative proposals have been advanced to "re-

vitalize Rural America" and to ease pressures in the big cities. Most of these
are highly commendable and laudable initiatives, except that, too often, the
results have been either disappointing failures or total disasters.
Too often, as you well know, the Federal government has relied on dumping

taxpayers' money directly on so-called "citizens' organizations" having no rela-
tionship or connection at all with local government or the electorate of a given
area.
And too often, funds neded to satisfy program goals have either been held back

or squandered on administration, staff salaries, or public relations projects.
In addition, too many of these programs were implemented on the basis of

Congressional or Departmental studies and hearings—rather than the findings
and recommendations of local government relating to local needs.

• The bill that I introduced late in the 90th and the first introduced by me in
the 91st Congress has as its purpose a new approach with maximum emphasis
on coordination between the various political sub-divisions at all levels of
government.
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Basically, the intesift of the bill is to "to provide for a study of the need for

increased expenditures for public works in smaller urban areas as a means of

reversing the migratory trend toward large metropolitan areas".

Key provisions of this legislation are:
1. It calls for a coordinated effort between the Secretary of Commerce and

the governors of each state to determine local needs for increased public projects.

2. It recognizes that the "problems and needs of various regions, States, areas

and places within the Nation vary widely."
3. And third, it calls for an extensive survey of rural areas by local authorities

to determine those "urban places within the State whose economic growth would

best be promoted by increased expenditures for public projects."
Hopefully, this legislation and similar legislation will represent a "new dawn"

in Federal program planning. Quite frankly, we in the Congress need your help in

calling a halt to National programs that apply to only a few locations or to only

specific problems that exist.
Domestic Federal programs, of the future especially those affecting land use,

can and must be "tailored" and flexible to meet specific needs in specific places—
not the sweeping, all-inclusive variety of the past that only tend to squander

taxpayers hard-earned money, and disillusion those who need help the most.
In addition, you people are going to have to be brought more into the planning

and coordination of these programs if they are ever going to be responsive to
the people's needs.
No discussion of land use (or more specifically—multiple land use) would be

complete in my judgment, without mentioning transportation and the role it is
playing and will yet play in regard to land use.
We all know that historically, the Growth of the West—depends on transporta-

tion and with proper advanced planning and coordination, we can, avoid some of
the transportation pitfalls that are now plagueing the East.
A balanced and coordinated land, sea, and air transportation system will open

up new economic horizons, once these vast open spaced areas are made more
accessible. This will set in motion the kinds of reverse migration that will permit
a building-up and revitalizing of those smaller communities with a larger capacity
for growth.

This will broaden both your economic and your tax base and at the same
time, provide some semblance of relief from the enormous problems and pres-
sures so prevalent in metropolitan areas. This is what prompts me to suggest
"the key to our urban ills is to Build Rural America". We, in the West, must
take the lead. We have the opportunity and indeed, the responsibility to "show
the way".
In addition to transportation system development, the same long-range plan-

ning of Regional Water Resource development must take place.
Gentlemen, with the Jumbo jets scheduled for operations in 1970 and Super-

Sonic Transports a few years thereafter, we must face up to the shocking fact
that our surface transportation routings of today may well be obsolete for the '70s.

Air buses of both the rotary and fixed wing configuration will be unloading
from 300 to 700 passengers into your airport terminals every day. Yet, today's
airports are totally unprepared to handle either the present load or the influx
that we know is coming.
In 1967, I delievered a speech to my colleagues on the floor of the House

entitled "The Growing Crisis of the Lack of Airports". I said at that time: "The
National airport plan is outdated before it is completed" and went on to outline
a basic blueprint to meet the crisis that I have labeled "A Coordinated National
Plan of Integrated Airport Systems".
One of the points I suggested in that speech was that "every State and county

should develop an intrastate system of 'airports for aircraft flying principally be-
tween cities within a given State."
How, you may be asking, does this tie-in with land use? For many years I have

advocated locating airstrips and air commuter centers contiguous to highways.
Lands for these facilities should be 'acquired at the same time lands are acquired
for highway purposes.
I cannot stress too strongly the vital importance of including airport site selec-

tion criteria in your future planning. I'm sure you have all heard of the current
controversy involving general aviation. But, don't let anyone kid you—what this
country really needs is more runways, not more regulations!

All of us here today are vitally concerned about what is going to be required
to meet future transportation demands. And, while many believe that high-speed
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trains may be the ultimate solution, I believe we just have to think bigger. And
again
' 
I look to aviation and new innovations in helicopters and STOL-type air-

craft to play a vital future role in short range commuter transportation.

SUMMARY

It's virtually impossible for anyone to outline a specific, detailed guide or
handbook on land use that will apply to all of our counties. The multitude of di-
verse factors that govern land use criteria are not conducive to being stereotyped
or catalogued.
We do believe, however, that there are certain guidelines and standards that

can be made to apply to land use and I have attempted to outline a few of them
here today.
While we do, in fact, have many complex problems regarding land use and have

made some pretty costly mistakes in the past—I cannot help but believe that
working together, we can and must change direction.
You people know better than anyone else what the problems are that plague

county government. America desperately needs your knowledge and your ex-
pertise in getting this Nation back on the right track again.
We in the Congress are prepared to do everything possible to assist you but

I'm personally convinced that no one is better qualified to deal with county prob-
lems than you who are directly involved in county government.
And, I just happen to believe that if the Federal government will give you the

tools and the authority—you can do a far better job of solving county problems
than Washington has thus far been able to do!
Today, America stands at the cross-roads. We, as a Nation, can either continue

down the time-worn path of centralization that has given us most of the domestic
problems we face today—or, we can choose the fork in the road that will lead to-
ward the kind of balance that I have been talking about here today.
New cities and "satellite cities" can and must be built. And, I believe far more

attention must be devoted to the human needs that exist and new threaten to
erode the entire social fabric on which all nations depend.
Human resources, after all, are still the mainspring to progress and greatness

in this troubled world and we cannot afford to lose sight of this fact.
America became the richest, the most advanced, and the best governed country

on earth because of its people. And, land use planning, in a large sense, can
greatly help people develop their own personal plans for the future.
This reminds me of a story I once heard about a fellow who was trying to put

a jigsaw puzzle together. All he knew about the puzzle was that on one side was an
unknown foreign country and on the other side the picture of a man. After study-
ing the puzzle for some time, he wisely concluded that if he could properly put the
man together—he could thereby put the country together.
As NACO has already so eloquently stated: "We need to put America back

together again at the local government level, and the county structure which
encompasses all the people of the area is the logical place to accomplish this".

Needless to say. as a member of the "County Government Fraternity", I find
myself in complete agreement with the stated purpose and goals of what the "
National Association of Counties is working so hard to accomplish and you can
count on my continued support in the Congress.
In closing, may I once again commend you on this outstanding Regional Land

Use Conference. I feel highly honored to have been asked to address you here
today and perhaps, in some small way, contribute to strengthening county gov-
ernment in America.
A balanced population pattern, a balanced method of finance, a balanced trans-

portation system, a balance in revenue allocations, and a more balanced distri-
bution of responsibility and authority within each of our politica'k subdivisions of
our Federal system of Government in America, and, a balance multiple land
use policy that will enhance economic growth and create a total environment for
future living.

CONCLUSION

If we are going to meet the ultimate goal of making America more livable, there
must be more attention paid to land use in the immediate future. To create that
"total environment for living" that I spoke of, then we are going to have to take
advantage of some of that unused "open space" that still abounds in Rural
America.
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All that is required is comprehensive and coordinated land use planning and
financing. All of us serving as partners in the Federal system must continually
communicate and coordinate on our respective efforts as it applies to land use.
In addition, we must be flexible and not hesitate to reevaluate and update our
land use policies and patterns as future trends dictate.
Make no mistake about it! Countryside USA is still the "great backbone of

America." Country living, as I see it, is that "escape" to which de Tocqueville
alluded and I believe that millions of big-city dwellers would literally give their
"eye teeth" to get out where the air is clean, where there is no serious over-
crowding, and where people are still people—not so many robots mechanically
going about the daily routine of merely surviving.

Mr. JONES. The fully prepared statement of Hon. Clarence E. Miller
of Ohio will be placed into the record at this point.
(The statement referred to follows:)

STATEMENT OF HON. CLARENCE E. MILLER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM
THE STATE OF OHIO

Mr. Chairman: Although I was somewhat surprised at the sudden restructuring
of this committee and its membership, I nevertheless feel we are still here for
the same purpose and such changes will in no way detract from the importance
of these hearings this week. As a representative of an Appalachian district, I
am pleased to have this opportunity to relate our experience in Ohio with
the best program yet devised for our area—the Appalachian Regional Devel-
opment Program.
This innovative approach to the delivery of basic and essential services to

the people of an area which has been bypassed by national economic growth
and progress has won almost universal support at all levels of government.
Just last week our colleagues gave its extension overwhelming support. The 13
Appalachian Governors have given the program an unqualified and unanimous
endorsement. Not only has the program 'been highly successful in assisting the
states and communities in providing local citizens with vital public facilities
and services, but it stands a shining example of "new federalism." I believe
this partnership between the federal government and state governments is con-
sistent with our desire and efforts to return responsibility and decision-making
authority to the state and local people.
We, in Ohio's Tenth Congressional District, are particularly enthusiastic about

the Appalachia program and look forward to its continued application and
investment in Our area.
Mr. Chairman, I have prepared additional remarks outlining our experience

with the Appalachian program in Ohio. I ask that these remarks outlining our
experience with the Appalachian program in Ohio. I ask that these remarks
be inserted into the record to reflect the importance of this outstanding pro-
gram in Ohio.

STATEMENT BY CONGRESSMAN CLARENCE E. MILLER

This Committee now begins hearings on a program which has been more ef-
fective in meeting the problems of the people in rural areas than any other
Federal effort in at least several decades.
I refer to the Appalachian Regional Development Act and I speak not only

as a member of this Committee but as a Representative from a district in Ohio
which has experienced firsthand the benefits which have flowed from that Act.
I direct the attention of my colleagues in Congress and the members of the

Administration to the only successful working model I know of, a strategy for
balanced urban and rural growth and of an organization capable of developing
such a Federal-State-local strategy—the Appalachian Regional Development pro-
gram and its unique Federal-State Commission.
I do 'believe adequate study and evaluation of the Appalachian experience has

been taken by the Administration. I urge that closer attention be given to that
experience because there are great lessons to be learned—lessons which can
be applied to other parts of this nation.
The Appalachian program is successful because it grows out of plans drawn

by the people at the grass roots. The local people have the advantage of pre-
paring those plans in full awareness of how many dollars are available to im-
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plement them and within a broad framework of principles adopted by the
states and the Federal representative on the Appalachian Regional Commission.
This means that the hard decisions about priorities used for the scarce dol-

lars available must be made by local people and by the states, not by some
bureaucrat in Washington. This is a plan under which national interests are
also met through the participation of the Federal agencies and the vote of the
Federal Cochairman.
Allow me to use my own district as an example. We have formed three multi-

county development districts responsible for preparing plans to develop their
area. We have a local health council. We have local educational organizations.
These are the groups that prepare the local plans.
But the state has its responsibilities, too. After all, it is responsible for build-

ing highways and provides funds for many health, educational and other serv-
ices. We must have a state plan that combines local hopes and state commit-
ments. We have that under Appalachia.
Today we have plans for transportation, health, education, and economic

development in southeastern Ohio which have been rapidly and efficiently trans-
lated into action.
I described some of these achievements to the Senate Committee just last

month.
Much of my District has been isolated from the economic activity occurring

in other parts of Ohio and nearby areas. Appalachian Development Highway
Corridor "D" is being built through the heart of our district to eliminate that
isolation. When the highway is finished, we will be on one of the main arteries
linking the St. Louis and Cincinnati areas to Washington and Baltimore, and
we expect to reap many economic benefits as a result.
We are getting ready for the expected impact which that highway will have

by attempting to upgrade the abilities of our work force through improved
health and education.
We have built two major area vocational and technical centers in South-

eastern Ohio with the help of Appalachian funds. The new Tr -County Joint
Vocational High School and Technical Institute at Nelsonville, Ohio, has been
in operation for two years. Student response has been so enthusiastic that we
now find that the facility is not large enough. The school was planned for 300
11th and 12th grade students. The first year, 450 were enrolled and the second
year, 600. Applicants have come from all parts of Appalachian Ohio and neigh-
boring West Virginia.
The demand for entrance to the post-high school Technical Institute has been

just as great. Instead of the expected 100 applicants in the first year we had
265 full-time and 150 part-time students enrolled. And this year there are 541
full-time students.
Perhaps we can appreciate the enormous success of this new center when I

point out that it was the first facility of its kind in the entire state.
Of the 225 students from outside the tri-county school district, we have students

from 68 of Ohio's 88 counties and four West Virginia counties.
We have a comprehensive program for adults during the evenings. Over 950

adults have taken advantage of the courses during the two years the center has
been open. Because of the demands of the students, the curriculum has been
steadily expanded so that we now have courses in practical nursing, forestry,
business and management, in addition to all the other courses originally planned
for the center.
At the Technical Institute, associate degrees are offered in electrical engi-

neering, data processing and computer technology, secretarial occupations, in-
dustrial engineering, mechanical engineering, accounting, environmental health.
The forestry course is the first such two-year course in the State of Ohio. I might
add that the school has just been named one of the nation's ten outstanding
vocational and technical educational institutions by the U.S. Office of Education.
As I pointed out, the Nelsonville vocational education center was the first to

open in our area and has served as a model for others in the State. Since then,
a second one has opened in our district. the Muskingum Vocational Technical
School in Zanesville. That facility will train students from 11 school districts
and technical training will be available for students from five counties.
These centers are playing a key role in our development plans for the area.
For example, the Appalachian Regional Commission has just funded at the

Nelsonville School, a new Human Resources Development Center which will
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assist the area in designing a comprehensive program for correcting many of
our manpower problems.
So far, we have identified 15 separate manpower needs in the area and soon

we hope to be undertaking programs in those fields. These include programs to
improve the educational skills of adults; upgrade job capabilities of many of
our unemployed people; education and training programs for employed workers
in order to enable them to advance in their jobs; a new approach to pre-profes-
sional education for high school youth; new services for pre-school children so
that they can compete on an equal footing when they enter the school system;
new health and nutrition services for students in our schools; new health man-
power training programs; and a new program for the mentally handicapped.
Emphasis on improving health i conditions has been just as great. There are

many communities in our area where there are no doctors younger than 55.
We are facing a very real and serious problem with the shortage of medical
manpower. The only doctor in one of our counties has made plans to relocate.
It has been difficult to recruit physicians into many of our communities because
of the lack of adequate facilities.
However, in seven counties of Southeastern Ohio with a population of

nearly 213,000 people, local leadership united in an Ohio Valley Health Founda-
tion supported with Appalachian funds over the last three years has been
demonstrating a new approach to making available adequate health services
to the people of the area. With a large measure of help under the Appalachian
Program, eight hospitals have been renovated, constructed or are nearing
completion along with facilities for extended care and outreach. Thus, with
Appalachian assistance, modern facilities are being provided not only to serve
the people in our section of the State, but also to provide modern medical serv-
ices to those across the river in West Virginia. These are truly region-serving
facilities. With ARC assistance we are providing the type of facilities and
service so necessary and vital to attract physicians.
Great strides have been made in providing speech, hearing, and visual screen-

ing programs for children. With help from the Appalachian Program, a mental
retardation program is underway. Both the retardation and the screening pro-
grams are designed to detect incapacities among children before they reach
the stage where costlier remedial treatment is necessary or, unfortunately,
where even such protracted care comes too late.
Since 1968—less than three years ago—the Appalachian Program has pro-

vided approximately $8.6 million for improving health conditions in our area.
Such experiences in our district have persuaded me that, under the Appalachian

Act, we have found a way to unite the different levels of government into a
new kind of partnership under which we can develop coordinated approaches
to local problems.

It would be tragic to stop these efforts just as they are getting started; if
anything they should be encouraged and expanded.
I would also urge this Committee to seriously consider improving the flexibil-

ity of the Commission to deal with the many environmental problems which
plague our Region. We are an area which in the past has suffered great damage
from coal mining and mine acid drainage, from logging, from industrial and
municipal pollution of our waterways, and from air pollution.
I believe the Commission has demonstrated an unusual capability and com-

mitment to work with the States and localities in developing comprehensive
approaches to many problems.
In short, Mr. Chairman, we have here a model for the nation. That model

should be strengthened. Not only that it should be allowed to finish the job it
started.
I personally agree with the 13 Governors of the Appalachian States when they

say we can report "Mission Accomplished" if this program is extended to com-
plete its tasks.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Whitehead, you may proceed.
Mr. WHITEHEAD. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
It is a pleasure for me to appear before the committee this morning

for the first time to report on progress made under the Appalachian
Regional Development Act of 1965. It has been 6 years since the Ap-
palachian Regional Development Act was enacted on March 9, 1965.
While it has been only 2 weeks since I was confirmed as Federal Co-
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chairman of the Appalachian Regional Commission, I had the
pleasure of serving as General Counsel during the last year.
It is my hope and intention to try to carry forward the distinguished

record of my predecessors and to work closely with you and the other
members of this committee to try to accomplish the goals and objec-
tives which the Congress had the wisdom to establish 6 years ago.
I would like to take a few minutes to summarize principal accom-

plishments of the Commission and the tasks which remain.
When the previous Federal Cochairman was appointed, he received

a directive from the President to undertake an evaluation of the Ap-
palachian program both in concept and in administration. With the
complete cooperation and, indeed, initiative of the Governors of the
Appalachian States, such an evaluation was undertaken.
I am pleased to make this report today on the basis of that evalua-

tion which, while still underway, is providing valuable data and in-
sights as to the program's accomplishments.
From this extensive examination and from my previous vantage

point as General Counsel, I concur with my predecessor's conclusions
that the judgments of this committee and the Congress 6 years ago
and in subsequent amendments to the act are basically sound. By that
I mean that the programs authorized by the Appalachian Regional
Development Act—coupled with other State and Federal efforts—
are addressed to the most immediate and profound obstacles to diver-
sified economic growth in the region.

A statistical review of accomplishments through the Appa-
lachian program is impressive. As of December 31, 1970—

Nearly' 500 miles of Appalachian development highways were
completed and another 367 miles were under construction. Of the
2,571 miles of the system requiring construction, 2,507 miles are
in some stage of route location, preliminary design, right-of-way
acquisition, or construction.
Well over 260 vocational and technical training centers have

been approved by the Commission and, as of last June, 155 of
them were in operation. The impact on the region has been pro-
found. In 1965, only 20 percent of our regional manpow,er needs
were being met by our vocational and technical schools. Today,
over 40 percent of our needs are being served by the new voca-
tional and technical system.
Throughout the region, improvements are being made to health

services. In selected sections of the region, comprehensive net-
works of health services are being developed. Fifty-one new health
services were inaugurated in fiscal year 1970 alone. We have good
reason to believe that some of our health programs are among the
best in the country.
The Appalachian Housing Fund, approved by Congress in 1967,

has helped to initiate $98 million in construction of low- and
moderate-income housing. This represents over 7,000 new units of
housing.
Work has been completed on 28 mine area reclamation projects,

including 16 mine fire extinguishment projects, six mine sub-
sidence projects, and six surface reclamation projects. Another
16 are underway, and there are 13 additional projects awaiting
contract.
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Communities with potential for growth and improvement are
improving their public facilities. Under section 214 supplemental
grant programs, and other sections of this program, the Commis-
sion has approved: 233 health facilities, 260 vocational and tech-
nical schools, 157 higher education facilities, 185 water pollution
control facilities, 85 libraries, 49 airports, 37 grants for school
equipment, and 71 other public improvements.

These accomplishments represent an awesome response by the par-
ticipating State and local jurisdictions to the opportunities afforded
by the Appalachian Act. This list of accomplishments represents an
enormous commitment of time, energy, and very scarce money on the
part of the State and local governments.
But, this numerical review of the program does not indicate the

primary impact of the Appalachian program. It does not on its face
record the new sense of hope and optimism which these investments
have brought to many areas of the region.
It does not record the enormously improved capacity of the State

and local governments—particularly through the development district
programs—to respond to the needs and concerns of people; and it does
not record the economic impact of these investments.
The Appalachian program was conceived not as a roadbuilding pro-

gram, or as a schoolbuilding program, or as a reclamation program, but
as a concerted and coordinated effort to meet these and other basic
needs of the region to build a self-sustaining economy.
The concluding sentence of the preamble to the Appalachian Act

states:
As the region obtains the needed physical and transportation facilities and

develops its human resources, the Congress expects that the region will generate
a diversified industry, and that the region will then be able to support itself,
through the workings of a strengthened free enterprise economy.

What was written as a goal in 1965 is a growing reality in 1971.
All along the Appalachian Development Highway System and the

Interstate System, new development projects are in being or underway.
New industrial parks, educational complexes, housing, health serv-
ices, and manufacturing plants are being developed. Over 1,000 new
manufacturing facilities have been located along these new arteries
of transportation—a direct confirmation of the judgment that an
adequate transportation network was essential to development of the
region.
The unemployment gap between Appalachia and the United States

has steadily closed since 1962. By 1969, the gap was only 0.4 -percent
greater than the Nation. Our most recent surveys of major Appala-
chian labor markets indicate that Appalachia is holding its own rea-
sonably well and our rates of unemployment have increased less than
some other areas of the country. This is substantial progress for a
region that has traditionally seen its unemployment rates rise faster
and sooner than in the rest of the United States.
This does not account for the estimated 500,000 persons who could

work, but are not looking for work because they believe jobs are
unavailable, nor does the overall figure indicate the still serious prob-
lems in many parts of the region. As you know, these persons are not
counted in the official unemployment statistics.
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In the past, the region's economy has responded rather severely to
downturns in national economic activity. If our current sample of
labor market areas in Appalachia is accurate, however, the region
is holding its own fairly well in the present economy—unemployment
rates have not increased as rapidly as elsewhere in the Nation. This
reflects the economic balance and diversity which is beginning to
develop.
I do not wish to mislead the committee. Some of the lowered unem-

ployment rate can be attributed to outmigration of unemployed labor
from Appalachia. But that is not the sole explanation. An improved
rate of employment growth in the region has become evident. Since
1965, well over 500,000 new jobs have been added to the Appalachian
economy. During the last fiscal year, Appalachia's rate of employ-
ment growth slightly exceeded that of the Nation.
Of course, the picture varies considerably from one part of the

region to another. The unemployment rate in eastern Kentucky is
still twice that of the Nation—it was three times the U.S. rate in
1962—and average per capita income in the region is less than half
that of the United States. But even in the Appalachian heartland
of eastern -Kentucky and West Virginia and Virginia and Tennessee,
there is now cause for hope.
There has been an increase of 115,000 jobs in this area. Employ-

ment has increased by 20.7 percent since 1965, compared to 18 percent
in the United States. New manufacturing employment, particularly
in sectors which had never located in this area before, accounts for
much of this increase.
The region can support its present population, but income levels

must rise and new opportunities be created if we are to hold succeeding
generations at home. A substantial measure of the economic improve-
ment in the region can be related to the efforts made under this pro-
gram and to the new confidence in the future which has become a major
force in the region.
I believe it is essential to the future of the region that the basic

commitments manifested in the Appalachian Act be honored—that
the tasks be completed. Particularly, it is critical that the Develop-
ment Network Highway be completed, and that the truly remarkable
efforts which have been started to improve the basic levels of health
and education in the region be carried forward.
As you know, the Appalachian program has been identified as one

of the existing programs which will be included under the rural com-
munity development special revenue-sharing program. The President
last Wednesday transmitted to the Congress his message concerning
rural development revenue sharing. In that message he noted that the
grassroots planning process which has proved itself under the Appa-
lachian Regional Commission would be carried forward into rural
and urban revenue sharing, and that revenue sharing, in superseding
the EDA, title V, and Appalachian Regional Commissions, would
incorporate the coordinated development approach that has made
them successful.

Effective January 1, 1972, funds would be made available to the
State through the revenue-sharing bills to accomplish all of the pur-
poses currently funded by the Commission. Meanwhile, in order to
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assure the Commission's continued operation until such time as the
Congress has had an opportunity to act on the special revenue-sharing
proposals, the administration has proposed legislation to extend the
program's authority through fiscal 1972.
The work which has been done to date is a credit to you, Mr. Chair-

man, and to the other distinguished members of the Public Works
Committees who have nurtured this program. This program has pro-
vided inspiration for much of the detail of the revenue-sharing pro-
gram. It's accomplishments should reassure those who are skeptical
that State and local governments can and will develop the capacity
to effectively and responsibly react to the problems of our times. It has
also laid the organizational groundwork through the Commission, the
State governments, local development districts, health councils, and
other groups to support the development and progress of the Appa-
lachian region for many years to come. Thank you.
Mr. JONES. Thank you very much, Mr. Whitehead.
We will now hear from Mr. John Waters, Jr., former Federal co-

chairman.
Again let me invite you and tell you how pleased we are to have

you, sir.
Mr. WATERS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I don't have a statement. I do want to take this opportunity to

thank you, sir, and the other members of this committee for the
kindness you extended to me while I was Federal cochairman.
I see a lot of people that I intend to recognize and consider as my

friends on this committee, even though I am now returned to the
ranks of a private citizen.
I would like to make just one or two comments, Mr. Chairman,

basically to agree with some of the things that you have said in your
opening statement.
I think that this Commission has recognized the need, at the local

level, and has applied the public dollars to solve those problems
and to attack the tremendous economic and social problems in
appalachia.
I would like to agree with you further that one of the things I

think I have learned that I carry back home with me now as a private
citizen is I am absolutely convinced that good planninc, must be
from the people up to the Government, and it cannot be from the
Government down to the people.
I think this is demonstrated in the Appalachian Commission.
One other thought I would like to leave is that I am disturbed that

there is the idea abroad and in this country in some quarters that the
construction of public facilities is not aiding the poor of this country.
This disturbs me greatly, Mr. Chairman. I think that this is per-

haps one of the few ways we can give any lasting assistance to the
poor people.
I think this has been proved in Appalachia many times, that if we

are going to solve health needs we have to have hospitals. We have
to have medical care.
If we are going to educate the people, the poor people, the disad-

vantaged, we have got to have vocational educational schools.
All of these are public facilities. We could go on and on, but I

think this is the only way that this Government can make a lasting
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contribution and give lasting assistance, and I think this has been
done in the Appalachian Commission.
One other thought I would like to leave is that I am also convinced

that the only way in this country we can develop the rural areas of
this country is through the multicounty organization, by allowing
these small counties and small cities to combine together in an orga-
nization of their public officials and their citizens to cooperate with
the Federal Government, with the State government, pool their re-
sources and bring about their development.

This may have been all I have learned in 2 years as Federal co-
chairman and with the Government, Mr. Chairman, but I feel very
strongly about these four ideas and I wanted to take this opportunity
to pass them on to you.
Thank you very much, sir.
Mr. JONES. Thank you, Mr. Waters.
Any questions?
Mr. Johnson.
Mr. JOHNSON. No questions.
Mr. JONES. Mr. Clark?
Mr. CLARK. No questions.
Mr. JONES. Mr. Clausen?
Mr. CLAUSEN. I don't have any questions.
think both gentlemen have presented their case and it is somewhat

consistent with what I believe most of the members of the committee
have agreed on since the inception of the program.
Mr. JONES. Mr. Schwengel.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. I didn't hear your entire testimony, but I did read

your statement.
Several questions occur. I notice you have 260 vocational technical

training centers that were approved and 155 are in operation.
Mr. WHITEHEAD. That is right.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. Have you been in operation long enough to find

out how many graduates a year are expected to graduate?
Mr. WHITEHEAD. Yes, sir; the results are very impressive, Mr.

Schwengel.
As my statement notes, when we began we were only furnishing in

Appalachia 20 percent of the need for vocational and technical train-
ing.
Now, with just 155 schools we have opened so far we have doubled

that and are now furnishing 40 percent of our needs. As a matter of
fact, our goal has almost 'been met. At least it is within sight.
We wanted to supply classrooms for half of the graduates from high

schools so that they could go to vocational and technical schools. This
was on the theory that the national average is that half of the high
school graduates go on to college.
We are within sight of accomplishing that goal. We now have 140,000

students in vocational and technical training in the region.
It has been one of our proudest achievements.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. As a former educator, and I might say that I have

taught school for 7 years, I am intrigued with the figures but I want to
pursue them because this is an area where we need to note, and with
proper emphasis not to let it get out of hand like some of our junior
colleges in the Midwest.



26

They have forgotten about their job training responsibilities and
technical training, and so on, and have gone into the broad liberal arts
area. I am not opposed to that in some of these schools.
In this area, the people need some of these humanities as well, but

when the job training factor suffers as a result, that is when we had
better take a second look.
Now, two more questions occur:
These vocational schools, are they education in high school and be-

yond high school?
Mr. WHITEHEAD. Yes, they are both.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. So some could be classified as junior colleges, is

that not so?
Mr. WHITEHEAD. That is correct.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. Now, what about the people, the students who are

there?
Is this just for the young students or can the elderly, or older citizen

who needs to retrain where jobs are available, can they come?
Mr. WHITEHEAD. Yes, we provide training for possible jobs, secon-

dary education for older folks, and for adults.
In one of our schools we have a 70-year-old gentleman, and he is a

lapidarist. So, yes, we have a broad range.,
I am very pleased that you 'are making these points, Mr. Schwengel,

because the accomplishments we feel we have made in this area relate
not only to the expanded facilities that we have been able to construct
but also by the new emphasis we have been able to give to vocational
and technical training in the region.
We have actually,, dramatically influenced the criteria, the curric-

ulum. In 1962, about 62 percent of Appalachia's vocational students
were training for occupations making up only 5 percent of the job
market; that is the boys basically studying agricultural courses and
the girls home economics.
The Commission adopted the policy that the schools, to be assisted

with Appalachian funds, have curriculum tailored to the needs, to
actual employment needs. We wanted a job-relevant training course.
Now, 80 percent of all students in Appalachian assistance schools

were training for occupations making up only 5 percent of the job
region's increased enrollment in health occoupations; 52 percent in
technical education, and 52 percent in trade and industry.
It is not just the fact that we have expanded the number of seats

in the classroom. We are doing something about making that training
more productive.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. Are most, as far as you can see now, of the gradu-

ates staying in that community with the jobs or are they going outside?
Mr. WHITEHEAD. I could not make that claim. I do not recall the

exact figures, but it is true that a great many of the graduates of these
schools are having presently to leave the region to find employment.

This is a chicken-and-egg operation. We cannot expect industry to
come into the region until we provide a skilled labor force, but even
though we' are training many who have to go to Cleveland and Chicago
and Detroit to find employment, we think that when they get there,
they are trained to be productive citizens rather than applicants for
the welfare rolls.
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In that sense, we think we are making a contribution to the Nation
as a whole as well as enhancing the region's prospects for attracting
new industry.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. I think this is a good point to be noted here, and

this is not a reason to criticize the program because that is the natural
result of education anywhere, but we ought to get the right to go, any-
where for any job. This points up the inequities across the country
and the need for this job training or manpower training and maybe
a more coordinated program than we have ever had before to tackle
this problem.
If we had the qualified people today, I am told, to fill the jobs that

are available, the unemployment rate would go down almost 1 percent.
Now, let me say that that is a significant contribution to the economy

and it might even go further down.
I hail you for your accent to this program.
I think also so often there is talk of the cost. It is not a cost. It is an

investment in human life.
It is an investment, indeed, in America and the more of this we can

do to prepare our people for the kind of jobs that will be available in
technical aid, then the better off we are.
I am intrigued with this report and I commend you, gentlemen.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. JONES. Mr. Clausen.
Mr. CLAUSEN. The line of questioning the gentleman from Iowa

prompts me to ask you a series of questions or maybe wrapped up in
one question.
This committee, I am now talking about the Public Works Com-

mittee in its entirety, has been dealing with the question of rural
revitalization as a means of attempting to stabilize the population.

Certainly all of you gentlemen have had an opportunity to evaluate
some of the experiences that you have had in the Appalachian region
as a result of increased training programs, with emphasis on the voca-
tional technical training facilities.
Do you have anything in the way of statistics that could demonstrate

a stabilization of the population pattern and if not, what in your
judgment is required to add to the stabilization of the population in
these areas that you do not have in the way of tools now?
Mr. WHITEHEAD. A very excellent question, Mr. Clausen, and it goes

right to the heart of what we are doing.
Feeling as you do, about the critical importance of this matter, I

have asked our executive director, Mr. Widner to prepare for us a
summary economic report which is very brief, but which I think very
dramatically points out some pertinent facts that ought to be con-
sidered by this committee.

Twill ask Mr. Widner to comment on this.
Mr. JONES. At the conclusion of the interrogatories propounded to

Mr. Waters and Mr. Whitehead, I am going to put this in the record
and then have Mr. Widner summarize the principal contents of this
report.
I think it is necessary and it goes right to the question you are

raising.
Are there further questions?
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Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Chairman, if I may, first let me say that I am
Congressman Mizell from North Carolina.
Mr. JONES. You were introduced before you came in.
Mr. MIZELL. In North Carolina we have benefited greatly from the

wisdom of this committee and the work of the many who developed
this program. It has been highly successful in our area.
We are certainly grateful to you and to the others that have put in

the work for it.
I just had two questions here, really.
Mr. Whitehead, you mentioned the fact that even though you have

been able, through technical and vocational training, to provide train-
ing for the young people basically and others as well, in these are*,
you are still losing them to outside areas because you are not able to
attract enough industry in the area to hold them.
In your opinion do you think that the time is ripe to offer some

special incentives to industry, through tax incentives and tax write-
offs for job training, to induce them to move into the rural America?
Mr. WHITEHEAD. It is not necessary under this particular program,

Mr. Mizell.
I think that other agencies and other programs of the Government

are designed to do that job and I don't see it as one of our direct
responsibilities.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. Will the gentleman yield at this point?
Mr. MIZELL. Yes.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. One of the shortcomings of many of these pro-

grams is that we may not go far enough in education.
The question I want to ask you is prompted by a book that I read

recently and reread and reread again. It is called "American Chal-
lenge" by Servan-Schreiber, the great philosopher whose warning in
the book is that American management is going to take over Europe
unless they get with it.
There is a lot in this book where he explains the reason, and the

reason is that we train people for management.
I wonder oftentimes, and I have leveled this question in Iowa

where we have a tremendous development of 16 great area junior col-
leges and technical training schools, and that isthis : Are you doing
anything to help train people for management?
I notice the tremendous turnover in small business especially, peo-

ple that fail and the studies that have been made indicate people fail
in business because they just do not know basic business principles.
I wonder if you might not explore—and I know the new Admin-

istrator of Small Business is exploring the idea of having some kind
of an extension course for small business so they can ward off any
hazard. Oftentimes it is not money that is a problem, but poor
management.
My question goes to the point of management: Are you doing any-

thing in management training?
Mr. WHITEHEAD. Not enough, Mr. Schwengel. We are doing some

things.
I think now it might be appropriate for me to ask Mr. Widner

to comment briefly to you on our vocational educational courses and
our youth leadership program, both of which he has inspired.
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Mr. WIDNER. Mr. Schwengel, we have several ways of getting atthe management problem, but as Mr. Whitehead has indicated, it isnot enough.
We have courses in the vocational educational schools in manage-ment in Ohio.
One of the schools has actually constructed a motel adjacent tothe school and they train students how to manage a motel.
We have other courses in managing various white collar opera-tions, and so on. There are some courses for training for men in bluecollar jobs.
In addition, because of the out-migration of our young people

between 19 and 24, 2 years ago we started a youth leadership programin which we apprentice bright youngsters from the Appalachian
schools to various leaders in the community—the mayors, bankers,
lawyers, anyone who is a private or a public leader in the community
so that they can learn the techniques of leadership and management
directly from community leaders.
We hope in the process they will also learn that the problem of

Appalachia is not insoluble; that there is a future in our region and
that they do not have to go to Chicago to find it, but will stay there
and help build the future we are talking about.
We have about 60,000 young people who have been touched by

that program in 2 years.
Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Chairman, if I might pursue the thought that

I had in mind a little further with Mr. Whitehead.
Regardless of whether we do it under Appalachia or whether we do

it under job training or whichever procedure we might select to follow,
what do you think we need do that would be an inducement for indus-
try to move into rural America, to give them a greater incentive to
move in ?
Mr. WHITEHEAD. I think, although there are many problems that

\ are common to all rural areas of this nature, there are distinctive dif-
ferences in those problems and I think that as the chairman pointed
out in his opening remarks, perhaps the answer is to give the local peo-
ple the resources, the opportunity and the means to determine them-
selves how those needs must best be met, what incentives, fiscal or other-
wise are necessary, what resources are a prerequisite to attracting in--
dustry.
In other words, give the States and local communities of this Na-

tion the means and the opportunity to make that kind of a decision and
compete with all the other local communities and States of the Nation,
as would be possible under the President's revenue sharing proposals.
Mr. MIZELL. But you recognize there is a need to lure industry into

these areas.
Mr. WHITEHEAD. I do, unquestionably.
Mr. MIZELL. If I might proceed for one moment further with our

private citizen Mr. John Waters whose job with Appalachia I too ad-
mire, as the gentleman is aware I notice that in your remarks that
vou said your experience with Appalachia has led you to believe it is
'time we permit multicounty units in rural America to band together
to develop those regions.

59-139 0-71 3
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If revenue sharing should become a reality for rural America, do you
then believe that the best procedure to follow would be to break the

States into regions so they might band together to develop?
Mr. WATERS. Mr. Mizell, I think whatever method we use to get

funds to rural Americans, and certainly we must, but we must have
some sort of a mechanism; and the only one I know of is to allow these

counties to group together.
Now, I am not talking about another layer of government or any-

thing like that. I am talking about just allowing counties to group and

pool some resources.
Mr. MIZELL. As they have done under Appalachia.
Mr. WATERS. Yes; and so that they can make the decisions that we

have found. out in the past the Federal Government just can't make

effectively.
You cannot build a vocational educational school in every small

county. Where are you going to build it? How many counties is it going

to serve?
You cannot build a full-service hospital in every county. If you did,

it would be substandard and it would not have the medical manpower.
Maybe what you need in county A is a hospital and in county B a

good highway to get to that hospital from county B.
These things can be solved, I think, by multicounty organizations.
We know that they can and had somebody told me this a few years

ago, I would not have believed it because, in my home county, we did
not like the next county because we played them each year in football

and we just did not like them. We would fight at any opportunity,
but now we have discovered that we just cannot exist that way. We
have to recognize that they are going to have some people or some fa-
cilities that can help us ana vice versa.
We have learned that we can live together better and cooperate.
I think the multicounty organization has proven this and we must

have them.
Mr. MIZELL. Just one other question.
Assuming then that the States would be broken down into regions,

do you think it would be helpful for each of these regions to know
this year how much funding it will receive next year?
Do you think it is important that they know as soon as possible how

many funds are coming into that area in order that they might better
plan?
Mr. WATERS. Yes, sir; I do. I think any planning that is not tied

with some sore of budget process tends to be, to a certain extent, a
waste of time and is not effective.
If it can be tied to a budget process of some sort or at least a knowl-

edge of what is going to be available, it is much more effective and it
is necessary; yes, sir • I do.
Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Whitehead, from your statement I gather that you

think, because of the great advances that have been made, that the
funds for Appalachia at least should be protected for these regions by
the extending of the program until another way of getting revenue
to them is provided?
Mr. WHITEHEAD. Exactly.
Mr. MIZELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Mr. JONES. Mr. Mizell, I think on Wednesday we will have testi-
mony from the various commissions which will clearly demonstrate
just what Mr. Waters was talking about, how they erased this preju-
dice of county to county, city to city, and how they have gone from
making accumulation of total community efforts and I think we will
have some excellent witnesses on the proposition that you just raised.
Mr. MIZELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. JONES. I would like to make this observation, too, Mr. Schwen-

gel, in the educational program such as vocational education. It is not
only to project those educational programs to advance the community
of a hope for industry, but a lost industry which may have to be re-
placed with a different industry and then you want to make the train-
mg program adaptable.
For instance, in a lot of our Appalachian counties we are losing the

textile industries. In the hopes of replacing those sources of income
for the people, we have to go out and try to gain new industry.
Now, to make the manpower training program responsive to the new

industries, that is what we are talking about in Appalachia. I think
that it had that concept from its inception.
In my own area, it has been a highly successful program. For

instance, we have had industries to locate in my area requiring elec-
tronic training programs which were entirely different from what Mr.
Widner pointed out. These training-education programs worked
through the industry and these academic schedule and training pro-
grams in the school had been suited to the future requirements of
the incoming industry.
Mr. Johnson?
Mr. JOHNSON. I would like to just make one general statement here

in behalf of the Appalachian program.
Having been a member of this committee since is inception I have

noted each time we have considered this especially since last year,
that what is stated here today in Mr. Whitt!ehead's statement and what
Mr. Waters has brought to our attention, I think this would be one of
the better programs of all that have been tried.
In traveling around Appalachia, having seen the effects of this, I

think it is something we should continue.
I do not know of another way that we can further benefit the area

of Appalachia than to continue this program as we know it today. I
think it has proven itself.
Every witness before this committee last year, the witnesses who were

before the committee when it was first put together in 1965, all testi-
fied in favor of it. They were back here and supported its extension. I
am certain the legislation we have before us now will be perfected by
the subcommittee and adopted by the full committee and the House.
I do not think that this program has anything to hide. I think it has

proven itself and I am very glad to hear you gentlemen-come here
and make that statement today because that has been by personal
observation also.
I wish we could have an Appalachian program up and down the

mountainous region that I represent in California. I am a strong sup-
porter of the program that is now in effect.
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I think the Appalachian program can stand on its own two feet and
come before the Congress and be supported.
Mr. CLAUSEN. Is Mr. Widner now going to summarize in response

to my question ?
Mr. JONES. Yes. I would like to have a summary economic report,

Appalachian region, be made an exhibit of the testimony by Mr.
Widner.
(The summary economic report, Appalachian region, follows.)
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A SUMMARY ECONOMIC REPORT—APPALACHIAN REGION

POPULATION

WHAT HAPPENED TO OUTMIGRATION ?
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FIGURE 1: NET OUTMIGRATION FROM APPALACHIA DURING
THE DECADES 1950-1960 AND 1960-1970

Source: Table 1
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• Net outmigration from the region during the decade 1960-1970

was approximately half of what it was during the previous ten

years---1.1 million as compared with 2.2 million in 1950-1960.
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HOW MUCH DID THE POPULATION GROW

AND

HOW DID THE GROWTH COMPARE WITH

THAT IN THE U.S. AS A WHOLE?
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FIGURE 2: RATE OF POPULATION INCREASE IN APPALACHIA

AND UNITED STATES DURING THE DECADES

1950-1960 AND 1960-1970

Source: Table 1
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• Primarily because the net outflow of migrants was slowed so

markedly, the population of Appalachia increased by almost

half a million during the 1960s, despite a significant decline

in the regional birth rate. As a result, the rate of population

growth in the region was higher than it had been during the

previous decade---2.7 percent as compared with 2.0 percent.

Despite this increased rate, population growth in the region

still lagged behind the U.S., which experienced a 13.3 percent

growth rate during the 1960s. It should be noted, however, that

the U.S. growth rate was declining (down from 18.5 percent

during the 1950s) while the regional rate was increasing.
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APPALACHIAN REGION

THE FOUR APPALACHIAS



36

WHERE DID CHANGES OCCUR?

FIGURE 3: RATE OF POPULATION CHANGE IN APPALACHIA AND

UNITED STATES DURING THE DECADE 1960-1970

Source: Table 2
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* Population changes during the 1960s reflected what went on economically in

-each of the four subregions of Appalachia.

Northern Appalachia experienced readjustments in its specialized industrial

sectors (steel, heavy machinery, coal and railroads) and moved toward a

more diversified base; its total population remained static. Heavy outmigration

was due in part to the attraction of growing metropolitan centers surrounding

the region on three sides in an arc from Cincinnati around to Washington, D.C.
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There were increases in Southern Appalachia (up almost 10 percent) and

the Highlands (up 5.7 percent)---in the former because a rapid industrial

expertsion more than offset the decline in agricultural employment, in the

latter primarily because of expansion in industry and in recreational

activities,

In Central Appalachia, there were continuing economic readjustments

in many areas following a sharp decline in coal mining employment during

the 1950s; population declined by 10,6 percent. These losses, which

were concentrated in Kentucky, West Virginia and Virginia, were responsible

for the slow growth of population in Appalachia as a whole.
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WHAT TYPES OF COUNTIES GREW MOST RAPIDLY?

FIGURE 4: RATE OF POPULATION CHANGE IN APPALACHIAN COUNTIES

CLASSIFIED BY SIZE OF URBAN POPULATION, 1960.1970

Source. Table 3
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• Between 1960 and 1970, the rate of population growth was

higher in the moderately urban counties (those having urban

populations of 10,000 to 50,000) than in the metropolitan

counties. Counties with small urban populations (2,500 to

10,000) grew only slightly, and rural counties experienced

a net loss of 1.25 percent.
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INCCME

HOW MUCH DID INCOME INCREASE?

One of the most reliable methods for determinino what is

happening to the economic health of a region is to find

out what is happening to per capita p2rsonal income.
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FIGURE 5: PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME IN APPALACHIA AND
UNITED STATES, 1962-1968

Source: Table 4
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• Per capita perscral income in Appalachia was 50 percent higher

in 1968 than it was in 1959---$2,698 as compared with $1,791.

(Comparable income figures are not yet available for 1969 and

1970.) This improvement in per capita income was the result

of two factors:
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• Total personal income in the region increased from $32.1

billion in 1962 to $39.0 billion in 1965 and on to $49.0

billion in 1968, a total increase of nearly $17 billion

during the six-year period, and

. The population of the region did not increase as rapidly

as the national rate, primarily because of continued outmigration

(see page 2).

In other words, in Appalachia a considerably bigger pie was

distributed to an only slightly larger number of people.

HOW DID THIS INCREASE COMPARE
WITH THE U.S.?

• Per capita income increased at a faster rate in Appalachia than

it did in the U.S. as a whole. In 1962, Appalachian per capita

income represented 75.6 percent of that for the U.S.; by 1968,

it had risen to 78.8 percent of the U.S. figure. This means that

In recent years the region is not only keeping up with the dynamic

growth in the U.S. economy---it is beginning to bridge the economic

gap between itself and the rest of the nation. This Appalachian feat

becomes all the more remarkable when we remember that much of the

region's economy was underdeveloped at the beginning of the decade,

and that during that same decade, in the world as a whole, the gap

between highly developed and underdeveloped economies became

wider, not smaller. Recent history seems to indicate that although
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most underdeveloped areas are experiencing economiC growth, they

are unable to keep pace with the prodigious expansion taking place

in the economies that have a head start in terms of sophisticated

technology and management. Appalachia appears to be a happy

exception to this pattern.

DID THE RATE OF INCREASE
PICK UP AFTER 1965?

ch The increase in per capita annual. personal income in Appalachia was

greater during the first three years of the Appalachian program

than it was during the immediately preceding three-year period---

a $551 increase from 1965-1968 as compared with $356 during

the earlier period 1962-1965.

Probably the most important single reason for this improved

rate of growth after 1965 was the upturn in the whole U.S.

economy, which had been sluggish during the late 1950s and

early 1960s. It picked up momentum later in the decade,

affecting income and prosperity in Appalachia along with the

rest of the county.

But here again it is important to remember that, during the

1965-1968 period, the  rate of increase was greater in Appachia

than in the U.S. as a whole, Appalachian income rising from

77.7 percent of the U.S. figure in 1965 to 78.8 percent in 1968,

an increase of 1.1 percentage points.
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This improvement may not seem large when expressed in these

terms. But when we translate the 1.1 percentage points into

dollars, we find that they are very significant indeed. As shown in

Figure 5, Appalachian per capita income in 1965 was $2,147;

by 1968 it had risen to $2,698, an increase of $551. But this

$551 increase was made up of two parts---an increase that

occurred in step with income growth in the whole country, and

a second increase that was specifically Appalachian. Or put

another way, if Appalachian per capita income had remained

at 77.7 percent of the U.S. figure (as it was in 1965), by 1968

the region's per capita income would have been only $2,658

instead of the $2,698 that was actually achieved. In other words,

during 1968 alone, there was an average of $40 extra income for

every man, woman and child in Appalachia, or an annual income bonus

of $731 million---nearly $3/4 billion---for the region.
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DID REAL INCOME INCREASE TOO?

Since inflation was a fact of economic life during the 1960s,

any discussion of per capita income must take into account the

changes which took place in the cost of living. It is, after all,

not the dollars in the pay envelope which are most significant,

but rather what those dollars will buy in the way of goods and

services---what economists call real income---

which tells us whether people are actually living better or worse than

they were before.

FIGURE 6: PER CAPITA REAL INCOME IN APPALACHIA
AND UNITED STATES, 1959-1968

PER CAPITA INCOME EXPRESSED IN 1958 DOLLARS
TO REFLECT CHANGES IN THE COST OF CONSUMER GOODS

Source: Table 5
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• After income figures are adjusted for inflation, annual per

capita real income in Appalachia was $568 greater in

1968 than it was in 1962---$2,275 as compared with $1,707

(expressed in 1958 dollars). More than half ($302) of this

increase occurred after 1965.

HOW DID APPALACHIAN REAL INCOME
FARE AS COMPARED WITH THE U.S?

• Per capita real income increased more in Appalachia than

It did in the U.S. as a whole---up from 77.7 percent of the U.S.

figure in 1962 to 78.8 percent in 1968. These percentages

remain the same as those described in the income portion of

this article because inflation was a nationwide phenomenon, and

adjustments for the cost of living were therefore applied uniformly

to both U.S. and Appalachian income figures. Some economists

feel, however, that this uniform adjustment is not appropriate

since the cost of living varies widely from one part of the country

to another; rents, for example, are nearly always higher in

metropolitan centers than they are in rural areas. What is more,

people in different parts of the U.S. may have widely different

consumption patterns and therefore be affected in different ways

by changes in consumer goods prices. For example, rural

people, including those in many parts of Appalachia, frequently

make their own clothing and grow much of their own food. To
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the extent that they continue to do so, any increases in their

money income would not be as deeply eroded by increases in

the prices of "store-bought" goods, and the increase in their

real income may therefore be greater than that described in this

article.

We need to know more about how price levels vary in different

parts of the county, how different groups of people spend their

Incomes and how these spending patterns change when people

have more dollars in their pcckets. When we do, we will be able

to draw more accurate conclusions about how income and

inflation really affect the way people live in Appalachia.

59-139 0 - 71 - 4
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Source: Table 6

EMPLOYMENT AND UNEMPLOYMENT

IS EMPLOYMENT IN APPALACHIA GROWING AS FAST AS IN THE
UNITED STATES AS A WHOLE?

• In the period between 1965 and 1969, total employment in Appa-

lachia increased by over 500,000 jobs, or 8.6 percent, in comparison

with a national increase of 9.6 percent.

EMPLOYMENT IN APPALACHIA AND THE UNITED STATES

Rate of
1965 1969 Increase Increase

Appalachia 6,075,061 6,600,030 524,969 *8.6%

United States 71,088,000 77,902,000 6,814,000 +9.6%

Based on state and regional estimates from State Bureaus of Employment
Security and national estimates from Bureau of Labor Statistics.

— _

FIGURE 8: ANNUAL RATE OF CHANGE IN EMPLOYMENT
IN APPALACHIA AND UNITED STATES, 1965-1969
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• Appalachia is making some progress toward catching up to the

nation in the field of employment, as evidenced by annual trends. From
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1968 to 1969, the rate of growth in employment in the region for the first

time in three years exceeded the national average, although only by a

fraction of a percent (2.8 percent for Appalachia in contrast to 2.6 for

the United States).

HOW DO REGIONAL AND NATIONAL UNEMPLOYMENT RATES COMPARE?
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FIGURE 9: CHANGES IN UNEMPLOYMENT RATE IN

APPALACHIA AND UNITED STATES, 1965-1969
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• In 1969 the rate of unemployment in Appalachia exceeded that of the

nation by only 0.4 percent (3.9 compared to 3.5 percent), the smallest

difference since the Commission came into operation.

• Even the recent national stump in employment does not seem to

have affected major labor market areas of the region as severely as those

of the nation (see Table 7).
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Mr. WIDNER. Mr. Clausen, your long interest in the subject, I think,
and some of the arguments you have made in the past are borne out by
what is beginning to happen.
If you can think of a region made up largely of a very dispersed

population, but a very dense one, with very small communities, what
we are beginning to see is a tapering off of the outmigration, about
half as much in the last decade as in the previous one, and a changing
of the population distribution within local areas.
There are people beginning to settle in closer to.the small communi-

ties. The small communities are growing, but the outlying areas are
tending to empty out a little bit.
The more isolated homesteads are emptying out. We find a very

curious thing happening in Appalachia. The big, metropolitan areas
are not the fastest growing areas any more. Our faster growing areas
are the 25,000 to 30,000 range.
You can go all the way up through the spine of Appalachia and

see this happening in town after town.
There are smaller sized communities like Tupelo, Miss., that are

doing extremely well. It does not mean the people are moving right
into town. They may be 5 miles out of town in a large subdivison,
but by and large they are coming off the land of the submarginal farms
they used to work and are working in manufacturing plants in the
town. Whenever we talk about it, we think of new industrial employ-
ment. We find that is not the whole problem.
In Appalachia, a third of our labor force is in manufacturing, com-

pared to a fourth nationally.
Where we are weak is in services, and it is very hard in a small com-

munity to support a hardware store, barbershop or hardware appliance
store if you do not have enough people locally to be served by the store.
It is not a profitable operation.
The people cannot support a full heirarchy of services. As a result,

they tend to go down in favor of some town 10 miles away that is larger
and has a full set of services. We tried to find a way to solve that prob-
lem. We have been working with the bankers and variety of other
sources of capital in Appalachia to see if we can pool enough investment
capital to create a full range of services in selected places within each
one of these multicounty districts.
We now have our first licensed small business investment corpora-

tion in one of these districts. It is going to try it in Tennessee.
We have 74 banks in West Virginia that pooled their capital to build

housing. In this way, by pooling the resources of capital together among
many small communities, we can create something that is competitive
to what you find in a bank in a middle-sized city. In that way, you build
up a heirarchy of service. You provide access to all the people in the
surrounding areas so they get service.
Some towns are going to 'be the logical educational center. Others,

the wholesale 
centers, 

and within the district, we can provide a full
range of services with these things planned carefully with eachlof these
thin s in the area.
We think out of this experience we have learned that rural America

can be revitalized providing you recognize the need for restructuring
the means we use to provide services.
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Mr. CLAUSEN. I am more than happy to have that kind of a response,
because as we give consideration to a restructuring of our Federal sys-
tem, it has to take into account, and this is something we discussed in
depth, it has to take into account those problems unique to a given area
and I am more than pleased to see there is more and more attention
given to, as the gentleman said earlier, the inputs from the grassroots
up, rather than from the top down.
I have seen programs succeed and I have seen them fail and those

that have, and the great success stories have been those that had their
roots firmly entrenched in local communities and local people's prob-
lems and then we link then together with the kind of institutions that
are necessary to help them acquire the education, development, and ex-
pand their ability to engage in enterprises, the most important of which
is the transportation systems.
I am pleased to have your response and I am glad the chairman has

put that copy into the record.
Mr. JONES. Mr. Dorn?
Mr. DORN. No questions, Mr. Chairman, except that I want to reiter-

ate what my colleague, Mr. Johnson, has said. I have never seen a pro-
gram in my 23 years in Congress that has had such absolute and univer-
sal support of the people. It has been a magnificent program.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. JONES. Mr. Clausen?
Mr. CLAUSEN. Yes.
What are we doing about the educating of people to clean up around

their homes and, in effect, eradicate some of the problems that are asso-
ciated with slum areas?
As I think my mother always used to say, you can excuse poverty, but

you cannot excuse filth. At some point, if we are going to have the qual-
ity of life in this country, there has to be a tremendous amount of
attention and effort given to possibly the kind of educational program
that tells them that they can do something about pollution; they can
do something about slums if they will clean up their own backyards.
Is there something going on along this line as far as your program

is concerned?
Mr. WHrrEHEAD. Yes; there is, Mr. Clausen. It involves more than

education, more positive and affirmative direct action.
This has been a problem of particular concern to my predecessor,

Mr. Waters, and I would like to ask him, for that reason, to respond to
you.
Mr. WATERS. I will be happy to.
I certainly agree with your comments, Mr. Clausen, and I have lived

in Appalachia all my life. One of the great things that distresses me so
much is the junked car situation, the poor sanitary garbage situation
and the need for sanitary landfills and garbage removal.
We have had the staff working on this time and time again and Mr.

Whitehead has a summary statement here that has been prepared by
the staff with some ideas and some problems.
I was just told this morning when I came into Washington to cometo the office to go up here, that in Knoxville, Tenn., which is 25 miles

from my home, there is one junk car for every 21 persons that live in
the area.
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This is typical of all the Appalachian problems because you get a
lot of them and yet they are scattered.
We took a tour last June. The President told us to get out and look,

and so I chartered a bus and we went through six Appalachian States.
I had a staff member on there, and I said when we -left South Caro-

lina and coming into North Carolina, I asked one of the staff members,
I said, any time you are out of sight of a junk car, just holler.

Well, he never hollered. We were always at the side of a junk car,
sometimes two and three. The expense to get these junked vehicles to a
central place where you can use this terribly expensive equipment that
you can recycle them some way or another, is very great. I do not know
what the solution is.
Personally, I like the idea that somebody on the staff over there came

up with, and that is that Appalachians are great people for bounties
and we are looking into a system now to give a bounty on these junked
cars if you get them into some kind of a central location.
I think these people that will come in on Saturday afternoons and

maybe even on Sunday, occasionally, and pull one of these old vehi-
cles out of the creek or from the side of the hill and take it somewhere
and get a bounty on it. I think that they can do that much more cheaply
than we, in Washington, can plan some great program with all the.
engineers and equipment that you have to assemble to get this kind of
thing done.
But I can't be positive that is the answer either.
Mr. MIZELL. On the junked cars, are they on old roads?
Mr. JONES. They are on good roads also.
Mr. Johnson?
Mr. JoHNsoN. Mr. Waters and Mr. Whitehead, have you people taken

a look at the new ways of disposing of these cars? They tell me they
can burn a car out for $2.50 or perhaps $2.25, but certainly not more
than $2.50 and then move it into one or these processing plants where
they will be able to recycle it and make a profit.
I think that is the answer, but maybe we better put a fee on the car

when it is sold and put it in the bank and have it there for the cleanup,
the proper pickup, and dispcsal of the Vehicles.
These facilities I have looked at are very, very expensive, the type

that they have to dispose of these cars. I am certain that research and
development will soon have it. I was amazed that they could handle
a car and burn it. out for $2.50 a unit and then have it ready for disposal
in one of these plants where they can actually recycle, reclaim the metal
and make a profit out of it.
Mr. WHITEHEAD. Yes, Mr. Johnson • we have taken a look at both

types of technology that are available today. The shredders which pro-
duce No. 1 quality scrap and the bailers which produce No. 2 quality
scrap, and also some of the mobile flatteners that make it possible to
attack the heart of the problem which, as Mr. Waters indicates, is the
high cost of transporting the hulk to the processing area and eventu-
ally the steel plant.
I would like to simply add that there are two aspects of this

problem.
There is first recapturing, picking up, and reclaiming, the abandoned

cars.
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The other aspect of the problem is to do something so that we don't
continue to abandon them and continue to create a problem in the
future.
We are also investigating methods and financial incentives to attack

this aspect of the problem.
I have asked the staff, knowing of the interest of the chairman and

some of the members, particularly of this problem. I have asked the
staff to prepare a paper on the entire problem of abandoned automo-
biles in Appalachia, and with your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would
like to submit it for the record.
Mr. JONES. Without objection, it will be received and printed in the

record at this point.
(The document referred to folloWs :)

JUNK CARS: A SUMMARY STATEMENT

THE PROBLEM

Large numbers of junk cars can be found in the Region's 'streams, road sides,
rural residential front yards, mine sites and city streets. At present there is
little or no impetus to collect or salvage these abandoned cars, and few incen-
tives exist to prevent owners from abandoning their cars.

PRINCIPAL FACTORS

(A) Demand for recovered scrap metal is insufficient to make the recovery of
abandoned cars worthwhile. Such an undertaking would add considerably,
under the present market system, to scrap processors' production costs. The
greatest cost involved is that of collecting the abandoned ears. Some incentive
and/or subsidy most likely at the collection stage, may be needed to effect wide-
spread recovery of abandoned ears.
(B) At the same time steps should be taken to discourage owners from aban-

doning more cars. Regulations may have to be imposed in order to provide a
combination of incentives and disincentives to assure that old cars would not
be abandoned. Included in such a program could be, for example, an inventory
tax on auto wreckers to prevent the accumulation of too many automobile hulks
in their yards. Other provisions could include a $15 bounty for all cars, and
changes in legal restrictions regarding titling, and impoundment.
(C) The Commission staff has provided the staff of the Committee with more

detailed information.
JUNK CAR DISPOSAL

Introduction
There are two distinct aspects to the junk car problem: first, the collection

and disposal of those junk cars already abandoned, and second, the prevention of
the continued flow of abandoned and junk cars. The flow of junked cars begins
with the last owner who either: brings the car to an auto wrecker or to a scrap
processor, or simply abandons it. The auto wrecker is the second link in this
chain. Although he seeks junked cars primarily for their spare parts, thus build-
ing up an inventory of abandoned hulks, if the price of scrap is sufficiently high
he may deliver some of these hulks to a scrap processor. This he will do, how-
ever, only when the price he can obtain for such hulks covers the cost of
transporting them to the scrap processor. While scrap processors sometimes pay
for auto hulks they also receive many free, i.e., as noted above, some last owners
instead of abandoning their cars, deliver them directly to scrap processors.
The two principal types of scrap processing are shredding plants, which

produce scrap bundles equivalent to number one quality scrap; and baling plants
which produce number two bundles of scrap metal.
The primary consumers of this processed scrap are steel producers. Their

selection and use of either shredded or baled scrap depends on the type of
steel being produced and the standard qualifications for the end product. The
amount of scrap use in steel making depends on the quality of the scrap, the
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demand for the products made from scrap, such as reinforcing rods for con-
struction, and the trade-offs for the steel company of using scrap against iron
and steel from other sources in which is has a fixed interest.

Technology and processes involved
To prepare the metal from abandoned cars for use as scrap metal, first

the cars must be stripped. This requires removal from the hulk of as much
of the nonferrous metal material, combustible material and other nonmetallic
parts as possible. The thoroughness of the stripping job greatly influences the
quality of the scrap eventually produced from the stripped cars. If done properly,
it will require much hand labor.

Stripped hulks are delivered to a processing plant to\ be made into usable
scrap. In order to considerably reduce transportation costs mobile flatteners
can be brought to a site where there is a concentration of stripped hulks. Once
the engine, transmission, seats, gas tank, and tires have been removed from
the cars, these flatteners can reduce the volume of the hulks so that 25 to 30
flattened cars can be transported in one truckload to the scrap processing plant.
Before the stripped hulks, and in some cases nonstripped hulks, are delivered
to the processor, they are sometimes taken to an incinerator, where the com-
bustible material is burned. This is but another step to improve the quality of
the final scrapped product. Thus, the hulks that are finally delivered to the
scrap processor may have been stripped, incinerated or flattened, or some com-
bination thereof, or they may not have been treated at all.
Two basic processes are used to transform the delivered hulks into usable

scrap. The first of these is a baling process which compresses the auto hulks into
bundles of scrap, called number two bundles, that weigh between one-half and
one ton apiece. The size and quality of these bundles varies, depending on the
size of the hulks and the degree to which they have been stripped. There is so
little consistency in content and quality of the number two bundles that they
are not used for steel making processes with rigid specifications. The principal
concern in such instances is the unpredictably high copper and tin content of
number two bundles.
The second, and more recently developed process for producing scrap, involves

the use of a shredder which hammers and tears the bulks into small fragments.
The ferrous and nonferrous fragments are then separated magnetically, and
the iron and steel scrap that results is comparable in quality to primary indus-
trial scrap.
There are mobile versions of both the baling and the shredding units. The

mobile balers do a job comparable to that of the stationary units. Existing
mobile shredders cannot shred the auto frame and thus are not as efficient as
the stationary units which consume the frame. It is known though, that the
manufacturers of mobile, shredders are attempting to develop a unit that is as
effective as the stationary units.

Economics of shredding and baling operations
  Several economic characteristics for the shredding and baling process are
shown in Table 1. Given appropriate market circumstances, both processes can
be profitable; however, there is greater flexibility of use, as well as higher
value of the scrap product of the shredding process. The processing cost of a
shredder, excluding return on investment, and without paying for the hulk but
including depreciation and local taxes and subtracting $1.50 per hulk for the
value of the non-ferrous metals recovered, are considerably greater than that
for a baling operation.
In order to realize a return of 12 percent discounted cash flow after Federal

income tax on a ten-year plant life and paying an average price of $15.40 for the
hulks of cars, the shredder processors would have to sell their scrap for more
than 50% of the baling process—depending on the plant size.
These estimates are quite generous, e.g., the underlying assumptions are such

that any error is on the high side. Thus, since the larger shredding producers can
sell their scrap for $30—$40 per ton (current market), because of the high quality
of the product, they are quite profitable. Such processors can afford to pay up
to $15, or .so, per auto hulk. The smaller producers would not realize profit if they
had to 'pay $15 per hulk; but many of these small producers do not pay for their
hulks, since these are delivered to their door for spare parts, which also increases
their revenue.
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TABLE 1.—SELECTED ECONOMIC DATA FOR AUTO SCRAP PROCESSING

Capacity tons per year
Processing

cost per ton
Sale price
of scrap

Total plant
investment

Shredding plants:'
25,000 $14. 00 $36.00 $600, 000
50,000 8. 00 29. 00 870, 000
100,000 5. 00 24. 00 1, 100, 000
200,000 4. 00 22. 00 5, 000, 000

Baling plants: 2
10,000 20. 00 37.00 282, 000
25,000 7. 00 22. 00 520, 000
50,000 3. 00 16. 00 740, 000
100,000 
200,000 3 

I For the shredding plants: 30-day supply of hulks, excluding working capital.
2 For the baling plants: 60-day supply of hulks, excluding working capital.
3 Plants this large handle industrial scrap and not just junk cars.

Cost estimates presented for the baling process are not strictly comparable
to—nor are they as precise as—those for the shredding process. It is as,sumed
here that the auto wreckers received the whole car from the last owner in which
case they obtained more revenue from the spare parts salvaged. It is also
assumed that they paid $10 per hulk for these cars in some instances. The proc-
essing costs shown in Table 1 assume the auto wrecker pays nothing for the hulk
and strips the car of its spare parts. The estimates of the price per ton at which
the baled scrap must be ,sold in order to realize a profit (same assumptions as
noted above for shredding plants) include a purchase cost of $10 per hulk. This
also assumes that number two scrap bundles produced are of high quality, re-
quiring much hand labor for stripping the auto hulk. The average selling price
for a number two bundle of scrap is $8 to $10 per •ton less than the price of
shredded scrap, largely because of quality considerations This is largely due
to the fact that number two bundles include much miscellaneous material and
non-ferrous metals. In addition, the standard density of number two bundles
is 75 pounds per cubic foot minimum with a great variance, while the average
density of shredded scrap is 70 pounds per cubic foot.
The principle disadvantage of the use of number two bundles in steel produc-

tion, is the high content of nonferrous metals. There is no way to remove non-
ferrous metals, namely tin and copper, from the steel batch, except to dilute
the batch with melted pig iron or number one scrap. This involves pouring off
some of the spoiled mix, and usually it is not worth the trouble or the expense.
Steel companies claim that for scrap used in carbon steels, that the copper con-
tent must be less than .15 percent. The average number two bundle has a copper
content averaging .48 percent, with a range from zero to 2.5 percent. Shredded
scrap, on the other hand, averages from .22 to 25 percent copper, with a maximum
of .48 percent.
Shredded ,scrap, or number one scrap, is also used by the foundry industry in

producing castings. Number two bundles are unsuitable for this process since
they do not fit through the openings of the furnaces. Number two bundles can
be used, however, in the production of certain steel products such as concrete
reinforcing rods, for which the metallurgical specifications are quite low. This
does provide a steady, although somewhat small, market for number two bundles.

Since the shredder improves tremendously the quality of the scrap produced,
demand, and consequently prices have increased considerably. Since the intro-
duction of the first shredder in 1961, the number of these processing plants has
risen to 89. The capacity of the first plant was 200,000 tons per year; the current
capacity of the shredding industry is 4.5 million tons per year. The consumption
(production) of number two bundles during this period has declined from 7 mil-
lion tons to less than 4 million tons at present.
Portable flatteners

Devised in 1966-67, these portable auto bulk flatteners permit the concentration
of hulks in wreckers yards to be flattened and consolidated. The flattening crew
removes the engine, transmission, seat, gas tank, tires of the abandoned cars and
flattens them so that 25 to 30 hulks can be hauled per truckload. This compares
very favorably with the six to seven car capacity of nonflattened cars, and
transportation costs have consequently been proportionally decreased.
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Abandonee4 ears in the region
A regional survey has not been made to determine the extent to which aban-

doned cars are located in auto graveyards (parcels of land used for dumping
cars and not part of a wrecker or scrap business), along roads, streambeds, un-
reclaimed mine areas and in the yards of residential areas. However, the Region
contains four case study areas, out of a total of 54, used to determine the magni-
tude of the national junk car disposal problem by the Bureau of Mines in 1965.

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, was one of these areas, and it was found that at any
one time there were approximotely 4,000 cars abandoned or derelict cars on the
city's streets or on private residential property within the city.
The Knoxville SMSA (City of Knoxville and remainder of Knox County, Ten-

nessee) was another case study area, and there it was found that approximately
3,900 cars were abandoned in auto graveyards, residential property and in the
rural areas. Nearly half of these were located in the City of Knoxville. In the
rural areas of Knox County, it was determined that the ratio of abandoned cars
to population was 1: 21. In other words, for every 21 persons, or say five families,
there is one abandoned or derelict car indiscriminately junked someplace.
Two other primarily rural areas in the Region were included in this survey.

One, Fayette and Green Counties in southwestern Pennsylvania. Auto graveyards
in these counties contained 1,570 abandoned cars, and county road employees
counted an additional 5,000 abandoned cars in the area. Thus, a total of 6,570
abandoned cars were accumulating in an area within 50 miles of a major steel-
making center, Pittsburgh.
The other rural area comprised of Lewis, Rowan, Elliot and Carter Counties,

is located in northwestern Kentucky, immediately west of Ashland, Kentucky.
Here it was estimated that the ratio of abandoned cars to population was 1 : 40
and nearly 1,300 cars were scattered through the area. Most of these, 1,000,
were estimated to be located on farms or property outside of the small com-
munities.

If these rural and urban areas studied are typical of the Region, then the
prevalence of abandoned cars is quite high, especially when compared to most
other areas of the Nation.

Constraints
There are several reasons which explain the present workings of the market

system with regard to junk cars. A primary economic factor is that the low
price paid for hulks provide a negative economic incentive for the recovery
of junk cars. In other words, in urban areas, people must pay to have their
junk cars towed away resulting in abandonment on the streets as the usual course.
In rural areas, where the same conditions exist, cars are abandoned either on
rural housing premises or in other areas such as side-of-the-road unreclaimed
mined areas, etc. The use of a subsidy to pay for abandoned bulks could remove
all reasonable costs within the system. In other words, there would be no
excuse for not bringing junk cars to shredders or balers; this would remove
the costs of •abandonment in urban and rural areas.

Equally important, however, there are many non-economic factors which
contribute to the junk car problem. One of these is the resistance by wreckers
to reduce the size of their inventories, since they view these as sources of spare
parts. Perhaps the most important factor is the motivation which leads people
simply to abandon their cars, just for the psychological pleasure of doing so,
even though they could perhaps recover $15 for the hulk if brought to a shredder
or a wrecker.
Perhaps the most hope in reducing the junk car problem lies in removing any

negative economic incentives which exist in the system. This, along with strong
enforcement of laws (for example, an inventory tax charge to wreckers of $15
per hulk beyond a certain inventory level), and a subsidy to raise prices for
hulks so that wreckers will take them even without salvageable spare parts,
would go a long way in helping to solve the problem. There are, however, some
technological advances which are helping to alleviate this situation. One of these
is the use of trucks in tandem to lift abandoned cars from city streets and unload
them for removal. This process is now being used in New York City and, in fact,
is sufficiently profitable that in three of the five boroughs, companies are paying
the city to be able to do this. Another serious constraint on the recovery of a
junk car, are the legal and legislative restrictions regarding titling and im-
poundment, for example, requiring cars to be kept for 30 days in impoundment
lots before proceedings can begin to scrap them.

59-i9-7l 5
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This is changing, however, in some states at this time. In rural areas, such as
many Appalachian areas, the problem of abandoning cars is much more serious,
because it is compounded by property rights. Cars dumped on private property or
kept by individuals on their own property must remain there, and may not be
removed by any public authority unless the owner either requests it specifically,
or there are sufficient assurances that owners will not take legal action (trespass,
etc.) against the groups removing such cars.
The cost of collecting junk cars is the major expense involved in tackling this

problem. If a public group, for example, a county, decides to remove all existing
abandoned cars, their principal expense would be collection of all hulks in one
central location. Some experience has shown that once this was done, a mobile
flattener would be more than willing to flatten and ship all of these hulks to a
scrap processor. There has been considerable profit in this venture, for the flat-
tener and/or for the county involved, depending if the revenue was split. This
has been done in several areas, and with much of the collection work having been
accomplished with volunteer help.

Mr. JOHNSON. In the research program that you have now or the
information that you are receiving, is there any round figure that we
can use as a cost for picking up this vehicle and getting it into some
center for final disposal?
Mr. WHITEHEAD. Yes; I have some cost figures.
We have put together a basic approach examining what it would

look like, whether or not we would have something economically feasi-
ble, if a bounty of $15 a car were offered. It depends on a number of
factors.
Mr. JOHNSON. I am sure it does.
Mr. WHITEHEAD. Naturally enough, process economics first of all

depends on whether you are using a shredding process or the bailing
process.
The bailing process is the one that simply compresses the hulk after

the engine block and the wheels have been removed. This process is.
the cheapest.
However, it produces the lesser grade product because there are

many nonsteel impurities, particularly tin, included in the bale.
The technology of the steel industry has not yet developed to the

point where they can economically draw off that tin from the steel-
melting pot.
The shredding process is one which breaks the car up and by a series-

of magnets, separates the steel from other metals and nonmetallic sub-
stances.
These are the more expensive machines, but it produces the higher

value scrap.
Another factor, of course, is the capacity of the plant itself.
For a processing plant which operates on a shredder basis, the proc-

essing costs of a shredder, excluding return on the investment and with-
out paying for the hulk, that is, paying nothing for the hulk, but in-
cluding depreciation and local taxes, and subtracting $1.50 for the
hulk, for the price of the metals recovered, the prices are as follows:
For a plant with a capacity of 25,000 tons, the cost is $13.60 a ton.
For a plant with 50,000-ton capacity, the processing cost is $8.46 a

ton, and so on.
These figures are all given in this report. We have concluded that

if we did offer a bounty of roughly $15 a hulk, that a plant with a
capacity of 10,000 tons a year could realize fair profit when scrap is-
sold at $36.50 a ton; that for a plant with a capacity of 25,000 tons a,



63

year, such a profit would be realized when scrap is sold at $21.50 aton.
For a plant with a capacity of 50,000 tons a year, the profit can berealized when scrap is sold for only $16.30 a ton. There are many vari-ables to be considered.
Obviously, this is an area where anyone would have to be preparedto go carefully before making decisions. It depends a great deal onadvancing technology in the steel industry, the amount of the capitalinvestment that the community is prepared to make, the type andcapacity processing of equipment utilized, and the varying costs ofscrap, together with the very critical cost of transporting the hulk tothe processing plant, and either the compressed or shredded hulk tothe steel plant.
Mr. JONES. Are there further questions?
I am pleased to announce the chairman of our committee, Mr. Blat-nik, is visiting with us this morning.
We are very pleased to have you, Mr. Chairman.
We have concluded the witnesses today.
If there are no further questions, I would like to announce on to-morrow, we will have Governor Moore, of West Virginia, who is theState's cochairman of the Appalachian Regional Commission, alongwith Members of the Congress.
Now, the Chair would like to have unanimous consent that anyMember, on reflection or study of the testimony that has been sub-mitted here today, if he has any interrogatories he would like to pur-sue, if he will place them with the clerk of the subcommittee, we willhave them properly presented to the witnesses who have been heretoday.
With that, our hearing is concluded for the day and the subcom-mittee will stand in adjournment until tomorow morning at 10 o'clock.(Whereupon, at 11 :15 a.m., the subcommittee was recessed, to recon-vene tomorrow, Tuesday, March 16, 1971, at 10 a.m.)





APPALACHIAN REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT ACT
AMENDMENTS OF 1971

TUESDAY, MARCH 16, 1971

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLOOD CONTROL AND INTERNAL
DEVELOPMENT OF THE COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS

'ashington,D .0 .
The subcommittee met at 10 :10 a.m., in room. 2251, Rayburn Build-

inc.., Hon. Robert E. Jones, subcommittee chairman, presiding.
JONES. The subcommittee will come to order.

In order to accomodate one of our members, and since the Governor
has not arrived, we will be pleased to have our associate and colleague,
Roy Taylor of North Carolina, who has been so conspicuous in the
works of Appalachia—and let me say that we are pleased to hear from
you, Congressman.

STATEMENT OF HON. ROY A. TAYLOR, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA

Mr. TAYLOR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
It happens that one of your subcommittee members, Mr. Johnson,

and I are supposed to appear before the Administration Committee in
justification of our subcommittee expenditures just a little bit later
this morning.
I was not in quite this big a hurry, however.
Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to express to you and members

of this subcommittee for providing hearings on legislation that I
introduced and similar legislation introduced by other Congressmen
authorizing a 4-year extension of the Appalachian Regional Com-
mission.
In the absence of new legislation, the Commission which has ad-

ministered the 13-State regional development program during its 6
years of operation, will expire on June 30, 1971.
I have been disturbed by reports that the President's revenue-sharing

plan calls for the dismantling of the Appalachian program after '1
more year of operation and the inclusion of the $280 million annual
appropriation to the Appalachian program into the President's pro-
posed $1 billion pool for rural development.
The Appalachian program was established by Congress to meet the

special needs of the Appalachian region and should not be engulfed
in and eliminated by the revenue-sharing plan.
I am convinced that the Appalachian program has made more

progress per dollar spent in the district that I represent in Congress
than has any other Federal program. The Appalachian program has

(65)
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-already made an impact on economic conditions in Appalachia by
attracting industry and tourism, by better roads, airports, and voca-
tional educational facilities.

Outmigration from the Appalachian area has been reduced from
2.2 million between 1950 and 1960 to 1.4 million between 1960 and
1970. We want to stop this outflow of young talent from the Appala-
chian area and ease the problems of our large cities by providing
'opportunities for work and a good life available right at home.
Of the 2,511 miles of Appalachian corridor highways authorized,

-about 20 percent have been completed, another 15 percent is under
construction, and 93 percent of it is in some stage of development
or planning. To stop this road program now would be folly. The
Appalachian program was conceived and approved by Congress as
a unique and innovative effort to meet the special needs of the Appa-
lachian region. It is not right and not fair to Appalachia that funds
authorized by Congress for this regional program be made a part
of a nationwide pool for revenue sharing.
This program is one of the Nation's best examples of teamwork

by Federal, State and local units of government. In my opinion, it
is the best administered program in Washington.

Its strength, in part, lies in its adaptability from State to State—
each State using it to solve its own problems and to meet its own
needs. Improvement programs originate locally and are approved
by the Governor of the State and brought by the Governor or his
representative to the Appalachian Commission.
The Appalachian program has permitted national goals to be trans-

lated into workable programs to meet local needs. It is providing hope
and economic uplift to an important section of our Nation, and it
deserves the continued support of Congress.
Mr. HARSTIA. Will the gentleman yield?
As a matter of fact, isn't it true you do not get a project until the

local people decide they want one and it is there the initiative is
taken and the incentives for pushing the application further starts
right at the grassroots level?
Mr. TAYLOR. The gentleman is 100 percent correct. All the projects

originate at the grassroots level. They originate in a county or town
where they see they need a new vocational educational facility, a new
technical training center, or a new airport or new hospital.
The Appalachian program is brought in to aid other programs

in securing this. It originates locally. It is approved by the Governor
after study and he brings it to the Appalachian Commission here
in Washington.

Just one more statement and I will be through.
It is right now in the center of completing its planned operations

and I think it would be just a shame to kill it and stop it at this stage.
Mr. JONES. Mr. Taylor, the Senate has passed a bill that provides

for a 4-year extension.
Do you have any notion as to the length of time that you would sug-

gest for the extension?
• Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, the bill that I introduced, H.R. 5071,

is modeled after the bill introduced by Senator Randolph.
It provides for a 4-year extension and I hope that that will be the

type of legislation that this committee would see fit to approve.
Mr. JONES. Any further questions?
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Mr. CLAUSEN. No questions. I just want to welcome our distinguished
chairman of the Parks and Recreation Subcommittee of the Interior
Committee before this committee. It is a bit interesting and a bit ironic
that the comments he has made are very consistent with points that I
have made, Mr. Harsha has made, and other members of the committee
have made on this matter of outmigration and trying to reverse the
trend and stabilize the population.
It appears as though we are again in full accord. We appreciate very

much your contribution.
Mr. TAYLOR. Thank you, Mr. Clausen.
Mr. JONES. Thank you. We are certainly obliged to you, and we know

of your great devotion to this legislation and its administration.
Mr. Johnson?
Mr. JOHNSON. I just want to commend Congressman Taylor for his

very forthright statement here. I agree with him 100 percent. I think
it is one of the best programs that has been in operation as far as I
know.
I think the purpose and the intent is being carried out and I think

your statement points this up and it should be a continuing program.
I agree with you that 4 years would be an adequate time to extend

the program for another 4 years.
Mr. TAYLOR. Thank you, Mr. Johnson.
I might just add that Evans and Novak in their syndicated column

stated that the Appalachian program had been the most successful of
all the Great Society programs.
Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Chairman, I would like to join the other members

of the subcommittee in commending the distinguished gentleman from
North Carolina for a very effective and fine statement.
He has a unique comprehension of this program and we have had

the benefit of his judgment and continued support since we initiated
this program several years ago.
Your judgment weighs very heavily in this subcommittee in its

deliberations.
You have made a significant contribution. Let me again commend

you.
Mr. JONES. Mr. Porn?
Mr. DORN. I just want to say to my colleague and neighbor, our

districts join for a great number of miles right in the heart of this
Appalachian region, and it is really wonderful how your counties are
developing and opening up some of the most beautiful scenery in the
world.
This program has been the greatest that I have known since being

in the Congress. We appreciate your interest in it.
Mr. TAYLOR. Thank you.
Mr. PORN. I want these folks to come down and see your district

and see what has been done. It is great down there.
Thank you Roy.
Mr. KEE. Air. Chairman?
Mr. JONES. The gentleman from West Virginia.
Mr. KEE. Mr. Chairman, I would like to take this opportunity to

go on record in support unanimously with my colleagues on the com-
mittee here to commend Mr. Taylor for his excellent presentation.
He has been a supporter since we first started.
What you have said boils down to one sentence: It is that this com-

mittee has made a commitment to the Federal Government, to the
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people of Appalachia, and it is our obligation to continue that
commitment.
Mr. TAYLOR. I thank the gentleman and I like the way he expressed

that.
I think that our Government has to a certain extent made a com-

mitment to the people there to carry a program and we have just done
the job halfway now and I think we should finish it.
Mr. JONES. Thank you very much.
We are obliged to you for your testimony.
Our next witness, and it is my good fortune as chairman to intro-

duce one of our former associates who served here with great honor
and distinction. I used to call him my chief justice because I permitted
him to advise me legally on what I should do and what I should not do.
He is now serving as Governor of the State of West Virginia and

he is also serving as the State's cochairman of the Appalachian Re-
gional Commission.
He is rather unique, in not only the relationship between the State

Commission and the administration of the Federal cochairman, but
it is equally rewarding an impression to have the State cochairman
to be intimate in his dealings with the committees of the Senate and
House Public Works Committee in transmitting to them from time
to time the total aspirations of the people; how they can scheme and
devise methods of making improvements in their communities as we
all sought in the original act of 1965.
It is my great pleasure this morning to receive on behalf of the

committee the Honorable Arch A. Moore, the Governor of West
Virginia.
Governor Moore has with him Mr. John D. Whisman, who is sec-

retary to the State cochairman.
Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Chairman, I would like to join on behalf of you

and the minority in welcoming the cochairman.
As you indicated, he has a long and distinguished service in the

Congress of the United States and has been a wonderful administrator
in the State of West Virginia.
He speaks today not only on behalf of the Governors in the various

States involved in Appalachia, but the people involved also.
I think this morning we will get directly from the horse's mouth

the reaction of people and the Governors who become involved in
this.
I look forward to hearing Governor Moore and want to welcome

him again before this committee.
Mr. JONES. Mr. Harsha, you made one error. You said you were

speaking for the minority. There is no minority as far as Appalachia
is concerned.
Mr. Kee?
Mr. K. Mr. Chairman, I would like to join in welcoming my Gov-

ernor. He appears before this committee and, as a matter of interest,
the last time Governor Moore testified I never heard a man appear
before this committee who was more knowledgeable and I really will
tell you a little something that happened afterward.

After your last appearance before this committee, you remember
the West Virginia Chamber of Commerce was going to have a meet-
ing. I made a few remarks about you and when I returned home the
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first thing I iound out, they accused me of being your campaign
manager.
I said a man that has that ability and the knowledge and the know-

how that he has, I consider that an honor and pleasure and I am for
him all the way.

It's good to have you, Arch.

STATEMENT OF HON. ARCH MOORE, JR., GOVERNOR OF THE
STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA; ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN D. WHIS-
MAN, STATES' REGIONAL REPRESENTATIVE, APPALACHIAN
COMMISSION

Governor MOORE. Mr. Chairman, I think now you realize and I
would hope that in the manner in which this observation is made,
perhaps it would not be in the record why I signed the redistricting
bill, which was obviously favorable to Congressman Kee in his re-
election efforts in the State of West Virginia.
Mr. JONES. We appreciate the fact that your legislature is in session

and you came today with great difficulty. We appreciate your being
here.
Governor MOORE. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, a

great number of which have added immeasurably to my education in
what an effective and competent Member of the House of Representa-
tives should be made up of, and I deeply appreciate the opportunity
to appear before your subcommittee this morning, and particularly
as it relates to the Appalachian Regional Commission.
I have what might be considered a rather lengthy statement and I

would like to emphasize points that go to this program, because I be-
lieve, as I have heard the observations made here this morning, we all
have a great deal of respect for the Appalachian Regional Commis-
sion program, regardless of party designation or regardless of the
areas or the complexion politically of the States involved.
Mr. Chairman, I appear before you today on behalf of the Gover-

nors of the 13 Appalachian States to urge a 4-year extension of the
Appalachian Regional Development Act, whose authorization would
otherwise expire on June 30,1971.
The Governors of the Appalachian States met on February 5 in

West Virginia to discuss the future of the Appalachian regional de-
velopment program. They adopted the following statement:
In his budget recommendations for Fiscal 1972, the President has proposed

the consolidation of a number of programs, including those authorized under the
Appalachian Regional Development Act, to form the basis for sharing Federal
revenues with the State governments to support rural development revenue-
sharing.
We fully support the basic concept of Federal revenue-sharing and we believe

the Appalachian program has been one of the finest demonstrations of how
States and communities can make more effective use of shared Federal revenues
through block grants rather than categorical grants. In addition, we believe that
the Appalachian local-State-Federal partnership structure allows a "decision
sharing" mechanism which provides benefits in the shared management of many
programs in a way not provided by revenue-sharing alone.
Based on this State-Federal experience, we will be pleased to work with the

administration in developing specific recommendations for submission to Con-
gress.
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The President's budget contemplates an extension of the Appalachian Regional

Development Act to permit the continuation of the vital programs authorized

under this legislation. We unanimously concur that the Appalachian Act must be

extended in order to complete the tasks for which this State-Federal partnership

was initially created. We believe that many of these tasks can be finished within

four years, and therefore unanimously recommend to the President and Con-

gress that the 4-year extension of the Act be approved.

We recommend a 4-year extension of the Appalachian Regional
Commission because the job the Commission set out to accomplish in
Appalachia is not yet finished and because we know this program is
continuing to demonstrate an approach to problem solving which is
greatly needed and can be most beneficially applied throughout the
Nation.
The creation of this program in 1965, represented a great commit-

ment to the people—to the people—of this region. The commitment
has brought unprecedented action. But the work is not done. Problems
which have been generations in the making are now on their way to
solution. But we must not stop midway in the job.
We have made a good start signs of progress are heartening and

increasingly evident. This has been one of the most affective programs
since its inception. Public dollars are being concentrated effectively
on real problems—on priority problems—in the Appalachian program.
Today, I strongly recommend to this committee that it give us the

Governors of the Appalachian region, the authority to finish the 
us,

in Appalachia that we set out to accomplish. The recent action of the
Senate in approving Appalachian extension legislation is most encour-
aging. As a former member of this House, I look forward hopefully
to your consideration and completion of the congressional authoriza-
tion for the continuation of our program. As one of the Appalachian
Governors, I can pledge to you the action for development to justify
the confidence of the Congress.
Mr. Chairman, let me strongly emphasize that I am not here simply

to ask for Federal aid, or Federal intervention, in Appalachia. The
Appalachian regional development program is a partnership pro-
gram—it demanded a partnership commitment from Governors and
State and local leaders as well as from Federal agencies.
That commitment has been met to a much higher degree by the State

and local governments of Appalachia, than is generally known—it may
well be one of the greatest unsung proofs of success of this program
which has already been recognized for many other reasons.
At the outset, it was the initiative of the Governors—in direct re-

sponse to the needs and leadership activities of local people—that
brought the Appalachian program into being. The program was pro-
posed to the President and to the Congress by the Council of Appala-
chian Governors which had already organized itself and had begun to
take action to the limit it could do so without Federal participation.
But, in addition to the initiative of the Governors in coming up with

a totally new approach to making the Federal system work in terms of
our modern problems and opportunities, the commitment was strongly
expressed in a pledge to extra effort made prior to the proposal for
special organization and action by the Federal establishment.
For instance, the determination that the fundamental priority in

treating the crisis problems of Appalachia's people would be to relieve
their isolation and to link the area to the commerce and transportation
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of the Nation was a priority in a completely comprehensive plan of
regional development formulated and adopted by the Council of Ap-
palachian Governors, even prior to the establishment of the President's
Appalachian Regional Commission on April 9, 1963.
More than that, the Governors had pledged themselves to the use

of State resources in building the highway system which had been
designed through the cooperative work of the State highway de-
partments and the U.S. Bureau of Public Roads.
In 1963, every one of these States faced critical fund shortages for

highway construction; severe unmet statewide needs for highway
improvements; and a maximum effort burden in carrying forward the
aggressive highway programs already in operation in the State, Fed-
eral aid, and interstate highway development programs.
In spite of this situation, the Governors pledged to find the extra

funds and to increase the productive capability of their beleaguered
highway departments, to meet the cost in money and manpower of
producing the complete Appalachian development highway system on
an accelerated basis.
What has been the record? The Governors and their States have

far exceeded that original commitment. In careful consultation with
the Congress, the partnership commitment was provided for in the
Appalachian Act to provide a 70-percent Federal contribution to the
developing highway costs with the States to shoulder the burden of
30 percent of cost.
I am proud to report to you that the record shows that during the

entire 6 years of the program, and giving consideration to the par-
ticipation of all 13 States, the States have contributed fully 50 per-
cent of the cost of these highways. Further, the States have advanced
their capabilities to construct highways at a rate considerably in ex-
cess of that for which the Federal funds could be made available.
In the norxhighway program categories, the record is just as impres-

sive. The Appalachian Act provides that the non-Federal funds may
be as little as 20 percent. However, averaging across the full range of
programs, all the States together, and throughout the full 6 years of
the program, the non-Federal participation is in excess of 60 percent.
In this case, also, the level of non-Federal participation is increasing in
the more recent years of the program.
This truly shared program has called forth the best in local and

State participation in the development program. There are two signifi-
cant means to this.

First, it is important to observe that the nature of this program is
such as to maximize the effort at all levels in a, time when we need the
greatest effort possible to solve complex problems. The reasons for this
success deserve careful study and the demonstrated principles needed
to be applied in Federal programs in all parts of the country.
The second significant meaning is understanding that the Governors

and the local leaders have engaged in a continuing commitment in this
program which must not now be set aside or allowed to atrophy.
In my State, for instance, our people have passed a $350 million

highway construction bond issue. I know that the stimulus of the
Appalachian development program helped make this possible. There-
fore, our management of the highway construction and our commit-
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ments for its continuation are strongly based on the continuing of the
overall Appalachian development effort.
This highway system is the key to many of the things we are trying

to accomplish in Appalachia. It is the framework upon which we have
been building the new educational facilities, the new health facilities,
the new industrial parks, new housing, and even new communities
which are part of the overall Appalachian regional development plan.
Eighty percent of our projects are along the system. It is a satisfying
feeling to be able to travel some of these new highway corridors and
see the new development, the new facilities, the new activities occurring
along them.
The development highway program is progressing rapidly—but the

job is yet to be completed. Congress, for good reasons, has not thus far
made available annually the full amount of money required to finish
the development highway system within 6 years, thereby creating a
necessity for an extension of the program in this area.
Today, the authorized Federal funds would only complete about half

the development highway system. We require approximately $900 mil-
lion in Federal funds to complete the system. The States have made
their commitments. New safety standards and relocation requirements
in the National Highway Act have imposed additional costs. With
construction cost inflating at a rate of about 2 percent per year, the
longer it takes to build these highways, the more costly they become.
The objective should be to complete the Appalachian Development

Highway System simultaneously with the Interstate Highway Sys-
tem as now scheduled in 1977, since the Appalachian highways are de-
signed to complement the Interstate System. The Governors recom-
mend that Congress authorize additional annual contract authority to
enable us to complete the Appalachian System by 1977 or 1978.
Since I am aware that the Federal cochairman has submitted for

the record of these hearings a complete progress report prepared by
the Appalachian Commission, I will not attempt to duplicate the
review of the separate programs and achievements. The report ad-
equately presents the record of progress made in the fields of vocational
education and health, in the establishment of health demonstration
projects and multicounty education cooperative programs, and in the
many other project areas of the comprehensive community and area
development programs operating with greater and greater success
throughout our region.
I would want to call your attention, as you review our Commission's

report, to the increasing emphasis by the Commission and by our
States, on more and more programs in the human resources field. The
Commission's early—and necessary—priority on building some of
the basic facilities for development, such as highways, vocational
schools, college buildings, and hospitals, is now giving way to our
ability to improve the provision of critically needed services.
For instance, in 1969, Congress directed the Commission to serve as

a national laboratory in developing pilot programs to meet the needs of
infants and very young preschool children in Appalachia.
The Commission has made planning grants to most of the States

to develop comprehensive State child development plans. It expects
to provide approximately $10 million this fiscal year to begin to im-
plement those plans. It would be disastrous to terminate these efforts
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just at the time they are getting underway. We should, at a minimum,
attempt to assure that those Child development efforts are brought
to a sufficient level of maturity that they can continue beyond the
withdrawal of commission support. This will take an average of 3
to 4 years.
I cannot overstress the critical importance of the Appalachian Re.

gional Commission in efforts of this kind. For example the Commis.
sion has, on a regional basis, obtained for the States the finest technical
personnel in the Nation in the field of child development—personnel
that could not be afforded on an individual State basis in many cases.
By sharing these technical experts, we obtain a maximum yield

from the public dollars involved and the quality of program that can
result is substantially better than if we tackled this problem on an
individual basis. Each State is learning from the other States. At the
same time, the States are designing their own programs within the
broad policies which they have worked out in agreement through the
Commission, rather than to respond to narrow, complicated, detailed
guidelines established entirely by a single Federal agency.
I think it is noteworthy to point out that the Office of Child Devel-

opment of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare has
recognized the Commission's unusual capabilities in this respect and
has contracted with the Commission to assist in training coordinators
for a national technical 'assistance program for child development,
serving all 50 States. Thus, one of the lessons learned in the national
laboratory is (already being applied throughout the land.
The Commission is also broadening its efforts through the States

in cooperation with Federal agencies in the general field of environ-
ment. The Commission is now 'actively engaged in the basic compre-
hensive planning which will be necessary to relate good conservation
practices, in natural resource areas such as water uses and coal mining,
to the development purposes which will allow us to set effective public
policy and action.
Here the consistent cooperation of the States and the Federal. Gov-

ernment is most essential. Although the interstate flow of our rivers
and drainage systems is most obvious in interstate implications, the
necessity to have consistent State regulation of coal mining practices
to allow fair competition among the coal. producers of each of the coal
States, is no less essential—either in terms of the economic require-
ments or the environmental necessity.
The Appalachian Governors and many other Governors have fre-

quently described the Appalachian program as the most successful
current program in terms of both effective State-Federal partnership
in program management, 'and flexible design of program action to
meet specific problems of varying places and conditions.
On this basis, the Governors have also indicated the importance

of considering the Appalachian experience in the design of improved
national programs to provide the best use of resources to meet critical
special problems as well as the continuing needs for adequate balanced
national growth and development of the quality of life throughout the
Nation.
For consideration of extension of the Appalachian program and its

potential application in a national regional development approach, I
think it may be most useful to present a brief description of the key
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working components of the Appalachian Regional Commission and the
Appalachian development program concept.
The Commission has established the following components to carry

out the operational management of the program:
The Federal cochairman is the Federal representative appointed by

the President and responsible for coordination with Federal agencies
and for casting the Federal vote. The Federal cochariman and his office
staff are fully supported by Federal funds.
The Governor is the State member, responsible for the State vote

on the Commission and for the policy and administration of the
program in his own State. No proposal may come to the Commission
except from the State.
Each State representative is the appointee of the Governor to act

as the State member in full-time Commission activity, including cast-
ing the State vote. In addition, the State representative acts as the co-
ordinator of State agencies and has the overall administrator for the
Governor of the States development planning and program activity.
The State's cochairman Governor is elected by the Governors to serve

a 6-month term, with terms provided for each of the States in succes-
sion. In addition, the same Governor serves as chairman of the Con-
ference of Appalachian Governors. CAG provides a mechanism to
allow multi-State consideration of States' policy positions and to carry
out multi-State cooperation on appropriate matters. The 13 State
representatives meet as CAG representatives prior to each Commission
meeting.
The State's regional representative is elected by the Governor to serve

permanently as the functional equivalent of the Federal cochairman
in the absence of the State's cochairman Governor, in carrying out
policy administration of the Commission on a continuing basis. He
chairs the meetings of the State representatives and he serves as
executive director of the Council of Appalachian Governors. The
State's regional representative and staff are fully supported by the
State's funds.
The State's regional representative position, by the way, was estab-

lished entirely by the action of the Governors in 1965, on the basis of
their use of this office for interstate activity prior to the creation of the
Commission. I would like to point out that this office has never been
recognized in the Appalachian Act and that it would be most appro-
priate if such recognition could now be provided. The office has worked
_most successfully as an essential component of the Commission.
The executive director serves as the general manager of the Corn-

mission program under direction by the Commission and, on a day-to-
day basis, by the Federal cochairman and the State regional representa-
tive. The executive director and Commission staff are supported by
,50-50 sharing of State and Federal funds.
The executive committee, consistina

b 
of the Federal cochairman and

the State's regional representative, voting, and the executive director,
nonvoting, is responsible to the Commission for overall policy in the
continuing management of the program at the State-Federal or re-
gional level.
Commission decisions are determined by a vote including that of

the Federal cochairman, 50 percent, and a majority of the States, 50
percent. Understandably, the Federal cochairman vote has sometimes
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been referred to as a veto. Not only has this vote never been used as
a veto, but if it is to be considered as a veto, it is one of three. The
controlling factors in Commission decisions are as follows:
The Federal cochairman's vote has 50-percent strength in the Com-

mission vote;
A majority of the State's vote taken in the Commission has 50-

percent strength;
Only the Governor may initiate a proposal to the Comin*on and

the Governor must approve any Commission action to have effect
within his State.
Therefore, setting aside the negative consideration of the terinveto,.

the positive situation is that Commission decisions require a negotiated.
agreement of the Federal cochairman, a majority of the States, and 
the Governor of any State thereby affected. The success of the Com-
mission's program has been obtained through this decision process.
In addition to these decision factors, the Commission does not

directly implement programs which can be implemented by existing
agencies, but provides supplemental authority, funds, and technical
assistance to such agencies—State, Federal, or local—for programs
which they implement.
Therefore, in addition to the internal Commission decision factors

indicated above, each Commission decision must take into considera-
tion the policies of existing operating agencies.
Through the commingling, however, of funds and authority of the

Commission with the funds and policies of the operating agencies, a
great deal of flexibility is obtained. In effect, this Commission proce-
dural requirement has brought about one of the most important bene-
fits of the Appalachian program approach in that the Commission has
become a broker in coordinating and combining elements of various
individual fundamental programs to meet problems of broader scope
or unique situation.
A relationship to local government and institutions has been effec-

tively provided for in the program partnership.
As recommended by the Governors, the Appalachian Act provided

the original authorization for establishment of development districts,
as a device to provide the same bridge for coordination between local
and State authority, plans, and actions, as the Appalachian Commis-
sion provides in the State-Federal partnership.
While these local multicommunity organizations are still evolving in

capability, they have already become effective in changing from the
impossible to the possible, many needed local actions. Their areas—and
their local area development plans—serve, in fact, as the basic building
blocks of the regions and of State and regional development program.
The Appalachian Act provides authority and funds for basically

three kinds of programs:
Administration, planning, and research for the Commission, States,

and development districts;
Special programs of high priority in the region not fundable under

other existing Federal authorization—the special highway system, ac-
celerated vocational education programs, demonstration of comprehen-
sive area health service programs, et cetera;
Supplemental grants to extend the percentage of aid now available

under any regular Federal program, for priority purposes where the
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local capability for funding is probably inadequate to match normal
Federal grants.
This approach is not competitive with the revenue sharing idea. In

the absence of revenue sharing, the flexible funding to States through
regional programs provides a consistent substitute. If revenue sharing
is enacted, the regional programs provide a completely compatible and
very essential vehicle for State-Federal cooperation in program devel-
opment.
The strategy of the Appalachian program, devised jointly by the

Federal, State and local participants, has been simply to evaluate in-
vestments and action to choose those most likely to develop needed
growth or change in concern for identified priority problems or oppor-
tunities of a specific region.
In Appalachia, this strategy has centered largely on actions concen-

trated on building a rural and urban service environment to allow
achievement of twin objectives:
(1) Providing services to help people develop themselves for

opportunity wherever it exists; and
(2) Providing facilities and services to develop opportunity within

each significantly sized area.
Interstate cooperation. This brings me to a major point. We will

hear the question: Why do we need combinations of States? Why can-
not each of the States individually do these things on its o wli ?

Obviously, there are many things which the States can do on their
o wii, providing they are given the financial resources necessary to do
the job. But individual States also need more effective means for
working with adjoining States in developing solutions to problems
which ignore State boundaries.
For example, New York State under the Appalachian program has

built a network of 16 vocational and technical schools in its southern
tier. Rather than for Pennsylvania to duplicate such facilities, New
York and Pennsylvania have agreed that students from Pennsylvania
may attend the Appalachian-assisted schools in New York.
Cumberland, Md., is developing as an important new health center.

Interstate cooperation between West Virginia, Pennsylvania, and
Maryland is being worked out for an effective health plan to be
developed for that multi-State area served by Cumberland.
The collapse, several years ago, of the Silver Bridge between Point

Pleasant, W. Va., and Gallipolis, Ohio, required the very active role
which the Commission played in bringing together the two States and
the Federal agencies in expediting the construction of a new bridge
across the Ohio River so that commuters could once again get back
and forth to their jobs. The bridge was built in half the time normally
required.
In the Huntington area of West Virginia, many facilities serve parts

of three States: Ohio, Kentucky, and West Virginia. We are now par-
ticularly concerned with the problem of air service because of the
tragic crash which occurred at the Tri-State Airport some months
back. The Commission is playing a vitally important role in working
with the States and the localities on finding solutions to the air service
problems in that area.
Parts of eastern Kentucky depend upon facilities as far away as

Knoxville, Tenn., to provide many of their necessary services. Just
a few months ago, the Health Planning Council in southeastern Ken-



77

tucky approved Appalachian financial assistance to Children's Hos-
pital in Knoxville, Tenn., so that children in eastern Kentucky could
benefit.
One development district embraces counties in Virginia and Ten-

nessee. The Tennessee counties have contributed to the cost of develop-
ing an industrial park assisted with Appalachian funds across the
State line in Virginia, recognizing that people travel back and forth
to work with little regard for the State boundary.
Major issues develop when highways cross State boundaries. One

of the most difficult to solve has been the junction of the boundaries
of 

Virginia, 
Kentucky, and Tennessee in the Cumberland Gap area.

An Appalachian development highway must be constructed and
the Commission is working- with the States in attempting to find a
solution which will minimize any environmental defacement of that
uniquely historical opening in the mountains.
One of the Appalachian health demonstration areas embraces parts

of Georgia and Tennessee. An Appalachian-funded local health coun-
cil has been established to plan health services in that bi-State area,
and the health council in Alabama is now joining in to make it a tri-
State health area.
Just the week before last, North Carolina and South Carolina re-

quested the Commission to provide some assistance in developing rec-
ommendations for cost sharing on a reservoir that would be located
in North Carolina, but which will primarily benefit South Carolina.
By Executive order, the vocational schools' in Kentucky are open to

Appalachian students across the State line in West Virginia and Vir-
ginia, and a similar Executive order in North Carolina opens similar
schools to Appalachian students from other States.
I could go on and on, Mr. Chairman, and recite how the States have

been able to , help each other through this unusual mechanism, but
these examples will Suffice for now.
All of this, points up the need, Mr. Chairman, for continuing the

Appalachian experience—both for its action and its benefit as an ex-
ample for the Nation.
The Governors enthusiastically support, revenue sharing and mod-

ernization of Federal grants. However, fiscal reform by itself will not
do the whole job. We need practical organizational arrangements to
allow the States to work directly with the Federal Government and
with each other to carry out carefully considered strength for na-
tional and regional growth.
The Appalachian experiment has worked as a venture ii partnership

administration. Our States sit at the Commission table each month
and debate, with the President's representative, the best policy or ap-
proach for a given problem in Appalachia. Through our State's of-
fice, we are able to regularize our interstate cooperation and our multi-
State or regional policy arrangements.
We have developed an atmosphere of intergovernmental coopera-

tion which you will find nowhere else in the United States. Through
it, we have in action the most successful program to meet the needs of
people.
This is the precious part of the Appala,chian experience which we.

seriously want to sustain. It would be tragic if we allowed this struc-
tural improvement in the Federal system to die.
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We ask you to extend the authority for this program. We join
you in extending the commitment to make it work.

Let's start off by making the observation in that regard, Mr. Chair-
man, that there has been 34 Governors that have, at one time or an-
other, represented the 13 States making up the Appalachian Regional
Commission area.
These Governors have been the broad spectrum of liberal to con-

servative. These Governors have touched basically both of our great
political institutions, Democrat or Republican, and there has not
been in one instance a single Governor, regardless of where he fits into
the context of that description, that has not given his overwhelming
support to and become a strong advocate of the concept which the
Congress put together with the aid of this committee back in 1963.
That in itself is rather unique among the men of public life be-

cause there is always the opportunity to disagree with some facet or
some small segment of a program, however meritorious it is.
I would reemphasize that in the life of this program, 34 Governors,

not a one has subtracted his wholehearted endorsement of the Appa-
lachian Regional Commission program.
I appear before you today in behalf of all the Governors of the Ap-

palachian States and sincerely urge a 4-year extension of this pro-
gram, which all of you are well aware, expires on June 30, 1971.
The Governors of the Appalachian States met on February 5 in the

State of West Virginia to discuss the future of the ARC program
and they adopted the following statement, which I would like to read
and submit for the record.

Essentally, the statement, verbatim is this : that in his budget recom-
mendations for fiscal 1972, the President had proposed a consolidation
of a number of programs including those authorized under the Ap-
palachian Regional Development Act, to form the basis for Federal
sharing of revenues with the States to support rural development rev-
enue sharing.
As Governors, we went on record to say we support the basic con-

cept of revenue sharing and we believe the Appalachian program has
been one of the finest demonstrations of how States and communities
can make more effective use of shared Federal revenues through bloc
grants.
In addition, we believe the Federal-State-local partnership structure

allows a decision sharing mechanism which provides benefits in the
management of programs in a way not provided by revenue sharing
alone.
Based on this State-Federal experience, we have been pleased to

work with the administration in developing some of the recommenda-
tions submitted to the Congress.
We unanimously, and these are 13 Governors, concur that the

Appalachian Act, in order to complete the task for which this State-
Federal partnership was conceived; we believe that many of these
tasks can be finished within 4 years and therefore unanimously rec-
ommend to the President and the Congress a 4-year extention of the
act be approved.
Mr. Chairman, that statement was agreed to by the 13 Governors

immediately previous to learning that the administration had recom-
mended a single 1-year extension of the act.
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There has been a reaffirmation, unanimously, that we feel a 4-year
extension of the act is necessary for it to complete its work. We have
recommended a 4-year extension because of the fact that the job that
the Commission set out to accomplish, the job that the Congress set
out to accomplish in Appalachia, is not yet finished, because we know
the program is continuing to demonstrate an approach to problem
solving which is greatly needed and can be most beneficially applied
throughout the Nation.
We took a great deal of pride in what the Congress did. We thought

it was perhaps really the best example of how, if there was a real
interest in the Federal structure, to brill°. revenues, Federal revenues,
out into the country, that the Appalachian regional concept could
very well be the mechanism used on a nationwide basis because it had
been proven to be so successful.
The creation of the program in 1965 represented a great commit-

ment to the people of the area. The commitment had brought unprece-
dented action. The people of the area themselves have responded.
For example, my State of West Virginia in 1968 committed them-

selves to a bonded indebtedness of $350 million with the express pur-
pose of finishing the Appalchian program as it was originally
conceived.
Problems which have been generations in the making are now really

beginning to be solved, but we can't stop midway in the job.
If we do this, Mr. Chairman, we are going to have bridges you

cannot get to, roads that are not usable, let alone some of the fine social
structures in terms of health needs, and so on, that have been con-
structed with the aid of Appalachian Regional Commission funds in
Appalachia and they are not going to be readily usable from the
standpoint of their accessibility.
We made a good start and there are signs of progress and these signs

are heartening and they are increasingly evident.
This has been, in my judgment, one of the most effective programs.

Public dollars are being concentrated on the priority problems in the
Appalachian program. Today, I strongly recommend to the committee
that it give us, the Governors of the Appalachian region, the authority
to finish the task in Appalachia.
Mr. Chairman, nobody ever envisioned that this program was going

to go on for 25 or 30 years. We felt that in terms of years, the frame-
wok actually contemplated, that we may finish the job in a 10-year
period of time.
The first dollars moved into the ARC program, as you are aware, on

April 15, 1965, and when you match those dollars with the perform-
ance, I believe that the States have made, it is and has brought about
a dramatic reversal of some of the very, very severe problem areas that
have existed in Appalachia.
The most recent action of the Senate in approaching the Appalachian

extension legislation is most encouraging to all of us.
As a former Member of this House, I look forward, hopefully, to

your consideration and completion of the congressional authorization
for the continuation of the program.
As one of the Appalachian Governors, I can pledge to you the action

for development to justify the confidence of the Congress, and as a
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matter of fact, having sat on that side of the desk for so many years, I
can say to you that the States have a greater capacity to move within
the framework of the Appalachian program than we now have, in the
corresponding authority of the Federal Government to move. We are
just sort of chomping at the bit.
We are geared ourselves, and, as you well know, States take a little

longer in their authorizing and appropriating processes to discover the
funds that are necessary.
We are now ready for a maximum participation in this program and

with the dramatic effort that has been made in many of the specific
program areas of the Appalachian program I think there will be a
marked difference and a marked improvement upon that record if we
can have the life of this program as we originally felt that it was to
have been and that it is generally a 10-year program.
At the outset, it was, I think, fair to say the initiative of the Gov-

ernors in direct response to the needs and leadership activities of local
people coming to the Congress that brought this program into being.
The program was proposed to the President and the Congress by the

Council of Appalachian Governors
' 
which had begun to take action to

the limit that we could do so within the framework of the Federal laws
as they then existed.
In addition to the initiative of the Governors in coming up with a

suggested approach to this regard in making the Federal system work
in terms of immediate response to the problems in being, the com-
mitment was strongly pressed. Now, this program has, in my judg-
ment, permitted us the opportunity as Governors to suggest priorities,
to take into consideration with the advice and consent of our congres-
sional delegations, the priorities as they exist in our respective States,
and to work in a suggested period of harmony in trying to move to the
area involved with the greatest dispatch and with a limited amount
of the Federal bureaucracy involved.
Now, these Federal dollars are viewed as an injection into the eco-

nomics of the areas that are involved. There has been a period of
cooperation among States. For example, the program has permitted
the State of New York to construct a number of vocational-technical
schools. These schools are available to the children of the State of
Pennsylvania and there is not any duplication of effort; and these
dollars are so hard to come by that if you were to construct a corre-
sponding system of vocational-technical schools of like nature in
Pennsylvania as it fronts the borders of New York in the eligible
areas, we would be literally wasting Federal dollars or the dollars
that would be needed here to bring an effective program into being.
We have cooperated in terms of the needs as they exist concerning

problems existing which are multi-State in nature. As a matter of fact,
we in West Virginia find ourselves discussing a mutual problem with
the States of Kentucky and Ohio.
I can think of one right off the bat. We had a situation in Con-

gressman Kee's district in which there is a very severe problem re-
quiring additional hospital facilities.
The hospital itself is actually located in the State of Kentucky, but

the biggest users of the hospital are in the State of West Virginia.
The Appalachian Regional Commission's approach has given us

the opportunity to sit as Governors and to mutually use a combination
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of Kentucky Hill-Burton funds
' 
West Virginia Hill-Burton funds,

and Kentucky ARC funds, and West Virginia ARC funds to bring
about the answers to the problems as they have existed.
Now, I could go at some considerable length in terms of either speak-

ing as the chairman of the Appalachian Governors or as the Governor
of the only State in which all of its counties are participants and in
the Appalachian program but, more importantly, as a former Member
of this House of Representatives.
But just simply—I don't know of any program from either side of

the desk that I have ever come into contact with that has more di-
rectly related to the problems that exist in the area that we wanted
to help that has done so much in such a brief period of time.
We have, as the State of West Virginia, a broad participation in

this program in terms of the highway section.
We have 423 miles of highways. My highway commissioner will be

here to testify and to submit to you the figures concerning the progress
that we have made in this regard. We have moved dramatically to
open up West Virginia as it relates to Appalachia, to let it breathe
economically. We can begin to see some light at the end of the tunnel
in terms of our economics.
As a matter of fact, an interesting note in that regard, while the

national unemployment rate has been escalating we, for the first time
in the history of our State, have experienced a low rate of unemploy-
ment as it relates to the national problem as a whole.
We believe this directly relates to the Appalachian Regional Com-

mission.
You may say, well, how can you inject that as a dramatic answer

to the need for the Appalachian Commission. Frankly, when we have
an industrial prospect in Appalachia through the mechanism of
ARC, we can use access road funds to get the land area that has been
heretofore unusable and create an industrial site that creates jobs,
that attacks the problem of unemployment and, very frankly, permits,
by reason of the creation of the additional job opportunities, an in-
jection of additional revenue into the State of West Virginia to an-
swer part of its problems in terms of education or the broad spectrum
of all the problems that government on the State basis is confronted
with.
There has been some suggestion that the program here is one of

favoritism. I can remember a great debate I had—not a great debate,
because I do not think I ever participated with the gentleman from
Iowa, and I know Congressman Schwengel will forgive this observa-
tion—but the great tactician, H. R. Gross.
H. R., when we brought the Appalachian program to the floor,

wanted to know if it was another one of the boondoggles, and if it
related to certain specified areas 
Mr. JONES. If you have heard it one time, I have heard it a thou-

sand times.
Governor MoortE (continuing). Of favoritism, and, you know, you

never really took H. R. on the floor because you could never win.
What you would do? You would get him off in a corner and sort

of try to work on him in the quiet of the House Chamber.
I walked over to H. R. and said:



82

H. R., this is not any different than the subsidy program we have been putting
into agriculture for the last 35 years.

I said:
I am getting a little bit tired of the corn you throw in the way of the Appa-

lachian urogram on this floor.

I told him it might be some relation to the subsidization that has
occurred out there, but I simply say what the Congress set out to do
I believe perhaps it is fair that it had in its mind that there would be
some extra effort made in this area.
I would hope that it would not take the full characterization of

being, let us say, legislative favoritism in this regard.
But more importantly perhaps I guess, for those that think in terms

of their area and their geography, it would probably fall prey to that.
I think that you then have to ask yourselves another question: Is

it returnable in terms of growth in the area?
Is it answering some of the problems that exist there?
Is it meeting the educational deficiencies and economic deficiencies

that have existed in this area of the country?
It scores high points on every one of these, if not 100 percent.
If the Congress set out to do this, I think the Congress should take

full credit for the fact that they have accomplished it, but to stop it
at this time, Mr. Chairman, regardless of what is suggested as being
an answer to the problem in some other regards, the Appalachian
Governors have gone on record as saying that, first and foremost in
their minds is the extension of the Appalachian Regional Commis-
sion Act for a period of 4 years so we might complete within the time
frame the job the Congress set out to do, because we, in the States,
are prepared to do it and we are geared up, and let other things fall
as they may.
The overwhelming and unanimous suggestion of the Appalachian

Governors is that first and foremost in their minds is the extension
of this program and that we take that position regardless of what
others suggested or what other legislative creature is advanced for
trying to do the same thing.
There have been some amendments that have been made to the

program on the Senate side which we are very interested in.
We recognize the validity of some of them. We wonder whether or

not the Congress at this juncture wants to make any deviation in the
program. We don't make any advocacy in that regard.
We think what we should do is finish the program within the frame-

work that you have envisioned it, and we desire, of course, to draw
to your attention that one of the most severe dollar requirements in
this program is the completion of the highway program.
We need in these 13 States $900 million to complete this highway

construction program. We are prepared and ready to move in that
regard.
The only thing that has restricted the rapid construction at all is

the fact that there has not been a sufficient amount of Federal dollars
available in consideration of the percentage participation that ARC
would undertake.
In that regard, there is one other think I think should be said:

We live in a time of constant spiraling of costs. We have run into a
tremendous amount of additional cost in the highway program as it is
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incorporated in the ARC program simply from the inflationary spiral
that has occurred.
More importantly, some of the very facets of the Federal Highway

Act and the safety requirements that you built into that act and some
other aspects of the Federal Highway Act have severely added to the
cost per mile of construction, so that we could conform to what you
desired in terms of the type and quality of highway that was to be
constructed.
If we had not been permitted to move as aggressively as we have

in this regard, what is now a $900 million bill an terms of completion
of that highway program, in my judgment, could be several times that
amount, which adds emphasis to the need for an extension so that we
might be permitted to continue the work we have begun.
Mr. Chairman, I would like to conclude as rapidly as I can. I do

not think that you want to sit here and have me give a complete
verbatim reading of the rest of my statement.
Mr. JONES. Without objection, it will be printed in the record as

though you read it immediately preceding the statements you have
made.
Governor MOORE. I will make myself available to you and mem-

bers of the committee for any questions.
Mr. JONES. Do you, on behalf of the Commission make any sug-

gestion as to the formula of apportionment of the 
Commission,

funds ?
Governor MOORE. Our situation is such that we feel that what you

have before you is a rather austere budget in consideration of this
expansionist mood that we are in. You have a $288 million budget
request that has come to the Congress within the President's request
for the continued funding for a year of ARC.

Actually, our request we felt to be a bare minimum. I am not advo-
cating more money because this has some appropriateness here

' 
but

the fact of the matter is that we felt that $318 million was what was
needed.
Mr. JONES. That will be the second part of my question.
The first part is: Do you suggest any change in the formula that

we have had since 1965 in apportioning of the money and its use to
the States?
Governor MOORE. Yes; I do.
If we are going to at all get caught up in terms of our highway

obligation to you, we have got to have some additional funds to do it,
and we can only do it by a breakout of that percent.
Mr. JONES. But you still do not want to change the formula for

the use of the money within the respective States?
Governor MOORE. That is correct.
Mr. JONES. So what you are saying is that under the existing formula

as we have under the present law, the greatest cure will be more money.
Governor MOORE. I hate to give an oversimplified answer to the

question, but that is correct, sir.
Mr. JONES. Now, on the other programs, the figures that were

arrived at under the 1965 act and the amendments, do you think that
the other program categories, under 202, 207, 214, should be increased
to the proportionate cost of living?
Governor Moo. Well, Mr. Cliairman, if we are going to do the job

that you asked us to do, and you have the opportunity to test us,
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we are going to submit for you a complete program-by-program recital

in the various sections of this act to snow you how we have used your

money in our respective States.
We are going to show you we have followed to the letter the con-

gressional mandate.
The only reason that any efforts have been subtracted is the fact

there has not been a sufficient amount of money to carry it out.
Each year we move in—for example, the last time the Congress

moved into the area of extending the life of the Commission and its
responsibilities—you added several different categories and directed
us to go into it, which we did.
At that time additional money was not put into it so we just in-

serted that into the equation and made a redistribution, but we carried
out the congressional mandate and this was particularly in the field
of education and childhood education.
The answer to that question is, while I think the record is com-

mendable for every State that is a participant, our efforts have been
somewhat diluted simply because we are working with the same dollars
we were working with in 1968.
We have been asked to do several additional things by the Congress,

which we have done, but we have accomplished this within the frame-
work of the same dollar amount that we were dealing with at that
time.
Mr. JONES. Now, in the field of health efforts, you have probably

made a distinguished accomplishment. Do you not think that the
funds available under those provisions should be increased ?
Governor MOORE. They are going to have to be increased, Mr. Chair-

man, if we are going to carry out the mandate of the Congress.
Now, we can carry on. I want to be careful here what I say in

response.
We can carry on a $100 million program and will carry on a $100

million program; but to do the job, particularly as it relates to the
health provisions of this act, attention has to be given to some addi-
tional dollar funds.
Mr. JONES. Now, you spoke earlier about bureaucracy.
Since the implementation of the act, we have never to my knowl-

edge or information received any complaint about there being bu-
reaucracy in the administration of the Appalachian Act, either from
the States' cochairman or the Federal cochairman.
Have you experienced any difficulties in dealing with the adminis-

tration in your efforts on behalf of these States ?
Governor MOORE. None whatsoever, Mr. Chairman. If the Congress

is interested in bringing about a dramatic result, whether it is in this
region or in the Nation as a whole, the mechanism that the Congress
conceived in terms of the Appalachian Regional Commission in my
judgment is the most direct means and route to accomplish this.
Mr. JONES. And you are now satisfied with the mechanism in the

scheme of administration of this program?
Governor MOORE. Mr. Chairman, you could not ask for any better

relations.
Mr. JONES. And you are not suggesting any change?
Governor MOORE. None, in terms of actuality. I am providing a

suggestion, a suggestion in my prepared statement recommending
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recognition of our existing States' office in the commission. But this is
not a change.
May I say to you, Mr. Chairman, I had the chance or the opportunity

to listen at our National Governors' Conference here in Washington
to the Secretary of HTTD.
He indicated when he moved into the office, he found, for example,

to get an urban renewal project approved, it was 36 months in the
making and about 48 inches high of paperwork and that they had
worked at the job of trying to reduce this in size so they could get the
results out into the country.
He was not, in that presentation, as proud of his efforts because he

said it still took 18 months to get it approved. But the uniqueness of the
ARC program is the immediate impact that you can bring about and
the direct result of the infusion of Federal-State dollars to attack the
problem area in a minimum amount of time.
I do not have to work up, for example, in this program, through

subregions and regions and all sorts of the bureaucratic mechanism
before I get somebody that can say yes to me.
I have a man seated there. He is the representative of the President

of the United States. If he goes up, fine. If he suggests for a moment
by his veto that it is not a meritorious program, we sit down and try
to rework it so that it fits within the guidelines of the subject matter
as it would relate to any Federal program.
Within the shortest practical period of time we can move to meet

any one of these problem areas within the mechanism of ARC as it
exists today.
I would caution against any dramatic change in that, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. JONES. You will recall that the inspiration of the addition of

the housing section to the Appalachian Act-
Governor MOORE. Mr. Chairman, may I be permitted to interrupt

you and present to the committee the distinguished Governor of South
Carolina, who has been such a strong advocate of and a supporter of
our ARC program?
Mr. JONES. Nice to see you, Mr. Governor.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN C. WEST, GOVERNOR OF THE STATE OP
SOUTH CAROLINA

Governor WEST. I am delighted to be here in the company of our dis-
tinguished chairman of the Appalachian Governors, who so eloquently
states the views of all of us, sir.
Mr. JONES. He has been saying good things about what you said about

Appalachia.
We are all very pleased.
Governor WEST. It seems to me it is a nonparty consensus, Mr. Chair-

man.
Mr. JONES. It has been since its inception, but now,under those hous-

ing programs we have got the withholding of funds.
I believe it was a Mr. Stanley from West Virginia who came and

testified on section 235, how so those funds are now presently being
withheld.
Are there any other funds that are being withheld under the cate-

gories of eligibility under the 'act?
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Governor MOORE. I do not think so, Mr. Chairman. We have had a
somewhat tortuous course on some aspects of the housing fund but
if you would ask me to point specifically to another area in which
there has been any holdback on participation in any of those funds,
I would have to say I am not aware of it at this time, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. JONES. Yesterday, Governor, Mr. Clausen brought up a mat-

ter that gave us great concern, and particularly those of us who visited
Kentucky and West Virginia and even in my own home county,
Jackson County, Ala., the deterioration of the environment. It looked
like we were building rural slums.
As you know, we have an accumulation of old automobiles those

things that detract and make an ugly scene. I am going to yield to Mr.
Clausen to bring up some of the questions that he raised on yesterday.
Mr. CLAUSEN. First, I want to take, if I might, a moment, Mr. Chair-

man, to welcome our former colleague and now the Governor of West
Virginia, Arch Moore, before this committee.
It is very understandable why they selected you to come and make

the presentation because I think you will agree with me, Mr. Chairman,
he is the most effective witness we have had so far in presenting his
case in support of the Appalachian extension.
The thing that has concerned many of us is what can we do, not

only in your own area, that we are dealing with now, but with the
Appalachian regional program extension as a vehicle to make govern-
ment more responsive to the problems in the programs that are imple-
mented to help people.
In this regard, one of the serious problem areas is what do you do

with these automobiles that are discarded. There does not seem to be
any effective program, at least that we know of, that actually gets
to the heart of this thing, to keep them from adding to the slum
conditions in some of these areas.
As a matter of fact, there is a tendency for them to become junkyards

throughout the countryside.
It would be very helpful if you had some thoughts or ideas on

how we might crank this into a recycling program or some way that
the Governors could coordinate an effort to make this an example
of how to clean up the junk automobiles and, in fact, expand it so some
sort of a slum clearance program.

Governor lVfoora. Congressman, I don't know whether there is any
such thing as mental telepathy, but you could not have found a Gover-
nor you could ask that question of more appropriately than the one
who is now testifying.
I agree with you completely. If you look at the beautiful landscape

and that which is the geography of Appalachia, it has been abused by
the people themselves.
In the very area you speak of, of course—this is not to say it has

been abused any more than we as individuals abuse it.
Generally, I am not willing to say, but it has been abused and the

very question that you asked, it all gets down to the question, Congress-
man, of money.
In October 197'0, in order to meet this problem in the State of West

Virginia, I had my department of public safety, which are essentially
my State troopers in the State of West Virginia, to make a county-by.
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county survey of junked motor vehicles or junkers that -were jacked up
either on private property or on highway rights-of-way.

It was amazing the numbers that I got back. It really staggers your
imagination to think that this number of vehicles were out of commis-
sion and were deposited along the highways of our State.
The numbers presently are in excess of 12,000. Now, I am not talking

•about being in junkyards, per se. I am talking about an individual
car.
Mr. CLAUSEN. Out on the landscape.
Governor MOORE. That is right.
I was confronted with the problem of money, as we always are in

terms of government, in trying to figure out how to do it, and I used
this approach:
I have a number of National Guard units in my State that are con-

struction-type units and construction-oriented. They have heavy
equipment. They have a tremendous amount of skill that is used to fit
the requirements of whatever the individual guardsman's responsi-
bilities are.
I started a program of systematically removing these junked

vehicles.
I have removed 5,100 of them, but it is an even greater problem once

I get them concentrated in an area to get them recycled or out into
the process.
Now, we have put together a program which we are asking Appa-

lachia to look at. We have made an effort. I use my National Guard on
Saturdays and Sundays in their work requirement at times to take
these vehicles off our highways.
I ran into a number of unique problems. First of all, the States have

some statutory restrictions on how you dispose of a car, the ownership
of which is really not known.
I conceived the idea, calling upon my relationship with the chair-

man of this committee, that there should be a legal waiver.
When you find an abandoned car near a man's house, you go up to

the guy and knock on his door. He doesn't know about the car. We
have him sign a waiver since it's on his property and 2 days later,
we Dick it up.
If he will not give you a waiver, we simply serve a notice on him by

our law enforcement people that we will be back in a statutory period
of time, which happens to be a period of 30 days and pick it up.
This is to protect, of course, the law enforcement people from vari-

ous actions against them.
By the waiver route, we have obtained on the vehicles we have looked

at, waivers on 8,000 of them and we have picked up 5,100.
I have been doing it with nickels and dimes, and it is going to take

me an awful long time to rid the scenery of all of them—the very point
you make.
But if I can move in this problem in a way that we are asking ARC

to look. We are not too sure we have the authority within the frame-
work of the statute unless you gentlemen should mention in your hear-
ings report, for example, an approval to give us any financial help.
Let me say, I do not want financial help in retrieving the cars, as that
does not bother me. I do not want financial help in locating the car. 1
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will use the instruments of State government available to me, but I
need your help in reducing that car to the smallest size possible so
I can get the greatest number of them transported into the recycling
process.
I have even gotten to the point where a number of public-minded

citizens who are in business that have barge facilities will bring barges
into the State and let me deposit in that barge large numbers of these
vehicles after I get them compacted.
There are some small number of these crushing machines available

in the Nation that are what you might call portable machines that we
could accomplish this with.
Mr. Joins. They do have portable machines?
Governor MOORE. Yes; it is produced by a firm in Dallas, Tex.
It is a particular piece of equipment that can be attached to a tandem.

It is built on a tandem and can be transported.
Mr. JONES. Are they rentable?
Governor lVfoonE. No; they sell them to you and the cost is $43,000 per

unit, which is very small in terms of cost. If you were to construct a
mobile unit to reduce and crush and compact as much as possible, the
total cost we estimate to be about $163,000 for each portable unit that
you put together.
You need a portable crusher which is a produced item today. They

now have a type of vehicle which they call a "petty bug" which will
move in on top of the car and pick it up, transport it to the carrier that
is going to move it away.
That piece of equipment today is now refined. You know we used ta

burn out the engine of a junk car. We find some conflict today, because
of the environmental question and the corresponding pollution that is
caused there that is frowned on.
Now, within the framework of this type of unit that I am talking

about, there is a -niece of equipment made in this country that can move
in, move under that engine pull it out of that junked car. You do not
have any of the problems Of burning the unusable portions at all.
It is now refined to the point in terms of the problem of getting the

usable parts out of the car as opposed to the junked portions of the car.
You can strip these things so very fast and we have moved to do it

We would like to undertake a pilot program so that I can finish it.
It has been suggested that I can take every junked car in the State of

West Virginia and every car in a junk lot—and there are a lot of those,
more than 2,500 in one junk lot—which is over and above the 12,000 I
talked about that have just been thrown out on the mountain sides, you
know.
Within a period of 1 year, I could do it.
Mr. Joins. Do the steel companies take any interest in reclaiming

these automobiles?
Governor MOORE. Mr. Chairman, they will give you some aid. They

will not give you any value in terms of dollars. They will let you use
their facilities for deposit of the junk equipment.
There was the strangest thing, if I may share it with you; when

I announced the program I got a call from the junk dealers, and the
guy on the telephone was the president of the junk dealers in'West
Virginia and said, what are you trying to do put us out of business?
Mr. JONES. That is putting them into the business.
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Governor MOORE. I was just saying to them, well, we will just give
this to you if you can get it into the recycling process. We will deliver
it at no cost to you and essentially, it was additional dollars for them.
What I found out was that the junk dealers actually use property

as storage property until they need that particular car and it will sit
out there and mar that landscape until the individual that is in that
business feels it is time to go out and get Don Clausen.'s old De Soto
and he will go out and get it.
He uses the landscape as a parking place.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. JONES. Yes.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. Since you mentioned Iowa first of all I was not a

member of the Iowa delegation that fought Appalachia. At the time
we were initiating the program, I was the ranking member of the sub-
committee and working with the chairman and we wrote this whole
Appalachian bill and to fit the needs and, based upon testimony from
people like you, Governors and people who have had some experience.
I am glad to have this story of success presented so eloquently by

my former colleague.
Governor MOORE. Fred, I remember well, because you were the rank-

ing member of that committee at that time and essentially in my state-
ment if you have the opportunity to read it, you will see that I have
indicated that this is the birthchild of the Congress working in that
regard.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. And working with the members of the majority,

we worked out a very fine arrangement.
I think there were 23 amendments, something like that, worked out

in the committee. Mr. Kee was on the subcommittee and this made it
possible to work more expeditiously; and we set up a proper adminis-
trative arrangement and it thrills me to know that a former colleague
of mine becomes chairman of the commission we created in one of those
amendments to give you the authority to do what you have been
doing. 

iIt s a thrill to sit here and listen to something you have created
successfully and also you remember we saved the taxpayers in the
process over $125 million and since that time I am told that we have
saved even more than that.

Governor MOORE. I think, Congressman, you have a right as an in-
dividual member of the committee and as a Member of Congress to be
proud of this program.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. I commented yesterday about the education through

the vocational-educational program you started there and pointed out
this is an investment.
We hear talk about the cost of the program and pretty largely this

program, and I stated yesterday and state again today that this type
of thing is an investment in America.

Governor MOORE. It is, sir; and this is particularly true of my
State, because the total answer to the problem that exists in my State
is education; and it is a long process, the net result of which would
take years without this program which we have been able to accelerate
considerably.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. I have another committee to go to and I thank the

gentleman for yielding.
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Mr. KEE. Mr. Chairman?
Mr. JONES. Mr. Kee, the gentleman from West Virginia.
Mr. KEE. I want to take this opportunity to make the observation

that Governor Moore and I are somewhere in my district in West
Virginia every weekend. I hear that Governor Moore has really
taken the leadership.
Let me tell you that Governor Moore is on the radio constantly, all of

our radio stations in all of southern West Virginia which played a
tape that he has made and that tape is to the effect, that if you have an
abandoned car, or if you know where there is an abandoned car, or if
you have a car and cannot use it, he has mobilized every possible re-
source and all you do is telephene.
The message is, "Won't you join me in cleaning up West Virginia?"
Arch, I have heard so many people tell me, well, now I know what

to do with this junk, or somebody who has left a car on my place and
now I know where to call.
I have also seen quite a few of those sore spots, you know, that you

are gradually eliminating and I would like for the other Governors
and all the other States to listen to your tape and to mobilize their
State facilities like you have and get them away and preserve our
beauty.
Governor MOORE. Actually, Congressman, in that regard, as you,

know that 2,500 junked cars lot is in your district.
Mr. JONES. Mr Clausen?
Mr. CLAUSEN.. Governor, I am wondering if you have actually incor-

porated what I think is one of the most innovative action programs
that we have heard before the committee or any other committee in this
whole problem of junk cleanup.
Have you incorporated this into a brochure or do you have something

that could be cranked into the record here because I think it would be
a very valuable addition to the record if we could have what you have
initiated in the program.
You started a pilot project. Second, what do you mean by authority

and you do not necessarily have to respond now, but if you could add
to your testimony what additional authority is needed, if we need to
crank it into the legislative package here to facilitate what you are
attempting to develop in the way of a positive action program, That
I think is one of the major problems facing the Congress and the other
political subdivisions of the country.
Do you have this reduced to writing?
Governor MOORE. I can submit it and will be happy, with leave of the.

chairman, to advance it to you.
I have used what dollars are involved in terms of moving in a public

service way that is, the radio approach to this.
Mr. JONES. Would you be kind enough to supply a memorandum?
Governor MOORE. I would be happpy to.
Mr. JONES. Along that line, which I was going to ask you to do,.

Governor.
Governor MOORE. Be happy to do so.
(The following was received:)
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SUPPLEMENTAL REMARKS OF THE HONORABLE ARCH A. MOORE, JR., GOITXRNOB
OF WEST VIRGINIA

DEALING WITH PROBLEMS OF JUNK CARS AND WASTE RECLAMATION

The problem of scenic and aesthetic debasement due to the presence of junk
and abandoned vehicles is not one unique to West Virginia, indeed this problem is
a national tragedy. Much has been said about the problem of junk and abandoned
vehicles lining our highways and byways and cluttering our environment, how-
ever, despite the verbage that has been rendered little action has been taken to
alleviate this problem. Since the invention of the automobile, the nation has
chosen to regard this problem as a sign of the times and has avoided dealing with
the problem directly. As a result 60 or more years of automobile discards clutter
our landscape.
The time has come when the states and the nation must take strong affirmative

action to eradicate this cancerous sore which our society has perpetuated upon
its environment. I have taken such an affirmative action in West Virginia and I
would like to share with you my experiences to date in attempting to establish
an orderly program to deal with the removal and disposal of junk and abandoned
vehicles from West Virginia's landscape.
While my interest in removing these eyesores from West Virginia's land-

scape goes back many years, even prior to my service in the United States
Congress, it was not until my assuming the governorship of the State in 1969
that I was able to initiate action in this regard. Immediately after assuming
the governorship in 1969, I had legislation drafted which would empower the
State to enforce the removal of junk and abandoned vehicles from both road
right-of-ways and private property. In March of 1970, the West Virginia Legis-
lature enacted this legislation which makes it illegal for a private property
owner to have a vehicle immobile for more than 180 days on his property with-
out being subject to penalty. This was a beginning. However, the Legislature
did not appropriate funds for the enforcement and administration of this act.
Despite the unavailability of monies to administer this act, I felt that the State

could not delay another year its initiation of a program in this area. in
October of 1970, I mobilized the resources of existing State agencies into what
I believe to be a unique approach to the junk car removal problem. Utilizing
manpower from the West Virginia Department of Public Safety, the State
Department of Highways, and the West Virginia National Guard, a nine
county pilot junk car removal program was initiated. This nine county pilot
area was carefully chosen because it was nearest to the steel mills of central
Ohio. In operating this pilot program, the State Police were charged with the
responsiblity of traveling the counties and locating junk cars, upon locating
junk vehicles on private property, the State Trooper approached the landowner
with the alternatives of signing a waiver to permit the State to remove the
vehicle from his property or if he was not willing to sign the waiver he would
be issued with a citation which mandated that the property owner remove
the vehicle or vehicles within 180 days or be subject to fine. We found that
In most cases this effort received a positive public reaction in that most property
owners were willing to sign the waiver permitting the immediate removal of
the vehicles from their property, it was necessary to issue citations to only
a low percentage of the property owners contacted. This program of strict
enforcement also led to considerable activity in private sector of removing
and processing the junk vehicles.
Once a waiver had been obtained, the vehicle was marked by the State

Trooper and a copy of the waiver was forwarded to the National Guard and
the Department of Highways who then went on to the property, removed the
vehicle, and brought the vehicles to a central point for temporary storage. Due
to the fact that these temporary storage areas presented eyesores in and of
themselves, I issued guidelines to the participating agencies that no storage
area would be occupied with vehicles for more than a 30-day period.
Once the vehicles were collected at the central storage area, a private operator

was contacted to come in and dispose of the vehicles. The enlistment of the
participation of private enterprise in this undertaking was not easy as the
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current scrap metal market is at an all time low and it is difficult to economically

dispose of the junk cars.
By mid-December, due to wide public acceptance of this program, it was

necessary to expand it statewide. By March of this year, waivers had been

obtained on over 6,000 vehicles and many of these vehicles have by now been

brought to storage areas and disposed of. In addition to this effort, it is estimated

that between seven and eight thousand vehicles have been disposed of by the

private sector on their own initiative due to the State's enforcement and activity

in the area of junk car removal.
Thus, our efforts to date have indicated to me that a state through a strong

affirmative effort can make an impact on the junk car problem. However, our

successes to date have only indicated to me the need to do more and has given

me some insight into the resources necessary and the problems associated with

initiating a program to totally eradicate this environmental blight.

Now that I have briefed you on the mechanics and successes of our pilot

program I would like to share with you some of the insights I have gained

into the problems associated with developing a viable program for the total

removal of junk and abandoned vehicles from a state and later I will discuss

some of the solutions I see to these problems in terms of state and national

commitments. First, let me say that any program to collect and dispose of junk

vehicles must be accompanied by a strong public education program to develop

public acceptance and cooperation. In our case, one of the first hurdles we had to

overcome was the belief of our citizenry that they had a God-given right to

maintain a stock pile of junk automobiles to serve as a source of parts for the

vehicle they currently had in operating condition. This tradition has not been

an easy one to overcome but we are slowly doing it.
It is also necessary to undertake a strong program of enforcement to prevent

the accumulation of these vehicles on private property. But enforcement must

be viewed primarily as a tool for assisting us in the future as it does nothing

to deal with those cars which are presently accumulated. We are still faced with

the problem of removal and the disposal of those vehicles which are presently

cluttering our landscape.
I am firmly convinced that any viable program of junk car removal and dis-

posal will necessitate a heavy involvement of the public sector. Even if we were

to mandate through strong enforcement procedures that the vehicle owner

remove and dispose of his vehicle adequate facilities for the collection and dis-

posal of these vehicles are not presently available in the private sector and

presently the economics of the scrap metal business are not such as to encourage

the private sector to increase their capacity without some assistance.
Currently, the only method of totally disposing of these vehicles is through

a recycling process which necessitates the vehicle being delivered to a shredder

which is normally located in conjunction with an operating steel mill. This

shredder does exactly that to the vehicle, it shreds it into small pieces which

are then processed to separate the various metals and the non-metal portions of

the vehicles and recycle the metals. Due to the fact that only a few steel mills

utilize scrap metal in their process there are currently only two such disposal

points available to West Virginia. One of these being in Canton, Ohio and the

second in Cleveland, Ohio, both a considerable distance from most of West Vir-

ginia. In order for the shredder to process a junk vehicle, the engine and trans-

mission must have been removed from the vehicle and the vehicle compressed.

This must be accomplished prior to the vehicle's delivery to the shredder. To get

the vehicle to the shredder in this condition, the following process must be fol-

lowed. The vehicles must be collected from widely scattered locations and trans-

ported to a central point where an accumulation of vehicles will permit the

economics of scale necessary to permit the operation of processing equipment.

The minimum of equipment necessary to operate a processing facility is as fol-

lows: a basher which compresses vehicle with engine and transmission removed
into a six inch thick slab which can be readily transported and processed; two
special-built fork lifts for removing the engine and transmission from the vehicle

and placing the vehicles in the basher; a tandem tractor for transporting the
basher from one site to another; a bulldozer for pulling vehicles from remote
areas to a position where they may be loaded for transportation; a low-boy

trailer for transporting the equipment from one location to another; two single
axle tractors with car carriers for transporting vehicles; three to four flat
bed trucks with winches to load and transport the vehicles from remote areas;
a pick-up truck to carry miscellaneous tools and maintenance equipment. The
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cost of the preceding equipment is in the vicinity of $175,000 to $200,000, a rathersizable investment in capital equipment for the private entrepreneur. All ofthis equipment is portable and may be moved from site to site to process junk
vehicles.
Upon completion of the foregoing processing, the vehicle is ready for ship-ment to the shredder, which may be accompanied either through trucking orby rail. The cost of this transportation to the shredder is a critical factor in

determining the economics of recycling the junk vehicle.
As you can see, it is neither a simple nor inexpensive process to take the

junk vehicle from its resting place on a rural hillside, pull it to a highway,
transport it to a central processing point, remove the engine and transmission,
crush it, ship it to the shredder which may be as many as four hundred miles
from the processing point in West Virginia to its final disposal. And now what
is the economic return on this elaborate processing? I am sure that there are
many of you who would imagine that the return is great due to the fact that
we hear much about the continually rising steel prices, however, this is a gross
misassumption. The current price for a scrapped vehicle which has undergone
this processing and been delivered to the mill is $21 per ton. To put this in
even better perspective let me say that the average car which has been stripped
of motor and transmission weighs approximately one ton. Viewed in this light
it is easy to see why the private operator has a difficult time collecting, proc-
essing and shipping a vehicle for $21, not to mention his efforts to amortize
a capital equipment investment of in the neighborhood of $200,000 plus the
operating cost he has incurred in this process. Our experience to date has
shown us that a private entrepreneur can economically operate the processing
equipment and ship the vehicles to the shredder and make a small return on
his investment if the vehicles are already collected from him at central points
along the western most border of our State which is close to the mill. In proc-
essing vehicles located further into the State, the additional transportation
costs make the entire procedure uneconomical: Herein lies the greatest problem
West Virginia has encountered to date.
Let me give you an example:
A private operator possessing all the necessary equipment for bashing and

transporting cars started work on 3,200 vehicles that had been collected together
at two locations near Bluefield, West Virginia. He brought his equipment to
the site and began operations.

After removing 600 of these easily accessible junked cars, he shut down his
operations and reported that the removal of the 600 cars had cost him nearly
$500. And what is true at this location would be more than doubly true had these
3,200 cars not already been collected at two central location sites.
At the present time, no private operator is willing to process and dispose of

vehicles in the interior counties of the State even with the State collecting
these vehicles at a central point for processing due to the ineconomy of the
operation.
I would maintain that it is vital that any program for eradicating junk ve-

hicles be a joint venture by both the public and private sectors. In this light.
I would like to present you with what I feel are the alternatives for eradi-
cating some of the aforementioned problems and for initiating a viable pro-
gram of junk car removal in not only my State of West Virginia but in the fifty
States. First, I feel that a strong national commitment to the eradication of
junk vehicles from our environment is necessary. This must be accompanied by
a similar commitment from each State. I feel that my State has made such a
commitment through the passage of enforceable legislation for junk car removal
and through our initial efforts in developing our current pilot program, but I am
going even further in this commitment, as it is my intention to introduce in the
next regular session of the West Virginia Legislature, legislation which would
create a trust fund for the express purpose of conducting junk car removal
programs in West Virginia. This trust fund is to be financed through a fee to be
collected upon the registration of each new vehicle purchased in the State
or brought into the State. However, the State cannot do the job alone. It is
going to require a national commitment and federal financial assistance if
meaningful programs are to be developed by the States.
I would recommend that federal assistance be made available to the States

which would permit them to: (1) purchase the equipment necessary for the
operation of a junk vehicle program; (2) subsidize the operating costs of such
a program; (3) use funds for the purchase of vehicles from existing scrap

59-13U-71-7
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yards, this would permit the further absorption of junk vehicles by the private
sector; (4) pay bounties to private operators to collect and dispose of junk
cars in areas of states where it is not currently economica

lly feasible to do
so; (5) subsidize strong state enforcement programs.

I would, therefore, request that you make available through th
e Appalachian

Regional Commission Program which is currently under
 your review, monies

to permit West Virginia and her sister States in the Appalachi
an Region to

initiate comprehensive programs for the eradication of the 
abandoned and

junk vehicle blight. I feel that the program which could be d
eveloped with this

assistance in West Virginia and her sister Appalachian States cou
ld well serve

as models for the development of a national program. I pr
ay your immediate

consideration of this request and pledge you the full commitment 
of the re-

sources available to me in West Virginia should your response
 be favorable.

Mr. JONES. Would the Commission object if we wrote into section

302 a planning grant to the States for that use?
Governor MooRE. Mr. Chairman, it would be most helpful and

would be an excellent note that the Congress would be making.
Again, I would only have just this 5 seconds' worth of caution: If

you could also put a little money in there because we are using that

302 funding for very close-structured types of programs now that you

have given us authority to go through.
You would help us very much in meeting the problem that you and

Congressman Clausen have talked about in terms of this.
We could show you the results on this.
Mr. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chairman, I believe that he is on the way to de-

veloping a demonstration project and it would seem to me as a mini-

mum that maybe you want to extend this, but as a minimum we should

crank in something authorizing legislation for a demonstration proj-

ect, particularly for the State of West Virginia, and then if you feel

that there are other areas that may be having unique or different prob-

lems than you have in this regard, we could also look into that.
Mr. JONES. I do not think the problem is unique to West Virginia.

It is unique to the whole rural America, and we can make some progress

in a demonstration type of program and try to reduce it to pride and

the interest of the people who reside in those areas.
Then we would have done far more than we could by national legis-

lation because we would instill in the people who are the recipients of

it, the belief they can do it on their own once they see what can be done

to make a model of their rural home, make them burst with pride and

be immaculate and clean.
Those are the things I think that are important in trying instead

of subsidizing a big Federal program.
Mr. CLAUSEN. He will file a memorandum on the subject, then. I

will commit myself to working with you, Mr. Chairman, and counsel,

and also with Governor Moore and his staff in providing the kind of

language necessary to accomplish this demonstration project approach

that you have reference to.
Mr. JONES. I do not want to leave it just to automobiles.
Governor MOORE. No.
Can I expand on that program?
I responded in terms of automobiles because Congressman Clausen's

question went directly to the junked-car problem.
Mr. JONES. Some of those people who live in Appalachia do not own

automobiles, but you can always see an old combine made there in 1910

sitting in their front yard.
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Governor MOORE. There is very much the question here that goesbeyond the question of just vehicles.
A program which we are coming to ARC for pilot consideration, andthese portable units in moving them into the various areas of thegeography and we are going to do it on a county-by-county basis, butlet me tell you that we are not only picking up junked cars. We aretaking refrigerators, stoves anything that is out there that again istestimony to a violation of the environment in terms of the way itlooks and the aesthetics let's say, that is being violated as a direct re-sult of marring the landscape with, well, like you say, the old combine,or whatever the case may be.
The program does not limit itself to junk cars that I have under-

taken in the State.
It touches all of the matters of these various items that are thrown

away—washers, dryers, refrigerators.
I had last summer a rolling rivers campaign and if you ask what a

rolling rivers campaign would be, I could not think of any other way
to capture somebody's imagination.
I got 2,100 young people to start cleaning streams. Well, let me tell

you that I had more automobile tires and more refrigerators and more
stoves than your imagination can conceive.
But this program is in steps. I responded to Congressman Clausen's

question relating to junkers because it is moved, but the program en-
visions taking more than just junk automobiles. It takes everything
that has been thrown away or is deposited on the roadside or on the
landscape.
I would like to expand on that for the record, if I might, for your

consideration.
While I have the unhappy habit of putting time frames upon

myself as a Governor
' 

if this authority is in this law and you provide
the opportunity for ARC to say yes to a pilot project, I think we
are further along than any of the other Appalachian States and
probably we would be favorably considered.
I will bring you to West Virginia in a year and you can see the

difference.
Mr. JONES. In all probability we can do it within the framework

of the existing act, but as you suggest, it must be identified further
in the report and also in the authorizations identifiable with the
amount of money that we would expect to be expended by the States
for that specific purpose.
Governor MOORE. Fine, Mr. Chairman.
If I might say that if that is done, I will bring you to West Vir-

ginia in a year and the transformation will be amazing to you.
Mr. JONES. Except for one thing, if it is for construction purposes 

it will need additional authorization, but it does not require expendi-
tures for construction. I think that we could include it under the law,
section 302, section 2 of which reads as follows:
To make grants to the Commission for investigation, research, studies, tech-

nical assistance and demonstration projects and for training programs, but not
for construction purposes which will further the purpose of this Act.

Governor MOORE. We have no requirement for construction funds
at all, Mr. Chairman.
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Mr. JONES. So if it can be done, all we need do is identify in the
authorization as being a separate part and give it that integrity and
purpose of which we see.
Governor MOORE. No, Mr. Chairman, this thing catches on. As

Congressman Kee made the observation, we put on, through the aid
of the public service attitude of our radio stations, we put on quite
a campaign inviting people that heretofore had a junker or trash
of this character in their yards or on the highway, we now are con-
stantly bombarded by people who have these cars wanting us to
come and get them.
We have cranked up such a public response to the program. It

catches on.
Mr. CLAUSEN. If the Chairman would permit me, this has many

ramifications that I think could be applied.
You know the best possible force in the world is someone pointing

out some of the problem areas in maybe someone else's backyard. I
mean, just to develop and stimulate this question of individual pride.
I have no sympathy with anyone who irresponsibly pollutes the

environment. They can be poor. They can be in poverty; but you just
cannot continue to let this filth situation have an adverse impact on
the environment and people living in a given area.
I have thought for some time, just as we have—for instance these

fellows—and we are all polluters—the Bible spells it out pretty fairly,
that we are all sinners; but if we have a similar program where we
just simply say this fellow is, in fact, making a larger contribution
to the total pollution problem than someone else, some of these smokers
that go down the highway, I think Mr. Waters yesterday said we ought
to have a bounty, go back to the bounty fee.

All right; here is a wrecked car out here. Maybe you should put up
a little bounty to resolve that kind of problem.
The same thing applies here. Anyone that is making the major

contribution to the pollution problem, somewhere along the line he
has to be told it is up to him to clean up his own backyard or own
situation.
For too long there has been a tendency on the part of all of us to

let someone else blame somebody else for what they themselves are
doing.
In other words, it is not the Governor who is not doing enough

about pollution. It is the President, the Congressmen, or the Senator.
The only way you are going to have any real results in this effort is
when each individual assumes his share of the responsibility to clean
up his own backyard and be a lesser contributor to the total pollution
problem.
Now, we can set up laws in the Congress to accomplish this, but

there has to be the public awareness of what they themselves are
doing to adversely affect the environment.
Governor MOORE. Congressman die of the real strange things in

marshaling all the various elements of State government, we had the
National Guard in this project and fitting it into their time schedule,
and they have done a remarkable job for me.
They have such tremendous pieces of equipment. They can move a

piece of sophisticated mobile highway equipment and pick up four
automobiles in a half hour.
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They have the equipment to do it, but that is a tremendously expen-
sive way of doing it, but it can be done.
In bringing together my State highway department, within the

Federal Highway Act, you have a junk car provision and we have a
State law that is involved, but nobody will pay any attention to it.
Mr. JONES. Did you have any objection from the Bureau of National

Guard about the use of their equipment?
Governor MOORE. No; not yet.
Mr. JONES. In other words, you did not ask their consent, did you?
Governor MOORE. I found out during my governorship, Mr. Chair-

man, if I might say, I feel that what I do is to do the job and if some-
one tells me 'No," I stop, but I do not ask beforehand in some of these
areas.
I found out there are a million people who would tell you "No," but

in this area, I had a unique experience with my department of public
safety, which is my West Virginia State troopers. I have a number of
those spread throughout the 55 counties of West Virginia.
I used them to accelerate the program by constructing just simply

what we call a waiver of ownership and giving us the right to pick
the car up within an hour.

Initially, my department of public safety, which has a tremendous
image in my 'State and they are very, very frankly an outstanding
law, enforcement unit, they were a little bit gun shy as to what this
would do to their public relations image.
They found out when they approached an individual with a waiver

in hand that there was a dialog generated between the individual
whose house that car happened to be in front of. There was a wholesome
relationship. The biggest problem was trying to break off the good
relationship that had occurred so they could get on with other jobs.
They are now enthusiastic and I need not tell you that it is a very

convincing thing in a way, in West Virginia, to have a West Virigina
State policeman knock on your door an say, "What about that junk
car out there? Who owns it?"
It has the greatest expeditious effect on getting rid of it as you have

ever seen and they have been working for years.
The guy says, as long as you do not 9,-o out in the backyard, you're

OK. But it had a tremendous effect and it has been wonderful and
while this unit of State government was a little bit shy of participating,
with urging from the Governor, who happens to be their chief officer,
they moved ahead and it has had a tremendous effect.
Mr. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chairman, I cannot resist this.
I am convinced after listening to this testimony that we have some-

how got to have the American people know that the only people who
are qualified to run for Governor are those that have served in Congress.
Your testimony has just been tremendous. I will tell you right here

and now as the ranking member of this particular subcommittee, I
am going to commit myself to your 4-year pitch.
Governor MOORE. Thank you very much.
Mr. JONES. Mr. Wright?
Governor MOORE. Pardon me.
We have suggested for your consideration several amendments as

it goes simply to the internal administrative mechanism and I ask
you to look at those very closely.
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They relate to the States' regional representative and various other
aspects of the act. I think we have made some constructive suggeStions
in that regard and I ask you to look at them.
Mr. JONES. They will be received and certainly considered. You and

Mr. Whisman, who is accompanying you, have done such a remark-
able and outstanding job in working, not only with the Members
of the Congress and the Federal cochairman, but bringing about the
day-to-day requirements for the Commission in filling the responses
to the people in the 13-State area.
Mr. Wright?
Mr. WRIGHT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Governor, you have been very helpful and very informative and

persuasive.
I think you have added a very great deal to our deliberations.
I have one question, basically. When we authorized the Appalachian

Regional Commission program, we specifically authorized all these
intrastructural programs, such as highways, vocational education,
health facilities, and so forth.
In doing so, we entertained the hope that, in turn, these would

generate activity in the private sector to revive the economy of this
region, and to provide jobs.
Do you have any quantitative estimates of how effectively that

facet of the program has proceeded?
Do you have any number of new industries, for example, which

have come into Appalachia since the creation of the program?
Do you have any number of jobs in any State or the whole region

that have been created ?
Governor MOORE. Congressman Wright, a definitive recital of the

corresponding industrial growth in the area directly related to the
ARC program is embodied within our report which will be submitted
in the highway section for your consideration of the act.
There are several things I can give you direct as a response to your

question.
Again, we are in a time in which the national economy is suffering a

downturn.
The interesting fact is that for the first time, not in the modern his-

tory, but in the history of the Appalachian region, our growth patterns
are up. Our rates of unemployment are less in terms of any comparable
period in which you relate them to any economic turndown as far as the
Feral or overall nationwide economics are concerned.
This is particularly true, and I do not believe that you had shared

the meeting this morning at the time when I made the observation
about my State of West Virginia.
We are now drawing a diversification of industry, which we never

had hopes of in the past.
We never thought we would get an aircraft industry in the State of

West Virginia. That is somewhat a compliment again of the opening up
of this region and making it accessible. Roads have done that. We have
now a broad-based diversification on the way.
We are still heavily coal oriented, as you well know, Jim. We have

come right behind that with a great deal of chemicals and steel and
we are now moving out into the diversification of our economy to the
point where our rise in unemployment has for the year 1970, been
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lower than the national rate of unemployment use, which is a ,fact
that, when you relate it to West Virginia in the past, could not have
been said.
Mr. WRIGHT. That is an indication that the program is working.
What about the population of the States in the Appalachian region?

Have they grown at the same pace as the national population?
Have they grown a little faster or have they suffered a decline?
Governor MOORE. Exclusive, sir, of my State of West Virginia, the

southern region which generally is made up of the Appalachian States,
have had a somewhat higher population growth with the census sta-
tistics for 1970 as opposed to the same growth rate for 1960.
My State of West Virginia lost population, approximately 160,000

people. We now have approximately 1,744,000 people in West Vir-
ginia. We were the largest loser as far as the four States that lost
population between 1960 and 1970.
I happen to believe, though, that the loss that occurred, and this

is not said by way of defense, because 9 of the 10 years of that census
period were gone before we assumed the office of Governor, and this
is not a defensive operation, but I do believe that the greatest loss
occurred in my State in the early years of the 1960's, that we have
stabilized our population loss and that we actually now are growing.
Mr. WRIGHT. That is very interesting. I think it is understandable

from the standpoint of West Virginia because if we were to charac-
terize that which afflicted the Appalachian region as a disease in the
first instance in the beginning, I guess we would have to say that
West Virginia had the most advanced case.
Governor MOORE. We were acute; that is right, sir.
Mr. WRIGHT. I am particularly interested in the question of what

this is doing with regard to population. I think some States may have
reached the point they would be pleased if they just stabilized and
did not grow.

Certainly, some cities have reached the point where they would
be better off if they did not grow. I am particularly concerned, as I
know Don Clausen and some others of us are, with population trends
in this country. These trends, if not abated by about 1990, will have
80 percent of all of our people living in four highly congested
megalopoli—one on the Great Lakes, one on the gulf coast, and the
Atlantic and Pacific coasts. The rest of the country, with maybe 98
percent of the land area will provide homes for only 20 percent of the
people.
This is frightening—environmentally, sociologically, criminologi-

cally, and any other way you look at it.
I am concerned about the extent to which this program may be help-

ful in providing countermagnets to reverse this trend which concen-
trates more and more people into smaller and smaller spaces. Have you
found that some of your smaller towns have taken on new life?
Has this beginning of industrialization revived the hopes and spirits

of some of the smaller cities in your region? Has it retarded the outflow
of students, upon their graduation from high school, into the big cities?

Governor MOORE. Your questions go to the very heart of the human
problem that exists in Appalachia.
You asked lastly about the outflow or the outmigration of our young

people which are such a vital force if you are going to really accomplish
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much in terms of change, in terms of improvement. I find that there is
an absolute relationship between the word "opportunity" and 'whether
or not that young person is going to stay.
We feel that we have been able to turn the corner very slightly in

that regard, and that a higher percentage of our graduating class from
high school today is remaining in West Virginia as opposed to previous
years.
We are not yet proud of the fact that we lost a great number, but we

are attacking that particular problem and are losing less today than
we have in the past.
There is one other fact that I would share with you in talking about

the growth.
Now as a State—and I am sure this is true of any State—we have

the same problems that you have in the Nation.
Some of the most affluent, some of the most prosperous areas have a

tendency to be able to draw and to receive new opportunities for indus-
trialization or improvements generally of the economic and the social
strata of the area.
It has been up to us to try to sell the State as a whole on a 55-county

basis. We have made this somewhat attractive by the mechanism of
ARC in which we have gone out into some of the less attractive
areas—and we have put in, by the combination of tricounty relation-
ships, vocational, technical facilities so that the manpower is there.
That was always the thing we fought in the past.
Mr. WRIGHT. Skilled manpower.
Governor MOORE. Right.
Now, we find there is a tendency when we can show there is man-

power, there is a tendency to consider such areas for location. Also, I
have a developmental airport program, and I believe in small develop-
ment airports. This is particularly true, sir, of my State because of
the tremendous mountain terrain that exists.
I have been able to move it. I should confess again that I got the Na-

tional Guard doing their summer construction work when they go to
active duty during the summer, and they go to an airport site and I
have not got any no ise on that question yet, Mr. Chairman.
I have them out there doing it. Anyhow, all of this is an interrela-

tionship, and we have a problem as we do nationwide of people mi-
grating to the most attractive megalopolis structure that exists today.
We have the problem in the States, and we are trying to diffuse op-

portunities in the States so there can be some growth which can be
termed even growth.
I give you this interesting statistic: One in five people unemployed

today in West Virginia are people that come back to my State in the
last 6 months. They have come back from Detroit and come back from
Akron, Ohio; they have come back from a number of different places
in the country.
Mr. WRIGHT. That is very interesting to me, and, I think, to the

committee. That within the entire region from 1960 to 1970, Appa-
lachia has gained 2.74 percent in population. The most dramatic gains
appear to be in those towns of 25,000 to 50,000.
A town that size is not a metropolis. That is a healthy, manageable-

sized town. The gain was 5.13 percent in towns of that size, and 4.12
percent in towns from 10,000 to 25,000.
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It does appear to me that maybe you have been establishing some
countermagnets.
Governor MOORE. In general summation of the observation you

make, our problem in the country as a whole is our greatest growth is
in and around the cities of tremendous size. In Appalachia, our greatest
growth pattern is in our small cities. 

iMr. WRIGHT. Very interesting. This is quite true, and it s reflected
in this chart on cities over 50,000. The growth there was only 1.45 per-
cent, whereas it was 4.12 percent in cities from 10,000 to 25,000, and
5.13 percent for cities from 25,000 to 50,000.
I think that is a significant phenomenon. Thank you.
Governor 1VIooRE. It is happening in Appalachia and it is happening

because of what you have done in this program.
Mr. JONES. I'd like to make one observation to what Mr. Wright

has been discussing, the fact that in rural communities of 2,500 and
less, we are still losing people. That is making one of the enormous
problems for us to stabilize and make stationary that population so
that our demographic headaches will not result from those com-
munities that are receiving the people that are leaving the rural areas.
Appalachia hopes to halt that problem.
Governor MOORE. Can I give you one further confirmation to Con-

gressman Wright's observation on industrialization?
In 1970, in West Virginia, we had an industrial investment of $1.7

billion. I only give you a basis of comparison with a highly indus-
trialized, most aggressive State, the State of Ohio, which had $2 billion
worth of industrial development.
When you consider our size and the fact we have an overreliance in

coal-oriented industries, that type of industrialization figure, in my
judgment, is quite amazing.
Mr. WRIGHT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. JONES. Mr. Mizell?
Mr. MIZELL. Let me first say, Governor, that I think your presenta-

tion has been one of the finest that I have heard since I have been in
the Congress, and, as it relates to the program, we, in North Carolina,
are indebted to all of those who have worked to make this program a
reality.
We are certainly in favor of continuing it and reserving these funds

at least until something better comes along.
I have only one question. Because of your experience in the Congress

and now as Governor of West Virginia, the fact has been mentioned
that there has been a tremendous effort put into vocational and tech-
nical training, and that you have developed some qualified personnel
for industry.
But yet, the record shows that industrially you have not been able

to grow enough to present adequate opportunities at this point to re-
tain the young people in the area.
Governor MOORE. That is correct.
Mr. MIZELL. Do you think that maybe we are at a point where we

should offer some added incentives to industry to move them into rural
America—possibly tax writeoffs for plant construction and partner-
ships in the training of the young people on the job, giving special tax
incentives, or any other suggestions that you might have?
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Governor MOORE. Congressman, I believe wholeheartedly in the pro-
gram you suggest. I think if you were to look into the record of the
Congress about the year 1960 with the aid of the statisticians at the
Library of Congress, I put together a program which touched exactly
the very point that you make. Make it some sort of an inducement for,
let us say, the free enterprise system to work without Government hav-
ing to give dollars to induce, use the tax statutes as an inducement for
industry to divert itself as far as geography is concerned, and at the
same time not have an overabundance of Federal dollars to generate
the attractiveness of an area; but make the decision to attract industry
so they could not turn it down in terms of the tax statute.
I found out that a good and kind and very tremendously capable

friend, Chairman Mills, did not like my suggestion too much in that
regard, because I was using the tax statutes as an inducement.
I agree with you completely 'and you use it in terms of the context 

iof rural America. I think I used it n 1960 in the context of depressed
areas because we were talking about it at that time, that there be an
accelerated depreciation schedule afforded industry for their capital
investment in some of the deficient economic areas of the country. I
believed it then. You are thinking in that direction and I applaud
you because I believe it is the answer and it is the only way that you
are going to create that job opportunity to stabilize the outflow of this
population.
If you do it in the manner in which you 'are talking, you are going

to find that you are not going to have to be worried about the quality
of industry that moves in, for the simple reason that you will have
some substantial industries that will have a nationwide sales organiza-
tion or an ability to move their product to market that are going to
come in to take advantage of an accelerated depreciation schedule for
the location in a given area of the geography of our country in terms
of the rural areas.
You are right, sir.
Mr. MIZELL. I hope that with the emphasis that is being placed on

rural America now, and the realization by urban areas that a lot of
the problems of the cities are created because of the migration from
the rural areas, and we all realize the two problems have a lot in
common.
If you were able to keep the people in rural America, we would

eliminate the problem in the cities. I hope that not only with a pro-
grain like Appalachia but also as we look toward a program for rural
'America, that this will be taken into consideration.
I appreciate your comments.
Governor MOORE. You know, Congressman—and not wanting to

extend it, I realize the problem with the old conception is that we
got a lot of small communities that were excited by industry—there
was such a need for jobs and job opportunities—they did not look
behind the industry to determine its quality for the fact that it was
constructing a product that had some public acceptance.
As a matter of fact, by the utilization of Federal dollars we per-

mitted, this is an over simplification in terms of response, but we
permitted a guy who had an idea to go out into the depressed areas and
sell the idea as an inventor would and, because it held out promise of
a job, people were captured by the idea. They never looked beyond the
fact it had any public acceptance or would ever create an ongoing job.
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You.'could get it in operation. You would operate for a year, but
if nobody bought automatic hamburger-making machines, the 75
to 100 people that were employed were only employed so long as they
saturated the market with them and it was at an end.
We have so many of these things we can point to in the country that

are the misappropriation, in my judgment, of Federal funds to answer
the problem, where we could use the Federal tax statute and merge
it with the free enterprise system, meaning that that capital dollar
goes where the best opportunity for return and the best advantage for
profit are, in consideration of the tax statute.
You are going to find that there will be a diversification of this

broad, industrial base if we can just bring that in.
Mr. MIZELL. Thank you.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. JONES. And there is no administrative cost for the use of that

money.
Governor MOORE. None whatsoever; no overhead.
As a matter of fact, in the Appalachian Regional Commission,

program Mr. Chairman, that is one of the phenomenal recitals of its
success, ale total amount that is used for administrative cost in this
program.
I am talking about percent. It is one and a half percent and you

just do not find that kind of administrative factor in a program today.
Mr. JONES. Governor, we cannot tell you how much we appreciate

your being here.
You have made a splendid witness, but I am reminded of an ex-

perience that my wife had right after the success of the Apollo XII.
Mrs. von Braun, the mother of Werner von Braun. came to visit

him in Huntsville, Ala., while he was still in Huntsville.
She came from Germany, and so my wife was talking to her during

the reception and she said, "Well, I know,Mrs. von Braun, that you
are the most delighted and happiest mother in the whole world for
having such an illustrious son, how much he has been able to accom-
plish."
She says, "Yes; I guess so, but I did not expect any less." So we

did not expect any less from you.
Thank you for being with us.
Governor MOORE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. JONES. Following the testimony of Governor Moore, the wires,

telegrams, and statements that have been filed with the chairman by
the other Governors of the respective States that are not present to-
day will be placed into the record.
(The statements referred to follow :)

STATEMENT BY HON. NELSON A. ROCKEFELLER, GOVERNOR OF THE STATE OF
NEW YORK

Since 1965 through the Appalachian program, a regional planning and develop-
ment process has been carried out by a Federal-State-Local partnership contrib-
uting some of the most urgent programs of economic and social development. Also
the program has obviously not yet been completed. It has been a highly signifi-
cant and positive force during the relatively short period of its existence in as-
sisting the region to develop as a whole, and in aiding the development of New
York's Appalachian counties.
The Appalachian Regional Commission has facilitated development of action

programs throughout the Region, and has provided a valuable forum for the
working out of new approaches to region-wide planning and development.
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Recognition that the people of the Region are by far its most important re-
source has been reflected in the Commission's investment programs for educa-
tional, training and health projects to aid the 17 million people of Appalachia.
The Appalachian program seeks broader opportunities for people and increased
ability in terms of health, education and relevant possible training to capitalize
on those opportunities.
The Economic and Social problems of Appalachia have been many long years

in the making. The Appalachian Regional Commission has had just six short
years, and limited resources to develop and initiate the actions necessary to
solve them.

Although it's too early to assess fully the total impact of the Appalachian pro-
gram on New York State's 14 participating counties, some of the available sta-
tistics are encouraging; others indicate that a continuing effort must be made.
Complete data from our State Department of Commerce concerning major

plant expansions and contractions in the New York Appalachian Region are
available for the years 1963-1970. During 1963 there were 20 major plant expan-
sions and nine major contractions. During 1967, 52 major expansions occurred in
the Region—with only four contractions. In 1970, despite the national economic
slow down, there were 25 major expansions in the Region as against six major
shut-downs. In 1963 the plant expansion represented 3.37 percent of the state
total; in 1970, they represented 4.1 percent of the state total, a small but none-
theless significant gain. The major plant expansion reported has been in areas
idenified in the State's Appalachian Development Program as having a signfi-
cant potential for future growth.
Since New York State's entrance into the program in August of 1965, over

100 projects contributing to the improvement of social and economic conditions
in New York's Appalachian counties have been funded under the Act. The
total value of these projects is approximately 325 million including 117 million
in Federal funds through the Appalachian Regional Commission.
New York has let contracts on 183 miles of the 234 miles of the Appalachian

development Corridor T—the Southern Tier Expressway—to be constructed
with Appalachian assistance. Fifty-three of these miles are now open to public
traffic with an additional 35.7 miles to be opened prior to' the end of this year.
Final design is nearing completion on the final 51.5 miles. Total estimated cost
of Corridor T is now 59.5 million dollars. Additional 173 million dollars in
Federal dollars will be required to complete the highway on a 50/50 matching
basis.
Our land stabilization and Conservation Program is concentrated in three

watersheds and Chautauqua and Cattaraugus counties. Despite the limited
Federal funds available for this program, it's completion, in cooperation with
other programs available under the Agriculture Stabilization and Conserva-
tion Services and the Corps of Engineers is expected to contribute appreciably
to reducing siltation, increasing available downstream water supplies and
combating erosion.
The Commission has approved a New York State project for the plugging

of abandoned oil and gas wells in Allegany State Park with completion of
the Corps of Engineers' and Kinzua Dam and associated reservoir, recreation
demand in the areas will increase substantially, and this project will enhance
the future use of the State Park.

Supplemenal funds for categorical Federal-Aid programs have been allo-
cated to a variety of much needed public works facilities and human resource
development projects. These include 16 secondary area occupational centers,
11 sewage treatment facilities, three airport expansions, three library service
facilities, eight medical facility expansion projects, two health centers, two
mental retardation centers, ten post-secondary and 15 secondary level occupa-
tional education equipment projects, three higher educational facilities ex-
pansion projects, and one large park and cultural project expected to attract
200,000 annually.
The network of secondary area occupational centers which the Appalachian

program has helped make possible is of particular interest. This vocational
education program is designed to provide all secondary school students in the
Region with services based upon local employment needs. The 14 County
Region will be served by a network of 16 schools operated under the multi-school
district organization known as the Boards of Cooperation Educational Services.
These facilities are also open on a tuition contract basis to students in adjacent
areas of Pennsylvania.
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All 16 centers have been approved for funding by the Appalachian Regional
Commission, with seven in operation, five under construction and four in process
of letting contracts. In addition, growing demand has resulted in projects to ex-
pand five of these centers, and all of these are in process of letting contracts.
When these schools are in full operation, 100 percent of the secondary sehool

students in the Region will be within commuting distance of a centrally loc,ated,
fully equipped training facility whose program is attuned to local employment
opportunity. The benefits of this program are not restricted to secondary stu-
dents only. Por example some 400 secondary students are in training at the
Bellmont Center in Allegany County, while the center is at the same time serv-
ing about 600 adults.
The Appalachian program has also aided New York's portion of the Region

development viable planning mechanism. Adequate planning is, of course, es-
sential to enable the State and its Commission to make the wisest possible in-
vestment of limited funds in order to enhance the private capital in attracting
potential of the Region.
The planning mechanism has been developed in connection with the Appalach-

ian program—and with its aid has complemented and been linked to New York's
statewide comprehensive planning effort, which emphasizes local participation
in development of areawide regional and statewide programs. Presently, Local
Development Districts are being created and provided with professional staff
to further the efforts to bring the full complement of local, regional and state
perspectives to bear on questions of economic and social development.
One million people live in Appalachian New York—and their prospects and

those of their children have been enhanced by the accelerated planning and
development for economic and social growth which the 'Appalachian program
has made possible. Our experience demonstrates the worth of combining Fed-
eral,, State and local resources to 'attack a wide range of social and economic
problems.
Fourteen New York counties are now included in the Appalachian Region

under the Act. Alternatives A of the President's Upper New York Study Report
(House Document No. 91-367) recommends inclusion of 34 additional New York
counties in the Appalachian Region on a basis of socio-economic characteristics
and orientation.
I urge that these 34 additional counties be included as part of the Appalachian

Region in any future action taken by this subcommittee.
It is vital that we maintain the economic and social momentum that has been

developed in order to help the Region share fully in the promise of the future.
The maintainence of that momentum will require the support of the continu-

ing Federal Financial resource which have figured so importantly in the promis-
ing effort of the last six years. State and local governments face similar crisis;
the necessary resources must come from the Federal government for there is no
alternative.
The Appalachian Region holds a special position in America and a special

effort by the Nation—recognized by the basic 1965 Act—is required to bring
this Region fully into the main stream of productive national life.

Accordingly, it is my hope the Nation as a whole will continue its special
effort on behalf of Appalachian Development which is in the interest of the
Nation as a whole.

STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT W. SCOTT, GOVERNOR OF THE STATE OF
NORTH CAROLINA

Continuation of the Appalachian Program should not be viewed as competi-
tion for revenue sharing. Actually the experience gained in this program should
become a basis for revenue sharing.
A prerequisite for revenue sharing should be investment planning. Each state

has some type of investment plan. These plans .should be refined to reflect use
of the shared federal revenue to meet defined needs on a priority basis. A work-
able plan for revenue sharing would be to require each state to submit an
investment plan for approval. The federal funds would then be used to meet
needs through priorities identified in the plan.
The Appalachian Program has proven that a local-state-federal partnership

can be effective. This program has allowed states and communities to make ef-
fective use of shared federal revenues and has involved a workable decision-shar-
ing mechanism.
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While the Appalachian Program has been very successful, the job is not yet
-finished. The Appalachian Act must be extended in order to continue work on
the tasks for which the Act was initially passed. It is believed that many of the
tasks can be completed within four years. Therefore, I strongly endorse a four-
year extension of the program.

STATEMEN T OF HON. LOUIE B. NUNN, GOVERNOR OF THE STATE OF KENTUCKY

Mr. Chairman, I am the Governor of Kentucky. The eastern section of Ken-
tucky is part of a region which for decades has been regarded as a symbol of
backwardness—Appalachia. I represent this region and its sincere de-
sire for development as one of thirteen members of the Appalachian Re-
gional Commission.
The region represented by this Commission, although it still lags behind, has

actually shown more rapid improvement in average income and rate of unemploy-
ment during the last few years than the rest of the nation. It is my opinion that
the Appalachian program, for the most part, is responsible for the tremendous
improvements. The Appalachian program is an original. Never before has a re-
gional program incorporating such a large number of states been undertaken.
Never before has a government program so successfully exemplified the working
partnerships of local, state and federal government. The cause is a good one—
the need for development is genuine.
The Appalachian program is not a poverty program. It is a program for eco-

nomic growth. In Appalachia Kentucky, as is true generally throughout the
region, we have established a broad and dual strategy of development. Our twin
priority involves, first, providing services to help people develop themselves for
opportunity wherever it exists. Secondly, it involves providing facilities and serv-
ices to develop opportunities within each significantly sized area. While pro-
viding opportunities will take longer than developing the people to meet oppor-
tunity, it is the one in which major investments must be made. Basic facilities
such as highways, water resource development, etc., must be developed.
Guided by our belief in the twin objectives, Kentucky's earliest priorities

paralleled investments in the highway system, with a complete system of voca-
tional education facilities to provide training opportunity to every single citizen
of the region. The total Appalachian Highway System for Kentucky is presently
about 585 miles, of which construction is required on approximately 420 miles.
As of December 31, 1970, 103 miles of the system requiring construction has been
completed and is open to traffic.
Work on the remaining miles is at various levels of completion, with 44

miles under construction.
The developmental highway system is the very foundation upon which all of

our other developmental efforts must be planned. We have experienced delay in
our highway construction schedule due to the reduced federal funding level, new
safety standards which have required design changes, and changes in basic
design standards.

Kentucky's projected share of the total allocated funds for the Appalachian
system is $213,672,000. To finish the system, Kentucky will need an additional
$104 million.

While it may be necessary to extend the time required for adequate appro-
priation to complete this regional highway system, it is most essential that we
do not lost sight of the fact that the full effectiveness of this system cannot be
realized until it is completed as a system. Much has already been accomplished.
For example, it is now possible to commute from Hazard, Kentucky, a mountain
community with an excess labor supply, to Lexington, where jobs are available.
Before 1968, the trip took three and a half hours. Now it takes an hour and a
half.

Construction of the schools utilized major state investments, plus available
federal aid and the supplementary funds available under the Appalachian pro-
gram in a joint effort. Through this combination we in Kentucky have funded
38 new vocational education facilities in the Appalachian region in the past five
years. As of today, 23 of these facilities are open. More than 7 thousand persons,
both young and old, in need of training are enrolled in these facilities.
Funds have been sufficient through this year to maintain the two-shift high

school program during the day; however, it has not been possible to use the fa-
cilities throughout the Appalachian area during the evening hours. Funds are
not sufficient to operate all schools on a two-shift basis and to provide additional
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training to out-of-school youth and adults. The problem will become more se-
vere during fiscal year 1972. New facilities will be open this fall in Kentucky,
both in and outside the Appalachian region.
If any programs are to be offered for out-of-school youth and adults, there

will need to be a substantial increase in funds. Congress has not increased voca-
tional funds to the level of authorization and the Kentucky Legislature will not
meet until next January. It seems realistic that some of the funds available
through the Appalachian program should be used to supplement funds to operate
the facilities in the Appalachian region.

Also, in pursuit of our goal to create opportunity for people and develop people
for opportunity, we have placed a major strategy priority on investments and
programs which will strengthen the urban services of our mountain communities.
A major problem in Appalachia is the lack of urban centers large enough to
provide a service base for industry already there. Urban service industries help
recirculate payrolls and multiply the economic benefits. We also want to make it
easier for people to live in the country and work in the city. We are accomplishing
this in two ways: creating new towns and rennovating and expanding existing
urban communities.
Midland, Kentucky, on Interstate 64 near Morehead, is a new town project

made possible because of the prior construction of a Corps of Engineers reservoir
and the creation of flood-free land. Actually, it will depend upon the urban
services of existing communities, such as Morehead. A second such example is
in our plan to create a new residential, commercial, and industrial community at
Salyersville in the Licking River Valley. Here the process will involve the creation
of a water resource project, along with a total complex of development activities,
in such a way that the water resource project itself becomes the power trigger and
foundation for the entire development.
A somewhat less dramatic, but perhaps more effective, way of developing

urban services in Appalachia Kentucky involves our plans for clusters of com-
munities such as Prestonsburg, Pikeville, and Paintsville in the Big Sandy Valley,
or the Middlesboro to London complex of communities in the Cumberland Valley
and the Hazard, Whitesburg, Jackson group of communities in the Kentucky
River Valley. Each such action is programed to develop adequate urban services
for these communities on a joint basis.

Let's take for example the three communities of Pikeville, Prestonsburg, and
Paintsville, which together can provide the Big Sandy Valley area with virtually
one single town of considerable size with maximum use of the scarce develop-
able land along the valley between the three communities for industrial, com-
mercial, and residential use. Briefly, in the Big Sandy, with a combination of
local initiative in the Development District and technical assistance of state
government, an overall program of urbanization, housing facilities, and institu-
tional construction and job creation is underway. A regional health program and
a regional educational program have been organized; hospitals, health centers,
vocational schools, junior colleges, primary and secondary facilities, and new
service programs are either now established or are being established. An airport
has been constructed in mid-valley and another is being planned in the lower
valley. The construction of Pound and Fish Trap Reservoirs has freed much of
the valley from floods and made possible much of the development I have indi-
cated. Basic to the entire program is the Appalachian development highway cor-
ridor of U.S. 23 on which construction is proceeding. A major industrial park
has been established in mid-valley on one of the new flood-free sites. Pikeville,
the nation's smallest "Model City," is carrying out a dramatic urban renewal
program geared closely to the overall scheme of area development. Finally, new
industry service establishments and other activities of private enterprise is
beginning to occur in increasing degrees—in an area where no expansion was
occurring prior to recent years. Even the coal industry is enjoying a resurgence,
and a major new private power facility established in the valley indicates
private enterprise opinions on the value of investment here.
As is obvious from the nature of these activities, they are only in small part

funded through the Appalachian program. Federal, state, local, and private
funds and resources have been utilized. More specifically, in the past five years,
$95 million has been spent on vocational education facilities and equipment, edu-
cational television, land stabilization, libraries, college science buildings, hous-
ing, and hospital and medical facilities. Included in that figure is $61 million
in federal lands. I think the point here is that the effectiveness of all of them
together has been geared to accelerated action by the workable process of the
Appalachian Regional program and our own Kentucky program.
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I would like to give just one more example of the potential power in the boost
the Appalachian program gives. In the past three years $36 million has been
spent in Kentucky's 16-county Health Demonstration Project. That is perhaps
not an alarming figure to you. The significance is that a little over one-third of
the amount has been non-federal moneys (local and state). Once given the ini-
tiative and a boost, the local areas made providing basic health services in a
hard-core problem area of Appalachia a top priority. The cooperation factor is not
to be overlooked. It constitutes a potent factor of long-range effect in advancing
the overall development and progress of the area.
Cooperation and federal and local moneys have brought a regional solid waste

system to the Kentucky River Area Development District (8 counties). A similar
system is planned for the 5-county Big Sandy Area Development District. It has
brought a regional communication system for crime to three area development
districts (Kentucky River, Big Sandy, and Fivco). Others are in the planning
process.
Because of a regional emergency ambulance and medical care communications

system in the Kentucky River and Cumberland Valley Area Development Dis-
trict, 15 ambulances were at the site of the recent mine explosions in Hyden
within two hours of the explosion.
As can be seen by the broad range of interests in just the Kentucky Appalachian

program, the Regional Appalachian Program is not a special federal program.
It offers a way for the several levels of government, for the many agencies of
government, and for the private sector to work together and to cooperate in a
comprehensive approach. Within the Appalachian approach special action is pos-
sible, but each special action is taken in the framework of an overall strategy
and there is a practical means by which various interests involved in the action
may work together effectively.
The Appalachian program depends primarily upon supplementation of regular

programs to do the special kind of job it is best able to do.
The Appalachian approach works not only because it is comprehensive in scope

and effective in meeting special objectives, but 'because it allows responsible action
to be taken by those with the greatest capability, and finally, it provides for a
natural operation of cooperative management at the most appropriate level for
management in our governmental processes.
In the Appalachian program I find the greatest opportunity for state govern-

ment to take on its full level of responsibility. I find the opportunity to apply the
Appalachian idea to the management and mobilization of programs throughout
my state and to the fundamental philosophy by which I have organized my admin-
istration of state government.
The Appalachian program particularly enables me to do certain things in state

government:
1. It allows me to provide overall management for all of the agencies of state

government for many—although not all—of the federal programs which operate
in our state.

2. It allows me to establish special goals and an overall strategy against which
the effectiveness of our state programs can be measured and for which action can
be taken.
3. It allows me to differentiate this strategy to meet the developing problems of

Kentucky's major areas from the mountainous east to the level delta of the west-ern part of the state.
4. It allows state government to work more effectively not only to assist butto induce the maximum responsible action of the local governments in our state.5. It has allowed government on the local level to work together in multi-county areas in which they are able to enter into effective partnerships, not onlywith state and 'federal governments, but with private interests and city organiza-tions of these areas, in a total attack upon the problems of each specific area.6. It has allowed special action in which our regular program agencies are en-listed and inspired. The special action taken to meet special problems can be testedagainst regular procedures in such a way that unworkable innovation can be triedand discarded and workable innovations can be tested and built into the regularongoing program.
I emphasize that the Appalachian program is workable. In the past three yearsmajor efforts have been concentrated on developing state management capabili-ties. The Appalachian Regional Commission approach has now reached a levelof refining the Federal delivery system, having suited the states to accept it.For instance, one of my first actions as Governor was to issue an Executive
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Order which established the Kentucky Program Development Office, pulling to-gether all of the planning and program development activities of our state govern-ment into one unit attached directly to my office. In this unit, we have been able toprovide a practical, working approach to informational planning, programdevelopment, coordination, and technical assistance functions which are so im-portant to all agencies of state government and to local governments. Theseefforts had previously been scattered throughout government.As a further step toward making this program effective in Kentucky, I alsotook action which confirmed the establishment of fifteen multi-county develop-ment districts in our state. While the idea of these districts was originally estab-lished in the Appalachian program, the philosophy of this program was that suchdistricts should be established by the state and we have moved in Kentucky inthis direction. We are moving ahead to make these districts an effective adjunctto local government throughout our entire state. While I may speak well of theprogress that has been made in the Appalachian program, let me constantlystress that we need to take further action to expand and improve this program.In my opinion, it is such a major concept in government that its real significanceand effectiveness is just beginning to mature. We are just beginning to knowhow to use it properly.
In both his inaugural and State of the Union message, President Nixon said,"The time has come to reverse the flow of power to Washington, and start powerand resources flowing back to the states." As Governor of Kentucky, I say thebest way to do this is through the cooperation of the states.The Appalachian program is demonstrating an effective way to initiate revenuesharing. Through this program the federal government shares revenue withstates and communities based upon effective plans developed jointly by stateand local levels of government.
The Appalachian Regional Commission provides a block grant for the stateto use in health and education. The basic intent of the Appalachian program isto create a balanced growth for local, regional and national development. ThiSis to be accomplished at three levels: (1) The idea of ARC improves the Fed-eral delivery system, (2) it improves state government's role in decision making.management and planning functions, and (3) improves local government's plan-ning through regional cooperation, sharing of facilities, regional programs, etc.The Appalachian Regional Commission does not directly implement programswhich can be implemented by existing agencies, but provides supplementalauthority, funds, and technical assistance to such agencies— ( state, federal, orlocal)—for programs which they implement.
The Commission decisions require a negotiated agreement of the FederalCochairman, a majority of the states, and the governor of any state therebyaffected. The success of the Commission's program has been obtained throughthis decision process. In this regard the value of the Office of the States' RegionalRepresentative in helping to effect this agreement has been demonstrated againand again. This office which we have funded and sustained as a states' institu.tion should be made a permanent feature of the Commission through thislegislation.
Through the commingling of authority and funds of the Commission with thefunds and policies of the operating agencies, a great deal of flexibility is ob-tained. In effect, this Commission procedural requirement has brought aboutone of the most important benefits of the Appalachian program approach inthat the Commission has become a "broker" in coordinating and combiningelements of various individual fundamental programs to meet problems ofbroader scope or unique situation.
My belief in this program is so strong that I feel that it should be expandedto include environmental programs, health planning and human resources. Thearea should be expanded in its coverage either to cover entire DevelopmentDistricts or an alternate method would be to expand coverage for the three re-gions of New York, Philadelphia and Atlanta.
Finally, let me suggest that the value of the Appalachian program lies fullyas much in its concept as in the success of its processes applied against anyproblem. The Appalachian process is the best I have experienced to enable us towork together effectively in our complex public and private relationship. Itprovides the best way I know of to define real goals, set priorities, and to mobilizefor action.
I respectfully urge the continuation and expansion of the Appalachian pro-gram. We are having success in our efforts. We want to get on with the job,
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STATEMENT OF HON. LINWOOD HOLTON, GOVERNOR OF
 THE STATE OF VIRGINIA

Mr. Chairman, I wish to join my fellow Appalachi
an Governors in urging the

extension of the Appalachian Regional Development
 Program. In the period that

I have been Governor, I have found no other publi
c program that has more

benefited the people of the mountains of Virginia th
an the Appalachian effort,

and I know of no other program that holds the pot
ential for accomplishing still

more in their behalf.
I am aware that the question is before us as to w

hether the Appalachian

Program funds should be included in proposals for 
various forms of revenue

sharing. The issue is somewhat misunderstood—and 
it should not be. Revenue

sharing is, just as its name implies, the sharing of 
dollars. Certainly the ad-

justment of the proportion of public revenue to al
low more equitable funds to

the state and local levels is critically needed. Howev
er, in addition, the Appa-

lachian concept of local-state-federal partnership or
ganization allows the fur-

ther sharing of authority, technical knowledge, and
 decision making. It is a

way for the three levels of government to "broker" 
their best efforts together

in dealing with a total range of programs, many of w
hich are not even pro-

posed for inclusion in revenue sharing. Therefore, we nee
d the benefits of both—

revenue sharing and the regional mechanism for work
ing together.

Certainly, I believe that at a minimum, the Appalachi
an Regional Commission

and its program must be extended for the four years
 authorized by the bill re-

cently passed in the Senate. In this period, we can m
ake the judgments as to how

best to combine both these concepts into truly creative 
federalism.

One of the main objectives of the Commission's prog
ram was to provide the

Region with the public facilities and services essential to th
e well-being of the

people of Appalachia and to the development of a Region which
 had lagged behind

national growth. In Virginia, we are making real progre
ss on that objective.

Moreover, the 'State and local communities are assuming
 the burden of operating

those facilities and maintaining those public services after 
the Appalachian Pro-

gram has helped us establish them. We take pride in that rec
ord.

Virginia has had a goal for Virginia's Appalachian Program and
 a strategy for

reaching the goal: ". . . to assist the people of the Region in acquir
ing the train-

ing, skills, and health which are needed to participate in, and c
ontribute to, the

Nation's economy. ..."
The capstone of our strategy is "to make massive improvements i

n our state

and local educational programs, thereby enabling every individual
 to participate

productively in our society ..."
Also vital to this strategy is the completion of a modern syste

m of highways

in Appalachian Virginia to end the isolation which has been so large
 a cause of

economic and social distress.
We regard the programs and support of the Appalachian Regiona

l Commission

as the tools with which we can quicken the pace of achievement of o
ur goal for

the people in our mountains. I know they have waited and worked l
ong toward

that goal. I grew up in those mountains.
I stated the high emphasis we have placed on education and health. Let me

 put

that into perspective.
Almost two-thirds of the over $68.1 million of direct expenditures in Appa

la-

chian Virginia under the Appalachian Development Act since its enactm
ent have

gone for highways. These funds have made it possible to create developm
ental

roads which are extremely expensive to build through rugged country but whos
e

payoff in opening that country to commerce is immeasurable.

Of the remaining expenditures, education, particularly vocational and technic
al

education, has been the major area of investment. Of the non-developme
ntal

highway funds, over 80 per cent have gone for education and health needs.
 Voca-

tional-technical schools have been constructed, or are in the planning
 state, to

serve most of the young people and adults who desired training in the App
alachian

counties. Sixteen vocational and technical schools have been built an
d equipped

with Appalachian Act assistance. Before long, this aspect of our Prog
ram will

be completed, but it is not finished yet. Without the Appalachian Progr
am, tens

of thousands of our youth would have no opportunity to prepare f
or the jobs

that will bring them a decent leveling, and many older men are wome
n would

not have the chance to make up for their earlier lack of skill trai
ning.

Appalachian funds have been the key to another educational accom
plishment:

we have—or soon will have when the last projects are completed—a co
mmunity

college within commuting distance of all the residents of Appalachi
an Virginia.

Those six colleges will prepare our youth for further advanced 
education or

for tasks vital to the development and well-being of the area.
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A similar theme is evident in health. We have nearly completed the funding
of a network of hospitals throughout Appalachia. I am convinced that without
the funds provided to Virginia under Section 214 and Section 202 of the Ap-
palachian Act, construction of these facilities would have been either all but
impossible, or they would have been delayed for years. I understand as well
as anyone the needs of our expanding metropolitan areas for modern health
facilities. They have an urgent need for modernization of inadequate hospitals.
We are meeting that need as we have the resources to do so, but without the
help of the Appalachian Act, another area of great need would remain un-
served. That is intolerable.
We are doing more than building hospitals. Since 1968, seven counties—

Buchanan, Dickenson, Lee, Russell, Scott, Tazewell, and Wise and the Inde-
pendent City of Norton—have operated as an area to demonstrate effective ways
to provide a largely rural population with comprehensive health services. The
demonstration is an arm of the State Department of Health, but it was stimulated
and largely supported by the provisions of Section 202 of the Appalachian Act.
There are counties where poverty and remoteness have contributed heavily to

the health problems. The acute shortage of physicians, dentists, and other health
personnel has impeded relief of these problems. Through the demonstration
program, modern hospitals and clinics in outlying areas have been built or are
assured of completion. Dental services have been inaugurated to begin saving
youngsters from loss of teeth in their teens. Children have been vaccinated
against disease, including German measles. Clinics are being conducted for
family planning and to provide basic health services to infants and their mothers.
We told the Commission that we needed funds for buildings and to start or

expand certain essential health services.
If this help could be provided, we committed the State to picking up the respon-

sibility for the continuation of these basic services and facilities. We are keep-
ing that commitment, but if the overall health program in those counties is
to be truly effective, a continuation of the Appalachian Regional Commission sup-
port is required, not only for some funds for further development but also for
its work in technical assistance and coordination in the complex field of health
program development. The benefits of what we are doing in the demonstration
health program accrue not only to the people directly served. There are lessons
to be learned for the other rural areas of the nation which face problems similar
to those we are confronted by in reaching those who need health services.
Just as highways, schools, hospitals, and other public facilities and services

are vital to our development strategy, local organizations and leadership are
also essential. Without this capacity, the eminently sound concepts of revenue
sharing and the delegation of more responsibility and authority to local com-
munities will be hollow ideals.
In Virginia, we have divided the State into planning districts. This has been

achieved under State legislation which has been cited as a model for all states
and in a manner consistent with the Appalachian development concept. Six
of these 22 districts cover our Appalachian counties. They are governed by
locally-selected commissions and have their own professional staffs.
The boundaries of these planning districts have been accepted by the Ap-

palachian Regional Commission as "local development districts" under Section
302 of the Appalachian Act. The Commission and other Federal, State, and local
funds are used to support the district organizations. The planning district com-
missions are charged with the responsibility of carrying out comprehensive
physical, economic, and social planning for their districts and encompass the
developmental plans and programs pursued under the Appalachian Develop-
ment Act.
The planning district commissions will form the primary administrative units

through which Appalachian Development Act funds are channeled into the
Region and should take the leading role in formulating proposals for Appala-
chian-funded programs and projects within their respective districts. Care is
being taken to assure that the expenditure plans and projects proposed by the
individual planning districts are in accordance with the overall developmental
concepts of the Appalachian Region.
I want to relate to you how one of these district organizations is demonstrat-

ing the true potential of the district concept.
Local initiative and leadership, supported by public funds from three levels

of government, are bringing economic progress to a rural area of Southwestern
Virginia.



112

In order to make possible this improvement in the economy, three loca
l juris-

dictions have provided tax revenues to a fourth jurisdiction to help
 develop

a project of benefit to the people of the entire area.

Three Federal agencies worked together with the State agencies and commu-

nity in a unique demonstration of teamwork on behalf of the people in a c
orner

of Appalachian Virginia, and the people of the area demonstrated their d
eter-

mination throughout, even to the extent of acquiring a surplus bulldozer and

beginning land improvements on their own.
The focus of this effort is the Duffield Industrial Center which is being c

on-

structed on a tract of 2,000 acres of farm land located along Appalachian Devel
-

opment Highway Corridor B (or U.S. Highway 23). Stretches of Corridor B, a

four-lane highway, are completed, and work is under way on other portions. The

center is twenty miles from Interstate 81.
The industrial community is also located in the heart of the LENOWISCO

Local Development District (comprised of Lee, Scott, and Wise Counties and

the Independent City of Norton) which contains 95,000 people who live in a

dozen incorporated towns and cities and a multitude of small coal camps.

The site was selected as the location for the development because it is one of

the few areas within the LENOWISCO District which has a sufficiently large

area of flat land. It is accessible to the area's labor force; has highway and rai
l

access; and has lower development costs than other sites studied. Relatively flat

land is a rather scarce commodity in the Appalachian Region, particularly in

the coal-mining central portions which include Lee, Scott, and Wise Counties.

The Duffield effort began in March, 1967 when the LENOWISCO Development

District designated Duffield as a major industrial growth center as part of a

long-range economic development strategy. The project received the support of

local leaders as evidenced by the provision of local tax money to help develop

the joint project. To date, this support from local tax sources has consisted

of $350.750 in capital improvements and $20,000 to cover operating deficits.

The Appalachian Regional Commission and the Economic Development Ad-

ministration have provided the local development district, LENOWISCO, with

administrative funds. Funds for special studies, administrative funds, plus water

and sewer grants have been provided by the Economic Development Adminis-

tration. The Virginia State Division of Planning has provided technical assist-

ance in formulating detailed plans.
The North Fork of the Clinch River has posed a flood threat to the Duffield

site. Negotiations had been completed with the Tennessee Valley Authority for

a $500,000 rechanneling project to make the site flood free. However, TVA did

not receive the necessary appropriations in time and with the approval of

Congressional committees, the Appalachian Regional Commission provided

$150,000 in order to expedite the rechanneling work by TVA. This represented

a dovetailing of effort and effective regionalism.
The first manufacturing plant has now located in the industrial center, em-

ploying 65 persons.
Without the Appalachian Program, I suspect that Duffield would still be a

dream.
Let me add a final emphasis on the urgent need for rapid completion of the

Appalachian Development Highway System. Further projects like Duffield, as
well as the overall development of Appalachian Virginia, depend upon the crea-
tion of this transportation and communication foundation for development. I
might point out that Virginia has completed a larger proportion of the mileage
made possible by limited Federal dollars for these highways than any other

state. However, all of the states have accelerated their matching funds beyond
that which is required and have demonstrated that they can utilize funds far
beyond those now available. The pace of future development in this Region will
be set by the speed at which we complete the fundamental highway system.
I would like to make one additional recommendation. In the early design of the

Appalachian Program—in fact, before the Appalachian Regional Development
Act became law in 1965—the member Governors initiated the establishment of an
office to represent them in the day-to-day conduct of Commission business. During
the ensuing six years, the Office of the Appalachian Regional Representative has
become an effective and essential part of the Commission. I feel that it is appro-
priate that this new Act provide recognition of this office and its role in the
Appalachian Program.
One point which should be made clear is that the total Appalachian Program is

far more than the Appalachian Commission. The Commission is simply one key-
stone element in a system of program management units in the executive branch
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of the three levels of government. The Commission forms a partnership unit be-
tween the President's program management offices and those of the Governors.
The development district provides the partnership link between the State agen-
cies and local governments and private groups. It is the entire system which makes
complete the Appalachian concept for cooperation and special action. This system
is in place. It is working. In a nation which needs examples that work successfully,
we cannot afford to suspend or diminish this one.

Let's get on with the work.
Mr. Chairman, I think it is clear why I so strongly advocate the extension of

the Appalachian Program.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN C. WEST, GOVERNOR OF THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

As the newest of the 13 Appalachian Governors, I have had an open mind on the
value of the Appalachian program, especially in comparison with the national
Administration's proposal to phase all present grant Programs, including Appa-
lachia, into a revenue sharing plan.
I met with the Appalachian Governors on February 5, along with representa-

tives of the President and Vice President who presented the details of the Presi-
dent's Program including the elimination of the Appalachian and Coastal Plains
Programs.
I am convinced now that the Appalachian and Coastal Plains Programs must

be continued. To substitute the revenue sharing proposals as alternatives would
be impractical and illusory. To adopt these proposals as substitutes for the suc-
cessfully working regional concept would constitute a most serious mistake.

First, I wish to reiterate my support of the Resolution adopted by the Appa-
lachian State Governors on 5 February 1971 urging extension of the Commission
with particular emphasis on that portion of the Resolution which states:
"We all fully support the basic concept of Federal revenue-sharing, and we

believe the Appalachian program has been one of the finest demonstrations of how
States and communities can make effective use of shared Federal revenues. In
addition, we believe that the Appalachian local-state federal partnership struc-
ture allows a 'decision sharing' mechanism which provides benefits in the shared
management of many programs in a way not provided by revenue sharing alone."

Second. as a minimum, I wish to endorse the idea that the Appalachian Pro-
gram, which has proven so eminently successful during the first six years of its
existence, be expanded for the four years requested to allow for the effective.
efficient and economical completion of the absolutely essential tasks under way
and planned under the minimal ten-year Appalachian Program envisaged at the
time of its establishment.

Third, it is my view that revenue sharing and the Appalachian management
and control concepts are complementary one of the other. These two concepts
used in concert will prove highly successful in meeting state and local com-
munity needs, but more importantly, in meeting special needs beyond the central
community interest and across state lines. The joint concepts could have such a
tremendous impact upon the well being and happiness of the underprivileged.
that the regional total concept of revenue sharing and Appalachia might well
serve as a model Regional approach worthy of adoption on a National scale.
A system of Geographical areas, each with similar goals, problems and interests
could be set to cover all parts of the nation. The actual drawing of lines, should
be left to be worked out in the development of the national program, but all
communities and all states would be included.

Fourth, I am convinced that the establishment of National goals and priorities
in such areas as Health. Education. Transportation. Rural Development, Urban
Renewal and Protection of the Environment, is imperative. Quite naturally these
national objectives must be further defined in the differing regional alignments.
with appropriate Federal. regional and state authorities and responsibility, if
the available resources are to be marshalled and judiciously applied to meet
the critical problems and needs of a rapidly expanding population, technology
and economy.

Fifth, I have been tremendously impressed by the innovative and highly suc-
cessful programs that have already been employed in the Appalachian Regional
Program in alleviating and minimizing the Economic. Health. Education and
Social needs of the people of this region, who have not been blessed with the
advantages, opportunities and amenities of other areas of this great land.
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Sixth, it is abundantly clear that the President's proposal on revenue sharing
is a great principle for dealing with the vital needs of local communities and
states by providing for funding strength in an equitable manner to all local
communities and states, drawing from all revenue sources derived from the
people of the entire country. Even so, the great management and innovative
strength of the regional programs concept of the Appalachian Region Commission
must not be allowed to disappear. Instead, it must be strengthened and even
used as a pattern for the future if the best interests of all Americans are to be
served.
Upon my election as Governor last November, I began immediately to formu-

late certain goals for our administration. I also began an immediate inventory
of the resources available to help us attain those goals.
Among the goals set, which we have since articulated formally, were elimina-

tion of hunger and malnutrition, providing adequate housing, better health care
and a better educational opportunity for all citizens.
In evaluating the resources available to our state in reaching for these goals,

I spent first hours—and then days—reviewing the Appalachian Program, first
with my predecessor, Governor McNair and his staff, and then with the local and
regional staffs. I then assessed the demonstrated results of the program with
knowledgeable and concerned local citizens.

It is my considered judgment that the Appalachian concept is the best and
most workable approach to solving the problems of people—and their govern-
ments—that we have considered since the advent of our federal system. Cer-
tainly it is the most feasible that I have seen or considered in my 16 years as a
state legislator or my prior experience as a university teacher of Political Science.
Such a statement would be extravagant without substantiation or documenta-

tion. Here are the reasons:
(1) Problems of people—and their prospective solutions—are today more

regional than state. Hunger, inadequate housing. illiteracy, failure of delivery of
health care, are present today in every state. These ancient plagues of people
are no respecters of State lines. Alone, neither state nor national government has,
in the past, nor can in the future. solve these problems.
(2) The Appalachian concept creates a federal-state-local partnership with a

now demonstrated capacity to find and initiate innovative solutions to these
problems. Each of the participating partners' input is essential. Through this
process:
The Federal Government can participate through:
(a) the recognition of a regional approach to problems through adequate staff

and planning capacity:
(b) basic responsibility for funding;
(c) communication, dissemination and evaluation of program progress through-

out the 13-state region.
The State Government can provide:
(a) A continuing input of 13 Governors delineating and assigning priority to

the problem areas of their respective states. In the normal political process there
is a continuous change in chief executives and their staffs (6 are new in 1971
alone) . Fresh from the elective process, this input provides an up-dated concern
for needs, hopes and aspirations of citizens of a region.
The Appalachian Commission organization not only provides a workable state-

federal partnership but a practical way for states to work together. In this regard,
the action of our first Appalachian Governors in establishing their own Appa-
lachia Regional Representative as the functional, full time equivalent of the
Federal Cochairman, has proven to be a most worthwhile step. I would like to
recommend now that it is time we provided recognition for this office as a part of
the Commission, in the Act itself.
(b) Leadership in planning and executing innovative solutions to basic prob-

lems of state government—and governors—are usually handicapped in initiating
new programs or changing old ones by such things as lack of funds. The Ap-
palachian concept gives state governments—and governors—reason to show
initiative because it gives them the immediate capacity to implement solutions
otherwise not practical or feasible.

Local governments and people
Perhaps the single most important virtue of the Appalachian concept is its

massive and effective involvement of local government units and the private
sector in solving the problems of people on a local level.
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Operation of Appalachia in South Carolina has, for the first time in the 
300-

year history of our state, formed an effective coalition of all units of local go
v-

ernment working with mutual trust and respect and joining with private citizen
s,

groups and organizations to begin a new era of progress for our state.

Appalachia not only has provided a new basis for cooperation between county

and city governments, but has sparked the formation of new multi-county re
gional

planning districts which carries down to the individual citizen the opportunity

to deal in concert with others on problems of human needs—and solu
tions—.

which cross governmental boundaries in most instances.
The Appalachian Program has not only brought together governments, but

has been a unifying force by crossing political, social and economic divisions in

the private sector with a subsequent benefit not only to the program but to a
ll

citizens.
For the first time, private colleges and state universities consider and agree

upon priorities and allocation of limited funds for capital construction.

For the first time, medical associations and health planners agree on a massive

plan of delivery of health care to all citizens of a given area.
For the first time, industrial and commercial development leaders are working

together—on an area-wide basis—to pull together public and private resources

to deal together in concert on area development sites, on the community facili-

ties, transportation systems and other services and facilities required to serve

such sites, and on training and employment programs required to deal with man-

power utilization and job opportunities in such private enterprise development.

We have taken some important steps in South Carolina to modernize State

and local government and to utilize the input of Federal program resources in the

process. I must point out that, while many of the Federal program inputs are

extremely useful in dealing with particular problems, it is true that much of

the confusion in government today results from the too restrictive inputs of some

of the Federal programs which are either conflicting or inconsistent in basic

policy and purpose. However, let me make clear that those of us who have worked

at the State and local level of government are greatly aware of the inadequacies

and conflicts in our governmental processes at those levels as well.
What we need is a systematic approach which allows us to work together in

the three levels of government, to form a unified delivery system to the end that

we can bring all of the force and capability of government to bear upon those

particular problems and opportunities which hold priority for the people of each

different local area.
In South Carolina, we have found it possible to take a number of basic steps

in establishing such a system. I count as fundamental to this system the estab-

lishment of a Program Management Unit attached to the Office of the Governor

and working on the State-wide coordination of all Federal and State programs.

The second fundamental step, in establishing this system, has been the creation

of a uniform set of multicounty development districts covering the entire State
and working directly with the Governor's Office Program Management Unit. This
has allowed us a beginning in the business of relating the coordination of State
and Federal programs to their needed impact on the local priorities which can
be formulated in the plans of each of our local development areas.
As a result of this system—completely modeled upon the Appalachian regional

concept and formulated with the assistance of the Appalachian Commission—
we have been able to develop a more rational and coherent approach than would
otherwise have been possible.
I intend to continue to complete the job in making this system work for maxi-

mum benefit in South Carolina. We need more experience in the operation of
our State-wide program management and coordination activity and I intend
to give this function the full support of the Governor's Office. Each of the local
organizations working in the development areas has progressed to a differing
degree in their capability to deal with this new approach to make effective
plans and to put them into action in worthwhile programs. I intend to give
greater recognition and the full support of state government to their work.
In the progress that has been made in utilizing the multi-State regional

approach. as port of this system. South Carolina is one of only three states in
the country to have joined two multi-State regions. In addition to Appalachia,
we are participating with Georgia and North Carolina in the Coastal Plains
Regional Development Program.
Simply because a national regional program has not been available to us as

an alternative, we have not been able to incorporate the remainder of our State—
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the Central Piedmont Region—into a multi-State regional effort. However, weare incorporating our central counties into our consistent State-wide localdevelopment organizations. We will not only be giving those counties everysupport possible in this fashion, but it is our desire to incorporate these countiesinto the multi-State regional approach, as well. Whether all of South Carolinashould be in one single region, or should be cooperating in perhaps two regionsat the multi-State level, is a matter which will require study as the nationalregional approach is given full consideration. With that option open, however,our desire and our commitment is firm to see all of the counties and communitiesof South Carolina benefit from inclusion in the excellent system of the regionaldevelopment concept—based upon the reality of its application in the Appa-lachian Region.
I have concentrated my comments largely upon the basic policy and organiza-tion questions involved here. I am asking Colonel James Whitmire, whom Ihave appointed to head our State program management and coordixation activ-ity, to provide a separate statement outlining in brief detail the nature of someof our actual programs in operation.

CONCLUSION

The regional approach, as exemplified by the Appalachian Program, is notinconsistent with the Administration's revenue sharing program. In fact, in myjudgment, it is the only feasible plan to implement it and to achieve its laudablegoals on which we all agree.
This concept answers what is to me a valid criticism of the proposed revenuesharing program, namely, that it gives the Federal Government the responsibilityof imposing taxes for revenue over which no control in spending is exercised.The operating Appalachian record eliminates that basic and valid objection.The federal funds expended are for programs agreed upon and approved byfederal, state and local officials, meeting fully the test of responsibility for

expenditures.
The federal system will be strengthened by a continuation and expansion of the

Appalachian Program. To eliminate this program would be disastrous.

STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE C. WALLACE, GOVERNOR OF THE STATE OF ALABAMA

Since the inception of the Appalachian regional development program and the
establishment of the Commission, Alabama has developed a mechanism, in concert
with her sister Appalachian States, which has provided for identification of
regional goals, State and regional research valuable in project and program elec-
tion, helpful joint State and Federal review of worthwhile projects, and the
establishment of multi-jurisdictional planning and development organizations
within each State which are proving their worth in initiating cooperation among
local governments. We believe that continuation of this type of partnerships be-
tween governments is imperative for proper management of public investments.
Under the Commission approach, the chief executive of each State is charged

with overall responsibility for distribution of funds, guided by a development
plan which establishes priorities of need and growth potential in various fields
of endeavor and localities.
During the period of our participation in the Appalachian program, Alabama

and its community governments have maintained and improved their own level
of tax efforts. The program has not been used in Alabama as an exercise to
supplant the need for local resources and initiative. To the contrary, local gov-
ernments have been obliged to measured up to the responsibilities because, with
Appalachian assistance, they recognized better opportunities of success. Appala-
chian Alabama now has six multi-county councils of government and planning
commissions operating. The continuance of some of these are dependent upon the
Appalachian program at the present time. Given more time and some additional
assistance, they will all reach a stage of maturity and usefulness which will
make them more effective in the program development process.
We respectfully urge a four-year extension of the Appalachian development

program and pledge our continued support and participation in it. The job which
I and other Appalachian Governors set out to do. in full partnership with each
other and with the Federal side of the commission apparatus. has not been fully
accomPlished. We believe that the record thus far indicates that the goals can be
accomplished through the continuation of the program as contemplated. This is
as it should be and can continue to be through extension of the Appalachian
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Development Act now under consideration. This experience has proved that the
delivery of health services, vocational training, improvement of higher educa-
tion facilities, and the ultimate closing of the economic gap between the Ap-
palachian area and the nation as a whole can be accomplished through the part-
nership process and extension of the Appalachian program. The continuation of
the Appalachian access road program (section 201), the vocational education
program (section 211) and the supplemental investment program (section 214)
are especially critical to Alabama at this time.
The investment of Appalachian funds, aside from research, highway, and health

demonstration investments has resulted in a total facilities investment of $90
million. Many communities and local school districts simply could not have ac-
complished nearly as much for their citizenry under existing categorized grant
programs. The investment of Appalachian funds has resulted in the investment of
$35 million funds from other Federal programs, much of which could not have
been so utilized because of the fiscal limitations of local governments and educa-
tional institutions.
Because of the planning efforts which must go into the road construction

process, much of the money thus invested under the section 20/ program will
prove valueless unless the program is continued. The same is true of the section
202 health program and the allied childhood development efforts.

STATEMENT OF HON. JIMMY CARTER, GOVERNOR OF THE STATE OF GEORGIA

Recently I prepared a statement to the Subcommittee on Public Works of the
U.S. Senate, my position remains unchanged in my support of a four-year exten.
sion of the Appalachian Regional Commission.
As you know, Congress declared in 1965, that the Appalachian Region of the

United States. while being abundant in natural resources, lagged behind the rest
of the country in its economic growth, and its people had not shared in the Na-
tion's prosperity: The area had developed unevenly as a result of the economic
base for vigorous self-sustaining growth had not materialzed. The intent of
the Congress in creating the Appalachian Regional Commission was to alleviate
these conditions and work purposefully toward their solution.
Since the fgrmation of the Commission. much has been done to address the

problems of: inaccessibility, poor standards of health, soil erosion, mine drainage
and fires, housing, vocational education, and construction projects. Solving these
specific prob'ems do have a direct bearing on the economic development potential.
The Appalachian Regional Commission has been a pioneering approach using

Federal. State and local Pooperation. This partnership has been very successful
and has demonstrated the expertise of )solving the unique problems of this
region. Sound planning strategy based on an annual State Investment Plan and
established funding criteria for determining priorities in projects. have become
theformula for success in this program. The Appalachian program in Georgia has
not become a vehicle to circumvent the need for local resources and initative.
To the contrary, local governments have measured up to the program and their
responsibilities; and through this effort have realized many successful projects.
Public dollars under the Appalachian Act are being wisely spent in Georgia.
I would like to point out some of the key problems that would result in Georgia

if the Appalachian Program Were to be discontinued at this time:
The Appalachian Highway Program is to be one of the key methods of opening

the region in Georgia for commerce, health, tourism, and internal development.
This highway is incomplete and based on present funds allocated, it cannot be
completed. Unless the program is continued the funds that have been already
invested will not be fully utilized to their full potential.
Georgia has aggressively pursued the problems of health as a result of assist-

ance made available by the Appalachian program. We have developed a compre-
hensive program for constructing regional health facilities which tie in with sub-
regional hospital and local health clinics, but the job has not been completed.
We now have in operation speech and hearing centers, alcoholic rehabilitation
centers, mental retardation centers, health clinics, nursing homes, nursing and
paraprofessional training programs related to health and regional hospitals. At
the present time, many of these facilities and programs are entirely dependent on
continued Appalachian support. Local support for these activities is increasing
and it is apparent that the local capability will be a reality in the very near
future.
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One of the most successful and impressive achievements of the program
has been in the area of vocational education. However. in Georgia the 'program
has not been completed. An additional five or six vocational technical schools
need to be constructed in order to complete our comprehensive vocational educa-
tion program in Georgia Appalachia. The record of the Vocational Education
Program of the Commission gives supportive evidence that these vocational
education goals can be accomplished through the continuation of the program as
now contemplated.
The heart of the Appalachian program has been supplemental assistance to

communities which do not possess the necessary resources to match federal
grant-in-aid offers. The types of projects funded in this category are municipal
facilities, airport expansion, libraries, hospitals, nursing homes, and other eco-
nomically essential projects. If this program were to be discontinued at this time,
many communities with the potential for self sustaining growth and development
will not realize their true growth potential.
The Appalachian program has demonstrated the capability of doing the job.

Now we must allot this program sufficient time to accomplish its mission.
It would be an injustice to Congress, the Appalachian Regional Commission,

and more importantly the citizens of Appalachia, to discontinue the program at
this time.
In the history of the development of the Appalachian Regional Commission.

participating states have established an office to operate in fully carrying out the
Federal-State partnership. This office has proven its usefulness and should be
recognized in the Act. Specifically, this office should be designated as the Office of
the Appalachian Regional Representative, and be of equivalent stature to the
Office of Federal Cochairman.
The Appalachian Regional concept has demonstrated in action not in theory

a workable mechanism for the coordination of the three levels of government—
their resources and activities—to deal at maximum strength and the best combi-
nation of programs directly on target to the priority problems of people which
differ in each local area. It has taken several years of direct experience to "fine
tune" this workable demonstration to a present level of success.

Georgia is also a partner in the Coastal Plains Regional Commission which is
authorized under Title V of the Public Works and Economic Development Act
of 1965. The degree of success experienced in the Appalachian partnership of
Georgia has not yet been achieved in the Coastal Plains area. This is so for two
reasons. First. the Coastal Plains Regional Commission has not been in operation
as long as the Appalachian Regional Commission and has not had the time to
make as great an impact. Secondly. and most importantly. the Title V Commis-
sions have been appropriated only one-fifth of the funds authorized by Congress.
Thus. the financial resources so desparately needed to stimulate economic growth
and development have not been made available to depressed communities in the
Title V regions.
I urge the Congress to continue their support of the Appalachian Regional

Commission and the Title V Commissions. Further, I urge that the Title V Com-
missions have their level of funding increased to the level of Appalachia and
that these vital programs be continued for an additional four years.

STATEMENT OF HON. MARVIN MANDEL, GOVERNOR OF THE STATE OF MARYLAND

I would like to address myself specifically in support of Title III—Appalachian
Regional Development Act Amendments of 1971 of H.R. 5376, which your sub-
committee is considering today. I previously testified in support of a similar bill,
S. 575 passed the U.S. Senate March 11, 1971, with certain amendments all of
which, including those pertaining to other titles of H.R. 5376. I strongly endorse.

Title III of H.R. 5376 extends the Appalachian Regional Development Act of
1965 for two years, which I fully support—even though I am convinced that at
least four years more are required for the Appalachian Regional Commission to
accomplish its mission in Appalachia. There are also other differences with re-
gard to the level of funding which. I feel confident, the Congress is best able to
judge. However. I recommend the higher figure, primarily because of increasing
costs. Therefore, I support the funding level in the bill passed by the Senate.
I would also recommend for your consideration refinements which are included

in the bill passed by the Senate. These provide flexibility which the Appalachian
Regional Commission is convinced will improve its performance in achieving its
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objectives, based on experience gained from the progress already made toward
these objectives. In other words, as is usual in such circumstances, progress
dictates change.
The first of these applies to Section 214 of the Appalachian Regional De-

velopment Act of 1965, which provides funds to supplement federal grant-in-aid
programs. The sole purpose of this program is to permit federal contributions in
development or development-related projects in a total amount not exceeding
80%, thus enabling poorer communities to participate in federal benefits. Now we
are asking that this authority be broadened so that Section 214 money can be
used in lieu of the basic federal grant-in-aid money in those instances where the
project has been processed and approved but the federal agency cannot fund
its share.
Other changes involve grouping of funding authorizations to achieve more

flexibility within broader areas. In the human resources area, for example, the
authorizations for demonstration health and vocational education facilities are
joined to make one overall authorization for this purpose. Similarly, the au-
thorization for natural resources—involving land stabilization, conservation and
erosion control; timber development; mining area restoration; and water re-
sources—are combined.
Another refinement which I heartily endorse is designed to overcome the

prohibition on the use of the monies authorized for mine area restoration for
certain projects. The Lausche Amendment rightly restricted restoration of pri-
vate held lands to prevent those landowners from "windfall" gains resulting
directly from public money. I believe this amendment insures against such
gains, but allows restoration of these lands.
I also hope that your committee will support an amendment calling for the

establishment of a States' Regional Office and Representative. While the Ap-
palachian States have created and funded such an office, now is the appropriate
time to make it statutory. To accomplish this, I propose that Section 101. (a)
of the Appalachian Regional Development Act of 1965 be amended to read as
follows (the underlined words indicating the sentence being added) :

Section 101. (a) There is hereby established an Appalachian Regional
Commission (hereinafter referred to as the "Commission") which shall be
composed of one Federal member, hereinafter referred to as the "Federal
Cochairman," appointed by the President by and with the advice and con-
sent of the Senate, and one member from each participating State in the
Appalachian region. The State members of the Commission may establish
the Office, Appalachian Regional Representative, which Office shall dis-
charge, under policy guidelines approved by a majority of the State mem-
bers, al/ or any of the responsibilities conferred upon the States in the
remainder of this Act. The Federal Cochairman shall be one of the two Co-
chairmen of the Commission. Each State member may be the Governor,
or his designee, or such other person as may be provided by the law of the
State which he represents. The State members of the Commission shall
elect a Cochairman of the Commission from among their number.

In addition, I want to take this opportunity to reaffirm my support for this
unique federal-state partnership which is so successfully pursuing the goal of
lifting the level of economic opportunity for people in Appalachia to that en-
joyed by other Americans. My State has many tangible reasons to justify my
enthusiasm for this program, and I would like to tell you of a few of them.
During the first five years of Maryland's participation in the Appalachian

Regional Development Program, approximately 100 projects contributing to
the improvement of social and economic conditions in Maryland's three Appa-
lachian Counties have been funded under the Act. The total cost of these projects
is approximately $86.4 million, including some $35.8 million in federal funds
through the Appalachian Region Commission.
Of these projects, approximately $45.6 million in total costs are attributable

to the development highway system and local access roads, including about
$24.3 million in A.R.C. funds. These inve,stments will put Appalachian Maryland
strategically on an east-west main stream of commerce.

Total cost of all other projects is about $40.8 million, including $11.5 million
in A.R.C. funds. Nearly half of these A.R.C. funds were invested in the improve-
ment of educational facilities. Among fifteen vocational education projects are
two area vocational-technical centers and a regional vocational resource center.
A new community college campus has been opened. A regional education service
agency is in the planning stage.
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Environmental projects received a substantial boost also, and have included
two water treatment facilities and nine sewerage systems. Other major projects
included four health facilities, two airport improvements, two libraries, and a
small watershed dam construction.
Thank you for your time and attention.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN BELL WrLLIAMS, GOVERNOR OF MISSISSIPPI

Mr. Chairman and Distinguished Members of the Subcommittee:
I am pleased to submit this statement in behalf of a four-year extension of

the Appalachian Regional Development Program.
I was a Member of the United States House of Representatives at the time

the Appalachian Program was initially written into law. I opposed the Program
when it was initially considered and passed. Without delineating all of my
reasons for opposition, I can tell you now that my position was based on a mis-
conception, or lack of full understanding, of the Program's philosophy. At the
outset, I had regarded this Program as merely another "run of the mill" grant-
in-aid scheme aimed at garnering political support from a particular geographical
section of the country.

After three years of service as Governor of the State of Mississippi, and hav-
ing had an opportunity to witness this Program in operation first-hand, I readily
confess that the premise of my initial opposition to the Program was wholly in
error. In fact, it is now my firm belief that the basic concept of the Appalachian
Program is by far the most successful means of bringing about a productive and
universally acceptable state-federal partnership in our developmental efforts.

Mississippi was the last of the states to be brought into the Program. We had
the opportunity—which the other states did not have—to evaluate the effec-
tiveness of this Program in other states over a two-year period and to deter-
mine for ourselves whether we desired participation. Having determined, on
the basis of this observation, that the Apnalachian Program is the most suc-
cessful of all federal-state development efforts during the past decade, we sought
voluntarily to join the Appalachian Commission. We recognize this Program
as the only one which, in truth as well as theory, takes its direction from the
local level; whereas in contrast, other programs of grant-in-aid to states and
municipalities start at the Washington level and filter down to the people.
While we enjoyed the privilege of observing the Program's operations prior to

seeking participation, we paid a corresponding penalty of having lost two years'
time which could have been used to our advantage in building the foundation for
development that the program seeks to achieve.
This is the type of program in which each year's investment and each pro-

ject's action is so planned that it builds a basis for successful action in the
following years. Even in those states which have participated in the Program
from its beginning, only now are they beginning to perfect the working me-
chanisms and to establish systems of development facilities and services to the
point where they can foresee the creation of a successful basis for development
action within the region itself.

Since the time Mississippi was included in the Appalachian Regional Com-
mission, we have made major investments in the following categories:

68 miles of Access Roads that have provided our working people access
•to their places of employment. These investments total $6,259,437.

Airports, $466.377. This included our Golden Triangle Jet Airport, a multi-
county undertaking.
Education, $5.853,236. This figure includes investments in two of our major

colleges and universities, vocational-technical schools which serve three of
our junior colleges and seven high schools. This program was designed
primarily to intercept our young people prior to their dropping out of school
and already, the trend is starting to reverse itself.
Health Facilities, $641,608. Invested in the construction of three hospitals

and mental health-retardation facilities.
Water Sewer Systems. Eight water and sewer systems have been funded

under this program, totaling $1,308,024.
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Land Stabilization and Erosion Control, $632,920. Invested to help our
farm people, to control the wearing away of their land and to put it into
productive shape.
Housing, $318,000 for low and middle income families.
Administration and Research, $273,858.
Multi-PurpoSe Recreational Facilities, $219,534.

The total of these investments is $16,000,000 for the twenty-county Appalachian
Mississippi Area.
One of the studies which has just been completed and which will be up for

consideration by the Congress in relation to the authorization for extension of
the Appalachian Program, is the extension of the Appalachian Development High-
way System with a corridor to serve the people of northern Alabama and northern
Mississippi. This is a tremendous geographical and heavily populated area in
which no interstate or up-to-date modern highways are available for the trans-portation services demanded by an emerging commercial development. Our study
has shown that the kinds of development potential that exist in the areas of
the northeastern part of our State, will provide tremendous traffic on a highway
corridor and will, in turn, be dependent upon and greatly stimulated by provisions
of a major highway facility. It is most important that the program be continued
to encompass this development and to tie the people of this part of the regioninto the transportation system which is producing such basic and accelerated de-velopment in many other parts of the Appalachian Region.
Based on my experience of twenty-one years as a member of the United StatesHouse of Representatives and three years of service as Governor of the Stateof Mississippi, I regard the basic reforms in our governmental processes to be amost urgent need. In spite of the constantly growing demands for new and ex-panding federal services and programs, I am of the opinion that central govern-ment has grown so disproportionately great as to become unwieldly, unmanage-able and clumsy. Too many decisions affecting the lives and economic well-beingof our citizens are being made entirely too far away from the seat of the problems.In too many instances, local interests and public officials are given little or novoice in the decision making process.
These are some of the specific accomplishments underway or on the groundand beginning to serve our people. Just this year, we have succeeded in establish-ing some of the fundamental organizational arrangements for which the payNeffis to come in the future. For instance, we have just completed planning for a com-prehensive area demonstration health program in which the objective will be tocreate an adequate system of delivery of health services reaching our people andbridging across the difficulties of access to such services, whether these dif-ficulties result from physical, geographical or economic problems. We are awarethat the demonstration health programs in some of the other states, developedprior to our entry into the Appalachian Program, have produced some of the mosteffective rural health delivery systems in the country.
Probably the most significant single forward step we are now taking, as aresult of our participation in the Appalachian Program, is the establishment ofa system of multi-county development districts. This will mean that our Stategovernment will be able to cooperate more directly and effectively on the grassroot level with local government and with local private interests on every aspectof the program which affects growth and development in local areas. We willbe able to channel and coordinate the technical assistance available from Stateas well as federal governments, and which cannot be economically sustainedby the small local government typical of our State. We will be able to coordi-nate the planning of our State services—and with the kind of cooperation weare able to work out through the Appalachian Commission, we will see thecoordination of federal program services—to meet more specifically the uniquedifferent needs of each of the larger areas of our State. The Office of the States'Regional Representative has become a necessary and effective device for helpingto effect a smooth states-federal partnership and I believe the time is appropri-ate to provide that office with legislative recognition in the act you are nowconsidering.
I wish to express the strong conviction that the Appalachian Program, underits current concept, be allowed to complete the work that has been plannedpreviously, and to allow us to demonstrate further the effectiveness of thisprogram and its partnership process.
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TESTIMONt OF HON. JOHN J. GILLIGAN, GOVERNOR OF THE STATE OF OHIO
,

As a member of Congress in 1965, when the Appalachian Program was intro-
duced in Congress, I voted for the program. I felt it represented a new approach,
a new way of looking at the problems of a specific region of the country and
then taking action to solve its problems.
I was:very interested in the concept of a partnership between the Federal

and state governments in developing a program of economic assistance to the
depressed Appalachian region of the country and in the local-state-federal part-
nership provided for to carry out local development action. I felt then that this
new approach to "creative federalism" was not only essential to meet special
Appalachian problems but might well serve, also as a model system of govern-
mental decision making for ultimate use throughout the nation.
In Ohio, we have long experienced out-migration from our twenty-eight Appa-

lachian counties to our major cities. This has been due primarily to the lack of
employment opportunity within the Appalachian region. The Appalachia portion
of Ohio represents 11 percent of Ohio's total population—an area of the State
that has been economically played out, a victim of economic and social forces
beyond its control. Its physical environment was ravaged. Its industry was de-
clining and the only real resource of the region was the spirit of the people.

It has been six years since that vote and over $100 million has been invested by
the Federal Government in Ohio to develop the region. These funds stimulated
additional State and local expenditures to the extent that over one quarter bil-
lion dollars has been invested by the public sector as a direct result of the Appa-
lachian Program.
The effect of this tremendous Federal-State and local investment program in

Ohio has resulted in the construction of 19 hospitals and health centers, six voca-
tional schools, 70 miles of developmental highway have been completed or are
under construction, numerous water and sewerage facilities, land conservation
projects, and the further development of the region's human resources. These are
projects which have helped to reverse the downward trend of the region's econ-
omy. Without Appalachian funds, it is doubtful that these projects would have
been undertaken. The economic impact of the Appalachian Program is readily
apparent. Twenty-three of Ohio's 28 Appalachian counties reduced their rate of
unemployment between 1965 and 1970 and seven of these counties had reduced
their unemployment rate to less than the national average. In fact, 19 of the 28
Ohio Appalachian counties had a growth in their effective buying income higher
than the national average.
I truly feel that the programs of the Appalachian Regional Commission are

responsible for a major portion of this change.
Now, a new concept of "revenue sharing" is being discussed. As the plan has

been conceived, $16 billion will be earmarked by the Federal Government for dis-
tribution to State and local governments. Eleven billion dollars of this total will
come from the elimination of existing categorical aid programs. Only five billion
dollars will be "new" money. One of the programs that the Administration has
indicated will be eliminated under this plan is the Appalachian Regional Devel-
opment Program. This is just one of the development type programs which is being
jeopardized in the name of revenue sharing. I do not believe that we at the State
and local levels should be asked to eliminate proven programs. I do believe that
if programs must be eliminated, they should be those which have been less
successful.
In response to suggested elimination of the Appalachian Program, I held a

public hearing for local officials in one of Ohio's principal Appalachian communi-
ties. The attendance and participation by local officials at this hearing reinforced
my belief that this program is having a good effect on Appalachia Ohio. The im-
pact of this program on the lives of these public officials and their constituents is
quite apparent. They expressed the spirit of cooperation and their belief in what
can be done that is not common among State and local governments. Over and
over again, from officials throughout Appalachia Ohio, I was told that the pro-
gram was offering to the Appalachian resident hope, opportunity, and a chance
to cooperate on a regional basis to rebuild the economy.
Later in the same day, I attended an Appalachian Governors' Conference in

West Virginia. I was pleased to hear the same feelings expressed by the Gov-
ernors at this meeting. Is was readily apparent that the program is having the
same degree of success in their States.
As a Governor just beginning to grapple with crucial rural and urban area de-

velopment problems throughout Ohio, it is most encouraging to find a universal
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view among Governors that this program works. Not only does it redeem the
faith I placed in the program by supporting it as a Congressman, more impor-
tant, it is encouraging to find one important program really doing the job it was
designed to do when, frankly, so many of our programs today are simply failing
to meet that test.
The Governors endorse not only the unique state-federal partnership, but the

local development district arrangement, the development concept for selecting
public investment for projects designed to fit into a comprehensive plan and to
produce growth in relation to priority objectives.
This program is beginning to produce a number of bonuses in its impact on

governmental organization at federal, state and local level. Its influence in im-
proved interstate activity is beginning to produce specific results in various
multistate areas—including the general area of the Ohio River in which my state
is directly concerned with a number of multistate interests.
That the program has achieved this level of success after such a short period

of time is truly remarkable, for its direction has been towards building the pub-
lic facilities base that is needed to increase development within the region. In
the end, it is the people that benefit from the additional educational opportuni-
ties, the better levels of health and health services, and decreasing unemploy-
ment. Indications are that economic conditions in Appalachia Ohio are improving.
However, the job is not done. Even with positive signs of an economic recovery,

the region still lags behind the nation in growth. Additional public investments
must still bemade and the Federal and state governments utilizing the Appa-
lacbian Regional Commission have a successful mechanism through which to
make the investments. My early feeling that this program might provide a model
mechanism for governmental decision making and program action which could
well be used throughout the nation, is 'strongly reinforced.
Therefore, I strongly support the Randolph-Cooper Appalachian Bill which

will assure the continuance of this vital program—both for its immediate benefit
to Appalachia and for its further demonstration of the much needed examples
of problem solving processes which can be applied to the massive and critical
problems in other parts of the nation.

STATEMENT OF HON. MILTON J. SHAPP, GOVERNOR OF THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA

Gentlemen: As Governor of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, as a business-
man, and as one who has a strong interest in the problem of economic develop-
ment for many years, I am pleased to join the other twelve Governors of Ap-
palachia in strongly recommending a four-year extension of the Appalachian
Regional Development Act. The recent action of the Senate in approving such
an extension is most encouraging to me as Governor. To meet the objectives we
have set for development in Pennsylvania we need this program.
For twenty years, I have been active in governmental research and develop-

ment activities at the local, State and federal levels. As a member of the Con-
gressionally-established Public Advisory Committee for the old Area Redevelop-
ment Administration (ADA ), I participated directly in the preliminary work
of the President's original Appalachian Regional Commission, which developed
the first Appalachian legislation. In addition, we worked with task forces in
State and federal government in developing the legislative and program defini-
tions for the EDA, the 0E0, and other programs.

It has been a privilege for me to continue to observe in action these programs
whose internal structure and original concepts I knew in detail.

Mississippi was the last of the states to be brought into the Program. We had
the opportunity—which is the other states did not have—to evaluate the effective-
ness of this Program in other states over a two-year period and to determine
for ourselves whether we desired participation. Having determined, on the basis
of this observation, that the Appalachian Program is the most successful of all
federal-state development efforts during the past decade, we sought voluntarily
to join the Appalachian Commission. We recognize this Program as the only
one which, in truth as well as theory, takes its direction from the local level:
whereas in contrast, other programs of grant-in-aid to states and municipalities
start at the Washington level and filter down to the people.
While we enjoyed the privilege of observing the Program's operations prior

to seeking participation, we paid a corresponding penalty of having lost two
years' time which could have been used to our advantage in building the founda-
tion for development that the program seeks to achieve.
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This is the type of program in which each year's investment and each project's
action is so planned that it builds a basis for successful action in the following
years. Even in those states which have participated in the Program from its
beginning, only now are they beginning to perfect the working mechanisms and
to establish systems of development facilities and services to the point where
they can foresee the creation of a successful basis for development action within
the region itself.

Since the time Mississippi was included in the Appalachian Regional Commis-
sion, we have made major investments in the following categories:

68 miles of Access Roads that have provided our working people access
to their places of employment. These investments total $6,259,437.

Airports $466,377. This included our Golden Triangle Jet Airport, a multi-
county undertaking.

_Education $5,853,236. This figure includes investments in two of our major
colleges and universities, vocational-technical schools which serve three
of our junior colleges and seven high schools. This program was designed
primarily to intercept our young people prior to their dropping out of school
and already, the trend is starting to reverse itself.
Health Facilities $641,608. Invested in the construction of three hospitals

and mental health-retardation facilities.
Water Sewer Systems. Eight water and sewer systems have been funded

under this program, totaling $1,308,024.
Land Stabilization and Erosion Control $632,920. Invested to help our

farm people to control the wearing away of their land and to put it into
productive shape
Housing $318,000 for low and middle income families.
Administration and Research $273,858.
Multi-Purpose Recreational Facilities $219,534.

The total of these investments is $16,000,000 for the twenty-county Appalachian
Mississippi Area.
One of the studies which has just been completed and which will be up for

consideration by the Congress in relation to the authorization for extension
of the Appalachian Program, is the extension of the Appalachian Development
Highway System with a corridor to serve the people of northern Alabama and
northern Mississippi. This is a tremendous geographical and heavily populated
area in which no interstate or up-to-date modern highways are available for the
transportation services demanded by an emerging commercial development. Our
study has shown that the kinds of development potential that exist in the areas
of the northeastern part of our State, will provide tremendous traffic on a
highway corridor and will, in turn, be dependent upon and greatly stimulated
by provisions of a major highway facility. It is most important that the program
be continued to encompass this development and to tie the people of this part of
the region into the transportation system which is producing such basic and
accelerated development in many other parts of the Appalachian Region.
Based on my experience of twenty-one years as a member of the United States

House of Representatives and three years of service as Governor of the State of
Mississippi. I regard the basic reforms in our governmental processes to be a
most urgent need. In spite of the constantly growing demands for new and ex-
panding federal services and programs, I am of the opinion that central govern-
ment has grown so disproportionately great as to become unwieldly, unmanage-
able and clumsy. Too many decisions affecting the lives and economic well-being
of our citizens are being made entirely too far away from the seat of the prob-
lems. In too many instances, local interests and public officials are given little
or no voice in the decision making process.
I do not consider the federal government to be the repository of all wisdom.

nor am I convinced that it should have the exclusive prerogative to make all
decisions affecting all geographical areas of the country. While it is true that
the federal government has emerged as the major revenue collector and chief
disbursement agency in our scheme of government, this does not obviate the
necessity for state and local governments to participate in making decisions
where local interests are concerned. While so-called revenue sharing proposals
have been put forward as a means of providing more local self-determination in
the disbursement of these monies, I find much disagreement, and a plethora of
suggestions, as to how and in what manner this should be accomplished. I have
supported the principle of revenue sharing on the premise that the federal gov-
ernment has preempted so many sources of revenue formerly available to the
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states and local governments, that they find themselves hard put to finance the
necessary functions of their respective governments.
While a desirable and workable revenue sharing program would be helpful to

the states and localities in meeting their responsibilities, such a program could
not deal with all the factors which are provided in the Appalachian Program
concept for inter-governmental cooperation, or for the first assessment of priori-
ties and program actions which would reap the most benefit for people from the
investment of the public dollar. I fail to see any real conflict between revenue
sharing and the regional development concept. In my opinion, the two can live
side by side, with one complementing the other.
These are some of the specific accomplishments underway or on the ground and

beginning to serve our people. Just this year, we have succeeded in establishing
some of the fundamental organizational arrangements for which the pay-off is to
come in the future. For instance, we have just completed planning for a com-
prehensive area demonstration health program in which the objective will be to
create an adequate system of delivery of health services reaching our people and
bridging across the difficulties of access to such services, whether these difficul-
ties result from physical, geographical or economic problems. We are aware that
the demonstration health programs in some of the other states, developed prior
to our entry into the Appalachian Program, have produced some of the most
effective rural health delivery systems in the country.
Probably the most significant single forward step we are now taking, as a

result of our participation in the Appalachian Program, is the establishment of
a system of multi-county development districts. This will mean that our State
government will be able to cooperate more directly and effectively on the grass
root level with local government and with local private interests on every aspect
of the program which affects growth and development in local areas. We will
be able to channel and coordinate the technical assistance available from state
as well as federal governments, and which cannot be economically sustained by
the small local government typical of our State. We will be able to coordinate the
planning of our State services—and with the kind of cooperation we are able to
work out through the Appalachian Commission, we will see the coordination of
federal program services—to meet more specifically the unique different needs
of each of the larger areas of our State. The Office of the States' Regional Repre-
sentative has become a necessary and effective device for helping to effect a
smooth states-federal partnership and I believe the time is appropriate to provide
that office with legislative recognition in the act you are now considering.
I wish to express the strong conviction that the Appalachian Program, under

its current concept, be allowed to complete the work that has been planned
previously, and to allow us to demonstrate further the effectiveness of this program
and its partnership process.

STATEMENT OF HON. WINFIELD DUNN, GOVERNOR OF THE STATE OF TENNESSEE

I appreciate the opportunity to include this statement in the records of the
hearings of this Subcommitee and to make known my strong view in support of the
proposed four-year extension of the Appalachian Regional Commission. The
recent action of the Senate in approving legislation which would provide the four-
year extension authorization is most encouraging.
I have read with care President Nixon's State of the Union address and his

budget message to the Congress in relation to the effect of his proposals on the
Appalachian Regional Commission and its operation. I have also discussed this
matter with Senators Howard Baker and Bill Brock, and Congressman Joe L.
Evins, with other Governors in the Appalachian Region, and with the Federal
Cochairman of the Commission, Mr. John B. Waters, Jr., who is a fellow Tennes-
sean and a close friend. It is as a result of this inquiry that I make these obser-
vations.

First, I am in strong agreement with the course of action outlined by Presi-
dent Nixon for the establishment of a more efficient delivery system for future
federal assistance to state and local governments. It is my view that the federal
government must move away from complete reliance on federal grant-in-aid in-
struments and must adopt approaches which seek to strengthen the political
structure and enhance the responsiveness of American federalism. This can best
be achieved as the President has proposed by the establishment of a combination
of federal revenue sharing and general functional block grants along with cate-
gorical grants in aid.

59-139 0-71-9
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While I will thus support with great enthusiasm the general proposal outlined
by the President, I am most concerned as to how this would affect the Appala-
chian Regional Program. As we all know, the Appalachian Regional Commis-
sion was established to fulfill a particular purpose—to provide special catch-up
assistance to the region in order that this area might compete effectively with
the rest of the nation. Therefore, this program is unique among our federal pro-
grams. For this reason, and because this program has functioned effectively, I
believe that abandonment of the Commission before its task is done would result
in the loss of maximum impact of the substantial investment already made and
would be a cruel disappointment to the people of our Region.
Since its inception, the Appalachian Regional Development Program has pro-

vided nearly $32 million to the State of Tennessee to assist in the construction of
approximately 200 public facilities ranging from hospitals and vocational schools
to airports and strip mining reclamation. An additional $45 million has been
made available for the Appalachian Development Highway System and $4.6 mil-
lion for local access roads. At this time, approximately 90 miles of the system are
either open to traffic or under construction.

STATEMENT OF JOHN D. WHISMAN, STATES' REGIONAL REPRESENTATIVE,
REGIONAL COMMISSION

Mr. Chairman, as you know my role is to represent the thirteen Governors
on the Appalachian Regional Commission, in a role equivalent to that of the
Federal Cochairman, in conducting responsibilities of the several States for the
Commission on a continuing basis and with the policy direction of the thirteen
Governors.
All thirteen of our Appalachian Governors have testified on behalf of the

pending legislation providing for a four-year extension of the Appalachian Re-
gional Program.
Governor Arch A. Moore, States Cochairman of the Commission and Chairman

of the Council of Appalachian Governors, presented his statement in person and
answered question's of the Committee. His statement included a number of sug-
gestions representing agreement by all the Governors on areas in which the
program could most effectively be expanded or improved by amendment to the
Act.
At the request of Cochairman Governor Moore, I am providing detailed data

in support of the general statement made by Governor Moore, and some of the
other Governors, reporting the uniquely high proportion of nonfederal participa-
tion which this program has induced.
I am providing a chart for each of the thirteen States, setting forth the dollar

volume of the participation of Appalachian Commission funds; and the propor-
tion of other federal fundsi—States, and localities. Also listed is the total cost of
project activities.
The significant thing about these figures is that they indicate that both the

States and the localities have provided a nonfederal participation in all program
areas at a much higher level than that required by limits of the Federal Act.
Before commenting on the figures themselves, I should point out that you will
find a few inconsistencies in the figures on the charts and that these inconsist-
encies reflect an understatement of the State and local participation. The
charts are complete and accurate on all figures reported. However, there are
considerable costs in most projects which are ineligible for federal funding. In
some of the earlier statements of our activity, these project costs were not in-
cluded in the records from which we have taken these six figures. All federal
costs are shown and, obviously, the ineligible costs would all be nonfederal.
Therefore, the inadequacy of these figures lies in their under-reporting ,of the
State and local participation.
I will abstract from these tables two sets of figures which most effectively

demonstrate the willingness of the States,_and localities to exceed the normal
participation level to a degree that, I am absolutely sure, is not even closely
matched in any other program performance.
For instance, in the programs for the vocational schools, sewage disposal

systems, and supplementation of local capacity in other federal grant-in-aid
programs (Sec's. 211, 212, 214), the Appalachian Act would allow a federal
participation of up to 80%, with nonfederal matching of only 20%. One might
well expect to find the figure in practice to show nonfederal participation of
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slightly over 20%, but I ask you to consider the actual participation levels dem-onstrated in these figures. The lowest nonfederal participation is at 49.6%;the average is close to 60%, with one State providing 72.1% nonfederal funds.These figures summarize the total participation over the five years of the pro-gram and the percentage is higher in the last years.
Summary figures for the total use of federal funds by each State in the pro-gram under Section 211, 212, and 214, are shown below, followed by the totalproject cost and the percentage of nonfederal funds. Figures in 1,0005s.

State
Federal
funds

Total
project

cost

Percent of
non-Federal

funds

Alabama 
Georgia 
Kentucky 

$49,833
36, 825
36, 727

$101,421
77, 492
90, 253

50.8
52.5
59.3Maryland 15,742 54,556 71.2Mississippi 17, 008 34, 241 50.3New York 33,481 119,851 72.1North Carolina 35, 219 85, 152 58.7Ohio 35, 661 82, 750 57.0Pennsylvania 120, 396 377, 833 68.2South Carolina 29, 022 63, 732 54. 5Tennessee 62,170 156,481 60.3Virginia 28, 098 61, 376 54.2West Virginia 60, 498 119, 929 59. 6

Total 560,679 1, 425, 067 60.7

In reviewing the funds expended under the Appalachian Highway Program,
through FY 1970, the following total federal cost, total project cost and percent-
age of State funds utilized, is shown.
The original Federal Act provided an allowance for the States to utilize 70%of federal funds in the Highway Program. This percentage factor was established

on the basis of understanding that the States' participation in this highway
development would require a major additional commitment at a time when
the ability of States to maintain their position in regular highway programs
was severely strained. The determination was that it would be an extremely
unusual effort for the States to provvide even 30% of funds in this unusual and
sizable undertaking. Nevertheless, the record now shows that the States' partic-
ipation in this effort has been at a rate of 46%-for all States through the five
years of the program.
Again this figure understates the State participation, since it does not include

a reporting of the fact that several States have advanced 100% State funds
in the costs of preliminary engineering and right-of-way acquisition on sections
of the highway system for which no construction funds are available within
the present federal level of authorization.

State

ARC development
highway funds

fiscal year 1965
through

Dec. 31, 1970
(in thousands)

Total cost of
development

highways in each
State through
Dec. 31, 1970

(in thousands)
Percent of

State funds

Georgia $10, 884 $19, 776 45
Kentucky 116,377 183,987 37Maryland 23, 566 44, 214 47
New York 83,730 192,716 57North Carolina 36, 128 65, 870 46
Ohio 44,171 81,115 46Pennsylvania 60, 197 122, 455 51
Tennessee 44,645 71,842 38Virginia 42, 178 72, 386 42
West Virginia 152, 126 264, 859 46

Total 614,003 1, 119, 222 46

NOTE.-Attached is a summary table for each State showing Appalachian assisted projects in each State and the amountcontributed toward the total cost of those projects by State and local government.
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Mr. KEE. Mr. Chairman, I wish to submit for the record a state-
ment on the Appalachian regional development program and in
particular the demonstration health project authorized by section
202. This statement has been prepared by Mr. T. P. Hipkens of the
Appalachian Regional Hospitals, Inc. Because of a tight schedule,
Mr. Hipkens was unable to be here to testify in person but asked that
his remarks be incorporated in the record. I would like to say for the
record that the Appalachian regional hospital system has been a
great force for good in the central Appalachian area. The hospital
system has been a cornerstone in the demonstration health program
administered by the Appalachian Regional Commission.
I know that my colleagues on the committee will find the remarks of

Mr. Hipkens extremely helpful in considering the extension of the
Appalachian Regional Development Act.
Mr. JONES. Without objection, the statement referred to will appear

in the record at this point.
(Statement referred to follows:)

APPALACHIAN REGIONAL HOSPITALS,
Lexington, Ky., March 11, 1971.

Hon. JAMES KEE,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR CONGRESSMAN KEE : It is my understanding that the Ad Hoc Subcommit-

tee on Appalachia of the House Public Works Committee will hold hearings on
the extension of the Appalachian Act next week. Because I believe very strongly
in this legislation and that the programs which it authorizes should be con-
tinued, I have prepared a statement which I hope can be included in the record
and considered by the Committee. The statement is enclosed.

Needless to say, we appreciate your continued efforts in behalf of the people
of the Appalachian Region and know you will do everything you can to see that
this highly beneficial program is continued.

Very truly yours,
T. P. HIPICENS,

President.

STATEMENT OF T. P. HIPKENS, PRESIDENT, APPALACHIAN REGIONAL HOSPITALS, INC.

My name T. P. Hipkens. I am President of Appalachian Regional Hospitals,
Inc. I wish to submit this statement in support of an extension of the Appala-
chian Regional Development Act. Particularly, I want to share with this com-
mittee our experiences with the Appalachian Health Program.
Were it not for the program's contribution to health care, the non-profit health

care system which I represent would not be in existence today.
I hope my message will show you why it is very important to these people that

the Appalachian Regional Development Program be extended for another four
years.
I am the president and chief executive officer of Appalachian Regional Hospi-

tals, Inc. ARH is a non-profit health care system centered around nine commun-
ity hospitals, with a total of 1,032 beds. The system serves a mountainous area
in Kentucky, Virginia, West Virginia and a segment of Tennessee.
How Appalachian Regional Hospitals came into existence is such a remark-

able story of generosity and compassion for mankind that I believe it bears a
brief telling.
The story begins in the mid-1950s when the United Mine Workers Welfare and

Retirement Fund established 10 hospitals to serve a chain of mountainous coal-
mining communities extending from Middlesboro, Ky., 250 miles northeast to
Beckley, W. Va. In 1962 the UMW, harassed by various problems, announced that
it had decided to sell or close several of the hospitals.
The closing of any of these institutions, in a region of such great need for

medical and hospital services, would have been calamitous. The United Presby-
terian Church, U.S.A., and the Commonwealth of Kentucky came forward with
a program to rescue the ten hospitals.

59-139 0-71-10
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The result was the creation in 1963 of an independent, non-profit private cor-poration, with a Board of 30 Trustees, to purchase and operate all 10 of thehospitals. (The hospital at Pikeville, Ky., later was merged with that city'sMethodist hospital.) The fledgling corporation acquired the hospitals with thehelp of a $3.9 million grant and a $4.1 million loan from the federal government.The grant was made in the summer of 1963 by the United States Area Re-development Administration. The loan was provided in June, 1964, by ARA'ssuccessor, the Economic Development Administration.
Their reasons were two-fold: (1) To bolster the economy of the Appalachiaregion by sponsoring a non-profit industry which would provide much neededjobs and payroll wealth; (2) to assure the continuance and further developmentof high quality medical and hospital services in area where a desperate shortageof such services existed.
Now, seven years since the inception of Appalachian Regional Hospitals, Ithink the record will show that the federal government made a wise investmentwhich has produced handsome dividends.
Appalachian Regional Hospitals today is undoubtedly the largest private, non-profit health care system in Appalachia. It employs 2500 persons, has a medicalstaff of 360 physicians and dentists, and spends $29,000,000 a year in deliveringcomprehensive health services.
Let's look at the dividends derived from the federal government's investmentduring the seven years of ARH's existence:
1. ARH provides steady jobs for 2500 Appalachia residents and has ploughed

into the region's economic bloodstreams more than $60,000,000 in salaries and
wages.
2. ARH has raised the quality and quantity of medical and hospital services in

Appalachia, and during its seven years has served 230,172 inpatients with 1,-
738,154 days of hospital care.

3. ARH, in cooperation with federal and state agencies, is developing new pat-
terns of health care delivery which can serve as models for other regions and
states.

This, I believe, is the kind of success which the Congress is seeking to achieve
through the Appalachian Regional Development program.
ARH started in 1963 without a cent of operating capital of its own. True, the

federal government let us have $8 million, but all of this money was spent in the
purchase of the 10 hospitals from the United Mine Workers. We had no money
for payrolls and other operating expenses. We got along for a while by borrow-
ing, but this source of revenue soon was exhausted. The new corporation's lack
of operating capital became critical in the Spring of 1965. A contributing factor
was the burden of providing hospital care to a growing load of indigent patients.,
Under UMW ownership, the hospitals operated primarily to serve UMW union

members and their families and pensioners. When ARH assumed ownership, the
hospitals were converted into voluntary community hospitals which meant that
they were committed to accept any and everybody, regardless of their ability
to pay. In the role of so-called "charity" hospitals, they naturally attracted an
influx of indigents.
Our Board of Trustees was on the verge of closing our hospitals when the

Appalachian Regional Commission, recognizing that the collapse of ARH-would
be a calamity to the communities depending upon us for health care and jobs,
answered our plea for help.
The Commission, in cooperation with the Office of Economic Opportunity and

the states of Kentucky, Virginia and West Virginia, arranged for ARH to obtain
a grant of $1.2 million from the Office of Economic Opportunity. We received
the check for $1,200,000 on June 8, 1965 and, with a sigh of relief, met our payroll
and canceled an emergency plan for phasing out the hospitals.
The Appalachian Regional Commission, while concerned for ARH's contribu-

tions to the economy and good health of an important segment of Appalachia
citizens, had another reason for helping us. The Commission and the Office of
Economic Opportunity had taken the first steps to develop a network of regional
health programs throughout Appalachia to serve as demonstration models for
other underdeveloped areas in America and other nations. They needed viable
health care institutions and agencies, particularly a syStem of ARH's size, to
serve as the nucleus around which to develop the new health programs.
ARH agreed to cooperate wholeheartedly in the demonstration program. We,

too, recognized the urgent need to provide better and perhaps different health
services, because many people were receiving no medical or hospital care what-
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ever, and many of the services being provided were not adequate to the needs of
the recipients. Furthermore, there was a great need for responsible and efficient
planning which would help the Appalachian region make more effective use of
existing health resources as well as the new resources to be created.
With "seed money" from Appalachian Regional Commission, and matched by

the hospitals' own contributions, we could start getting something done.
This brings me to the encouraging developments which my health care system

has been able to achieve, thanks to the Appalachian Regional Development pro-
gram and its resources.
We are now expanding our facilities and services, introducing new and better

methods of delivering health care, and are even using our centralized manage-
ment resources and talents to help other communities establish and operate hos-
pitals, health centers and clinics.
The main thrust of these exciting new developments has been in Kentucky in

cooperation with •the Southeastern Kentucky Regional Health Demonstration
Corporation and its planning councils in a 16-county area. We are also developing
projects in Virginia and West Virginia in cooperation with planning agencies of
those states.
ARH and the people of the communities it serves are indebted to the Appa-

lachian Regional Commission for the following achievements in the last two
years:
(a) The establishment of home health care programs in eight communities.

Last year 'these agencies provided excellent medical and nursing care to more
than 1,000 patients in their homes.
(b) Establishment of an emergency radio communications network linking four

ARH hospitals with eight other hospitals in Southeastern Kentucky. The system
connects the hospitals via two-way radio with ambulances and law enforcement
agencies, thereby making possible faster medical care for persons stricken by
illness or injury at locations far removed from a hospital.
(d) We are building extended care facilities in three Kentucky cities so that

patients not ill enough to require a regular hospital bed can be given excel-
lent medical and nursing attention at less cost than in an acute care hospital
bed. These extended care facilities will provide 55 additional beds at Middles-
boro, 50 extra beds at Harlan, and 40 extra beds at Hazard. The Hazard addi-
tion also will include 20 mental health beds.
(e) We are planning for a 60-bed extended care facility at Beckley, W. Va.,

and a 50-bed extended care facility at Wise, Va., and a 50-bed extended care
unit at South Williamson, Kentucky.
(f) Ground will be broken this year for a one-story addition for an emer-

gency care center which will include an intensive care unit and a coronary care
unit, at our Middlesboro, Ky. hospital.
(g) We expect soon to begin a second addition at our Hazard, Ky. Health

Center, to include a coronary-intensive care unit and other emergency care
services.
(h) Coronary care units have been established at our hospitals in Beckley,

W. Va. and McDowell, Kentucky.
(i) On the grounds of our Beckley hospital, we have constructed a building

for an HEW-financed neighborhood health center which last year treated 2,318
patients.
(j) An ARH Office of Education has been created to conduct a program in

continuing education for upgrading the knowledge of physicians and paramedi-
cal personnel.
(k) Two training programs for hospital Chaplains have been established—

at Beckley, W. Va. and Harlan, Ky.
(1) Modern ambulance services have been placed in operation serving ARH

hospitals at Harlan, Hazard and Whiteburg, Ky.. in addition to other hospitals
in the areas.
ARH is also extending its services to hospitals and health care centers out-

side the ARH system. We have agreed to operate a 50-bed hospital to be con-
structed by Morgan County at West Liberty, Ky., and a Community Health
Center to be erected at Hindman. Ky.
Just recently, we assumed the management of a clinic at Ary, Ky., and assisted

in establishing a clinic at Evarts, Ky. In addition, we are providing special serv-
ices, such as purchasing and accounting, to hospitals at Montgomery, W.Va.,and
Hinton, W. Va., as well as a children's home in Buckhorn, Ky.



144

The workers of our Home Health agencies constantly bring back stories of
these patients' renewed hope and happiness.
One example is the mother of seven children whose ailment was diagnosed a,s

terminal cancer. After an operation, the hospital arranged to keep her indefinitely.
But she clamored to return home to her family. Fortunately, the hospital has a
Home Health service, which arranged for a nurse aide to care for her while a
homemaker helped supervise the family chores. The woman was so happy to be
home with her husband and children that her condition ,seemed to stabilize. From
her bed she was able to supervise the children in their house-cleaning and cook-
ing and make sure they did their school homework. Three months after being
pronounced a terminal cancer case, the lady was still going strong, but at home
with and part of her family.
Then there is the case of the diabetic father who, thanks to Home Health

care, can stay with his family and help with the household chores. Another pa-
tient, a paralyzed man, is able to walk again, as the result of Home Health
care and treatment. I could recount many similar situations.
Oases such as these are not confined to the poor The well-to-do also are bene-

fiting from Home care.
Home Care is just one of the many valuable new health services which are

being brought to the residents of Kentucky, Virginia and West Virginia in proj-
ects fostered by the Appalachian Regional Development program.
I might point out that what we are doing is consistent with President Nixon's

repeated admonitions to improve our health delivery system. In July of 1960 he
stated:
"We face a massive crisis in (health care), and unless action is taken both

administratively and legislatively to meet that crisis within the next two to
three years, we will have a breakdown in the medical care system."
What the ARH system and other hospitals have accomplished is an example

of voluntary agencies working hand in hand with government to meet the urgent
needs of Americans.
However, we, along with other segments of the health care industry, have so

much catching-up to do to create the delivery system needed by the nation, that
our own resources are inadequate for the monumental task. ARH's revenues are
barely sufficient to support current services. Unlike the profit-making corpora-
tion, we are unable to generate surpluses for use in expansion.
Frankly, without the Appalachian Regional Commission and its grants, our

hospital system could not have survived, much less developed the additional
services and facilities which I have described.
To us, it is inconceivable that the Appalachian Regional Development Pro-

gram—and all it means in better health care to the 900,000 people in our service
area—should be disCarded.
In behalf of those people and their right to and need for high quality health

services, I respectfully urge extension of the Appalachian Regional Development
Program.

Mr. JONES. We are also pleased to have our good friend John Dun-
can, a former member of our subcommittee, and the Public Works Com-
mittee, who has also been identified as being a zealot for the cause of
the Appalachian Development Act. .
We are pleased to have you, Congressman Duncan..
Mr. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chairman, may I have an opportunity to re-

welcome our former colleague and a member of this committee to
the witness table because John Duncan's words of wisdom will make
a tremendous contribution to our record.
Mr. KEE. Mr. Chairman, I associate myself with the remarks of Mr.

Clausen.
Mr. JONES. You may proceed, sir.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN J. DITNCAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TENNESSEE

Mr. DuNcAN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to voice my support for
the continuation of funding of the Appalachian Regional Commission.
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I am looking at the program from three angles—as a former mem-
ber of this committee, as a resident of Appalachia, and as a repre-
sentative of several hundred thousand other residents of Appalachia.
In these three roles, I have become cognizant of the improvements
the Appalachian program has made to our daily lives.

This committee and our colleagues in the House and the Senate,
plus the Governors and other officials from the 13 States of Appa-
lachia, have cooperated to make the Appalachian Regional Commis-
sion (ARC) a great success. The legislation that has kept ARC
functional was well written here .and well carried out in the States.
In my counties, I have watched community spirits develop when

there was hope that the Federal Government, through ARC, might
assist in building a health facility, nursing home or school where there
was none. In fact, during the 6 years I have been in Congress I have
participated in the official openings of many public facilities in my
district that are now serving thousands of economically deprived,
thanks to ARC.

Very important to my people have been grants to assist with health
facilities and hospitals, vocational schools, higher education facilities,
sewage treatment plants, and libraries. Important, too, are the high-
way corridors that have been built with a boost from ARC.
ARC is a perfect example of well-spent funds. There is efficiency

from Washington right down to the very local level. Appalachian
funds are used exactly where they serve the most people and where
they do the most good for economically lagging sections.
I urge the continuation of this fine program, as did the Governors

of the 13 Appalachian States when they met with President Nixon
last July in Louisville, Ky. In fact, these leaders went so far as to
propose translating the ARC into a "national program that can pro-
vide equal benefit to the Nation as a whole and to each State indi-
vidually."
We have in ARC a very successful program that every .day brings

improvement to Appalachia. Let us keep ARC functioning so that
more schools, hospitals, and other facilities can be built in our lagging
communities. And, let us give the boys and girls of Appalachia a
chance to live in an area that is not backward economically and
socially.
In addition, Mr. Chairman, I would like to add one other comment

about Appalachia.
I was born and raised in one of the four mountain counties in Ten-

nessee and went to school there. I have had some experience and knowl-
edge of the problems, is not only of the mountain counties, as we call
it, but also the metropolitan, urban centers.
I know from our own experiences that educational opportunity is

perhaps one of the greatest problems that these smaller counties are
faced with and particularly in the mountain counties where the aver-
age IQ of the boys is about 92, which is vocational school level.

All of the schools are prepping every one of them for college and
only about 5 percent are attending and half of them drop out the
first year, which shows they are misguided.

Another thing we are lacking in the counties, and I would like to see
some consideration given, maybe on a demonstration project, maybe
something like that. In some of these small, rural counties I know from
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experience the good teachers, or most of the good teachers, migrate
to the big cities and I can go back to these counties today and see about
half of the teachers are not really teachers of quality; and I think it is
one of the great problems that these people are faced with.
Some of these teachers should not be teaching in school, but they

can get them to go into the rural counties.
Mr. JONES. It does have, under the existing act, under section 302.

If they wanted to make an exchange of teachers, they could carry on
a demonstration-type project.
Mr. DUNCAN. Exchange of teachers with another system?
Mr. JONES. For instance, teachers could be sent over to there from

say Huntsville to Tennessee and make the exchange from point to
point.
Mr. DUNCAN. I do not think that would work. I just throw this out

bcause it has concerned me.
I live in a large city now, but it does concern me and I think the

children are certainly being deprived of some things.
I do not know if that is the answer or not, but I think that Appa-

lachia should direct its attention to it.
Mr. JONES. Certainly is a good point.
Mr. DUNCAN. I know it has been a big problem in my county back in

the mountains.
Mr. JONES. Particularly trying to raise enough money to keep the

excellent teachers that you have.
Mr. DUNCAN. Until you can reach the day where you have uniform

salaries throughout a State, then you are going to have this problem.
I feel sorry for some of the youngsters in some of my schools back

on the mountains with the kind of teachers they have.
I went through the same thing myself in a small high school. In

fact, the county I was raised in was so small they used to say you
were sticcessful if you just got out of it, no matter where you went
or what you did.

It has concerned me and I have talked to Senator Baker about it
last night and he recognizes this as a great problem, the quality of
teachers in the Appalachian smaller school systems.
That is all I have to say, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. JONES. Mr. Mizell?
Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Chairman, I just want to say that John, I appre-

ciate you bringing this to the attention of the subcommittee because
while we are fortunate in many areas of the Appalachian region, this
is a problem and it is a problem because of the diversity of salary
levels in different areas.
I do not have an answer to the problem at this time, but I cer-

tainly think it is something we shouldsider, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. JONES. Thank you, Mr. Duncan.
Mr. DUNCAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. JONES. The statement of Congressman Tim Lee Carter of Ken-

tucky will be put into the record as though read. He is not able to
appear today.
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STATEMENT OF TIM LEE CARTER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF KENTUCKY

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate having the opportunity
to speak before your committee today in favor of legislation for the
continuation of the Appalachian Regional Development Act. When
this legislation was enacted in 1965, its stated purpose was "to assist
the region in meeting its special problems, to promote its economic
development, and to establish a framework for joint Federal and
State efforts toward providing the basic facilities essential to its
growth."

Appalachia is an area in which there is a need for intensive
remedial activity. Because of lagging incomes, substandard educa-
tional opportunities, and poor transportation, unemployment in this
region continued to rise and the people continued to move from the
area. Appalachia consistently lagged behind the rest of the United
States in providing both the social services and economic oppor-
tunities that were available elsewhere.
However, during the last 6 years, the Appalachian Regional Com-

mission has aided the people of Appalachia in improving their lives
and their communities.
I would like to turn your attention for a moment to the advances

made by the people of my district, the Fifth District of Kentucky,
with funds provided by the Appalachian Regional Commission. Im-
provements have been made in education, in highway development,
and in health care.
In the field of vocational education, the Appalachian Regional

Commission has funded the construction of new schools and the
expansion of some schools already in existence.
A system of vocational education provides a training for those who

are unskilled and thereby gives them the opportunity to earn a living.
Without skills, these people are unable to find jobs and without

jobs, they remain economically deprived. The people of Appalachia
are willing to pull themselves out of poverty, they are willing to work
hard to improve their lot, but they need skills in order to do so. It is
through vocational education that we can give them these skills, and
it is through Appalachian Regional Commission funding that the fine
work accomplished thus far by vocational schools can be perpetuated.
In the last 6 years, the Appalachian Regional Commission has pro-

vided approximately $4,967,000 for vocational education in my district.
These funds have been used not only to construct 21 new facilities, but
also to provide equipment for facilities in 14 counties.
The system of vocational education in my district has been estab-

lished in such a way that the vocational schools and the extension
centers serve students from all areas. Furthermore, the facilities are
not limited to daytime use. High school students are taught during
the day, extension classes are held in the evening, MDTA programs
use the facilities, and the local community colleges also train students
in these schools. So you can see that the facilities which have been
established through ARC assistance are being put to excellent use.
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But teaching skills has not been the only effect of the vocational
education system. As a result of the vocational schools in the area,
major industry has been attracted and is providing more jobs for the
people of this region.
By funding vocational schools, the ARC not only improves the

skills of the people and gives them pride in themselves, it also attracts
new industry to an area which has traditionally been economically
sta-rved. The ARC has begun a cycle which, hopefully, will become a
self-perpetuating one. But it has not yet reached that point. We must,
therefore, continue to fund the ARC, so that it can continue the pro-
grams it has begun.
An additional $100,000 has been provided for the construction of

three new libraries in my district: $20,701 for a library in Clinton
C unty, $39,198 for Laurel County, and $45,923 in Pulaski County. An
application for ARC funds has been submitted for Bell County as
w, 11.
Economic development in Appalachia in general, and my district in

pricular, has been encouraged through ARC grants for highway
d velopment.

, The objective of the ARC's highway program is to build highways
which will promote economic development and expansion. I believe
t at ARC funding for highways in my district has done just that.
S.nce the beginning of this program, 132.9 miles of developmental
highways have been constructed or are under construction. The major
phrtion of the work done has been in two areas.
The first is Corridor "J," 94 miles long. That portion of Corridor "J"

in my district runs from London to the Tennessee State line. A total
of $6.8 million of ARC money has been obligated for this corridor.
The second is Corridor "F" which, in my district, runs from the
Letcher County line to Cumberland Gap, for a total of 38.0 miles.
ARC funding for this corridor is $19.1 million.
In addition, four access roads have been constructed with a total

of $1.3 million in ARC funds. One access road has been built in Pulaski
County, two are located in Harlan County, and one in Leslie County.
These roads serve a vital purpose by providing access to hospitals, in-
dustrial sites, airports, schools, et cetera.
The rough terrain and low tax base in most communities of Ap-

palachia have meant that efficient transportation was difficult and
cstly to provide. The resulting isolation of the region has kept its
people impoverished. The Appalachian highway system being devel-
oped with ARC assistance is providing the people of Appalachia with
a means for reaching services, schools, and developing employment
opportunities by attracting industry to the area.
But the effects are just beginning to be apparent. The process of

constructing a highway system, particularly in the rugged terrain of
Appalachia, is a slow one. It is my feeling, therefore, that an extension
of the Commission's highway program is a necessity. Highway devel-
opment is a long-term project, and the Appalachian Regional Com-
mission has been in operation for only 6 years, hardly enough time
to have a substantial effect on the economy of the region. It is my feel-
ing that, if the Appalachian highway development program is to have
a Substantial effect, it must be refunded.
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Appalachia is an area characterized by a critical shortage of health
manpower as well as health care services. Through the Commission's
programs, efforts are being made to develop a better health system to
serve the people of the region. Thousands of persons in Appalachia
have better health today because of these programs.

Construction grants have been made by the Appalachian Regional
Commission for hospitals, nursing homes, or extended care centers in
10 counties in my district. This, of course, has meant that health care
services could be offered on a more widespread basis to the people of
the region.
In addition to construction grants, ARC funds have been provided'

for the planning and operation of numerous and varied health proj-
ects throughout my area. Mental health-mental retardation projects
have been funded in four locations • a day care center for the handi-
capped and mentally retarded has been established in Whitley County;
a solid waste disposal program was begun in Harlan County; and
planning has begun for an infant and early childhood program in
southeastern Kentucky.
In addition, health education projects have been funded which will

not only provide an education for its participants, but will also fur-
nish needed health care to the people of this region.
Ambulance services have been funded, as well as emergency radio

networks for numerous hospitals. Finally, funds have been provided
for home health service programs in seven counties.
The wide variety of projects funded by the ARC for improved health

care has given the people of Appalachia the chance to enjoy a better
quality of life. Through the assistance of the Commission, these peo-
ple will no longer need to settle for substandard health care available
only in limited locations. The ARC has given them the opportunity
to\ receive improved health care extended to all areas, and I would hope
that we would not now discontinue the source of that opportunity.
The Appalachian Regional Commission has not been just another

Federal program. It was initiated through the voluntary efforts of,
originally, 10 Appalachian State governments to provide needed ad-
ministrative and regional cooperation, as well as technical informa-
tion and assistance for Appalachia as a whole. It would be most
unfortunate to terminate this program as it is beginning to attain
those goals it was created to reach.

Appalachia is a magnificent region populated by wonderful people.
With earnest efforts by all, as well as with assistance offered under
the Appalachian program

' 
the Fifth District and the region will be-

come more economically stable and more integrally involved in the
overall economy of our great Nation.
We will now hear from other Members of Congress.

STATEMENT OF-HON. WILMER D. MI71T.T1, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Chairman, I very much appreciate this opportunity
to testify before the ad hoc committee on Appalachia and to speak in
support of a program whose successes have been among the most
concrete and discernible ever achieved under the auspices of the Fed-
eral Government.
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I am referring, of course, to the program of the Appalachian Region-
al Commission.
As you know. Mr. Chairman, I have been so favorably impressed

with the work of this commission that, together with Mr. Harsha,
the distinguished ranking minority member of the Committee on
Public Works, I have introduced legislation to extend the authoriza-
tion for this program for another 4 years beyond its scheduled expira-
tion date of June 30, 1971.
This legislation also provides that the commission's development

highway program be continued for an additional year beyond the
remainder of the program, or 5 years altogether.
The Appalachian development program's popularity is not confined

to any one political philosophy or any narrow section of the country.
This popularity has been made quite apparent through the great de-
degree of cooperation achieved by the liberal, moderate, and conserva-
tive officials who daily work together to make the commission succeed.
That popularity was further and dramatically illustrated last week

when the U.S. Senate passed the 4-year extension bill by a vote of 77-3.
Thus, in terms of effectiveness, from which its popularity has sprung,

the Appalachian Commission has few peers within the Federal Gov-
ernment structure.
I am sure, Mr. Chairman, that an overall picture of the Commission's

great worth will be revealed through testimony from a variety of wit-
nesses scheduled to appear before this subcommittee.
With this in mind, I shall address my remarks to the benefits which

the Appalachian Commission has brought to the Fifth Congressional
District of North Carolina, which I am privileged to represent in the
Congress.
In the past 6 years, the Appalachian Commission has appropriated

$4,491,630 for a variety of projects in the seven counties of my district
which are a part of the Appalachian region.
Appalachian Commission assistance has been a vital part of the

following projects in the Fifth District.
Alleghany County—an access road valued at $15,000 with the Appa-

lachian Commission providing $10,000 of the total.
Ashe County—the Jefferson Sewage Treatment Plant, with a total

cost of $202,400, and with the Appalachian Commission providing
$167,250 of the total; the Ashe Memorial Hospital, total cost $678,469,
ARC providing $125,000.
Davie County—Mocksville Sewage Treatment -Plant, total cost

$785,000, ARC providing $385,000; project to strengthen instructional
programs in high schools under the National Defense Education Act,
total cost $6,046, ARC providing total cost.
Forsyth County—Forsyth Technical Institute, total cost of con-

struction $1,333,333, ARC providing $400,000; Kernersville Sewage
Treatment Plant, total cost $950,000, ARC providing $118,000; teach-
ing aides program for high schools, total cost $51,316, ARC providing
total cost.
Stokes County—Walnut Cove Sewage Treatment Plant, total cost

$285,806, ARC providing $228,640; teaching aids program for high
schools, total cost $9,254, ARC providing total cost.
Surry County—Surry vocational education facilities, total cost

$993,400, ARC providing $483,599; Mount Airy airport improvements,
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total cost $249,992, ARC providing $54,722; Elkin airport improve-
ments, total cost $136,400, ARC providing $40,920; Pilot Mountain
water system, total cost $204,000, ARC funds applied for in amount
of $61,000; Elkin Library, total cost $458,007, ARC providing $110,-
760; Elkin sewage treatment facilities, total cost $1,320,000, ARC pro-
viding $289,600; Hugh Chatham Hospital, total cost $3,500,000, ARC
funds applied for in amount of $340,000; teaching aids program in
high schools, total cost $14,076, ARC providing total cost.
Yadkin County—Yadkin County vocational education facilities,

total cost $813,730, ARC providing $389,440; Yadkin Public Library,
total cost $250,000, ARC providing $134,894; Jonesville sewage treat-
ment facilities, total cost $215,000, ARC providing $105,700; teaching
aids program for high schools, total cost. $4,342, ARC providing total
cost.
In addition, there have been the following projects involving five of

those counties, which comprise the Northwest Economic Development
District. Those projects include: Development of Pilot Mountain State
Park, total cost $2,061,623, ARC providing $549,440; Northwest De-
velopment District housing study, total cost $24,000, ARC providing
total cost; Northwest Development District transportation study, total
cost $38,000, ARC providing total cost.
In addition, the following land stabilization, conservation, and ero-

sion control projects have been conducted, with the Appalachian Re-
gional Commission providing the total cost of each project:
Town Fork Creek ( Stokes and Forsyth Counties), $158,663; Little

Yadkin River (Yadkin County) , $45,000; Turner's Creek ( Yadkin
County) , $45,000; Deep Creek ( Yadkin County), $35,000; Dutchman's
Creek (Davie and Yadkin 'Counties), $120,503; and Stewart Lovell's
Creek (Surry County), $110,465.
Obviously, Mr. Chairman, the great variety of ways in which Appa-

lachian funds are used can be seen as a vast improvement over the
rigid categorical grant programs conducted by other Federal agencies.

Locallyinitiated responses to local needs have met with unparalleled
success under this program. Development planning has paid great divi-
dends. The waste and inefficiency that seems to characterize other
government programs is extremely difficult to find within the Appa-
lachian Commission structure, which encompasses every level of gov-
ernment—Federal, State, and local.
Not only within my district, but throughout the 29 counties that

comprise Appalachian North Carolina, these conclusions have been
proven time and time again.
In the past 6 years, Appalachian North Carolina has received more

than $75 million from the Appalachian Commission for vital projects
of all kinds—$9 million for health care; $6 million for vocational
education; $1,300,000 for environmental projects; another $1,300,000
for research dealing with transportation, manpower development,
health care, and so forth; $884,000 for sewage and water treatment
facilities; and $14,413,000 in supplemental grants to assist local and
State governments in providing matching shares for projects that
would have been too massive and too costly for those governments to
implement alone.

Finally, the Appalachian Commission funded more than $42 million
in North 'Carolina for construction of segments of the Appalachian
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Development Highway System, designed to link isolated areas with
the Interstate Highway System, and thus, with the broadest avenues
of national commerce and trade.
As I said when I introduced the extension bill, with Mr. Harsha,

on the House floor, 6 years has been sufficient time to see that a pro-
gram of this nature can succeed, but not enough time, given the scope
of its mandate, to say that it has achieved all the goals it was created
•to achieve.
I believe the program has at least won the right to be continued, and

I urge the members of this subcommittee, and the members of the full
Committee on Public Works, and, finally, the Members of Congress
to join with me in approving that extension.
As you know, Mr. Chairman, the Appalachian Regional Commission

has been identified as one of those existing programs scheduled to be
included in the rural community development special revenue sharing
program.
I support the President's revenue sharing program, as well as the

Appalachian Commission, and there is absolutely no paradox in-
volved in my stand on these two programs.
By sponsoring this legislation to continue the Appalachian Com-

mission, I am simply trying to insure that the great work being done
by the Appalachian Commission will not be neglected until such
time as revenue sharing becomes a full and effective reality.
The people of Appalachia are predominantly the same rurally-

oriented people to whom the President's rural development program
is addressed. It is up to us to see to it that these people are not aban-
doned during this sweeping governmental transition.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

STATEMENT OF HON. LA MAR BAKER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TENNESSEE

Mr. BAKER. Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, I am
most pleased to have an opportunity to express my thoughts on the
Appalachian Regional Commission to the distinguished committee.
The Appalachian Regional Commission has been more than simply

an innovation and experiment. It has, in my judgment, been a model for
efficiency and effectiveness and I can say without a doubt that its
programs have proven their value in my home district in Tennessee.
The workings of the Appalachian Regional Commission have been

complex. This "experiment" in Federal-State-local governmental co-
operation consists not of one narrow set of programs, but a compre-
hensive range of programs designed to systematically solve many of
the problems of the region.
Tam sure that the members of the committee will agree that, although

the Commission cannot and does not take sole credit, or even major
credit, for the many improvements now becoming evident in Ap-
palachia, there is little doubt that the regional development program
has had a significant effect on what is occurring.
The Appalachian Commission is so designed as to create a "mag-

net-effect" for other Federal, State, and local expenditures. Since the
inception of this program, Tennessee's Third District has received
$5.5 million in Appalachian funds for public facilities—but, total
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expenditures on projects involving this fine Commission totaled about
six times that amount—$33.5 million. This, my distinguished col-
leagues, is something significant!

Nearly 500 miles of the important developmental highway system
has been completed and is open for travel. Air mileage is short in
Tennessee's Third District, but we look forward to future participa-
tion. The 2,700-mile system will eventually link and complement the
Interstate System and open isolated sections of Appalachia to the
markets of the East and Midwest.
Well over 260 vocational and technical training centers have been

approved by the Commission and more than 150 are already in oper-
ation. Of particular interest to me is the Athens State Area Vocational
Education facility in McMinn County, Tenn. The Appalachian Re-
gional Commission was instrumental, not only in funding the school
with $64,000, but in the coordination of local and State governments
and funds.
The impact of vocational education on the Appalachian region has

obviously been profound. In 1965, the year the program came into
being, only 20 percent of the manpower needs of the region were being
met by vocational and technical schools. Today, it is estimated more
than 40 percent of the region's manpower needs are being met by the
new vocational and technical education system.
Another important component of the Appalachian program is

health services. My district has also benefited from the Appalachian
Regional Commission's health programs and the people of the Third
District are indeed grateful for the wonderful and needed facilities
the Appalachian program helped make a reality.
Of particular interest to me is Orange Grove Center for the Re-

tarded in Chattanooga. The Appalachian Commission put $189,406
into this important center and I feel it is an important contribution
to the citizens of the Chattanooga area. Many persons associated
with national firms having operations in the Chattanooga area re-
quest assignment to meet family needs by Orange Grove Center.
I would also like to take a moment to offer a few remarks on local

development districts, which are one of the more important aspects
of the Commission's work.
Local development districts are the "building blocks" of the Appa-

lachian program. The countries of my district are included in two of
these development and planning organizations—the East Tennessee
Development District and the Southeast Tennessee Development
District.

Local development districts bridge local and State programs in
much the same way as the Appalachian Regional Commission bridges
State and Federal programs. The Commission represents a genuine
partnership between State and Federal governments, and through
local development districts local governments are also brought into
this important partnership.
Through these "building blocks" the local citizen of Appalachia—

the man this program is all about—has a major voice in Shaping
the development of the region. In some instances, including my own
district, the local people have shown enormous governmental co-
operation by planning and designing programs which reach over
State boundaries. Not only in my district but in many places through-
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out the entire region, local development or health council districts
serve people in more than one State.
Each development district is governed by a board of directors com-

posed largely of locally elected city and county officials. Persons like
mayors, county judges, city council members and aldermanic chair-
men as well as local business and civic leaders serve on these boards
of directors. Usually the boards hire executive directors and small
staffs to carry out board policy and oversee day-to-day operations.
We find, through the continuing efforts of the Appalachian Re-

gional Commission, a concerted effort on the part of the leadership
of cities and counties in the region working toward a solution to
common, regionwide problems. These problems, as President Nixon
has said many times, can only be solved from the grassroots level—
that is with the planning and development beginning with the peo-
ple in the region and not with the bureaucrats in Washington. I
sincerely feel that the programs, structure, and operation of the Ap-
palachian Regional Commission are an important mechanism for
problems being solved from the local level and I urge that this dis-
tinguished committee decide favorably on the outcome of this, the
Appalachian Regional Development Act.
Thank you.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOE L. EVINS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TENNESSEE

Mr. Evusrs. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am
grateful for this opportunity to submit this statement to this dis-
tinguished committee in strong support of a 4-year extension of the
Appalachian regional development program.
On February 2 last I introduced H.R. 3280, which would authorize

a 4-year extension of this useful and necessary program which is
just beginning to produce substantial results for the growth and
progress of the Appalachian region.
Appalachia is a region apart because of the topography of the

land which stretches from New York State through my own State
of Tennessee to Alabama—including all or parts of 13 States.
Yet, throughout our history, the flow of commerce has been around

the mountains, not through them. Initially the Nation failed to invest
substantially in the development of this region. Indeed, the share of
Federal investment per person in Appalachia has been far below the
national average.

Isolation and lack of communication have held Appalachia back
in its rate of growth and progress.
The Appalachian Regional Development Act of 1965—Public Law

89-4, contains the following !findings and statement off purpose:
The Congress hereby finds and declares that the Appalachian region of the

United States, while abundant in natural resources and rich in potential, lags
behind the rest of the Nation in its economic growth ;and that its people have
not shared properly in the Nation's prosperity . . . The Congress recognizes
the comprehensive report a the President's appalachian Regional Commission
documenting these findings and concludes that regionwide development is feasi-
ble, desirable, and urgently needed.
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The 1960 census showed that the region had experienced consider-
able outmigration losing 12.7 percent of its total population between
1950 and 1960. There has been some progress in correcting this trend,
but still, today, many of those leaving the region in search of new
economic opportunity are young, working-age adults.

Outmigration of youth represents the loss of one of the great re-
sources of our area.
The Appalachian Act has incorporated two new concepts:
First, it gives the States a substantial voice in the planning and im-

plementation of Federal programs and joins State, Federal, and
local efforts for more effective action.
Second, it directs that generous Federal assistance in resources

should be provided in areas where there is a significant potential for
future economic growth as determined within the 'framework of a
comprehensive development program.
Both concepts are written into the act. All projects must originate

at the State level and must have the approval of the State member
on the Appalachian Regional Commission. The program is designed
to promote overall development and growth. Congress did not intend
it to be purely a public works or welfare program.
The heart of the Appalachian program has been supplemental as-

sistance to communities which do not possess the necessary resources
to match Federal grant-in-aid help. Evidence of the necessity of this
program is clearly visible in Appalachia.
The hopes that were envisioned for the 13-State region since the

enactment in 1965 of the Appalachian Regional Development Act,
have, in some measure, been achieved. However, much still remains to
be done.
I therefore favor extension of this act for 4 years.
In this connection I would like to suggest that any bill which this

committee may recommend should include an amendment to the exist-
ing act in connection with the mined land reclamation program.
As you know, this program is provided for in section 205 of the

original act and assists local communities in the reclamation of mined
areas for economic development purposes—for development of in-
dustrial sites, educational facilities, and State and local parks, among
other purposes.
This is a worthwhile program since it accomplishes the reclamation

of land while, at the same time, providing land suitable for economic
development.
I am advised that several excellent projects have been undertaken

under this program—reclamation of land for a State park in Pennsyl-
vania, development of school sites in Virginia and West Virginia,
and development of an industrial park in Ohio, for example.
However, a problem has developed in connection with the funding

of these projects. Under the original act the local contribution is set
at 25 percent.
I can best illustrate this problem by citing a situation that has de-

veloped in Huntsville and Scott County, Tenn., in the Fourth Con-
gressional District which I am honored to represent in the Congress.
A project has been proposed in this area involving reclamation

of 225 acres of land to provide a needed city and county park. This
project would also eliminate acid drainage into rivers and streams in
the area.



156

It has been estimated that the project cost is $225,000. However,
I am advised that the city and county are unable to meet the require-
ments of the act for a 25-percent cash contribution to this program.
This same situation also obtains in other communities with limited

financial resources.
I am advised further that the act has been construed so as to pro-

hibit the consideration of land, engineering, and planning services,
services to perform certain phases of the reclamation, and other local
contributions, as a part of the local share.
It is my recommendation and suggestion that this committee care-

fully consider the inclusion in any bill which you may recommend a
provision to permit local communities to make such contributions in
lieu of cash.
This would involve language directing the Secretary of the Interior

to accept, as part of the matching share, the reasonable value of
donated land and services.
This will perhaps permit a greater utilization of this section of the

act and contribute to improving the quality of the environment while
at the same time making available additional lands for economic
development purposes.
The unemployment gap between Appalachia and that of the coun-

try as a whole has been narrowed and there has been substantial prog-
ress for a region that has traditionally seen its unemployment rates
rise faster and sooner than in the rest of the United States. But more
help is required, especially in these times of an economic recession.
Although it is a fact that the Appalachian developmental highway

program is well under way and those portions that have been com-
pleted are serving as vital traffic arteries to infuse new life in for-
merly stagnating areas, more roads are urgently needed. Providing
access is perhaps the most important feature of the Appalachian pro-
gram. Today the authorized Federal funds are sufficient only to com-
plete about one-half of the program. In this connection it should be
noted that the States themselves, in order to fulfill the commitment of
the Federal Government, have obligated themselves to the extent of
their bonding authority, to adequately participate in the construction
of roads and highways in order to help open up isolated areas in the
Appalachian States.
In like manner, the broad scope of economic development programs

for this 397-county region has already proven its great worth. These
programs include: construction of a development highway system,
construction of access roads, construction and operation of multi-
county health projects, construction of vocational educational facil-
ities, technical assistance, and planning loans for low-income housing
construction, application of land treatment, and erosion control meas-
ures, reclamation of land damaged by past mining practices, support
of timber development organizations, research grants, operation of a
comprehensive water resources survey, construction of sewage treat-
ment facilities, and the supplementation of a number of existing
grant-in-aid programs providing for the acquisition of land, and the
construction and equipment of public facilities.
This is a vital, necessary, and essential program—a needed program.

This program is just beginning to have substantial impact on the
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growth and progress of the Appalachian region. It should be con-
tinued. I strongly urge and recommend approval of this bill and its
prompt passage.

STATEMENT OF HON. KEN HECHLER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA

Mr. HECHLER. Recently, I introduced a bill to ban the strip min-
ing of coal, which has ruined the topsoil, polluted our streams, ripped
out the guts of our hills, and spilled them down ugly gullies. Next
week will be the first week of spring, and thousands of people who
ordinarily welcome rain are waiting in apprehension and fear of what
the spring rains will do in further damage to their lands and homes.
Of course, there are thousands of people employed in the strip min-

ing industry, and their employers have mounted a well-financed ad-
vertising campaign which contends that with the stroke of a pen I
propose to wipe out an entire industry and take bread from the
mouths of those who work in it. At the end of World War II, when
we had over 10 million men in the Armed Forces, we didn't say: "Let's
continue the war in order to keep these men on the Federal payroll."
Instead, we decided to put them to constructive work in the peacetime
economy. Likewise, strip mining is war on the environment and we
must seek more constructive work for those engaged in that war.
This is one of the reasons why I so strongly support the legislation

before this committee to reinstitute the high successful accelerated
public works program which operated nearly a decade ago. This pro-
gram not only will provide useful and constructive work for those who
need it, but also benefits the Nation and the communities thereof by
furnishing badly needed water systems, waste disposal, and other
public works improvements.
This program is clearly an alternative to revenue sharing, in that

it will enable States and municipalities, as well as public service dis-
tricts in unincorporated rural areas, to build badly needed facilities
which they do not have the financial capacity to afford. In our fight
against water pollution, for example, the people should not be forced
to drink contaminated water downstream of a community which does
not have the financial capacity to build a modern waste treatment
plant. At the time the accelerated public works program of the 1960's
was terminated, there were still 79 West Virginia municipalities dump-
ing raw and untreated sewage into the Ohio River and its tributaries.
It is for this reason that I hope this committee writes into the bill

a priority for the award of accelerated public works grants which
relate to water and sewer systems, and any project which has
the effect of reducing air and water pollution or improving the
environment.

STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT H. MOLLOHAN, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, when a country's economy becomes
stagnant for one reason or another, there is a tendency to cut back.
Governments cut back on their expenses to save the taxpayers a burden

9-i39-7i 11
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they cannot afford. Industries cut back on investment because their
resources are required to meet their day-to-day survival.
When this happens, roads that should be built are not built. Schools

which should be expanded are cut back. Towns do not make improve-
ments that would otherwise be made. Those who can leave to find
better opportunities elsewhere depart. The industries find that com-
petition from other parts of the country and other parts of the world
has better plants and better services and better access to markets.
Mr. Chairman, this is part of what happened to Appalachia, but

it is not the full story. The effort to forge a network of transportation
can be traced back at least to the time of Jefferson. Clay and Webster
debated the need for a system of transportation from the eastern sea-
board into the interior.
And yet, until the Appalachian Regional Development Act was

there was no approach which embraced the need to de-
velop a strategy for growth and investment on a cooperative basis.
Today that cooperative basis exists and it is building the human and.
material capital resources that the region must have for a healthy
society and a healthy economy.
The Appalachian Regional Commission has performed a unique,

role in its effort, for while a national highway program constructs
bands of concrete from coast to coast and States build roads between
towns in their States, the commission has helped to construct major
highways between the regional centers of Appalachia. A national road
system has run from east to west, but it has taken the Appalachian'
road system to link our cities with those highways and with the major
centers of the Midwest and the eastern seaboard.

National education programs have provided money for a national
thrust toward better education, but our regional program has given us'
the very necessary thrust to build a vocational program which could
give Appalachia a skilled manpower source. It has taken a regional
commission to establish the health demonstration programs that will'
serve the unique needs of a rural and industrial area. In Appalachia
there are some 2 million children under the age of 6 and as many
as 50 percent of these children come from families with very low in-
comes. Without the commission's child development program, we
would be making virtually no effort to create an approach to the chal-
lenge of giving these children the physical and intellectual develop-
ment during this most critical stage of a child's growth.
And today, after 6 years of productive growth, the question is not

really whether the program should be continued but rather, what
changes should be made to make the regional approach more produc-
tive. The documentation of past efforts amply demonstrates the need
for continuation. Under the Appalachian Regional Commission we.
have participated in the development of 233 health facilities, 260 voca-
tional and technical schools, 157 institutions of higher learning, 85
libraries and 49 airports. Of vast importance, more than 2,500 miles
of highway have been authorized, of which nearly 500 miles have been
completed and 'another 370 miles are under construction.
But today we need to look forward to the needs of Appalachia

that require a better approach, to make the changes that experience
tells us are necessary. I believe that we should take steps to improve
our housing for low- and moderate-income groups. We must recognize
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that because of the hilly terrain throughout most of the region, thatit costs more to develop the land for housing. We must realize that-many of the available building sites do not have direct access to sewer.and water facilities.. For those reasons we should, in my judgment,expand the puri5oses. of our housing program to include grants fordevelopment and. off-site improveinerits such as water and sewerextensions.
Additionally, it is 'my •judgment that we should incorporate someprovisions of the Senate bill (S. 575) regarding minimum area res-toration into the House legislation. At this time Federal funds' cannotbe Used to acquire 'the land ̂ to-be reclaimed and the land Must be. owned either by Federal, State, or local government bodies. befbreAppalachian funds Can be used for reclamation purpOse,s. The Senateamended the act to allow private, nonprofit organizations to own theland and to allow Federal funds' to. be used to acquire land forreclamation purposes. Additionally; the Senate allows the Secretary-of the Interior to provide finandial assistance for the Control or abate-ment of mine drainage pollution throughout the region.' This is aproblem of particular concern to West Virginia.
Another problem that Federal legislation does not contemplate isthe high cost of making airport safety iinprovements in Appalachia.In its hearings the Senate found that* only $3 million had been allo-cated to Appalachian airports, this being made on the basis of popula-tion rather than on the basis of actual cost of construction. Certainlythe tragic accident' at Huntington last fall indicates the need for anew program of airport safety unprovements in Appalachia, and 1hope the committee would include that in its legislation.
Gentlemen, there has been no program that I know of that has en-joyed the almost universal supp6rt of State and Federal officialsfromAppalachian States as this regional development act. The reason forthis, I suspect, 'is that it realized two things. First, cooperation, plan-ning, and development on a regional lbasis is absolutely necessary be-catise of mutual economic and topograPhical problems. Second, noone agency—Federal, State, or local—could be as knowledgeable aboutwhat the region needed as could' a commission made up of State andFederal officials working With legislation drafted with the help ofFederal representatives of the Appalachian region.
At this time, we' have made an excellent beginning. Now we mustcontinue along that course.

STATEMENT OF HON. HAMILTON FISH, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I greatly appreciate this opportunity tospeak on behalf of H.R. 4555, of which I am a cosponsor, and othersimilar measures, which would authorize the extention of the Appa-lachian Regional Commission and the Appalachia highway program.Specifically, H.R. 4555 would continue the Appalachian highway pro-gram for 5 years and extend other elements of the 13-State regionaldevelopment program for 4 years. This legislation would authorizean additional $925 million for the 2,671-mile Appalachian highwayprogram and $571 for activities in other fields such as health, educa-
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tion, public facilities, mine area restoration, manpowe
r development,

housing, and environmental improvement.
It has been almost 6 years since the Appalachian Regional 

Develop-

ment Act was enacted in 1965. Tie Commission has proved 
itself to

be the most successful experiment in Creative federal
ism that this

Nation has ever experienced. It is, unquestionably, a prog
ram whose

past efforts justify its continuance.
By any measurement, the accomplishments of the Appala

chian pro-

gram are impressive. As of December 31, 1970:
Nearly 500 miles of Appalachian development highways were

 com-

pleted and another 367 miles were under construction. Of the 
2,571

miles of the system requiring construction, 2,507 miles are in some
 stage

of route location, preliminary design, right-of-way acquisition,
 or

construction.
Well over 260 vocational and technical training centers have been

approved by the Commission and, as of last June, 155 of them were in

operation. The impact of the region has been profound. In 1965, only

20 percent of our regional manpower needs were being met by our

vocational and technical schools. Today, over 40 percent of our needs

are being served by the new vocational and technical system.

Throughout the region, improvements are being made to health

services. In selected sections of the region, comprehensive networks of

health services are being developed. Fifty-one new health services were

inaugurated in fiscal 1970 alone. We have good reason to believe that

some of our health programs are among the best in the country.

The Appalachian Housing Fund, approved by Congress in 1967, has

helped to initiate $98 million in construction of low- and moderate-

income housing. This represents over 7,000 new units of housing.

Work has been completed on 28 mine area reclamation projects, in-

cluding 16 mine fire extinguishment projects, six mine subsidence proj-

ects, and six surface reclamation projects. Another 16 are underway,

and there are 13 additional projects awaiting contract.
Communities with potential for growth are improving their public

facilities. -Under section 214 supplemental grant programs and other

sections of the program, the Commission has approved:
233 health facilities; 260 vocational and technical schools; 157

higher education facilities: 185 water pollution control facilities;
85 libraries; 49 airports; 37 grants for school equipment; and 71
other public improvements.

But a mere numerical review does not fully indicate the full impact
of the Appalachian program. The figures do not adequately record
the new sense of hope and optimism which these investments have
brought to the residents of the 13-State region. Included among the
beneficiaries are residents of my own 28th congressional district in
New York State. Three of my counties—Delaware, Otseao and Selo-
harie—receive assistance under the Appalachian programs. The com-
bined population of these three counties, according to the 1970 census
is 125,645. Through cooperation with A npalachian Regional Commis-
sion and State officials, they have developed a growth and economic
development strategy for the entire region.

Appalachia assistance projects in this area range from vocational
education to airport improvements; from a new sewage treatment
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plant to a hospital. Appalachian highway assistance has aided in
opening up these areas for new industry and trade.
One final word should be said about the relationship of the Appala-

chia program to revenue sharing. I am proud to be listed among the
sponsors of President Nixon's revenue-sharing legislation and have
long held to the philosophy that local needs and problems are best
solved at the local level. Personally, I can see no conflict between rev-
enue sharing and the Appalachian Regional Commission programs..
In fact, as it has operated, the Appalachia program is a model of
Federal-State cooperation. State and local decisionmaking have been
the watchword.
For example, the supplemental grant program under section 214

of the act has been a primary means for States to exercise judgment
and control over the placement and mix of many federally aided
public facilities. This very committee has noted that, through this
program, the States have for the first time been able to set priorities
among Federal grant-in-aid programs so that areas with potential for
growth have received those Federal funds which are most needed and
most suitable to their plans of development. In a sense, it has been an
experience in administering restricted block grants.
The Appalachia program has been an experiment in revenue shar-

ing. This special block grant approach has enabled States and local-
ities to establish their own priorities which also help to close the
Federal fiscal gap in Appalachia somewhat.
Mr. Chairman, it would be impossible to overemphasize the hope and

encouragement that the Appalachian program holds out for the resi-
dents of my district. I can only emphasize my deep personal commit-
ment to its continuation and continued success. I am certain that this
committee, in its wisdom, will recommend that Congress extend the
life and expand the efforts of the Appalachian Regional Commission.

STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES R. MANN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to record my strong support
of extension of the Appalachian Regional Commission. Since the incep-
tion of the Appalachian regional program in 1965, many fine and
unique things have been accomplished. The roads and living environ-
ment of this 13-State region have been improved to such an extent that
in many of its towns and villages the steady trend toward unemploy-
ment and outmigration of the young has been reversed. To be sure, no
one can deny that the Appalachian regional program has been a great
boon to my own Fourth Congressional District of South Carolina,
accomplishing things through induced cooperation among the various
States of this region which otherwise would not have been possible.
Among these accomplishments are improvements in public health, edu-
cational, and environmental facilities.
I am positive that a similar recitation would be forthcoming from

the Representatives and Senators from any of the other 13 States
covered by the ARC. For the fact of the matter is that this unique pro-
gram has stimulated State and local governments and private interests
to do just the sort of things for themselves which President Nixon
would seek to promote through his revenue-sharing plan. Mr. Chair-
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man, for this and other reasons, I would deem it a bad day for my
region as well as the Nation if such an active and proven effort as the
Appalachian regional program would be sacrificed on the alter of an
untried scheme like State revenue sharing. We are by no means certain
that the States would themselves be willing and able to cooperate on the
sort of regionwide basis which has made the Appalachian Regional
Commission such a positive and perhaps irreplaceable boon.
For this reason, I support unequivocably the extension of the Ap-

palachian Regional Commission as proposed in the several bills before
this committee.

STATEMENT OF HON. GOODLOE E. BYRON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MARYLAND,

Mr. BYRON. Mr. Chairman, I am asking your subcommittee to act
favorably on H.R. 5376, especially section 3 dealing with the Appa-
lachian Regional Commission.
Three of the counties in the Sixth District of Maryland lie in the

Appalachian area—these counties are Garrett, Allegany, and Wash-
ington. Since its inception in 1965, the Appalachian Regional Com-
mission has been instrumental in bringing programs and assistance
to this often hard-pressed area of western Maryland. As of May 1970,
the ARC had expended over $8 million in Maryland's three Appala-
chian counties. But the price tag alone does not give adequate testa-
ment to the effectiveness of the ARC and its programs.
The Appalachian Act of 1965 helped build three county junior col-

leges in these three counties, expanded the national freeway into
formerly inaccessible areas, aided hospitals, vocational education,
and even assisted in the development of a ski area now used by many
skiers from the Baltimore-Washington metropolitan area. The scope
and variety of these projects are impressive; the willingness and
eagerness of the Appalachian Regional Commission to assist the local
planners are also remarkable.
As the honorable Speaker of the House of Representatives said

recently, the elected officials at all levels "have given it (Appalachian
Regional Commission) unanimous and enthusiastic endorsement."
I urge you to do the same.
Mr. JONES. That concludes the witnesses for today.
Tomorrow, we will have a rather lengthy schedule, and there are

people here Who are from out of town. I hope that we will have punc-
tual attendance and we can accommodate them without holding them
over and discommode their travel arrangements.
The committee will stand in recess until 10 o'clock tomorrow morn-

ing.
(Whereupon, at 12:20 p.m., the subcommittee was recessed, to re-

convene tomorrow, Wednesday, March 17, 1971, at 10 a.m.)



APPALACHIAN REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT ACT
AMENDMENTS OF 1971

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 17, 1971

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLOOD CONTROL AND INTERNAL
DEVELOPMENT OF THE COMMITTEE ON 13 UBLIC WORKS,

WashingtoR, D.C.
The subcommittee met at 9:50 a.m., in room 2251, Rayburn Build-

ing, Hon. Robert E. Jones, subcommittee chairman, presiding.
Mr. JONES. The subcommittee will come to order.
I did not have time to accumulate all the members of the subcom-

mittee 10 minutes before time, but I am quite sure that I will not
encounter any difficulty sitting a little earlier.
We are pleased to have you, Mr. Perkins.
With your great interest and devotion to this program in Appa-

lachia we are pleased to receive you.

STATEMENT OF HON. CARL D. PERKINS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF KENTUCKY

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, let me thank you for the opportunity
of appearing before the committee to urge extension of the Appa-
lachian Regional Development Act through the amendments of 1971.
I doubt that anyone who has not traveled extensively in the Appa-

lachian region of this country during the last several years can fully
understand the great changes that have taken place.
We are, to the surprise of many and to the pleasure of all, making

progress in that important quarter of our country. Much of this
progress stems from passage of the Appalachian Regional Develop-
ment Act.
Not only do we see new highways, new hospital and health facilities,

new vocational schools, new public service facilities—we see something
that may transcend all of these in importance. We see the revival of
hope.
In the days before passage of the act in 1965, many of our people

were discouraged. Many thought that Appalachia was left irretriev-
ably behind the rest of the Nation.
It is certainly true that our region has not come all the way up to

full prosperity, to full participation in the American mainstream.
But there is growing confidence that we can. That confidence, I need
not tell you, is the major ingredient of full economic recovery for
Appalachia.
I recommend that you bring to the floor of the House a bill pro-

viding for the longest extension of the act that you feel is practicable.
:063)
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Six years ago, the Congress made a commitment to the people of
Appalachia that the resources of a great nation would be brought to
bear in solving the problems that had afflicted the region for several
generations.
I say it is not in the nature of Congress to renege on its commit-

ments, particularly since the programs undertaken under the act are
beginning to show concrete results. The promise of ultimate success
is brighter than at any time in my recollection.
The act established a workable and effective partnership between the

Federal Government and the States—one that has been called a
model relationship under the much-sought goal of the "New Federal-
ism." The Governors of the Appalachian States want to make good
in this program, and I am sure the Congress is equally interested in
its stunning success.
I think we should and must give the Governors of these States the

authority to finish the job in Appalachia that we set out to accomplish
in 1965.
One of the most important facets of the Appalachian regional de-

velopment program involved creation of a new highway system to
serve the areas long plagued by inaccessibility and isolation.
For various reasons, the Congress has not seen fit to provide—nor

the executive branch to recommend—full funding of the highway
program. This, of course, forced a delay in the completion date. But
while we delayed, inflation and rising construction costs cut deeply
into our effective use of the money. Now, the authorized Federal funds
are sufficient to complete only about half of the development highway
system. We will need approximately $900 million in Federal funds to
put the system in full operation. The States are prepared to make their
commitments toward this goal. But we must all be mindful that the
longer we delay, the more costly will be the damaging spiral of con-
struction casts.
I would certainly hope that we could aim for completion of the

development highway system at the same time the completion of the
Interstate Highway System is scheduled-1977. They are essentially
connected, and should be pressed with the same vigor.
In my own congressional district, the potential impact of the devel-

opment system could be great, but I do not want to see it trimmed by
constructing these roads at less than four-lane widths. We need to
make certain funds are provided to insure that the corridors containing
U.S. 23, and U.S. 119 from Portsmouth, Ohio, to the top of the moun-
tain above Jenkins, Ky., and from Williamson, W. Va., to Pikeville,
Ky., are built to a minimum of four lanes. To do less would be to reduce
the effectiveness of the money we have already invested. Kentucky 15
should likewise be four laned. Many other eastern Kentucky roads,
secondary as well as major, should benefit from the Appalachian pro-
gram. Funds should be provided to make all of them vital arteries of
prosperity for our people.
Mr. JONES. Mr. Perkins, let me make an inquiry of you. You know,

under the Highway Act, we go to 70-30 in 1973.
MT. PERKINS. Yes.
Mr. JONES. So that is the same formula or the utmost you can pos-

sibly receive out of Appalachia.
Are you saying to continue Appalachia as a parallel to the highway

program which was enacted last year?
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Mr. PERKINS. That is what I am saying, on a 70-30 basis, Mr.
Chairman.
Mr. JONES. The Federal Government is 70 percent of the money.
I am talking about when we go to 70-30 under the General Highway,

Act; the formula changes to 70-30 under the general act which corre-
sponds to what we now have.
Mr. PERKINS. I am well aware of that, but unless we have the funds

earmarked specifically for the Appalachian road program in my judg-
ment the growth areas and the other sections that are making progress
will run way ahead of the Appalachian area and we will never catch
up.
It is my view if we don't really zero in on connection with the Appa-

lachian highway program—in fact, I would like to see the formula,
and I know it is impossible to go up as high as 90-10, but the Appa-
lachian highway funding should be at least raised to 80-20.
Mr. JONES. Well, you are not suggesting that we go into a super-

highway program such as the Interstates ?
Mr. PERKINS. I am not suggesting that, no; but these main arteries

that we contemplated as major, we planned for four lanes before the
act was ever enacted into law.
Some of them are not four lanes presently which in my judgment,

is not good judgment on the part of the States.
I am suggesting that we make ample funds available to four-lane

these main artery highways that we contemplated were to be four lanes.
Mr. JONES. But they must be formulated with the overall funds.
Mr. PERKINS. Oh, yes, certainly, they must be formulated.
Mr. Jos. And you are not advocating that we go ahead with the

superhighway program in Appalachia to the detriment of the other
highway programs?
Mr. PERKINS. No; my statement is in addition to after correlations

have taken place.
Vocational education loomed large in our 1965 planning for the

revitalization of Appalachia. We set ourselves the task of providing
voc ed facilities for at least half of the 11th and 12th grade students
in the Appalachian region. At the same time, we sought to upgrade
substantially the post-high-school technical training and adult educa-
tion. Reports from this undertaking have been most encouraging, _as
you know.
So far, we have funded some 260 vocational education schools to pro-

vide opportunities for more than 200,000 11th and 12th grade students
in the area. We still need to reach 50,000 more to achieve the 1965
goal. This can be done by a reasonable extension of the act.

Section 202 of the act provides for the development of model pro-
grams of comprehensive health services. Twelve of these programs
have been established, and I understand another one is under con-
sideration by the Commission.
I am advised by the Commission that an additional 4 years will

be needed to complete the programs envisioned under the act. This
provides all the more reason for the act's extension.
One of the most encouraging successes of the act has been its ability

to get local governmental units to work together. This often required
overcoming century-old traditions and psychological barriers.
To date, more than 50 multicounty organizations have been estab-

lished, and are reported to be working smoothly together.
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In the interest of brevity and conserving the committee's time, I
will pass over without substantial comment the success of the Appa-
lachian Regional Development Act in the field of educational coopera-
tives, child development, the environment, and the major contribu-
tions made in intergovernmental cooperation between the States
themselves.
Mr. Chairman, there are• those who will tell you that this entire

program should be scrapped in favor of some still undefined system
of block grants to the States. It has been said by some of the block-
grant advocates that there would be nothing to prevent the z,Appa-
lachian States from getting together in an interstate compact to pool
their grants and carry out programs now operated through the Appa-
lachian Regional Commission.
I say to you that this is wasteful and shortsighted. The Appalachian

machinery is already set up and in operation. We know it can complete
the job.

This Congress is not going to buy a "pig in a poke," in my judg-
ment; but will insist that we proceed in an orderly, deliberate manner
to keep the commitment to the people of Appalachia.
This committee, charged with the oversight responsibility of this

act, cannot help being encouraged by accurate reports from this rugged
land and these resourceful people.
I urge you to speed this legislation to the floor of the House.
Mr. Chairman, I ask leave to submit for the committee's record

statements that have been sent to me by the Fivco Area Development
District, Catlettsburg, Ky.; the Community Services Commission of
Pikeville, Ky.; and the mayor of Pikeville, Ky., Hon. William C.
Hambley.
Let me thank you.
Mr. JONES. Without objection, the other statements that you are

submitting will be filed immediately after your statement.
Mr. PERKINS. Thank you very much.
(The statements referred to follow:)

FIVCO AREA DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT,
Catlettsburg, Ky., March 11, 1971.

The Honorable ROBERT JONES,
U.S. Congress,
Waskington, D.C.
DEAR CONGRESSMAN JONES: Find enclosed a copy of the resolution which was

adopted at a regular meeting of the FIVCO Area Development District Board on
February 4, 1971, and concerns the extension of the Appalachian Regional De-
velopment Act for four years.
The FIVCO Area Development District is a multi-county organization pro-

vided for by the Governor of Kentucky and charged with total development of
the counties making up the development district.
Your consideration of the enclosed resolution will be greatly appreciated.

Yours truly,
JAMES R. GARTHEE, Jr.,

Agsistant Director.

RESOLUTION No. 71-1, 1971—A RESOLUTION OF THE FIVCO BOARD OF DIRECTORS,
CATLETTSBTJRG. KY., FOR THE CONTINUATION AND EXPANSION OF THE APPA-
LACHIAN REGIONAL COMMISSION

Whereas, we, the FIVCO Area Development District Board of Directors recog-
nize that it takes a generation for people to reverse the trends which have con-
tinued for six generations to deprive them of realizing their full human potential
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in Appalachia where many choose to stay and live and where many would return
if a full range of opportunity were available; now, therefore, be it
Resolved by the FIVCO Area Development District Board of Directors, That—
Section 1. We urge the President of the United States to reconsider his de-

cision to abolish the Appalachian Regional Commission and urge the Congress
to consider carefully and deliberately the future thrust of the Commission or
its successor.

Section 2. We submit to you the following reasons why the Nation ought to
continue the Appalachian Regional Commission—side by side with "Revenue
Sharing"—to improve the Commission and its concept—not abolish it.
1. We suggest that the system we in Appalachia devised to improve our lives

is made to serve us and the Nation are evidence for this is the support the Com-
mission has received from thirty-seven governors and governors of the thirteen
Appalachia states—men and one woman—of diverse personality, politics, and
ambition, representing equally diversed constituencies.

2. The Appalachian Regional Commission concept is often said to be a model
for our Federal System and the Nation as we are nearing the twenty-first cen-
tury. This is unquestionably its most valuable attribute.
This is so because Federal, State, and Local governments actually relate to

one another more like the flavors of a layer cake relate one to the others; the
trend especially since the Great Depression has been away from a federal struc-
tured picture as layer upon layer of government with limited linkages among
the layers. The Appalachian Regional Commission is a proven success in bring-
ing about the fuller cooperation of our separate governing bodies and specialized
administrations regardless of the areal extent or the specialized purpose of each.
The Appalachian concept is pervaded with innovation; the Commission seeks
to bring together our governing entities and to fill in the void interstices between
specialized programs. Lastly, it strives to bring the diversity of the public sec-
tor together with the even greater diversity of private interests. To lay aside the
Appalachian Regional Commission at this time is to lay aside a promising part
of our American experiment begun nearly two hundred years ago.

3. One of the pillars upon which the Appalachian concept rests is the local
development district. Proportionally, more people in Appalachia live in a local
governmental jurisdiction of small size than in the rest of the Nation. Our small
local governcraental units should be preserved and strengthened in their role of
providing nearby easy access to the people. These small jurisdictions, to be of
service of their people, must have expanded access to the same quantity and
quality professional staff skills at the disposal of larger local governmental units
through the local development district. The local development district will grow
usefulness to the small units of local governments as they put together a capital
improvements program and attempt to have projects financed and aided by spe-
cialized Federal Programs.

Section 3. This resolution shall be in full force and effect from and after its
passage and approval and copy of the same shall be forwarded to the Honorable
Richard M. Nixon, President of the United States; the Honorable Louie B.
Nunn, Governor of Kentucky; Mr. John B. Waters, Federal Co-chairman, Ap-
palachian Regional Commission; John Whisman, States' Representative, Ap-
palachian Regional Commission; the Honorable John Sherman Cooper, United
States Senator; the Honorable Marlow Cook, United States Senator; and to
the Honorable Carl D. Perkins, Representative to Congress from the Seventh
Congressional District and to the other Representatives to Congress from
Kentucky.

G. B. JOHNSON, Jr., President.
Attest:

HOWARD QUEEN, Secretary.
Adopted by the FIVCO Area Development District Board February 4, 1971.

RESOLUTION OF SUPPORT OF SENATE BILL 595 To EXTEND THE LIFE OF THE
APPALACHIAN REGIONAL COMMISSION

The Appalachian Regional Commission has given new life and hope to the
people of Appalachia. Its support of many programs in Pikeville, Pike County,
and Eastern Kentucky has been especially helpful, such as supporting the new
Methodist Hospital, the new Science Building at Pikeville College, the re-
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building of our major Highways Nos. 23-119-460 and KY 80 is under way. The
Open Out Project of Pikeville Model City program is almost ready to begin.
Believing that the great work of the Appalachian Regional Commission has

just begun, and is largely unfinished, the Community Services Commission of
Pikeville, Kentucky, Model City, do hereby resolve as follows:

1. That the life of the Appalachian Regional Commission should be, and we
urge its, extension for a period of four (4) years as proposed in Senate Bill
No. 595 introduced by Senators John Sherman Cooper and fifty other Senators,
and we urge its passage.

2. That copies of this resolution be sent to Senators John Sherman Cooper
and Marlow Cook, and to Congressman Carl D. Perkins, and copy to the press.
Adopted in a duly called meeting, this 11th day of February, 1971, at the

Pike County, Kentucky, Court House, by
LON B. ROGERS, Chairman.

Attest:
LUCILLE S. SMITH, Secretary.

RESOLUTION—IN RE FOUR-LANING OF PIKEVILLE-WILLIAMSON ROAD--U.S. 119

Whereas, the Kentucky State Highway Department has under consideration

the development of plans for a new Appalachian Highway paralleling U.S. 119

from Pikeville to Williamson, West Virginia, most of which had been planned
as a 2-Lane road; and,
Whereas, many of our members and citizens generally believe that said high-

way should be planned and built as a 4-lane, divided highway, upon the same

standards as US 23 is now being rebuilt in Pike County; now therefore, be it
Resolved by the Community Service Commission of Pikeville, Kentucky, Model

Cities, as follows:
1. That we petition the State Highway Department to expand its planning for

the Pikeville-Williamson Highway paralleling the present US 119, as a 4-Lane,
divided highway, because we believe the industrial development of the area
both now and in the future requires it.

2. That copies of this Resolution be sent to the Kentucky Highway Depart-
ment at Frankfort and Pikeville Regional Office, a copy to the Federal Highway
Administrator, and a copy to the press.
Adopted by the Community Service Commission of Pikesville Model Cities,

on motion duly made by Quentin Howard, seconded by Betsy Venters, and unani-
mously passed in regular meeting held in the Pike County Court Room, on
Thursday, October 8,1970.

Attest:
LON B. ROGERS, Chairman.

LUCILLE S. SMITH, Secretary.

STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM C. HAMBLEY, MAYOR OF THE CITY OF
PIKEVILLE, KY.

Distinguished Congressmen of Sub-Committee on Flood Control and Internal
Development of the House Committee on Public Works.
Mr. Chairman, I am Dr. William C. Hambley, Mayor of Pikeville, Kentucky;

Vice Chairman, Board of Directors, Big Sandy Development District; Member,
Board of Directors, Big Sandy Community Action Program; Member, Big Sandy
Health Planning Council; Member, Board of Directors and Executive Committee
Concentrated Employment Program 7th Kentucky Congressional District (22
counties), Member, Appalachian Educational Advisory Committee for Kentucky.
Mayor of the Only Model City in Central Appalachia.
From a vantage point of ten years of Participation in Mechanisms for the

direction of Federal and State funds to community programs, I should like to
convey some of the pertinent observations which may be helpful to you in con-
sidering the continued funding- of the Appalachian Commission for four more
years.
The American system is basically a Free Enterprise system based on initiative

to produce and create profits. This philosophy is extended to the Legislative
process in the Multitude of Categorical and Special Interest Programs, all
requiring local initiation based on local determination of need and ability to
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participate. To assure more prudent spending of Federal funds in local programs,
planning requirements have been injected. At no time has the Funding of
Programs at the Federal level been adequate to satisfy more than a fraction
of the requests made through local initiative.
The jungle of proliferation programs has made it apparent to all levels of

Government responsibility that the planning requirements must be expanded
to relate local programs and projects to a broader base of need and funet'on
via local, district, state, region and national goals. Also, that coordination of
planning with multi-level priorities for implementation is a base necessity
When these efforts transcend political jurisdiction, then Multi-county cooperative
agreements and Multi-state Cooperative mechanisms must be devised. Since the
local jurisdictions are creatures of the various State Legislatures and Consti-
tutions, a great restrictive dependency state exists at the local level.

Congress took a most significant step in this direction when the Appalachian
Commission was formed to administer the Appalachian Development Act. This
Commission has done an extraordinary work in bringing about cooperation
between thirteen State Governments to further development on a regional basis
rather than limiting it to Conventional Political Jurisdictions. Their efforts
have been most successful in the formation of Multi-county development districts
for better planning and coordination of programs and projects which reflect
local government and citizens participation in this initiation process. The
people of the Big Sandy Valley are participating in more effective mechanisms
of community development under the umbrella of the Appalachian Commission
and the Act than in tne past sixty years combined. The Development Highway
System is the first to serve the area adequately and must be completed on
schedule or submerge local initiative and expectations beneath a disastrous
cynicism. This highway system was the first priority for every level of
participation.
The Appalachian Act has been the most effective mechanism to stimulate local

citizens and their public officials to work to gather to plan and cooperate in
development processes and to translate these needs to the State and Federal
Governments, so that a more rational coordination of Funding at all levels could
be directed to a priority system established locally but directed to state and
national goals.
The Model Cities concept for urban development on a comprehensive basis is

greatly enhanced by the Appalachian Regional Commission when our Model
Cities plan is oriented to district and regional development. These two mecha-
nisms, Model Cities and the Appalachian Regional Commission working together,
one urban, the other rural and regional, constitute the best mechanism for shar-
ing federal resources with local governments yet devised. These mechanisms
preserve the planning requirements for development to be directed to expanding
goals and reward local initiative so vital to any successful use of federal funds
in local efforts. There is still a need to consolidate many programs into more
effective instruments for development.
A prime example of the generation of local effort by the participation of the

Appalachian Regional Commission is the Pikeville Public Hospital toward which
the Commission funded 29.5% of a $7,000,000 project while the local share was
44% or $3,000,000.
The Commission has been the Coordinating Agency for most of our vocational

facilities and health programs throughout our region. Their service has been
invaluable in coordinating local applications and research for federal and state
assistance spanning the whole spectrum of federal programs. Without this
service local officials dissipate all their energies thrashing about in the high
federal bureaucracy.
The people whom I represent overwhelmingly support the Appalachian Re-

gional Commission in its approach to Community Development through develop-
ment districts and regional orientations. We strongly recommend the Enactment
of Amendments of 1971 to the Appalachian Development Act to continue the
funding of this program for four more years.

Mr. JoNEs. Our first witness is Mr. Miles C. Stanley, president of
West Virginia Labor Federation, AFL-CIO, Charleston, W. Va.,
and Mr. -Stanley has appeared before the -ommittee on previous
hearings.
Mr. Kee?
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, Mr. KEE. Mr. Chairman, I would like to join you and members of our
committee in extending an extremely warm welcome to Mr. Miles
Stanley.

Miles Stanley was with the American Federation of Labor-CIO way
back when this program was originally drafted.
He has been with it and has been before the committee and is ex-

tremely knowledgeable.
Miles, we are indeed happy to have you with us.

STATEMENT OF MILES C. STANLEY, CHAIRMAN, AFL—CIO APPA-
LACHIAN COUNCIL, AND PRESIDENT, WEST VIRGINIA LABOR
FEDERATION, AFL—CIO

Mr. STANLEY. Thank you very much, Mr. Kee.
Mr. KEE. I am certain that we will learn something from you today.
Mr. STANLEY. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Kee, and members of the com-

mittee, I am president of the West Virginia Labor Federation and
chairman of the AFL-CIO Appalanhian Council.
I appear here today on behalf of the specific issue under considera-

tion by this subcommittee.
Because one of the members of the House Committee on Public

Works is a distinguished West Virginian, representing a district which
rests in the very heartland of Appalachia, I am especially pleased to
have this opportunity to share with you some• of our experiences and
our thoughts regarding the extension and expansion of the Appalach-
ian Regional Development Act.
On each prior occasion that this legislation has been before this body

for consideration, the AFL-CIO, through its appropriate spokesman,
has placed on the record its support for the regional concept in devel-
cpment and more specifically for the Appalachian Regional Develop-
ment Act. This support is based on the premise that there exists in our
country extensive regions with a commonality of problems which in-
hibit growth and development commensurate with other regions of the
country. Appalachia is one of the regions with an abundance of such
problems.
It might be appropriate to note that we have been actively involved

in endeavoring to identify and solve these problems for more than
a decade. In this period, we have seen significant and measurable prog-
ress occur. Little or none of this progress would have been possible
without the concentration of resources created by various enactments
of Congress. Perhaps the most important instrument in the game of
economic and social "catch up" has been the Appalachian Regional
Development Act. Although other measures have played an important
role, the Area Redevelopment Act, Accelerated Public Works (not the
economic development) Act, and a multitude of educational support
programs and the Manpower Development and Training Act in our
view, have all been effectively used to achieve economic and social
parity.
We know about the effects of these measures, Mr. Chairman,not by

casual observance, but by active involvement. In late 1964, as afurther
demonstration of our concern, the AFL-CIO established a council of
AFL-CIO unions covering the 11 original Appalachian States. I have
been privileged to serve as chairman of this council from the outset.
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Since that time the council and/or its member organizations have been
involved in a multitude of human resource programs touching on the
area of manpower training and development, education, housing, and
health. All of these efforts have afforded us an opportunity to observe
at firsthand both the depth of the problems and the effectiveness of
proposed solutions.
One cannot be long involved in this process before realizing the full

significance of the first report on Appalachia and subsequent reports
which have said in essence:
The highland isolation must be overcome with modern roads and air facilities.

The ribbon-towns must be provided with the amenities of urban life. A substantial
effort in education, health facilities, employment services, community
apparatus—all the items of social overhead neglected for long decades—must
be made.

I know that this committee has studied the excellent reports and
other information which has been supplied You by the Commission
and its staff, and you are fully aware of the progress being made
in achieving the objective. We know that you are impressed as we
are by this progress, but that you are also concerned as we are with
the size of the task which lies ahead.
In looking at the progress and the problems which remain, one

could assume, perhaps, that the Commission has served its purpose.
Most of the problems have been identified, a great deal of planning
has been done and planning development districts have been gener-
ally established. Hundreds of miles of highway have been built with
several hundred more planned or under construction. Several hundred
public facilities have been built, numerous health projects are in
progress and several thousand housing units are in various stages of
development.

These are physical improvements which are visible, but they
are not the entire story. Just as important is the atmosphere of co-
operation and mutual understanding which has developed between
the participating States and within the States. Perhaps we in West
Virginia, which lies entirely within Appalachia and which for many
years has been plagued with sectionalism, are more cognizant of this
benefit than other States; in any event, it is our opinion that the act
has contributed manifestly toward alleviating the problem. -
In view of all of the progress and constructive changes, Mr. Chair-

man, now is not the time to change either the method or vehicle which
has, in our judgment, been successful in bringing about this prog-
ress. To the best of our knOwledge all of the activity and funding
of projects by the Commission have been directed toward stimulating
growth and attacking the root problems, mentioned earlier, which havet,
inhibited growth in the past. We have no assurance that this will be
the case in the event the current funding method or the current delivery
system is changed. There is no way, in our opinion, that such a decision
would improve the program 'and there are many ways in which it
could be damaging.
Moving to one of the substantive programs within the Commission,

I would like to comment briefly on our experience with the housing
assistance provision. Some time ago the AFL—CIO in West Virginia
decided that the need for adequate housing was so great that we
should use some of our own resources to build 'housing under the ap-



172

plicable provisions of the Federal Housing Act. We established a
statewide nonprofit corporation and began all necessary preliminary
work. We soon discovered that it was a fairly expensive proposition
to act as a developer as well as a sponsor. It then became necessary for
us to look for additional financial assistance and we received such
assistance from the Commission in the form of $20,000 in development
loans for two different proposed projects of 100 units each. Unfor-
tunately, to this date, neither of these projects have yet been con-
structed because of technical and legal problems; but we are confident
they will be. Pertinent to this discusion is the fact that without the
Commission's help they would not have been developed. In fact, our
organization would have been forced to abandon the projects at a con-
siderable financial loss. In a State where more than 30 percent of the
housing is substandard, the latter course in our judgment would be a
poor alternative.
Another program which has received unprecedented help from the

Commission is vocational and technical education. We have a special
interest in this field simply because, to use a cliche, the labor force
of tomorrow will be comprised of the students of today. In the past
3 years, we have learned through our work in Appalachia, what it
means to have an ill-prepared labor force. Through our manpower
programs we have placed about 9,000 unemployed and underemployed
workers into on-the-job training programs with organized employers.
Of this number, approximately 1,500 have received prejob institution-
al training to bring them up to a labor entry level.
In addition, Mr. Chairman, we have recruited in excess of 13,00G

youth for Job Corps and worked with more than 800 youth in Neigh-
borhood Youth Corps programs. Moreover, under an agreement with
the Seafarers International Union7 we have recruited and screened
more than 600 youth from West Virginia alone for entry into a pri-
vately funded seamen's training school.
Out of these experiences, we know that most of the individuals

mentioned are high school dropouts who never had an opportunity
to take vocational or technical training in the formal educational
system. The more than 260 vocational education schools the Com-
mission has made possible in the region will go a long way toward
revising the almost universal trend of gearing the secondary educa-
tion system to precollege students.
This lack of basic educational preparation accounts to some ex-

tent for the consistently higher than national average unemployment
rate which exists in the region. For example, the latest available
figures indicate that unemployment of record currently exceeds 8
percent in West Virginia. Obviously, such a high unemployment rate 
places an inordinate strain on the economy as well as having a dis-
astrous effect on families. Anyone with a personal knowledge of the
region would quickly recognize that an inflexible vertical educational
system which allows little lateral movement contriubtes to the con-
sistently high unemployment rate.

It would be difficult, Mr. Chairman, for one to assess the impact of
the Appalachian highway program on the isolated areas of the re-
gion. At this point, we can only estimate the ultimate result of open-
ing up these areas to the flow of people and commerce. Most think it
will mean economic and social development we believe in many in-
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stances this will be the case. Of one thing we are sure—without in-
gress and egress, development will continue to be stymied.
Mr. Chairman, this statement has been purposely very short; how-

ever, I will be happy to respond, to the extent of my knowledge, to
any questions the committee may have. Or, if you wish, we will
supply additional information at a later date.
In conclusion, I would emphasize again that we are in full sup-

port of the regional development concept pioneered by the Appala-
chian Regional Development Act. We believe it should be continued
as an effective method of solving the, economic and social problems
of regions similar to Appalachia.
Thank you very much.
Mr. JONES. Thank you very much, Mr. Stanley. When you appeared

before the committee in 1969, you outlined the opportunity that would
be available under the various housing laws which were then in op-
eration. As a result, we wrote the section 207, the Appalachian Hous-
ing Act, which became part of the purpose of Appalachia. I do hope
that your complications will be settled and that it will be continued be-
cause we need that example for the improvement of housing to meet
the housing requirements of the people in Appalachia.
Mr. Kee?
Mr. KEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Stanley, I have no doubt that you agree, but I would like to

make this a matter of the legislative history. You agree, do you not,
that the Congress of the United States made a commitment to the
people in the Appalachian area when this act was passed
Mr. STANLEY. Yes.
Mr KEE. The fact is that if this is not extended in a proper fashion,

then the Congress itself is falling down on its commitment to the
American people. Do you agree with that?
Mr. STANLEY. Yes, I would, Mr. Kee, to this extent. There has, of

course, been much accomplished as I pointed out in my prepared
statement. But the job is nowhere near finished.
We have just begun to see some of the effects in social and economic

developments that resulted from the initial passage of the act. I would
think it would be leaving the job only partially done if they were to
withdraw at this time.
Mr. KEE. Fine. The last thing to substantiate what we both com-

pletely agree upon is the fact that if this stops, you know if the Con-
gress does not extend it, what will happen in your Appalachian egress
and ingress on your highway program, all we will have will be just a
few strips of roads, shall we say, that have been constructed or are now
under construction without any continuity. In other words, it would
be various segments.
We have to continue this in order to provide the financial resources

to the State of West Virginia, Federal funds to complete the Ap-
palachian highway program. Do you not agree with this?
Mr. STANLEY. I would agree completely with that. We do not need

roads going nowhere, Mr. Kee.
Mr. KEE. Thank you, sir. You have made a wonderful statement.
Mr. STANLEY. Thank you very much.
Mr. KEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. JONES. Mr. Miller?

59-i9-7i 12
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Mr. MILLER. I, too, wish to commend Mr. Stanley for a very good
statement supporting the Appalachian program. There was one par-
ticular item that I would like to clarify.
You spoke on page 4 of your testimony that through our manpower

programs we have placed 9,000 unemployed or underemployed workers
into the job training programs with organized employers. You go
further to say that of this number approximately 1,500 average prejob
institutional training to bring them up to a labor entry level.
Would it be possible to elaborate on that a little bit? Would the

1,500 have received their training through vocational educational
institutions that were supported by the Appalachian program?
Mr. STANLEY. No • they were not supported directly by the Ap-

palachian program, NIr. Miller.
They are part of what we call a coupled manpower training program

that we were running.
Funds came from HEW. We did use the facilities in some cases

and I could not say whether they were facilities originally built by
the Appalachian Commission or not, but we run these institutional
programs with the vocational educational system in an area where
we are working usually in a county unit system or a school district.
Whether or not the facilities were actually constructed by Appa-

lachian redevelopment funds, I do not know at this point.
Mr. MILLER. Could you elaborate just a little further on the type

of training that they would have received and the type of profession
that they would have gone into because of that training?
Mr. STANLEY. Yes; well, frequently, we develop what we call sub-

contracts with an employer for "x" number of individuals. '
Then, under the terms of our contract with the Labor Department,

we have gone to the disadvantaged persons to get them and many times
these workers, for example, have every little formal education.
Perhaps they cannot read well enough to go directly into the labor

market or directly into an on-the-job training position or they need
some vocational skills,
We have run programs in almost every type of occupation that one

could think about.
One of the outstanding ones we did in Pittsburgh, with the Blau-

Knox Corp. as the ultimate employer, was for a machine tool operator.
This was an extremely successful program.
We do it with some of the building trade unions, with bricklayers

where we give them institutional training, where they can read a rule
and do a little bit of math and this type of thing and then put them
on the job with journeymen bricklayers laying bricks.
Most of it is industrial-type employment, however, in fabribating

plants of one type or another.
Mr. MILLER. Thank you, Mr. Stanley.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. JONES. Further questions?
Again, we thank you very much, Mr. Stanley.
MT. STANLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
One of your comments at the outset that the housing program—per-

haps I should clarify that a little.
Our difficulty has not been with the Regional Development

Commission.
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Our difficulty has been with FHA in getting funds sufficient to build
the projects under current costs.

Mr. JONES. That was pointed out to us yesterday when we had Gov-
ernor Moore testify.
Mr. STANLEY. Thank you very much.
Mr. JONES. You might be interested to know in my home State the

AFL—CIO has made a similar proposal that is now under consideration.
Mr. STANLEY. Yes, sir, I have talked with our mutual good friend,

Mr. Weeks about that.
Mr. JONES. Our next witness is Mr. Dennis Q. Opheim, Director, Tn-.

county Appalachian Regional Health Planning Commission, Decatur,
Ala., who will be accompanied by Keith D. Blayney, dean, School of
,Community Allied Health Resources, University of Alabama, Bir-
mingham, Ala.
Monday, a month ago, I had the opportunity to visit with Mr.

Opheim to observe his operations which I had been dealing with inti-
mately at a distance.
I can assure the members of the committee I have never seen such

. an exciting program in the field of health as I saw in going over
that plan.
These plans were under a grant from Appalachian funds and one

of the first projects of its kind in the 11-State area at that time.
I do believe it is a classic to be utilized by the other areas ,of Ap-

palachia.
I commend you, gentlemen, for your vision, your foresight and your

:total involvement in the work you have been engaged in.
It is a pleasure to have you here today.
I am proud to have such fine constituents.

STATEMENT OF DENNIS Q. OPHEIM, DIRECTOR, TRICOUNTY
APPALACHIAN REGIONAL HEALTH PLANNING COMMISSION,
DECATUR, ALA.; ACCOMPANIED BY KEITH D. BLAYNEY, DEAN,
.SCHOOL OF COMMUNITY ALLIED HEALTH RESOURCES, UNIVER-
SITY OF ALABAMA, BIRMINGHAM, ALA.

Mr. OPHEIM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I am Dennis Q. Opheim, Director Tricounty Appalachian Regional

Health Planning Commission, of Decatur, Ala.
It is a privilege and honor to attend the subcommittee hearings on

Appalachia in support of legislation to extend the Appalachian Re-
gional Development Act. The Appalachian program has been one of
the most successful State-Federal programs in which Alabama has
participated. Under this program, 85 of Alabama's 67 counties have
been eligible for assistance to provide highways, health facilities,
libraries vocational education schools, sewage facilities, and other
public improvements. A portion of the legislation which has been
most dynamic and beneficial to north Alabama is section 202, which au-
thorizes State health demonstration projects.

Nine of the thirteen Appalachian States have been privileged to
identify multicounty health .demonstration projects. This was accom-
plished in Alabama in April. of 1968 when three counties in north-
central Alabama (Morgan, Lawrence, and Limestone) joined together
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in a health planning endeavor. Since that date, much has been accom-
plished in the tricounty area in north Alabama to improve the delivery
of health services.
Tie organization identified as Alabama's 202 Health Demonstration

Project is the Tr -County Appalachian Regional Health Planning
Commission, located in Decatur, Ala. The purpose of the Tr -
County Appalachian Regional Health Planning Commission is to
develop an awareness of health problems for the area, stimulate action
to resolve basic health problems, and to initiate and/or activate new
programs for meeting the health needs of the area. The delivery of
these services emphasizes the existing relationship between the patient,
his physician and supporting health personnel involved in the delivery
of health services. Our local Health Planning Commission recognizes
its responsibility for the coordination of health planning, as an innova-
tor in the health field, and as a stimulator for new approaches in
delivering health care.
The success of the health demonstration project in Alabama can be

attributed to four distinct elements (1) the opportunity provided local
citizens to determine their health priorities based on the most critical_
health needs for the area; (2) the cooperation of the Alabama develop-
ment office, through which all health programs and projects are re-
viewed and promoted; (3) the excellent staff support from the health
section of the Appalachian Regional Commission and the regional
office of HEW; and (4) the flexibility and responsiveness of the Appa-
lachian health program. Without question, the success of the 202 health
program can be attributed to the spirit of cooperation evidenced at
the local, State and Federal levels. The Appalachian program,
through section 202, has provided the mechanism through which health
planning is recognized throughout Appalachia as a dynamic program.
Alabama's 202 health demonstration project since its inception has

provided a stimulating environment for assessing, evaluating, and im-
proving the health delivery system within the three counties. As direc-
tor of Alabama's 202 health demonstration project, it has been a most
rewarding experience to see interest and involvement of health pro-
viders and consumers to collectively recognize and improve the de-
ficiencies of the existing health system.

Since 1968, because of Appalachian funding, unprecedented strides
have taken place in our demonstration area relating to improved and
innovative methods of delivering health services. To the State of
Alabama it has provided an opportunity for experimentation and
innovation by which new methods in delivering health services can
be effectively demonstrated.
The health staff of the Appalachian Regional Commission and the

regional office of HEW have been rigid task masters. However, as
a result of the flexibility of the Appalachian health program all the
health demonstration areas were permitted to advance at a more rapid
pace than traditional health approaches of other federally funded
programs. The requirement of an annual submission of a health de-
velopment plan stimulated the State demonstration projects to devise
some of the most advanced concepts in regional health planning for
any area in the country. The implementation of the concepts and ideas
in _Alabama's 202 health development plan has identified the Appa-
lachian area of Alabama as being a primary innovator in the delivery
of health services.
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The demonstration health planning agencies in the Appalachian
States have shown the feasibility and practicality of innovations in
the health field—to include long-range health planning for the next
20 years. The degree of sophistication of health planning in Appa-
lachia is being recognized both regionally and nationally.
The Tr -County Appalachian Regional Health Planning Commis-

sion has focused its health planning and program activities in the
following broad areas: health manpbwer ; health services; health facil-
ities construction; innovation in the delivery of health services.
Throughout all of Appalachia there exists a critical shortage of

health manpower. This is particularly true of Alabama where the
ratio of professional and paraprofessional personnel falls drastically
below the national adequacy standards.
Recognizing that the area in our three counties was deficient in

health manpower, health facilities, and health services, the energies
of Alabama's demonstration project were directed, during the first
year and a half, to a catchup philosophy.
Our catchup philosophy has resulted in the establishment of the

most critically needed health occupational programs at our local jun-
ior college. Our futuristic philosophy is based on the premise that
there is a drastic need for a change in the traditional method in train-
ing and education for health manpower. Currently our efforts are di-
rected to the establishment of a health core curriculum linking the
junior colleges of the State with a central training facility at the Uni-
versity of Alabama in Birmingham. Ultimately we seek the develop-
ment of a model for the education and training of professional and
allied health personnel. Such an educational model would have as its
ultimate goals: (1) to provide for educational innovation; (2) to in-
tegrate diverse health occupational programs and institutions; (3) to
promote career progression; (4) to provide better utilization of educa-
tion institutions; and (5) to increase output of health personnel.
The development of a prototype educational model has vast implica-

tions not only for our area but for Appalachia and the Nation as well.
The thrust for the delivery of personal health services has been in

public health services, mental health, alcoholism, and dental services.
These Appalachian funded projects have provided a source of stimula-
tion not only for our area but for the State of Alabama as well. NPNV
methods of delivering health services have been demonstrated, thereby
making it possible for the State to adapt many of the innovations
which have been proven in our demonstration area, for example, public
health services.
The establishment of a tricounty public health service is unique in

Alabama and represents the first regional a nnroach in the State for
providing health services. It has stimulated investigative studies by
the Alabama Health Department in an attempt to regionalize the State
according to the model implemented in the tricounty area.

DENTAL HEALTH SERVICES

The Appalachian dental program represents the first attempt in the
State of Alabama to provide preventive and restorative dental serv-
ices to elementary schoolchildren. The significance of this project is
the emphasis on dental education, fluoridation of water supplies, and
the involvement of private practitioners.
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MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES

The Appalachian funded mental health center has been identified,
by the Alabama Division of Mental Health Services as an "experi-
mental proving ground" for modification and improvements in the'
delivery of mental health services.
Appalachian projects in the areas of mental health, mental retarda-

tion, and alcoholism have provided the opportunity of developing the'
optimal services needed for a comprehensive mental health services
approach.
In the area of health facilities construction, the attainment of com—

prehensive health services requires not only the development of new
programs not now available but also the strengthening of on-going
facilities and services.
The catchup philosophy has been directed to the improvement,

expansion, and better utilization of hospital and health facilities and'
services. An analysis of hospital facilities for our region focused* on
the lack of basic health services considered essential for providing
comprehensive health care. Many of these deficiencies have been elim-
inated through the submission and approval of Appalachian projects,
thereby providing for cardiac-intensive-care services, physical therapy
services, emergency services, hospital bed construction, and improved
outpatient services.
While much effort is needed to develop innovative programs which

will complement the current resources for delivering health care, rec-
ognition has also been given to those which enhance the quality of
care rendered by existing facilities.
Our futuristic philosophy for health facilities construction is

based on the premise that traditional methods of construction are
outmoded. As a result new and improved concepts of engineering,
architecture, and improved technology are being investigated. Goal
achievement of a total system for high quality health care makes
it mandatory that health facilities construction be designed to increase
the effectiveness of currently available services.

INNOVATIONS

Alabama's 202 health demonstration project has been vitally con,-
cerned with the impending crisis in health services for low-income.
rural Americans.

Health care progress in the United States, like America's popula-
tion. is concentrated in urban centers. However, the delivery of health
services to millions of rural Americans is lagging far behind the rest
of the Nation. Unless a system is developed at the earliest possible
moment that will contribute to a significant improvement in the de-
livery of health services in rural areas, catastrophic consequences
could easily result within the next 20 years, such as: (1) The health of
millions of low-income rural Americans will continue to deteriorate.
(2) Migration of people from rural communities to -irban areas will
worsen. (3) Fewer young physicians will set up practice in rural com-
munities. As older Physicians in these areas die, retire, or reduce their-
nracti,e. the situation will become one of actual community panic, as
has already occurred in some rural communities in our area. (4) Sup-
portive allied health personnel such as-registered nurses, medical tech-
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nologists, radiological technologists will practically disappear from
rural communities. (5) Community hospitals in rural areas will be
forced to close due to inadequate medical staff and supportive per-
sonnel. (6) The Government will be pressured to reverse these condi-
tions but in 20 years they will have become irreversible or too costly to
change.
The Tr -County Appalachian Regional Health Planning Commis-

sion in Alabama has achieved encouraging results in bringing together
local medical, health care, and community leaders working in concert
with officials at the University of Alabama in Birmingham to seek
solutions of selected health care problems.
The Appalachian program has enabled our local health planning

agency to develop an experimental and innovative demonstration
model in our most rural county; that is, Lawrence County. The pur-
pose of this model is to develop effective and improved methods of
serving the health needs of its rural population.
The Lawrence County health demonstration project represents the

most innovative and singularly important cooperative venture between
a local community in the tricounty area and the total resources of the
University of Alabama in Birmingham.
Among the long-range objectives of this project are: (1) To demon-

strate a positive change in the state of health in the population of
Lawrence County via implementation of a system which would pro-
vide rural families with easy access into the system, and once in the
system—providing these families with comprehensive health cervices.
(2) To demonstrate a positive socio-economic change related to

the population as a whole.
(3) To demonstrate a positive change in the pattern of delivery of

health care toward a more efficient and effective delivery system to
include (1) primary, (2) secondary, and (3) tertiary care.
The significance of the Lawrence County health demonstration

project is that Changes can be effected in the health delivery system
within the context of private practice of medicine. This is consistent
with our philosophy that "reorganization is the key to more effective
delivery of health services."
Some of the resultant changes to be effected through the implemen-

tation of this project are:
(1) The restructuring of medical school curriculum;
(2) The introduction of new categories of more versatile health

workers;
(3) Increased emphasis on preventive health care;
(4) More effective utilization of health 'personnel;
(5) Establishment of a uniform medical records system for

health records; and
(6) Development of new curriculum for evolving health occu-

pations as well as restructuring of existing curriculum for ongoing
programs.

In summary, the purpose of the Lawrence County demonstration
project is to develop and establish an innovative model system for the
delivery of comprehensive health services in a rural area, tit, improve
the health and socio-economic status Of residents of Lawrence County,
Ala.
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The philosophy of Alabama's 202 demonstration project, in the
first year and a half, has been a "catch-up" approach; however, we
realize that this philosophy is not consistent with the dynamic changes
evidenced for health care systems of the future. We must direct our
efforts toward: More effective utilization of health personnel, facil-
ities and services; the elimination of "fragmentation of services" (a
present characteristic of health delivery systems) ; experimentation
with new approaches to the delivery of health care; and what evolu-
tion—not revolution is the best approach to improving health care.
We feel that much has been accomplished in Appalachia due to sec-

tion 202 of the Appalachian Regional Development Act. Though this
report only covers advances made in health delivery in Alabama's
demonstration area, in certain cases even more extensive progress
has been realized in the demonstration areas of other States.
We respectfully suggest that now is not the time to end a pro-

gram which has momentum and the proven capability of providing
direction for improving health services to rural Appalachia as well
as the Nation. The scope of these demonstration projects contains vast
implications insofar as they serve as a testing area for ideas in health
care delivery which could easily show what we must do to provide
health services in the future for our exploding population. We urge
that this subcommittee give due consideration to the -purpose and ac-
complishments of the Appalachian health demonstration projects, and
that the program be extended.
Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. JONES. Thank you very much, Mr. Opheim.
When I was referring earlier to my visit with you and observing the

accomplishments that you have made since the inception of your pro-
gram, I think, members of the committee, that after we concluded
our study of this whole proposition, after we pass the bill, that we
would like to make a trip down and visit with Mr. Opheim to see at
first hand this very exciting program and probably the most prof-
itable thing about it is the fact that the public response to it from
every sector of the community has been one of enthusiasm and grati-
fication with it from doctors to business people, every segment of our
whole community structure.
I hope that we can have that opportunity.
Doctor, tell them about your work with computers that you are

going to utilize on an experimental basis.
Mr. OPHEINI. One of the new projects under consideration is a com-

puterization project which is being developed by a local physician,
the idea being that with computers a physician could make better
utilization of his time.
Now, this is being done in some of the larger medical centers and

so what we have decided to do was to go out and see what is being
donP, and make some adaptations to °lir situation locally and see what
could be done as far V the clmputerizr tion of rec-rds and also the
computerization of health information for our rural areas.
This is an experimental project.
We are hopeful that this project will be funded this year and that

we feel it has vast implications for the practice of medicine and the
delivery of health care.
It is an experimental project.
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We do not know at this point in time whether it will be successful,
but we are willing to attempt to find out if it can be made successful
to the rural practice of medicine.
Mr. JONES. Mr. Roberts?
Mr. ROBERTS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman, I think this is the most exciting project I have heard

since I have been a Member of Congress.
Now this bothers me. I am always jealous about people who do a

much better job than I do in Congress. If the word gets back home I
am not sure I can go back home.
But not having any of the Appalachian advantages I am just going

to try to do the best I can.
The gentleman from Alabama, of course, is probably the most in-

novative Member of Congress and I do not hope to keep up with him,
but I hope to have something like it and I want to go see it.
I have two other subcommittees running, Mr. Chairman, and I have

to leave, but I did want to hear this and I do want to go down there and
see this and will be calling on you for help.
I have an abandoned hospital from the Air Force, and I would like to

use it for something. This program is just tremendous.
Mr. OPHEIM. Mr. Chairman, accompanying me is Dr. Keith Blayney.

Would it be possible for him to speak before this group?
Mr. JONES. Oh, yes indeed. We are looking forward to it, but I

wonder, if there are any further questions of you.
Mr. MIZELL. I was interested in your statement on page 6 as it relates

to the health services that are available to rural America.
In your experience with this project, do you think that the best way

to try and oblige the health facilities and the health needs of rural
America would be to establish within regions, multicounty regions that
could work together to provide what is needed within that region, hav-
ing counties with similar problems in rural America grouped together
where they might be able to work together as you have?
Mr. OPHEIM. I feel that the regional approach is the only way that

the problem of delivering health service can ever be adequately covered.
Now, as to how large a region, I do not know. We have three coun-

ties. Some of the other demonstration areas have nine to 13 counties.
But I think the regional approach as far as health planning is the
only logical approach.
I think that there is a need for a demonstration area perhaps in

each of the Appalachian States, providing the State the opportunity
of seeing what can be done with so many dollars, how effective the
operation is, how efficient it is.
I think it would be too costly for several demonstrations in health

to take place in any one State at the same time.
I think that the experiences which we have had, the success which

we have had—and we have had failures as well—but the success could
be replicated in other regions throughout the State, and I think this
is the purpose of the demonstration project.
One reason why we have had an opportunity to advance rapidly

since 1969 is our close identification with the University of Alabama
in Birmingham which provides an excellent resource for us at any
time that we call on it.

This includes students in the hospital and health administration
and also includes the medical center.
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This Lawrence County project that you refer to here is a project
that was jointly- developed by our local physicians from our most
rural counties with the University of Alabama, particularly the dean
of the medical school.
Mr. MILLER. Do you think that this would also be an incentive to

encourage doctors coming out of medical school to move into these
areas and set up practice ?
Mr. OPHEIM. Yes; we feel that perhaps the reason why physicians

do not go out into rural practice is because they are overworked, and
the university school of medicine is developing a family practice pro-.
gram in trying to get the medical students interested in rural health
care.
We hope that we will have some of these medical students Rs well

as interns and residents going to Lawrence County for part of their
training. We hope to make the practice of medicine in a rural county
attractive to the students. Right now, it is not attractive; and it is
difficult to get them into a rural area.
Mr. MILLER. Well, I certainly appreciate your comments.

• Mr. Chairman, I think you are laying the groundwork for solving
one of the real acute problems in rural America and that is, trying
to get the professionals after they have been trained into these areas
to provide the care that is needed; and I, too, when you go home,
I would like to go with you, if you will permit me.
Mr. JONES. Mr. Dorn?
Mr. DORN. I just wanted to join my colleagues here in commending

you on the record for this exciting prograna. I know I have com:.
munities that have 2,000 or 3,000 people that have no, doctors at all.

Certainly, we must develop and maintain and preserve rural
America. It is necessary to our basic heritage to preserve your Amer-
ican dream and philosophy. You are certainly, moving in, the right
direction, and I commend you for coming here today and giving us
the benefit of your thinking on this.

This Appalachia program is a great program, and, of course, I
want to say that we will all follow the leadership of your great
Con o:ressman here, Bob Jones.
The whole United States can be grateful to him, I think, for his

leadership in the program.
Mr. JONES. We will be pleased to have Dr. Blayney testify now.
Dr. Blayney, you may proceed, sir.

STATEMENT OF KEITH D. BLAYNEY, PH. D., DEAN, SCHOOL OF
COMMUNITY AND ALLIED HEALTH RESOURCES, UNIVERSITY OF
ALABAMA, BIRMINGHAM, ALA.

Dr. BLAYNEY. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, ladies
and gentlemen, I am Keith D. Blavney, Ph. D., Dean of the School
of Community and Allied Health Resources, University of Alabama
in. Birmingham. I appreciate this opportunity to appear before you
to share with you thy thoughts regarding the effectiveness of the health
'demonstration section of the Appalachian Regional Development Act.

It has been my pleasure to observe and participate in the growth
of this program since 1967, both through direct experiences and in-
directly as a faculty member responsible for helping graduate students
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in health services administration analyze the often confusing mul-
titude of Federal health programs. I currently serve as chairman of
the Alabama regional medical program's long-range planning com-
mittee, and as cochairman of the health research committee for Bir-
mingham's comprehensive health planning agency. I am a member
of the National Advisory Allied Health Professions Council, and
serve as a consultant to the National Center for Health Services
Research and Development. I mention these roles to indicate that
I have been privileged to become familiar with a number of Federal
health programs, and feel that I have some perspective on how the
"202" program measures up.

The Appalachian health demonstration has been a unique, and in
my opinion, successful health experiment. I believe that its success
has resulted from four interrelated circumstances:
(1) The Appalachian health demonstration was developed as a

component of regional economic development. Local people did not
view these health demonstrations as poverty programs.
(2) The program is probably the most comprehensive of all Federal

health programs. There are really no impediments on what can be
done under section 202. The money can be used to build hospitals,
nursing homes, or even medical schools if this is what the local area
desires, and this is endorsed by the Governor and the Appalachian
Regional Commission. In Alabama the first district health service in
our State's history was funded with Appalachian funds, in other
States such diverse services as stipends for allied health students, the
operation of an educational television program, and construction of a
summer camp for mentally retarded children have been developed.
(3) Relatively large amounts of money have been made available to

-"demonstration areas" of manageable size. In fact, the Appalachian
'health program is the most liberally supported health program per
capita population in the history of the Federal Government. Also
relatively more planning: money has been made available to the "dem-
onstration areas" than in the ease of other programs. Thus the iden-

-tification of area health needs preceded the investment of dollars.
There has been a higher degree of professional input into this pro-
gram from university medical centers, such as the University of
Alabama in Birmingham. than in most other Federal health programs.
(4) Perhaps the most important reason for the success of the Ap-

palachian health demonstration is that the program was horn and grew
.essentially outside the Federal health bureaucracy. The fact that
appropriation bills under the Appalachian Regional Development
Act are heard before the House Public Works Appropriation Sub-
committee instead of the Education and Labor _A nnroprip ti on Sub-
committee may, in itself, be highly significant. What I am trying
to say is that HEW didn't swallow the program and by treating it
."licfhtly" they may have contributed to its success.
I believe the program should not only be kept alive, but expanded.
reach this conclusion because this would be an extension of past

success in a major health delivery experiment. Certainly there are
•enough examples of failure. Whether this expansion should be into
counties contiguous to existing demonstration areas, or should be
into entirely new demonstration areas, I do not know.
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I do hope, however, that this program will be carefully evaluated
and the exact reasons for its success determined. It is my understand-
ing that 3 percent of the health demonstration dollars are available
to answer this question. As our Nation faces the question of how best
to provide medical care services to all our citizens, we must be able
to answer not only the question, "Where in health are we going?" but,
"Where in health have we been?" The Appalachian demonstration
health program may provide highly significant answers to both
questions.
Thank you for your attention and for the privilege of appearing

before you. I sincerely appreciate your committee looking into this
important issue and will try to answer any questions you may ask.
Mr. JONES. Thank you very much, Dr. Blayney.
Mr. Miller?
Mr. MILLER. Yes, Mr. Chairman.
Thank you, Mr. Opheim and Dr. Blayney.
I wish to commend you both for good statements supporting the

Appalachia program, but I also would like to take just a moment
if I may, Mr. Chairman, to extend some of the remarks that I heard
a few minutes ago.
Bob Jones of your State really has the right idea on health. It was

with his support that section 202 of the bill moved us as far along
as we are today.
We also have with us today some people from Ohio who are work-

ing in the same general type projects that you spoke about here a
few minutes ago.

It is good to know that we have such experts as Bob Jones, Con-
gressman from Alabama, to not only instigate the program in the
beginning, but being able to move it from where it is now.
I would like to ask one question if I may. You undoubtedly do have

some new hospitals planned, under construction, or completed.
Have you found that you are able to use some of the old facilities

for extended health care facilities?
Mr. OPHEIM. In our area we have renovated some of the hospital

facilities.
We have three out of seven that are county hospitals.
Our primary emphasis has been to upgrade the existing services

because there was a lack of physical therapy, cardiac intensive-care
emergency, and outpatient.
In most instances we have nursing homes located right beside the

hospital. These are privately owned.
Therefore, we have not financed any extended-care facilities as

such, because this would be a duplication.
We have emphasized, however, outpatient care rather than hospital-

izing the patient, treat them on an outpatient basis. It doesn't cost
much that way.
Dr. BLAYNEY. in developing perhaps what Mr. Miller is referring

to in developing our health care system, we have paid attention to the
various levels of care fliat is necessary and try no to slip people
between the sheets which is very costly and to move them to less ex-
pensive levels of care as soon as possible.
This is done a great deal to minimize costs.
Mr. MILLER. This is very good. At least this is in your planning.
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But to go a little further out, when we speak of the Appalachian
highway that goes through the rural area, we think of the automobile
accidents that occur quite some distance from hospitals.
Are you planning or proposing some pads for helicopters so that

you could eventually move those people in that are injured and need
the services rather hurriedly?
We have it right here at some hospitals in Washington that is used

daily.
Mr. 01'11E131. We have developed a comprehensive emergency plan

just for our three counties.
At the present time we have not seen fit to have a helicopter as a

part of it.
However, located adjacent to one of our counties is Huntsville and

they have a facility there and also they could, with a military base
there, they could actually provide the personnel, as well.
We hope that as our emergency services plan develops further, that

this will be a component of it.
Right now, it is not.
Dr. BLAYNEY. We have also the university training program to

train emergency medical technicians to stay in emergency rooms, drive
ambulances, and this is funded through the Department of Trans-
portation.
The program will be linked with the tricounty Appalachia program.
One of our graduate students at this moment is writing his masters

thesis on the use of helicopter service in the emergency medical care
and this will be one of the experimental areas that will be linked with
the medical center.
We do have a helicopter pad there and as you know in Alabama at

Fort Rucker, most of the training for helicopter pilots takes place
there.
We were very cognizant of the potential of this and would like to

use the Appalachian tricounty area, to show how this might be linked
with the medical center.
Mr. MILLER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. JONES. Mr. Caffery.
Mr. CAFFERY. Mr. Chairman, I think it might be well to commend

both of these distinguished witnesses and not only for their testimony,
but for the extent to which they and their groups have successfully
participated in these programs.
I think it is very important for the life of these programs that

the work commenced under these programs be successfully accom-
plished.
I know of no way that any program can wither on the vine quicker

than to find that it, in fact, has not been successful.
Mr. Chairman, I think the work these gentlemen have done in their

particular phases of endeavor under this program and the fact that
it has obviously been highly successful can act as a very real stimulant,
both to this committee and to the Congress, in continuing the very
effective programs that have been established in the past under this
act and to continue those programs.
I would certainly commend both of you not only for your testimony,

but for the success that your programs have shown.
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I would like to call to your attention at this time, if I might and, of
course, the committee knows this, but to all participating today, our
chairman, Congressman Jones of Alabama, has indeed been the
originator of these programs and his practical vision in the past and
now has been an inspiration not only to the members of the committee,
but to the entire Congress to pursue the revitalization of the rural
areas of this country which I think all of us feel is a task of monu-
mental importance for the continued social and economic health of
the country.
I would, before you commend our distinguished chairman who has

provided- us and the 
you,

with such a high and splendid degree of
leadership.
Dr. BLAYNEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I would like to say it has been a real pleasure to be involved in this

program and I. think it is one that I have really come to believe in
and -I just got emotionally involved with.
It is something you look forward to participating in and it has

worked and is one of the very few examples of real success in an area
that is so vital.
It will be a major issue I think before our Nation's people in terms of

the great need to provide health care and especially in the rural areas.
The Congressman's leadership has been something that I guess is

a stimulant to all of us and has gotten us emotionally involved and
maybe that is the reason we have been able to do some things we that
we have.
Mr. JONES. I am very grateful to you, Doctor, and to you, Mr.

Caffery.
Mr. CAFFERY. May I make one final remark, Mr. Chairman, before

closing, and this has occurred to me.
If we are talking about an overall revitalization of the rural areas

of this country then there is no way in describing the progress that
we intend to make in these areas to put together a composite picture
without bringing in health care and health facilities to make it really
work.
Dr. BLAYNEY. And physicians and health manpower to really make

it work.
If we can make it possible for a doctor to live in a rural area but

to have many advantages such as having access to his colleagues, it
might be through computer linkage. They have developed a medical
information system by telephone where a doctor in a rural county
can consult. If he wants to consult our leading cardiologists at the
health center all he has to do is pick up the phone.
Those kinds of things make medical practice in rural life more

exciting.
It has been our experience that physicians are moving back to rural

areas because they have these kinds of advantages.
I think it is exciting and can be a model for the rest of the Nation.
Mr. OPHEIM. Mr. Congressman, we in Alabama extend an invitation

to you to return again and Visit us and bring along members of the
committee.
We would actually, enjoy having you. We would like to bring you

together with some of our key people.
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Mr. JONES. You know, we sit up here and we look at the walls and
we see witnesses and we hear them. They make profound impressions
upon. us. Otherwise, we wouldn't be people who were dedicated to
further public interests as we endeavor to be.
It is rather rewarding when you sit here year in and year out and pass

legislation and then later become familiar with the returns of that
cause.
We would like to get out and see some of the chickens that have been

hatched. We would like to come down very much.
Thank you, gentlemen.
Next, Dr. John M. Chenault, member of board of directors, Tr -

County Appalachian Regional Health Planning Commission, Decatur,
Ala.
Dr. Chenault has unusual credentials as a leader for improved health

care within local, State, and national medical groups. His dedicated
and conscientious efforts have been a significant factor in the success
of the tricounty health program.

STATEMENT OF DR. JOHN M. CHENAULT, MEMBER OF BOARD OF
DIRECTORS, TRICOTJNTY APPALACHIAN REGIONAL HEALTH
PLANNING COMMISSION, DECATUR, ALA.

Dr. CHENAULT. I am John Chenault, practicing physician in De-
catur, Ala., and a member of the board of directors of Alabama's
202 health demonstration project, that is, the Tr -County Appalachian
Regional Health Planning Commission.
As many of you know, the health demonstration projects in Ap-

palachia were brought about by the Appalachian Regional Develop-
ment Act which was originally passed in 1965.
It is a pleasure to appear before this subcommittee to testify in

support of the extension of the Appalachian Act.
Alabama is one of nine Appalachian States with a health demon-

stration project area. I have had an opportunity to participate and
plan in the health activities of this organization since its inception
in 1968. It has also been my privilege to see the implementation of
these health programs by the Tr -County Appalachian Regional
Health Planning Commission in Morgan, Lawrence, and Limestone
Counties in Alabama. During this time, mainly because of Appa-
lachian funding, unprecedented strides have taken place in our demon-
stration area in an improved and innovative method of delivering
health services.
To the State of Alabama it has provided an opportunity for in-

novation in the delivery of comprehensive health services by pro-
viding an experimental situation or proving ground where new
methods in delivering health services have been investigated.
Alabama's health demonstration project has received the support

of the State of Alabama, including the Public Health Department,
the Office of Comprehensive Planning, the Alabama regional medical
program, as well as the medical and health constituency throughout
the State.

Locally, it has provided a forum through which both consumers
and providers of health services can both plan and implement the
types of health programs which they collectively consider to be most
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critically needed to improve the health conditions of the area. Our
planning commission is a community based operation with all ac-
tivities originating at the local level. It is composed of 140 citizens
who represent a broad range of economic and social strata of the tri-
county area.
Three years ago, when we first began talking about a health demon-

stration project area, we were all in the dark. We could not possibly
have conceived of the advances we would be able to make in such a
short time. At that point, we were already 2 years behind other States
seeking approval as a demonstration site, but the enthusiasm of our
people and the awareness of the urgent need to do something about our
health problems enabled us to catch up with the other States. Now we
believe we are one of the leading health demonstration areas.

Progress is inevitable. As a voluntary health planning commission,
we have assumed a great responsibility to our citizens, and I do not
believe any member of our group would give up at this stage.
Our long range goals are overwhelming. We are planning ahead for

the next 20 years, but long before that time we expect our tricounty
area to become a model comprehensive health demonstration center.
We anticipate other areas of the State will be adapting many of

the innovations in health care which has been experimentally proved
as a part of our demonstration project.
In general, we are emphasizing three major concepts: regional serv-

ices, comprehensive care, and demonstration of new health services.
Our programs include health education, personal preventive services,
diagnostic and therapeutic services, rehabilitation services, and com-
munitywide environmental health services.
Our Tr -County Appalachian Regional Health Planning Commis-

sion has focused its planning and program activities in the following
broad areas: (1) health manpower, (2) health services, (3) health fa-
cilities construction, and (1) innovations in the delivering of health
services.

HEALTH MANPOWER

(1) The ratio of RN's per 100,000 population in the tricounty area
is 184, while that of Alabama and the United States are 241 and 333,
respectively. An Appalachian grant in 1969 provided for the establish-
ment of an associate degree nursing program at a local junior college.
With increased emphasis being given to medical records, a medical

records technology program was implemented in 1970 with a projected
enrollment of 20 students each year.
(2) Recognizing that it is not possible to alleviate all health man-

power shortages through an education program in a three-county area,
Ave established a relationship with the University of Alabama in Bir-
mingham, whereby training is provided to local students in various
health manpower programs. Presently, approximately 38 students are
enrolled in the technical level health program offered by the Regional
Technical Institute, University of Alabama in Birmingham. Scholar-
ship funds provided by the Appalachian program make it possible for
these students to attend.
(3) Efforts to recruit professional and paraprofessional manpower

have been enhanced by the Tr -County Commission's involvement with
the Student American Medical Association (SAMA) summer work
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project, and by a medical and paramedical student recruitment project
administered in conjunction with the University Medical Center in
Birmingham.

HEALTH SERVICES

The establishment of a tricounty health service in 1968 is unique
in Alabama. For the first time, a regional public health service was
established and has served as a model for providing public health
services. The success of this project has stimulated investigative studies
by the Alabama Health Department in order to regionalize the State
according to the model established in the tricounty area.
The services provided by the Tricounty District Health Service

include the following: Prenatal, well-baby clinics, immunization, child
development, speech and hearing, home visits, school health programs,
and so forth.
The tricounty dental health program has emphasized comprehen-

sive dental health care for eligible first-grade children. In each suc-
ceeding year, followup care will be given to next grade level children.
Within a 5-year period, all children from grades one through five
will be recipients of dental care with all public school children re-
ceiving dental health education.

Since its implementation in 1970, dental care has been provided
to over 1,500 children. Preventive dental services have been closely
coordinated with the school systems and public health clinics.
Mental health services prior to Appalachian funding were extremely

limited since the staff consisted of only part-time consultants. The
Mental Health Center has been identified by the Alabama Division
of Mental Health Services as an experimental proving ground for
making desirable and permanent changes in the mental health needs
of the four-county community.
The newest techniques in behavior modification are being utilized

by the staff in care and treatment of clients. So successful have their
efforts been that architectural plans have been made for the construc-
tion of a comprehensive community mental health center building,
to include inpatient facilities for mentally disturbed, alcoholics, and
drug addicts.
Appalachian funding has made it possible to enlarge the staff of

the alcoholic clinic to meet many of the needs of the alcoholic popula-
tion of the community. They provide emergency medical services to
the acutely chronic alcoholic by detoxification, structuring plans of
therapeutic treatment, and providing preventive services through con-
solidation.

HEALTH FACILITIES CONSTRUCTION

Existing health facilities in the area were completely lacking in
basic health services that should be offered by community hospitals.
Through Appalachian funding of construction and renovation proj-
ects, it has been possible to develop cardiac-intensive-care units, phys-
ical therapy services, improved obstetrical and emergency facilities,
and acute care beds for each of the three county voluntary hospitals.

Additional construction moneys made it possible for a District
Health Services Building to be constructed to house the core staff of the
District Health Service. In addition, ft, Satellite health facility will be
constructed in one of the three counties.

59-139 0-71--13
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INNOVATIONS IN THE DELIVERING OF HEALTH SERVICES

Lawrence County project, an ideal Appalachian county in which
to test innovations in the delivery of comprehensive health care is
Lawrence County in northwest Alabama. The number of health per-
sonnel in the county has been rapidly decreasing without replacements.
There are only six physicians serving a county of more than 30,000
persons.
The Tricounty Appalachian Regional Health Planning Commis-

sion in Alabama has achieved encouraging results in bringing together
local medical, public health, and community leaders working in con-
cert with officials at the University of Alabama in Birmingham to seek
solutions to the overall health care problems in the county.

Project goals include development and establishment of a model
system for delivering comprehensive health care services to a rural
community, establishment of evaluation criteria, and identification of
an effective financial supporting mechanism. The project was funded
by the Appalachian Regional Commission in 1970.
The model has two components of patient contact; first, a family

care unit and, second, an outreach team. The outreach teams introduce
families to the community health service personnel who initiate the
history-taking process and refer the family to the family care unit.
The procedure for delivering primary care is functionally designed

to best meet the needs of families within the community. The prin-
ciples of family practice, including emphasis on outpatient service
and preventive health care, will receive first priority.
The University of Alabama School of Medicine is giving full sup-

port to the project. The university will assume responsibility of up-
grading skills of existing health workers, training of additional health
workers, and the recruitment of former medical corpsmen to work as
physicians' assistants with the physicians of Lawrence County.

CONCLUSION

The Appalachian program is outstanding because projects and prior-
ities are decided upon by the local people who are aware of the needs
as well as the shortcomings of the health care system. The projects
gained local support because they were initiated locally. The on-going
activities of the Appalachian Regional Commission, with its emphasis
on local, State, and Federal partnership, demonstrates the effectiveness
of the existing mechanism. This program appears to fulfill the objec-
tives of the present administration's policy insofar as the regional con-
cept pertaining to revenue sharing is concerned.
It is highly recommended that this existing relationship be allowed

to continue in operation rather than establish an entirely new adminis-
trative mechanism.
I strongly urge the continuing of the health demonstration section

of the Appalachian program—that it be continued and strengthened.
Mr. Chairman, I ask permission to place into the record Tricounty

Appalachian regional health planning projects.
Mr. JONES. Without objection, so ordered.
(Projects referred to follow:)
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TRI-COUNTY APPALACHIAN REGIONAL HEALTH PLANNING PROJECTS

Project

Fiscal
year

funded Tr -County Morgan Lawrence Limestone Local

Allied health education linkage 1968 $37, 500
HRIS 1968 75,819 $48
Mental Health Component Project 1968 224,184  11,546
Tr -County District Health Service (State-

149,286) 1968 323, 562 7,068
Alabama educational television 1968 17, 470 580
Mental health (State-40,275) 1968 134, 900 975
Alabama Tr -County Appalachian Regional

Health Demonstration Project 1968 132, 890 I 55,700
Hill-Burton Supplemental Project-Decatur

General (Hill-Burton-850,000) 1969 $637,840 371,960
Allied Health Training Program-technical

level 1969 183,431  23,158
Renovation and construction-Obstetrics,
emergency room and surgery-Lawrence
County 1969 $408,386 102,735

Emergency services 1969 112,920 21,980
Alabama Tr -County Appalachian Regional

Health Demonstration Project 1969 65,972 2 21,990
Allied health education linkage 1969 55, 438
Cardiac intensive care unit-Athens-Lime-

stone 1970 $130,668 102,991
District Health Service Building (Hill-
Bu rto n 200,000) 1970 500, 000 200, 000
HRIS 1970 81,633
Tr -County District Health Service 1970 519, 156 169,601
Mental health 1970 217, 612 52, 500
Physical therapy-Decatur General 1970  172,250 43,063
Physical therapy-Athens-Limestone 1970  81,980 40,055
Comprehensive alcoholism services 1970 107, 243 20, 925
Lawrence County Hospital addition 1970  587, 858  147, 884
Limestone County Health Department

Building 1970  309, 360 77, 340
Feasibility study for a regional health
center (13 counties) 1970 48, 002 16, 034

Division of health related technology-
Junior college 1970 64,524 1,336

Construction and renovation-Tennessee
Valley Rehabilitation Center 1970 275,865 68,966

Medical information system via telephone-
(Mist-Tr) 1970 73, 285 3,808

Medical and paramedical student recruit-
ment program  --- 1970 75, 005 80

RESCUE for the retarded 1970 273, 254 63, 892
Innovations in delivering comprehensive

health services 1970  758, 453  52, 000
Alabama Tr -County Appalachian Regional

Health Demonstration Project 1970 144, 753 (1) 48,900
Allied health education linkage 1971 44,787 15, 000
Tr -County District Health Service 1971 533, 725 193, 315
Allied Health Training Program-Tech-

nical level 1971 165, 399 45, 870
Mental health 1971 221, 549 78, 784
Dental Health Component Project 1971 229, 871
Planning grant 1971 167,399

Total 4, 607, 149 1, 310, 090 1, 754, 697 522, 008 2 1, 933, 494

In-kind. 2 plus $126,590 in-kind.

-

Tricounty  $4,607,149
Morgan  1,310,090
Lawrence  1,754,697
Limestone  522,008

Total, 202 8,193,944
State  189,561
Hill-Burton  1,150,000
Local  1,933,494

Total funds ( does not include in-kind) 11,466,999
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Fiscal year 1971—Continuations—Not funded as of Mar. 1, 1971

Cardiac-intensive care:
Athens-Limestone Hospital  
Emergency service project 

Total  

Fiscal year 1971 continuation requirements

Funded projects 
Projects not funded as of Mar. 3, 1971 

$20, 467
62,218

82,685

$1,362, 731
82, 685

Total  1,445,416

Fiscal year 1971 allocation
202 funds allocated $3,069,200

Less continuation requirements 1,445,416

Balance (to be used for new projects and construction over-
runs)  1,623,784

Fiscal year 1972 202 continuation requirements, July 1, 1971, to Dec. 31, 1971

Project and date: 
202 funds

Rescure for the retarded, July 1  $284, 955
Medical—Paramedical recruitment, July 1  74, 010

MIST—TRI, Aug 1  80,580

Division of health related technology, Aug. 1  62,000

Allied health technical level, Aug. 1  113, 000
Innovations in delivering comprehensive health care, Sept. 1  630, 700
Comprehensive alcoholism services, July 1  153, 854
Allied health education linkage, Sept 1  44, 787

Tricounty District Health Service, Sept. 1  539, 685

Mental health, Sept. 1  284,962

  2,268, 533

Mr. JONES. Our next witness will be Thomas E. Barton, director of
the Greenville Education Center, Greenville, S.C.
In 1963 and 1964 in the early stages of discussion on the Appalachian

requirements or the requirements of the Appalachian area, the State
of South Carolina recognized the fact that vocational education was
probably the greatest must in South Carolina and the fact that you
all discussed it in the meeting of the 11 Governors' conference time
and time again, showed the importance of the educational program.
It was impressed on those of us who were in Congress in 1965 when
we enacted this legislation that was an imperative must.
It has been an essential part to you and Mr. Dorn who insisted at

that time that must be the principal aim of any effort we make to
' improve the lives of those in Appalachia. We are grateful to you,

Mr. Dorn.
Mr. DORN. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Barton was known at Clemson Uni-

versity as "Black Cat" Barton on the Clemson team as a guard, the
all-Atlantic Conference, and although we never did quite achieve
the ascendancy over the Tide at Tuscaloosa, Mr. Barton set the stage
for playing in the Sugar Bowl. Mr. Barton has made a great con-
tribution.
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STATEMENT OF THOMAS E. BARTON, JR., DIRECTOR, GREENVILLE
EDUCATIONAL CENTER, GREENTJILE, S.C.

Mr. BARTON. Mr. Chairman and committee members, it is certainly
an honor for me to be here.
I had a call last week, Wednesday, inviting me to make testimony

here today in connection with Appalachia.
You have a prepared brochure that will give you some information

about what we have done in Greenville, and certainly we do not give
you anything on our long-range plans here, but our long-range plans
are based specifically on Appalachia in certain areas.
I think this is a serious matter.
I think it is a matter that I welcome the opportunity when called

to appear before this committee to testify to the good that this money
has done to South Carolina, especially the upper six counties where
we are represented.
I bring before you today this brochure. On the outside you will see

two handsome buildings, very attractive.
(The brochure referred to follows:)
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GREENVILLE TECHNICAL EDUCATION CENTER

Greenville, South Carolina

Health Career Center (1968)

What a Difference
Appalachia

Makes

77-11-

Library-Classroom Building (1970)
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WHAT IS GREENVILLE TEC?

Greenville Technical Education Center is a fully accredited, two-year, post-high
school institution that has as its purposes:

1. Providing technical, industrial, business, health career, remedial, and con-
tinuing education programs for interested and qualified students, both young and
adult.

2. Imparting profitable skills to the untrained and the undertrained.
3. Increasing the knowledge and productivity of those already trained.
4. Offering high-quality, professional instruction in an atmosphere of har-

mony and learning to all who seek this training and who are desirous of absorbing and
using the training available.

Greenville TEC opened its doors in 1962 with 800 students in ten training pro-
grams. Last year, Greenville TEC offered over 30 formal training programs and over
14,000 full and part-time students.

Graduates of Greenville TEC increase their per capita income by an average of
nearly $2,000 a year, and the training programs have been a major factor in attracting
new and diversified industry to the Appalachian region of South Carolina.

WHERE IS GREENVILLE TEC?

Greenville TEC is in the heart of South Carolina Appalachia, on a 128-acre site
in Greenville, South Carolina. Greenville is served by an excellent network of roads
and interstate highways, that place 500,000 people within commuting distance of
Greenville TEC.

WHY IS GREENVILLE TEC?

The Act of the General Assembly of South Carolina in 1961 that began the
state's system of technical education centers called for "instruction that shall be de-
signed to prepare individuals for entering into or progressing in employment in indus-
trial and business pursuits, or designed to improve conditions which result in improved
citizenship."

The system provides practical, modern, well-paying skills to the people of the
area while at the same time makes available to business and industry a well-trained,
well-motivated work force.

Greenville TEC was the first center built, now the largest technical education
center and the third largest higher education facility in the state, trailing only the
University of South Carolina and Clemson University.
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WHAT DIFFERENCE DOES APPALACHIA MAKE?

The impact upon Greenville TEC that the Appalachian Regional Development

Act of 1964 has had - and is having - is immense.

The measurement of that impact is quickly shown (on page 4) by a breakdown

of the financial aid given to Greenville TEC through that program, but it is more diffi-

cult to display the absolutely tremendous influence upon the lives of hundreds of peo-

ple that is taking place through the use of those funds.

Construction funds for two major structures on the campus - the Health Career
Center and the Library/Classroom Building - have come from Section 214 of the Act.
Funds for operation of six new health career departments have come from Section
202 of the Act. Pending are applications, that would continue those six programs for
another year and that would provide much of the funds needed to institute three new
health.programs in the Fall of 1970.

There is no doubt that without the financial support from Appalachian Regional
Commission, neither of the buildings nor any of the nine programs involved could have
become reality at this time. The mammoth equipment investment called for by pro-
grams in the health field, and the cost of major construction projects effectively pre-
cluded either the State of South Carolina or Greenville County from providing suffic-
ient resources.

There is one sobering finding that has made the Appalachian grants far more
meaningful than just the dollars involved. South Carolinians at birth have a shorter
life expectancy than an individual born in any other state of the Union. This situation
can scarcely be improved without allocating vast recources to the problem. The
Appalachia grants involved in the Health Career Center construction and operation
have given rise to hopes that this situation will be improved. Far more highly skilled
and trained people in health and health related fields will be available to come to grips
with the critically low levels of health of the people of the area and the state.

The Health Career Center is unique, in that it is the only center in the nation
that was conceived, designed and in operation exclusively for training in health careers.
It represents the forefront of a national trend to split academic/theoretical and the
clinical/practical segments of the training into the respective academic and clinical en-
vironments. This separation of the training has many benefits, a major one of which is
that it relieves overtaxed hospital facilities of the burden of instruction.

The investment by the Appalachian program in the Library/Classroom 

The investment by the Appalachian program in the Library/Classroom Building
will do much to enable Greenville TEC to raise even further the standards of excellence
in nearly all of the programs. Greenville TEC's library, currently one of the finest tech-
nical libraries in the Southeast, has outgrown its present quarters by far. The hub of all
top-quality educational institutions is a well-equipped, staffed and stocked library, and
the additional library areas in the new building will provide drastically needed space.
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What A Difference Appalachia DOES Make!

I. Health Career Center

1. Construction
State and Local—
U. S. Department

of Health, Education
and Welfare—

$400,000

660,000
660,000 — — — -- Appalachia Regional

Commission
TOTAL $1, 720,000

2. Operations (1969 - 1970 Phase I)
Six Health Careers

a. Medical Record Technology
b. Medical Secretaries
c. Mental Health Technology
d. Physical Therapy Assistants
e. Radiologic Technology
f. Surgican Technology

State and Local— S181,880
247,589

TOTAL $429,469

Appalachia Regional
Commission

3. Grants Pending:
a. Operations (1970 - 1971 Phase II)

1. Four Programs:
(a) Inhalation Therapy
(b) Dietetic Technology
(c) Licensed Practical Nursing
(d) Two-Year Nursing Program Planning

State and Local— $ 37,882
244,550 Appalachia Regional

Commission
TOTAL $282,432

b. Operations (1970 - 1971 Phase I Continuation)

State and Local— $ 96,586
230,683 Appalachia Regional

Commission
TOTAL

II. Library/Classroom Building

1. Construction

$327,269

State and Local— $340,000
Higher Education

Facilities Act— 680,000
680,000

TOTAL $1, 700,000

GRAND TOTAL OF APPALACHIA GRANTS: S2,062,822
(1969-1971, Approved and Pending)

Appalachia Regional
Commission
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The building that you see on the top I was most interested in.
The men that appeared prior to when I came today, they were talking
about health care.
I think this is a critical area in South Carolina. There is one that

we feel like with this Appalachian program, and I'm sure you are
not aware of this, but this top building that you see on the outside of
this brochure is a very unique structure. It is a building that houses
nothing but paramedical programs. It is a building designed specifical-
ly for paramedical programs.

It is a building that was paid for by Appalachia, most of the brick
and mortar money.
The equipment in this building was paid for by Appalachia, by 80-

percent funding.
The present operational budget for this building, which houses

some 500 young people in paramedical training programs, is paid
for by Appalachia.
The building that you see at the bottom here is another beautiful_

structure of 120,000 square feet that houses a technical library paid
for by Appalachia.

This lower building houses, during the course of a week in Green-
ville, S.C., approximately 2,800 adults finishing high school; adults,

imind you, finishing high school. This, in itself, s a unique program.
This building was paid for by Appalachia.

Gentlemen, what I am trying to summarize here and certainly just
a few short comments is, I think the most important commodity that
we have in South Carolina is our people, our human resources.
I think our pre-capita income in the future will be based on how

we develop our human resources and how we will attract industry and
how we give these people training in this technological age that we
are living in. I do not think we can dodge that issue. I think we are
faced with it. These are cold facts.
We cannot continue doing what we are doing there with hundreds

of people without the assistance of Appalachia. It is just that simple.
We have got to have this source of funding to continue what we are

doing. If we fail to get this source of funding we will have to turn a
lot of people back.
We will have to slow down our industrial development process.

We will have to Slow down our growth in per-capita income and the
general economic base of the entire region we live in.
I think then gentlemen, it is your money that goes into this kind

of program and as I heard men before me this morning make this
same statement, that you are not really sepnding money, you are
investing money. This money comes back many, many times and I do
not have the time to go into the details and be specific. I know this
group of men here understands what I'm talking about.
; I think the main thing that I wanted to say is that we are here to
tell you that we cannot continue on into the future and do what we
have to do without Appalachia and your funding. We can give it all
the leadership in the world, but that leadership, gentlemen, without a
funding base, just will not work.
Now, we have got to have funds and leadership mixed together to do

what we have to do to get our people trained to put them into the hos-
pitals and doctors' offices and dentists' offices and industry and give
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these people good substantial jobs that they can earn a living and pay
back taxes and help out in economic growth in these things.
This is the catalyst here, that does it. We have got to have it.
In closing, may I say this, that it, too, is an honor for me to recognize

Congressman Dorn.
I think all you gentlemen know he is a senior Congressman here and

he is about as well known in South Carolina as John C. Calhoun and
I am sure you remember him, and I mean that sincerely.
He is an outstanding American and all of us down there are proud

of him and proud of the leadership he is giving that State at this level.
Again, in closing, I will remain for a question or two, but it has been

an honor to be here. We need Appalachia. I could stay her all day talk-
ing about it, but I do not think that is necessary.
I hope I have said something here that will impress you, that will at

least keep those funds coming.
Thank you, gentlemen.
Mr. JONES. Thank you. I believe if you keep on talking you will have

Mr. Dorn go home with you.
You know, the Calhoun home is there on the campus at Clemson

University. liTe were hoping to get to visit it, but we did not have time.
We assure you that we have the highest esteem for Congressman

Dorn, more so than John C. Calhoun, because he is living and the
other fellow is gone.
Any questions?
Mr. CAFFERY. Mr. Chairman, I would like first to commend the wit-

ness on an excellent presentation, getting down to the nitty-gritty of
these programs and exactly what we are doing and the result it is
having.
I think, Mr. Chairman, to use your words, that we are looking at

some chickens here that have, in fact, hatched, and I think you have
done an excellent job.
I was going to ask you one thing. In your opening statement you

mentioned that the health career center which is shown on the top of
the brochure has about 500 students who are now exclusively engaged
in paramedical studies.
Mr. BARTON. That is right.
Mr. CAFFERY. IS this the only institution in the country that is ex--

elusively engaged in this field?
Mr. BARTON. Yes, sir; it is the only institution in the country that

is designed like this one.
It is on the campus now of a community college or technical educa-

tional program, but it is a very unique program, one where we have
had 17 States to visit to see exactly what we are doing because they
all have an interest to go back and build this kind of facility that they
can train their paramedics, and even visitors from foreign countries.
Mr. CAFFERY. This innovative program you have described has

been funded entirely through Appalachian funds?
Mr. BARTON. Yes, yes; 100 percent. Even the operational cost, at

the moment, is 100 percent Appalachia.
Mr. CAFFERY. I might mention this to you: The committee some time

ago made the trip down into your section and visited your very lovely
part of the country. Congressman Dorn acted as not only a very
wonderful host, but a very able tour guide for the committee and
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showed us what you all had done. I think all of us owe a great debt
of gratitude to Congressman Dorn for the development he has brought

to your district and for the leadership he has shown on this committee.
Congressman Dorn has very often cited to this committee chapter

and verse in showing the worth of the type of program that you are
involved in.
We are deeply grateful for your testimony and the Congressman for

the leadership he has shown.
Mr. BARTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
It was a pleasure to be here.
Mr. JONES. Not too long ago when we were making up the composi-

tion of the Public Works Committee, Mr. Clarence Miller was assigned
to the Committee of Public Works.

Since I had been on the committee for 25 years, I have not known
a more devoted member, a member who was punctual, who gave con-
stant attention to all its hearings, its operations.
He has participated fully in all of our discussions and undertakings.
It is my pleasure today to ask him to introduce the witness that,

is representing the State of Ohio.
We have also a ranking member. I made the observation yesterday

that we do not have any Democrats or Republicans on this subcom-
mittee because we learn to work together.
I think we have common aims and common undertakings, common

wants, common aspirations and Bill Harsha of Ohio, I commend
you for having brought 

aspirations,
Miller to the committee.

We sat down in 1965 and wrote the Appalachian Act.
Congressman Harsha was one of the principals in its draftsmanship.
We are pleased that you could be with us, Mr. Miller, to introduce

your very distinguished people here today.
Mr. MILLER. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
We do have with us today some very distinguished people from

Ohio.
First, we have Mr. Martin Hecht, vice president for the development

of Ohio University, Athens, Ohio who s accompanied by Mr. John
Farrington, executive director, Ohi 

i
o Valley Health Services Founda-

tion, Athens Ohio, and Mr. Daniel Lloyd, former deputy director,
Ohio office of Appalachian and representative to the Appalachian Re-
oional Commission, on the State of Ohio and presently a member of the
Ohio Valley Health Services Foundation.
I'm sure that Mr. Farrington will be getting together with Mr. Op-

heim before they leave Washington.
They are very dedicated people. They have seen the results of the

programs that they have guided in the State of Ohio and I have to
say that we are might fortunate to have them working there and here
to testify.
Mr. Chairman, I see that we have Mr. Donald R. Johnson. Would

you stand, Don?
Mr. JONES. Gentlemen, it is a pleasure to welcome you.
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STATEMENT OF MARTIN L. HECHT, VICE PRESIDENT FOR DEVEL-
OPMENT, OHIO UNIVERSITY; ACCOMPANIED BY JACK E. FAR-
RINGTON, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, OHIO VALLEY HEALTH
SERVICES FOUNDATION, INC., AND DANIEL j. LLOYD, DIRECTOR,
PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT, OHIO VALLEY HEALTH SERVICES
FOUNDATION, INC.

Mr. HECHT. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is a
pleasure to appear before you to discuss our experience and observa-
tions in southeastern Ohio as to the impact of the Appalachian Re-
gional Development Act. We wish to especially thank our able Con-
gressman from Ohio's 10th District, Clarence E. Miller, for the
opportunity of being here today.
The university with which I am affiliated is located geographically

in the very center of Ohio's 28 Appalachian counties. Five 2-year
branch colleges of the university are situated to the north, east, south
and west of the mother institution so that my interests and travels are
directed to the major portion of Ohio Appalachia. I traverse the Appa-
lachian development highway, the new mterstates and the new 4-lane
Federal primary routes repeatedly. In the conduct of university busi-
ness we meet with all types of local leaders, students, and the salt of our
American society, the "just plain ordinary folks." If you will harbor
the analogy, on a continuing basis, my job is similar to that of a Con-
gressman covering his home district.
Undoubtedly a change is occurring in Ohio Appalachia. Perhaps

only a glimmer now, but nonetheless a change for the better. It mani-
fests itself most importantly, we think, in the attitudes of our people.
Just a few short years ago, our area evidenced most of the danger

signs of the socioeconomic indicators. You name it; we either had it or
were on the skids toward it. Our people were despairing. As always,
there were efforts for self-help by a few, but the general attitude was
one of apathy born of several decades of decline. The ineffectiveness
of Government to act or react was an integral component of their
feeling.
Then along came the Appalachian program. For the first several

years nothing of great significance appeared to be happening. To-
use popular terms, there was a period of "low profile,' no exciting
"visibility."

This was the time of design and startup at State and local levels.
The time of planning, educating, of selling the program. We use the
word "selling" advisedly. As those of you who represent most rural
areas know, these folks are a proud, conservative, stubborn, beautiful
people with inherent pride in their own specialized culture. They had
heard pitches before, pitches that faltered when the time came to
move from promise to action, of pitches that never materialized. In
many of our counties there was a wide feeling of skepticism.
Where do we think we are today? Population estimates and tax

duplicates have the indication of becoming more stable, more em-
ployment has been generated, access has been greatly improved, edu-
cation and health facilities have been built and staffed, health programs
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are being implemented, sanitary waste and water systems are being
provided, conservation practices are underway, housing standards are
improving and units are being built, mining areas are being restored,
local multicounty development districts are formed and operating, and
planning is underway for startups in child development, mining man-
power and educational demonstration projects.
Figures disclose that expenditures in the Ohio program, other than

the development highway system, encompass some 120 projects cost-
ing slightly in excess of $100 million. The cost sharing is approxi-
mately 33.5 percent in Appalachia funds, 20 percent in basic Federal
program funds and approximately 46.5 percent in local funds. Pro-
posals responding to almost every intent of the act have been sub-
mitted and approved.
In mid-1970, the State Office of Appalachia released a partially com-

plete inventory of new or expanded industrial plants in its Appala-
chian region. The inventory covered from the year 1965 to the time of
release. It identified 674 firms, 252 of which were new and 422 ex-
panded. Less than 50 percent complete with figures that dealt with
employment and private capital investments, the inventory did total
48,678 new jobs and the investment of over $916 million private dol-
lars.
The State office was not trying to correlate what was happening in

the field as credits for the program necessarily; it was more concerned
with actually knowing what was occurring and using this knowledge as
input for future planning. It is interesting, however, to compare the
$100 million total Appalachia project investment versus the $916 mil-
lion private capital investment., a more than 1-to-9 ratio. It was also
interesting to note that in a 15-month period from late 1968 and
through 1969, when about one-half the private capital investment
plans were announced, that the locations and expansions were pin-
pointed around the designated Ohio Appalachia growth centers and
on or near new four-lane highways, be they Appalachiaways, Inter-
states, or Federal primaries. All of this is interesting in view of the
fact that the designers of the act were hopeful that the expenditure
of public funds for capital improvements would induce the investment
of private funds for similar purposes.
Of the elements for renaissance mentioned earlier, certainly not all

can be attributable, either directly or indirectly, as resultants of the
program. Whims within a rising national economy spin off in strange
directions. Indeed, our geographic location, once accessible, can be one
of our greatest blessings of the future. But one element that is very
visible, and one on which we think program success may well hinge, Is
the provision for and adherence to the concept of a true partnership
arrangement for local-State-Federal cooperation.
The Commission has faced facts head on and presented a strategy

and design that is logical and understandable. The State, utilizing local
input, has further refined and localized this strategy with definite
plans and designs. In Ohio, the State development plan for Appalachia
and the health demonstration plan received wide distribution into
libraries, universities and colleges, and offices of Federal, State, and
local government for all to see. Today, the multicounty local develop-
ment districts have further localized the planning process on the basis
of responding to eligible problems that are pertinent to their own
specialized needs.
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This type of process is almost a direct reversal of normal Federal
funding programs. For practically the first time, there appears to be
a recognition by Washington that local and State organizations and
agencies have the capability and intelligence to carry the ball once it
is offered.
Such recognition has not been wasted. Through the development

district mechanism, local needs are established locally, prioritized
steps necessary to improve situations—based on the growth center
principle of concentrating funds into only those localities of poten-
tial—are justified and submitted annually to the State for review and
approval of both the State and the Commission. The procedure is
understood and accepted by the people because it is reasonable and
logical.
The program is also successful because it can respond to needs

quickly, efficiently, and responsibly. It is succesaful because it promotes
cooperative effort from each of the three levels of government. It is
successful not only because it promotes reasonable planning for both
the short and long term, but because the planning is implemented.
Results can be seen; interest and continuing effort maintained.
We think the future for our area is most encouraging due in part

to the developmental stimulation of the Appalachian program and the
visionary insight it has created in the people. The outlook for our
area is more positive because people are realining their thinking
toward those elements which bring about economic development and
a self-sustaining economy. We believe the designs for self-sufficiency
are better understood; designs for improved governmental manage-
ment and the regional approach to common problems • designs for
capitalizing on industrial development, business opportunities, and
recreational potential; and certainly for the first time,the necessity of
the many local governments forgetting jurisdictional boundaries and
meeting, talking, and working together for unselfish resolutions in
developing the full potential of each economic area.
This is the impact we think the Appalachia program has had in

our area. We view it as the major funded, workable, solution to our
problems. It is enjoying almost total acceptance by our people and
results are surfacing. To halt its efforts just as progress is gaining
momentum would be a grievous error.
Mr. FARRINGTON. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I am

pleased to appear before you at this time to discuss with you the pro-
posed title III, H.R. 5376, Appalachia Regional Development Act,
amendments of 1971 and to encourage your committee to recommend
extension of the act. My remarks will be limited to section 202 of that
act. This section deals with one of the most unique and challenging
health projects ever Undertaken by the Congress of the United States.
For the first time the health planner has been provided almost in the
form of a block grant, funds to implement the health planner's de-
sign for comprehensive health services to a rural sector of the United
States.
The Ohio Valley Health Services Foundation, Inc., the organiza-

tion that I represent is challenged and pleased to have been selected
by the Appalachian Regional Commission to test and demonstrate
new approaches in an attempt to find some solution to the national
problem of providing health care for people who have for generations
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been bypassed and denied access to health services and the facilities
necessary to provide the personal care they need, and in which health
manpower can be trained.
Health care planning is rapidly spreading and gaining local ac-

ceptance throughout the Nation. This planning process is partially
financed under Public Law 89-749. However, the Appalachia Rede-
velopment Act and in some areas Model City funds are the only exam-
ple where the areawide health plan can be implemented with sufficient
supplemental funds to demonstate what effective grassroot planning
can accomplish. In southeastern Ohio, this process has been dramatic—
and the result of this Federal, State, and local partnership is clearly
visible in the fine health facilities that are nearing the final stage of
construction; in the health manpower that is being trained locally;
in the number of children who are being assisted in overcoming identi-
fied health problems and disabilities, whole communities that are be-
ing assisted in attacking the problems of environmental blight, con-
taminated water and improper handling of food by vendors; the up-
grading of the quality of care in our health facilities, in the adapta-
tion of technology for patient consultation, continuing education of
our health providers and areawide communications—and last, but cer-
tainly the most important aspect of any service program, the raising
expectations and hopes of the people in the future of our great Na-
tion and their well-being as individuals.
As you may know, section 202 of the act, was delayed 2 years in

getting off the ground. The health demonstration projects were not
funded until the latter part of fiscal year 1968, and some of the newer
project areas were not funded until quite recently. For most of us,
these past 3 years have been spent in tooling up for the job, by per-
fecting the planning process, which also includes program design,
program implementation, and whenever possible, evaluation and
audit—the major accomplishment has been gaining public acceptance
of the program. In the case of the latter problem, I would like to
emphasize that this has been accomplished—the leadership of an area
consisting of 4,000 square miles, sparsely settled with 220,000 people
who are thinking regionally. The fear of Federal control and inter-
vention in what they have always regarded their right of self-deter-
mination, has been dispelled. Not only do they give fully of their
moral leadership to the program, but they have also given fully of
their time, local resources, and personal fortunes.
And by implementing the goal of developing a modern, functional,

fully equipped, and ,accredited hospital within 30 minutes or less driv-
ing time for all residents of the area. These facilities are situated
within the new pattern of highway design which consists of the Appa-
lachia way and access roads. Old, unsafe, obsolete facilities have been
closed, renovated, or replaced. All of the hospitals now offer a mini-
mum of essential levels of care, such as: Emergency outpatient services,
diagnostic outpatient services, acute inpatient care, and extended
care for the nonacute patients. One hospital offers a complete am-
bulatory outpatient service which is staffed by a group practice of
approximately 35 medical specialists. Three additional outpatient cen-
ters are in the plan ing process, and three new group practices of
physicians are in the ormulative state of development. When com-
pleted and organized, these four hospital outpatient centers will be
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capable of the next challenge of providing care under an HMO
(Health Maintenance Organization) or similar concept. One hospital
provides home care services to a complete county and two other hos-
pitals in adjacent counties will inaugurate this vitally needed service
this year. More time and financial assistance is needed to bring this
demonstration to its full capacity.
In the meantime, all eight of the facilities are beginning to share

services; the first major undertaking will start this year in the form
of common sharing of medical record data,/to assist in better evalua-
tion of patient care on a/regional basis and the use of a common lan-
guage for comparative data. The next step is development of a com-
mon system of costing patient care and patient billing. In the mean-
while efforts are being made to share laundry facilities and scarce
health manpower.
Outreach, early casefinding, screening, and followup has been ini-

tiated throughout the seven-county area. This is the greatest effort
of coordinating a health delivery system ever devised in southeast
Ohio. To date 46,000 children have been found, screened, and referid-e
for definitive care in the area of speech, hearing, and vision. This pro-
gram includes all aspects of the public school and health delivery
system including the State Department of Health, Crippled Children's
Services, and the Ohio University, plus the medical center profes-
sionals in Columbus, Ohio.
Our mental retardation evaluation unit is entering its 4th year of

operation and is achieving solvency of operations. We believe it will
be self-sufficient in another 2 years without ARC support which was
our goal and timetable. The unit not only diagnoses the client, but
assists in proper placement of the child or adult in special training
programs and sheltered workshops to enable the client in achieving
his maximum potential, to give him an opportunity to gain a liveli-
hood and become a taxpayer rather than inmate in a State institu-
tion when his family is no longer around to care for his needs.
In health manpower our newly established school of practical nurs-

ing has already been evaluated as a great success. For a small Appa-
lachia investment, we have garnered a great return in providing our
emerging delivery system with highly skilled Applachians who are
trained at home and who with 1 year's training are placed in the local-
manpower market. These girls and boys are given a whole life style and
incentive and have passed the State licensing exams with the highest
State scores ever achieved.
Other health manpower programs have been developed in the area

of mental health technicians, medical laboratory technicians, environ-
mental health technicians, and many more courses will be offered to
the area• in the proposed health manpower institute which is being
planned with a local, Appalachian financed vocational-technical school.
With the advent of the new health facilities, the microwave demon-

stration and other exciting health programs, new physicians are being
attracted to the area. Many more are needed; with this known need,
with Appalachia support, and the changes that are taking place in
medical education, we are now working with the medical educators
at OSU in developing an outreach medical training program for our
area in the field of family practice.

59-139 0-71 14
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These are but a few of the impact programs that are measurable.
We hope to introduce this year an areawide maternal care and family
planning program, available and accessible to all the high risk women
of our area, then enlarge the program to provide for well-baby clinics,
and other aspects of child development as it relates to the health of our
children.
Without continued financial support over the next few years, the

health demonstration cannot succeed. We need additional time and
financial assistance to bring these initial ARC investments to full
fruition and expectations. If we are granted this time, we can provide
for you a model system of health delivery which could be adapted
in other rural areas, yet, demonstrates that the Federal-State-local
partnership can strengthen our present pluralistic system of health
services, building on community pride and ownership.
Mr. HECHT. Mr. Chairman, with all due respect to Alabama, we

feel we also have a very fine demonstration program and that Mr.
Farrington will have the opportunity to highlight some of the things
the Foundation is doing in that regard.
I would like to say we are very fortunate to have people of this

kind involved in southeastern Ohio and the Appalachia, Ohio, pro-
gram. To conserve your time let me say that as an officer of Ohio
University we have a commitment to Appalachia, Ohio, to do all we
can to assist the area and use the resources of the university to get this
accomplished.
I want to thank my Congressman for his kind remarks about the

1 role of the university and I have just bee fortunate enough to be in
a position where I was involved and I had t keep the commitment of
the university, all of which I enjoyed very much. I am also pleased
that Congressman Harsha is here because here again, he has been a
strong supporter of our program at the university as well as of the
Appalachia program.
He has one of our branch colleges in his district and we are hopeful

that we can, as a university, continue to do the Appalachian program
and be of help to his district. In 1965 when we had the opportunity
to join the Appalachian program it took a great deal of doing.
We gathered together over 400 leaders in Appalachia, Ohio, to give

testimony to the then Governor Rhodes to indicate to him that the
people in that region of Appalachia, Ohio, wanted to be a part of this
program. It was a unanimous action and ever since that time the
people in the area have been supporting the program.
Most recently we again assembled the leaders of Appalachia, Ohio,

to indicate to Governor Gilligan, who is now Governor of Ohio, that
the people in this area in our section of the State still wanted to be a
part of the Appalachia program. This is an indication that they feel
the program is working.
They have been a part of it and for the first time they have been

able to share with other counties and other people in developing their
own welfare. I think I would like to conclude my remarks by sayingL,..
there are many unique features about the Appalachia program.
One of the unique features which I think is very important is that

it has been able to take people from various counties, various com-
munities in a given region and have brought them together to wort:
together and to set priorities and to share in facilities and services.
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I believe anyone Who has worked in rural America understands
the difficulty of getting the people together from one side of a hill
to another or from one county to another and to break down the tradi-
tions that have existed for many, many years and to get them together
to share and to understand the need for sharing so they could have
better services.
I believe the Appalachia program has done this in Appalachia,

Ohio. I know it is being done in other Appalachia States and I be-
lieve that the people in Appalachian sections are grateful because
this has happened because it has provided new opportunities for them
to look at themselves and at their problems and to share.
In rural America everybody cannot have everything in his home-

town or in his comity. He must share. This, I think, is going to be
the success of the Appalachian program and make Appalachia more
attractive to people in the urban communities. I do hope the program
continues because I believe the emphases are correct.
I believe the national regional goals are exciting and I think from

the total program there would be much to be learned by other areas
of the country. Because of the uniqueness of the demonstration proj-
ect I would like at this time to ask Mr. Farrington to speak further
about the Foundation's program.
Mr. FARRINGTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the

committee.
I am really pleased to talk about the health program in Ohio and

as a health planner we have to speak often but I've found two dilem-
mas as a health planner. One is that you either have to find something
new to say or find a new audience, but today I found a third one, to
follow Mr. Opheim in Alabama who has such an excellent program
and we are working along the same line with different approaches.
But the Ohio Valley Health Service Foundation is a rather unique

organization.
This is the organization I represent.
I think this challenge was to test and demonstrate new approaches

in an attempt to find some solution to the national problem of pro-
viding health care for rural people.
These people for generations have been bypassed by the mainstream

of medicine and nonaccess to health services and facilities necessary
to provide the personal care they need and the facilities in which to
train health manpower locally so we can train Appalachians within
our regions and hold our people within our area.
All of this has changed with the Appalachian funds that have now

been awarded to our demonstration area.
As you know, comprehensive health planning has been financed

partly by the State, is gaining national momentum and acceptance,
but the Appalachian program and some funds for model cities are
the only funds available where the planner and the planning orga-
nization can actually match other basic Federal programs, and so
forth, and implement the planners designing for comprehensive service
to a rural area.
It is my firm belief that if there is to be a breakthrough in the

health delivery system in America, it's going to come through the
rural areas and the demonstrations we are doing in Appalachia.
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I was going to say something about the grassroot planning, but
somebody said that.
We are involved in grassroots planning in the State of Ohio, par-

ticularly if it pertains to health.
In southeastern Ohio, this planning process has really been dra-

matic and this has resulted really from a true partnership in the
Federal, State, and local leadership.
It is purely dismal today in southeastern Ohio.
You can see it in the fine health facilities that are created or

nearing the final state of completeness throughout the area.
I think this will be a model for rural America inasmuch as that

this is the only place you will be finding in the United States that
will have modern, functional, accredited hospitals within 30 minutes
or less time for all rural residents.
We are also in the process of training health manpower and are

working with the medical college at Ohio State University now to
develop the outreach, internships to utilize our facilities and to bolster,
we hope, the changing attitude of medical educators in really stressing
family practice of our new doctors that are coming on the scene.
Mr. JONES. I hate to interrupt you, but when Dr. Blayney was in my

office some years ago and talking about this type of program that
is now going on in Alabama, after he left I had some misgivings.
There is the Government running the program, a trespass on the

medical profession.
I thought maybe that was the whole endeavor, but fortunately, that

did not occur.
Are you fincling that difficult?
Mr. FARRINGTON. Oh, yes. I think it is really remarkable.
When we first talked about the health program in Ohio we spent

many, many long hours not only with the local medical societies, but
also at the State level and I do not know if anyone is on \ the com-
mittee from West Virginia, but I think you have a while paper
written by the West Virginia Clinical Association on our program
before we ever designed it.
It has been remarkable how the leadership that has sprung really

from our local practitioners and has taken the ball. Not only that, but
the interest at the seat of medical learning, they have watched the
evolving health facilities and health services in the area. Now they are
really stretching themselves to participate in the program, even
though they are outside of the area of the demonstration.
I called yesterday for Dr. Keller

' 
who is the dean of medicine at

Ohio State University, and he talked to us yesterday about a program,
hopefully, by the first of April to really bring this program out into our
region.
I am very proud of the leadership our physicians have taken.
They are not reacting. They are in there planning and this is all that

they ever wanted.
They did not want someone to plan for them. They want to be part

of the process.
Mr. JONES. Thank you, sir.
Mr. FARRINGTON. I think another important aspect is that whole

communities now are really attacking the problems of community
blight and we also are looking at private water supply and public water
supply and also the handling of food by vendors.
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We are right now in the process of doing a survey, not a survey,
but a public health education program where every private water sup-
ply in southeastern Ohio will be tested and people throughout the seven
counties will be educated on how to better build their wells or what-
ever the source is.
Our findings today are that over 60 percent of the private water

supply in the area is contaminated with organisms which means that
it is a media for other organisms to grow in.
We had a rather unique experience and not very proud of it, but

we had seven cases of typhoid in our region which is an almost unheard
of disease taday,.._._
We hold out through this educational process better assistance to

these people in taking care of their own problems.
We had an inquiry from the Public Health Service, the Environ-

mental Panel, that they want the follow up.
Mr. JONES. Do you have frequencies of hepatitis?
Mr. FARRINGTON. Yes, we are not unusual. We have all the diseases of

Appalachia.
It is rather endemic. One of the most endemic areas in Ohio and

California for encephalitis.
We are working in Lawrence County and financed through Appala-

chia programs and we hope we might eradicate it and Lawrence County
has the high incidence of this.
The environmental section of the Public Health Service wants to

pick up our sampling survey of the water and they want to come in.
Mr. JONES. Do you relate it to your geographic surveys, geographi-

cal surveys to determine flow and other sources of subterranean water
supply?
Mr. FARRINGTON. Not our organization, but this activity is going on

iin the State and other departments and it s pretty well identified.
But the other aspects of the act is reacting to the problem of the

water flow and the sources.
We are more interested in stamping out disease, you know.
But the Public Health Service is interested in all of this.
Mr. JONES. Are you making inventories of sources of known pol-

luters?
Mr. FARRINGTON. You mean the people who are polluting or the

source? Like mines and so forth?
Mr. Jos. Yes.
Mr. FARRINGTON. I would like to defer that question to Mr. Lloyd.
Mr. LLOYD. Yes; the State department of health is.
In fact, their standards are all published now for each of the water

basins in Ohio and individual communities and individual plants on
each of the streams and watershed are identified and given a deadline
for correction.
Mr. JONES. Are you having a program of monitoring your streams to

see where the source of the pollution is?
Mr. LLOYD. Through the department of health, yes; they do that

monitoring.
Mr. FARRINGTON. Also, the department of health is under contract

with one of the major industries and they are doing it by electronic
monitoring and primarily in the Ohio River and streams that are feed-
ing into the Ohio, they can identify like an industrial plant within a
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matter of a few hours by computer exactly the source of contamination
that is flowing into the streams that are feeding the Ohio River or the
Ohio Basin.
But this is more than just one State program. This is several States

that have joined together.
Mr. JONES. Do you have the report for source of pollutants that are

dangerous to the Cincinnati area?
Mr. FARRINGTON. The Ohio Department of Health does.
Mr. LLOYD. I believe the department of health, but I am not quite

sure.
The Ohio River Basin is part of the department's concern, at least

on the Ohio side of the river,
Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, if I may, the Monongahela and Al-

legheny Rivers come together into Pittsburgh to form the Ohio.
You were talking of the Ohio Valley.
Mr. JONES. Yes; this committee also has the problem of water re-

source quality development and it was just a curious question in my
mind when you talked about the subterranean water supply being a
health hazard, what they are doing to monitor streams because you
have to get it up there before it gets down below.
Mr. LLOYD. IS it not the Ohio River Commission that is doing that

work on a multistate basis in the Ohio Basin?
Mr. JONES. It is the only large experimental station in the -United

States and that is the reason it was called a Taft situation because
Senator Taft during his lifetime was very interested in pollution
abatement and it was established there, in fact, it was in the 80th
Congress.
It was the forerunner of public interest in the quality of our water.
Thwt station has done more in research and development than any

other station we have in the United States.
It is the only one that is of its kind.
Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, if you will yield, I know now what you

are talking about and the people of Cincinnati are mighty proud of
the Robert A. Taft Sanitary Engineering Center. And I was told you
were involved in helping develop this particular project.
Mr. FARRINGTON. I would like to add that our staff, we have a very

fine environmentalist, but to go on in the presentation, not only are
we building a fine system of hospitals in the area, we are also address-
ing ourselves to the quality of care that goes on in the institutions.
This year we will develop a whole new data system for medical

records that will be used on an areawide basis for comparative pur-
poses for the physicians to determine the direction they should take
in upgrading their own standards.
Moving from this and hopefully next year we hope to go into the

whole program of computer financial plans for each hospital in com-
mon language so we can compare costs and come up with some reason-
able recommendations of the cost to the county and address ourselves
to really how much should it cost for a patient today to be in the
hospital.
We hope through a common financial program to be able to look

at the future and the programs that are now being placed before Con-
gress and the health maintenance organization, this sort. of thing, that
we will be better equipped to face that problem when we are faced
with it.
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I think one of the most innovative approaches and probably the only
real innovative program we have done this is one of the charges to
us by Congress, was to demonstrate and be innovative and we are now
working then with two medical schools, two regional programs, the
TETV Commission of Ohio, Ohio University, and the TETV net-
work in Columbus in adopting microwave to the health program in
America.
We have now the longest microwave linkage in the United States

where we use this for television and hopefully we can expand this
program next year with closed-circuit television so we can actually
represent the patient in Athens, some 75 miles from Columbus and you
have a face to face confrontation between the two physicians and the
patient without—without moving the patient all the way to Columbus.
This program is again gaining national attention.
We have visitors from abroad and are getting other inquiries as

to what we are doing.
The first report of the committee has been published and this will

be submitted to the Commission.
Mr. JONES. Are these observations going to be made in living color,

now?
Mr. FARRINGTON. Yes; they are two-way audio-video color and the

doctor can do everything but touch the patient and the doctor would
convey how the patients feel to the doctor at the other end.
This will update our rural physicians, the modern changes, the

changes that are taking place in the field of medicine, and then supply
the needs of health manpower.
We know we will never be able to get them out to a specialist then

of a caliber that should address himself to our patient problems by hav-
ing to relocate, so we want to use technology to save the time, space and
cut down on the movement of the patient from one area to the other.
Mr. JONES. And cut down the cost.
Mr. FARRINGTON. Yes. And we are tying in with the Ohio TV. When

you are looking at the microwave not for use by educational systems,
but kind of like a multipurpose highway where you can use it for more
than one purpose and we feel that the State legislatures are really
backing this program.
They can finance the first linkage between Columbus and AthenS

with a specific recommendation in that this money be used for admin-
istration of the health program.
Mr. JONES. You use educational TV stations for that work?
Mr. FARRINGTON. Yes, we have the university which owns certain

components.
Mr. JONES. Has Ohio received any money under Appalachia for TV

education?
Mr. FARRINGTON. I am, sorry.
Mr. JONES. Have you received any money for the TV educational

programs?
Mr. FARRINGTON. The only money we have received is through our

planning grant and we have received $37,000 to finance the study plus.
we put $12,500 with it.
We are coming to the Commission this year for more of this

equipment.
We proved it is feasible and that we can do it and now we are asking

the Commission to carry it one step further and have closed circuits
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between hospitals and really demonstrate to the Nation, I think,
that this is one of the routes to go.
Mr. JONES. There has been some suggestion that that portion of

planning be deleted from the Appalachia region that is providing
funds for educational TV and let the States go back under title V
of the Education Act of 1963.
Do you suggest the continuation of funds under Appalachia?
Mr. FARRINGTON. I certainly do.
I think one of the uses of microwave and television is so new,

even in education, that we haven't really scratched the surface of
its potential and we are showing now it is adaptable for other uses
other than classroom instruction.
We are putting this in the medical aspect of it.
I think it would be a great mistake to crimp any innovation

because of lack of funds.
We are not proposing to use just Applachian funds, but we were

going to go after the basic act funds.
Mr. JONES. I am not talking about the Appalachian Act of 1965.

I am talking about the Educational Act of 1963.
Mr. HECHT. If I may interrupt for the university, I think the

opportunity to demonstrate really comes from Appalachian funding
because I think this is the part of the design of the program and the
demonstration and innovation aspects are generally not included in
the other kind of funding, whether it be at the Federal or the State
level.
I know at Ohio University it has been difficult to get funds to

demonstrate and to try something new.
It is always a catchup to do something already established. The

university does benefit by the Appalachia support of a health demon-
stration project because through their demonstration we also capture
some of the new things that can be done that we can inject in the
educational process.
We are very pleased that at least we have the basic facility at the

university to work with the medical college up at Ohio State Univer-
sity and eventually with the others.
Our facility is basic through the educational television process

But the innovation and the new ideas and the studies and the chal-
lenges of new things and to get more out of the system, I believe will
only come through the Appalachian funding.
Mr. FARRINGTON. In other areas of endeavor we are not just build-

ing brick and mortar palaces in southeast Ohio, but are addressing
ourselves to the children of the region. This is one of the major
thrusts of our organization. We cannot be everything to everyone.
There is not enough money, facilities, or manpower to do this.
We feel by reaching these children in time to discern chronic

disabling conditions, that we might be able to give them better oppor-
tunity to grow and prosper, and I hope the growing affluence of the
Applachian region will permit us to continue to screen. We have
screened over 40,000 children and this has probably been the most
expansive, the greatest area in our area of poverty—the school systems,
the public health departments, the State department of health are
all involved in this.
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At the university department of speech and hearing, we have found
a great number of children with otoclesis and so forth and there is
no money to pay for it for the indigents who come under medicaid.
We are doing such things as correcting otoclesis and muscle im-

balances in the eyes, buying hearing aids for the children, the medi-
cally indigent, and I am sure the impact on the school system is going
to be felt very soon.
We also have a unique program on mental retardation.
Up to date, about 900 alleged mental retarde,es, we normally test

them and say, yes, you are normally retarded and we work in the
school system getting special educators in the sChool.
We do work evaluation and tolerance studies of these children and

hopefully through the process, we go to the sheltered workshops and
we can bring the mentally retarded people into productive capacity
rather than ending up in a State institution.
This is a program, every one of our services programs, as a matter

of fact, we have never asked for 100-percent funding on anything we
have done. We have demanded local support and have invested about
$500,000 in this unit.
This unit has 2 more years to go under the 5-year demonstration.

We are down below 50 percent. We started out with 80-percent fund-
ing. We feel that within the next 2 years this will be self-supporting
and all of our service programs fall into this category.
This was the challenge that was given to us, not just another

program.
We are in the area of technical capability that will sustain itself.

In our health manpower we are also planning next year with the tri-
county vocational school which is Appalachia financed, the Health
Manpower Institute, and we hope you will come down and look at

/this. It took us 2 years, really, to assess the health needs and we
came up with one of the most unique projections on health manpower.
But we now know what we hafve.
We also know what we need on a projected basis through 1985 of

health manpower, not only in the professional area, but the paramedics.
We can realistically set up courses in our schools and colleges that
we can train people within the market demand of the area rather than
oversupplying some and not supplying others.
We did start programs at the land-grant college and using the

clinical facilities of the hospitals. Medical technicians qualify at the
social degree level, and this is the only program of any nature in
Ohio.
We have programed this for 2 years of subsidy by Appalachia and

will be self-sufficient in 2 years.
In our licensed practical nurse courses, an outstanding example of

a fgw bucks giving a great return, is we are graduating 48 Appala-
chian girls or boys in practical nursing, and we have actually changed
the whole life style of some of these children.
I sent Congressman Miller a stack of letters about this thing from

the graduates of this course, and they read rather heart rending, the
letters, that we had done so much with so little in changing their lives.

These girls and boys 'have passed at the 'highest rate of licensure ever
in the State of Ohio, and we are very proud of them.
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We have the only course of technician, social degree level, for en-
vironmental health in the tri-county area.
Mr. Chairman, these are a few of our programs. If you have any

questions, I will be glad to respond.
Mr. JONES. Thank you very much.
Are there any questions?
Mr. Lloyd, you may proceed.
Mr. LLOYD. Sir, I just came as a back-up to fill in on questioning

with these other gentlemen as it relates to the total Ohio program.
I have no prepared remarks.
Mr. JONES. If you would like to supply us with any observations at a

subsequent date, we would be pleased to have them and will make it
part of the record because I know the experience you have had over
the whole range of the program and it would be profitable for us to
have this.
Mr. LLOYD. If I may say so, Mr. Hecht, under the written testimony

handed in, part I of Mr. Hecht's statement were my remarks. I wrote
them for Mr. Hecht so mine is a part of the record already.
Mr. JONES. Well, he touched the pen along with you, did he not?
Mr. LLOYD. Yes, sir.
Mr. JONES. He did not object to what you had to say?
Mr. HECHT. I was very pleased that Mr. Lloyd was available to

Appalachia, Ohio, during the change in administration. I am very glad
of this because of his knowledge and the great work he did for the
State in the Appalachian program and he is now our program direc-
tor in the Ohio Health Services Foundation.
He does carry with him a wealth of material and knowledge about

the Appalachian program, not only covering the national aspects of
it, but also the State of Ohio.
I was very appreciative that he could spend the time to help me

develop the testimony which you now have.
Mr. CAFFERY. Mr. Chairman, if I might briefly commend these dis-

tinguished witnesses on their testimony here. I think that the testimony
that the committee has heard here this morning has been unusually
enlightening to me, and I am certain to the rest of the committee. It is
very comforting to know that the money we have put into these pro-
grams is being used in such a manner and under the influence and
guidance of witnesses such as these.
I would only further like to thank Congressmen Miller and Harsha

for having helped in making available the very excellent testimony of
these witnesses.
Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Chairman, first I want to thank the witnesses for

being here and to acknowledge their very major contribution to the
success of the Appalachian program in Ohio and Ohio University's
most formidable part in the program and also congratulate you on
having the foresight and judgment to hire Dan Lloyd in his new
capacity. I think that he will prove a very valuable asset.
As Martin has indicated, he is very knowledgeable in this field.
Mr. Chairman in view of the fact that he represented the Governor

in the Appalachian program in Ohio as deputy director and he was
acquainted with the nuts and bolts on each project and worked with
the communities and leaders there, I wonder if you have any sug-
gestions, Dan, as to any changes this committee might consider in the
actual functioning of the Appalachian program.
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Does it function with a minimum of difficulty and ease, or are there
some areas where you might suggest we could streamline the opera-
tions of the program?
Mr. LLOYD. One of the big helps in getting action and design and

ilocal communities interested n taking their share of facilities to give
training, the big part of the act or one of the large sections of the act
I should say that has been very helpful in getting things done and
brought to the surface quickly is section 211 which can substitute for
the Vocational Education Act of 1963, I believe it is, as amended in
1968.
I think there is a suggestion on the part of the Commission now to

free up section 214 where it may substitute both in some certain basic
acts as well as its supplemental role. This would, I believe, help the
designers in a State program to attack some of the problems that they
see in their development plan by giving this 214 this extra role, this
extra authority so that it is not at times held to the demand of another
basic section,'another basic priority within a State.
For instance, on Hill-Burton legislation what we can do in construct-

ing maybe some needed health facility, and I just cite this an an ex-
ample, not as a case, but the State Hill-Burton Advisory Committee
has in Ohio, let us say, needs throughout the counties, although our
Appalachia, Ohio, county area is 28 counties.
There are a certain amount of Hill-Burton funds. The Advisory

Committee has to think of the needs and set the priorities for 60 coun-
ties on beyond our 28 Appalachian areas. They can 6nly stretch their
Hill-Burton funds so far. 
The program could be expedited, I-beh i-ove, n some way, the Appa-

lachian program, if the capability were given to 214 to use it both as
a substitute for the basic section just as 211 is a substitute for the Vo-
cational Act of 1963 as well as its supplemental capacity.
I believe you could plan to bring needed facilities on the ground

faster and, of course, with our spiraling inflationary costs where we
have seen now in the past 3 years almost 20 percent added to the cost of
a facility each year, I think we could speed up the program and get
some of the bricks and mortar that we do need in these programs at a
lot lesser cost if 214 had this flexibility.
Mr. HARSHA. In the event the committee would see fit to give that

flexibility to section 214, then, would it be your suggestion or recom-
mendation that the amount of money provided in 214 would have to
necessarily be increased?
Mr. LLOYD. Yes, to some degree.
Mr. HARSHA. Do you have any suggestion?
Mr. LLOYD. But here again when the State gets its bloc of 214 money,

whatever it may be, it could answer with the flexibility with the 214 to
serve as the basic money to go to its very top priorities each year and
at least get them started.

Naturally, you throw in more areas to cover in a section and actu-
ally you are asking for more funds within that section.
Mr. HARSHA. Under 214, the supplemental grant, what percentage

of the total project is that?
Mr. LLOYD. The 214 has the authority to take the Federal cost of

a project to 80 percent, so the amount of 214 in my project depends
on what the basic act was.
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For instance, under 660, the basic limitation is 30 percent and you
could use 50 percent 214 funds if the local ability to pay is no greater
than 20 percent.
Under vocational education if a State's limitation is 50 percent

for the basic act, then the 214 funds will be 30 percent.
Mr. HARSHA. What I am trying to get at is, if you can get 80 per-

cent of the Hill-Burton can you bring that up to 80 percent under
Appalachia, under 214?
Mr. LLOYD. You can.
Mr. HARSHA. So you have got a 50-percent funding out of Appa-

lachia and 30 percent out of Hill-Burton. Now, if you give 214 or
Appalachia the flexibility to provide that 30 percent that Hill-Burton
provides, then would you still retain the availability of a 80-percent
grant under 214 even though you meet the 30-percent basic also?
Mr. LLOYD. Yes. In our remarks here on page 2 in Ohio to date

the cost sharing in the program other than the developmental highway
program cost sharing has been approximately 33.5 percent in Appa-
lachia funds, 20 percent in the basic Federal act, and 46.5 percent
of non-Federal funds, local funds.
We have been, I think, very conscious in Ohio in testing the ability

to pay in that regard, to stretch our Appalachian funds as far as
we can and still not try to strap financially any applicant through
either its ability to raise local bond issues or based on the tax dupli-
cates and their long history of passing issues in the county or, for
instance, on nonprofit type applicants to have revenue bonding be so
great that it would show as a major cost, for instance, in a hospital
patient-day cost.
Mr. HARSHA. Let me ask you this: In your experience with the

Appalachian program, and I would address this to all three of you?
has there been any opposition to the Appalachian program?
On the other hand, has there been any support for it?
Mr. LLOYD. There has been a great deal of support. The latest was

shown in Athens
' 

Ohio, just in February when Governor Gilligan
called a hearing before he met with other Appalachian Governors
down in West Virginia.
I believe they subsequently came on to Washington to make their

presentation. Athens was a centralized area in Appalachia, Ohio. He
called a hearing of people interested in the Appalachian Act in a large
ballroom down there. I think we had some 400 leaders from 28 coun-
ties showing up and voicing 100-percent support.
You are asking about opposition. The opposition that I got in my

job in dealing with the 28 counties in Ohio was that we were overlook-
ing many of the people that wanted help.
Mr. HARSHA. As a matter of fact, it was not opposition, it was

somebody else who wanted to be included.
Mr. LLOYD. Yes, a question of priorities and dollars.
The Congress was wise in its concept of investing funds only in those

areas of potential growth and development and, of course, this is
where at the State level you get your biggest gripes from communi-
ties that do not have that potential and still wanting to share in the
Appalachian funding because they are inc4ed Appalachian
communities.
Mr. HARSHA. If the chairman will permit me to digress, this is a

point I want to bring out. We tried to get revenue sharing into these
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hearings, but one of our contentions has been that if the Appalachian
program is funneled into revenue sharing, the money that has been
concentrated in these Appalachian areas, will be given to the State
to do it on a State basis. We have no assurance then that those Appa-
lachian counties are going to receive that treatment that they have
under the programs that now exist.
Mr. LLOYD. I think the realistic political pressures on a Governor or

State planning group would be so great that it would be very unlikely
to come about.
For instance, in Ohio, the Appalachian area is about a third of

the land mass but has only one-tenth of the State's population. The
main -population of the State is concentrated in eight big city areas
or their environs.
I think the pressures would be so great on the Governor that most.

of the money under revenue sharing would not come to the rural areas.
Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Hecht, do you find the general acceptance of

Appalachia that Mr. Lloyd finds in Ohio?
Mr. HECHT. I wanted to add to one of Dan's remarks.
One of the things that has happened in Appalachia, Ohio, is that

there are people getting together and crossing county lines on a regional
basis.
A good example is the makeup of the board of trustees of the Ohio

Valley Health Services Foundation. In rural areas you do not find a
great number of leaders. You have good leaders and they have had to
spread themselves very thin. But in the Appalachian program these
leaders have come about to support the program and would be directly
involved.
Mr. Matthews who is here is on the Foundation board. I am on the

Foundation board. And it is made up of lay people as well as profes-
sional people. These people are devoting time to make the Appalachian
program work. So as individual leaders, there is great support for all
aspects of the Appalachian program.
It goes down to what we termed as the grassroots, because there are

people who are involved in all kinds of programs, particularly the
vocational and technical institutes and in the health services programs.
The turnout at the ballroom at Ohio University to indicate to Gover-

nor Gilligan that there is great support for the program is an indication
that, for the 5-year period, people have been pleased with what has
been taking place and see this as the opportunity.
On the revenue-sharing aspect of it, I also agree with Dan's remarks.

I do not think a State, I do not believe any State, is capable because
of the political lines that are drawn for representation and the pres-
sures on individual legislators as well as the Governor could ever take
a program of this kind and give it the kind of priority and get that
kind of support and get it through the State legislature.
While the Appalachian program permits involvement on a regional

basis, for instance people between your district and Congressman
Miller's district, to get together and do things, it is impossible, I be-
lieve, at the moment under the State representation plan.
My personal concern would be great when there was an indication

that revenue-sharing plan could substitute for this.
I believe in a regional approach to problems and to these kinds of

problems you need national goals and national priorities for the given
problem areas.
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I like having the idea of the States having the opportunity to develop
'the plan to accomplish these national goals. I further like the account-
ability aspect, not only at the State level, but at the national level
because when you lose this accountability and place it within a State
line, then I do not believe you get the same kind of reaction.
Because of the makeup of Congress and the type of representation

that you have, for instance on your committee as well as in Congress,
that you are able to give the broad look and take the broad look and
provide the dollars to accomplish these national goals and priorities.
I just hope that, and I am not speaking against revenue sharing, but

I am also at the same time speaking for the Appalachian concept, and
I think it should not be disturbed, and I think it will be if it is sub-
stituted.
Mr. FARRINGTON. Sir, just one other affirmative thing in support of

the program. As you know, on the planning administration grant, the
organizations matched, you know, 75 Federal dollars by 25 local dol-
lars. I think we are the only demonstration project that actually
matches dollars, local money, with Federal dollars 100 percent.
You know, there is not a lot of money in our area, but somebody

to pick out $5,000 to a county to support our operations, one of my
board members out of his own pocket, has given $3,000 a year. I
think you will all recall Congressman Tom Jenkins, many years in
the House, his wife left a trust of over $1 million to be spent in memo-
rials and so forth. This money has been held by the trustees for a great
number of years with many demands on it for different programs,
but they could not really find a program to invest any money in.
They have given i our health facilities programs in Ohio over $1

million. This is the type of support we are getting. We are very proud
in Ohio that out of $9 million Appalachian dollars that come to us,
plus roughly $4 million under Hill-Burton, we have generated over
$35 million construction projects, and I think in dollars it has only
been about 25 percent Appalachia to match the local money and this
really shows the people really want something different and they are
ready\ to put their money up to get it.
Mr. DORN. Mr. Chairman, before Mr. Miller starts, I have to go.
I did want to say these witnesses are outstanding and have made a

superb contribution to the thinking of the committee, and I want to
thank them for sharing with us in Washington and also thank Con-
gressmen Harsha and Miller, two of the most dedicated Members
of Congress for their views.
Mr. JONES. Mr. Miller ?
Mr. MILLER. I would like to make two points if I may. One is in a

paragraph of the testimony that was prepared by the gentleman
which states that in mid-1970 the State Office of Appalachia released
a partially completed inventory of new or expanded industrial plant's
in the Appalachian region.
They identified 674 firms, 252 of which were new and 422 expanded,

this meant 48,600 new jobs and an investment of over $916 million
private dollars which means to me the program is working. It means
that it comes to the very heart of the problem, trying to stop the out-
migration from rural area.
Now, we have had the accomplishments, the other side of the coin

to some degree, which shows also the continual need.
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We have Vinton County, Ohio, which happens to be in my Congres-
sional district, and a relatively small county as far as population is
concerned. It has approximately 10,000 people. The fact that we do
have a health manpower problem is very evident in that particular
county. They had only one doctor in the county. 

iRecently t was necessary for that doctor to move. Now there is not
a doctor in the whole county. This shows the continual need for the
Appalachian growth in the area of health facilities.
Many of the highway and vocational-technical school projects are

not yet completed.
Mr. HECHT. I would like to follow up the Congressman's state-

ments because it supports the regionalism concept and it supports the
reason why the Appalachian Commission should continue to support
the Ohio -Health Services Foundation because if Vinton County had
to solve its own problem, it would never solve it alone.
The counties, such as Vinton County need the support of other

counties and people who have expertise who can, in their own way,
do a job for them.
I believe we will solve the Vinton County problem which is critical

only because we have counties around that are part of this program
and will help that county solve its problem and in a unique and dif-
ferent way which they could never themselves develop.
I do not feel through the legislative process that the State of Ohio

could solve such a problem.
Mr. MILLER. To indicate one of the efforts that are being made,

we presently are sending out some 800 letters from our congressional
office to medical students and hope that one may locate in that area
Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank the gentlemen that are here

testifying, Mr. Lloyd, Mr. Hecht, and Mr. Farrington, and I also
would ask unanimous consent, if I may, for permission to insert into
the record at this time a statement by Dr. Christensen and a state-
ment from the director of the Hocking Conservancy District for the
State Department of Education, State of Ohio.
Mr. JONES. It will be received and printed at this point in the record.
(The documents referred to follow:)

RIO GRANDE COLLEGE,
Rio Grande, Ohio, March 12, 1971.

Hon. ROBERT JONES,
Chairman, Ad Hoc Subcommittee on Appalachia,
House of Representatives.
DEAR CONGRESSMAN JONES: If I can believe newspaper reports, it is the intent

of the current Administration to eliminate the functions of the Appalachian
Regional Council as defined and set forth in the Appalachian Regional Develop-
ment Act of 1965. I want to register my opposition to any action which would
terminate the Appalachian Program. It was my understanding when this Act
was passed it was to serve as a model for other regions. As I have observed
the Appalachian Regional Council operate I believe that the interests of the
region were paramount rather than the individual interests of the 13 States
involved in the program.
Here in Ohio, 28 counties in7t- e southeastern section have been designated

as part of Appalachia. I have seen the effects of this Acst in three distinct areas:
transportation, medical facilities and educational facilities. My contact with
the transportation aspect has been casual; however, with the other two-areas
my relationship has been more direct.-
As I understand it, the Appalachia Development Highway was intended ulti-

mately to connect Cincinnati and Baltimore. Corridor D of that highway runs
through a portion of Appalachia in Ohio. Even though it has not been completed
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(Corridor D), Rio Grande College has felt the effects of this improved tra
ns-

portation facility. What we have lacked in Southeastern Ohio for many years

is a good transportation system. What has been true in Southeastern Ohio I ima-

gine is true in many of the other parts of Appalachia. In my estimation, it would

be unwise to do anything which would negate the completion of the total

highway.
Within seven miles of our campus, a medical facility is being erected whic

h

will serve not only that portion of Appalachia which is in Ohio but also We
st

Virginia. Approximately $4.5 million was received from the Appalachian Re-

gional Council for this project. I understand this facility, in conjunction with

others that are being built, will serve as models for future medical facilities.

The completion of this facility will be a boon to our institution not only from

the standpoint of providing improved medical care but also will give us the

opportunity of developing paramedical programs with the staff of this medical

facility. In anticipation of the completion of this facility, we have initiated a

Medical Technical Laboratory Program.
Today, our institution, Rio Grande College, has an adequate and functional

physical education center due to the existence of the Appalachian Regional

Development Act of 1965. This facility cost us approximately $1 million; how-

ever, we would not have been able to build it without a grant from the Appa-

lachian Regional Council. This grant was for $387,082; slightly more than one

third of the cost. With the acquisition of this facility, it has been possible for

us to initiate a fine physical education program for our students and to provide

recreational opportunities for the citizens of this area. The public uses our swim-

ming pool, handball courts, volleyball courts, etc.
I have no selfish motive for writing this letter. I do not anticipate that Rio

Grande College will receive any additional sums for the construction of other

buildings. The money for the medical facility has been allocated. Most of the

Appalachia Development Highway in our corridor has been completed. I write

this letter because I am thinking of the other 18 million people who live in

Appalachia. I think we would be doing these individuals a disservice by scuttling

the Appalachian Regional Development Act of 1965. As I have indicated, I hold

no brief for or against a federal sharing program; however, I object strenuously

to the removal of a program which has operated so effectively. It would seem

to me that the Congress of the United States would want to continue a program
as successful as the Appalachian Program.

Sincerely yours,
ALPHTJS R. CHRISTENSEN,

President.

STATEMENT OF HOCKING CONSERVANCY DISTRICT

The Hocking Conservancy District is a legal subdivision of the State of Ohio,
created for the purpose of conserving, controlling and managing the water re-
sources of the Hocking River Basin. Over three-quarters of the Hocking River
water-shed is within the area defined as the Appalachian Region.
The officers of this district are life-long residents of the Hocking valley with

first hand knowledge of the many peculiar problems that have been identified
with the Appalachian Region. The economy of this region was originally based
on its natural resources. We have lived through many economic depressions
as the demand for these resources declined or as the natural resources were
exhausted. We know at first hand the many difficulties that beset local commu-
nities and area leaders as they try to rebuild our economy on a more diversified
and hopefully a more substantial base.
The Appalachian Development Act recognized that the special problems of

the region have an adverse effect on the economy of the entire nation and pro-
vide a way to solve these problems and to promote the economic redevelopment
of the entire region by establishing a framework for joint federal, state and
local programs to provide the basic facilities needed in the region.
We are convinced the objectives of this legislation were, and still are, funda-

mentally sound. The Appalachian Regional Commission has provided the frame-
work for an effective partnership between the federal government, the states,
local public agencies and private citizens. Much has been accomplished by the
Commission in the relatively short time it has been in operation.
Some of the important programs to be undertaken by the Commission are

only now emerging from the investigating and planning stage. With some of
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these, investigating and planning required more time than originally contem-
plated. One example, the Comprehensive Report on the Development of Water
Resources in Appalachia, prepared by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, is only
now ready for consideration by the Commission and by the Congress.
The Corps' Report documents a program for developing the water resources of

Appalachia to provide flood protection for communities and industrial sites,
water storage to augment low stream flows, to provide water for municipal and
industrial use and as a base for recreational development. Other programs for
land reclamation and to reduce mine acid pollution are in the planning stage.
The overall objective is to establish conditions that will attract industries into
the region to provide employment for area residents and also to attract workers
from the outside.
In our considered opinion, it would be a tragic mistake to terminate the Ap-

palachian program at this time. While much has been accomplished, there is
much more to be done.
We are convinced that with a continuation of the federal and state help

provided by the Appalachian program, the problems of our area can be solved and
our economy rebuilt into a vigorous healthy condition. The rebuilt economy will
open up opportunities for employment where people can work and live in a far
better environment than can be found in our overcrowded cities.
On behalf of The Hocking Conservancy District and the residents of the

Hocking valley, we respectfully request this Committee to approve an extension
of the program of the Appalachian Regional Commission for a period of four
years for non-highway purposes and for a five year period for highway purposes.
We thank the members of this Committee for this opportunity of presenting

this statement for your consideration.
Respectfully,

Attest:
D. R. JOHNSON, Secretary.

Board of Dkrectors,
THE HOCKING CONSERVANCY DISTRICT.

R. V. OAKLEY,
President.

ROBERT S. MATHEWS,
Vice President.

RALPH L. POSTON,
Director.

STATEMENT BY DR. BYRL R. SHOEMAKER, DIRECTOR OF VOCATIONAL EDUCATION
STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, OHIO

Representative Jones and members of the Ad Hoc subcommittee on Appalachia,
I am pleased to present the subcommittee my statement to support the con-
tinuance of the Appalachian Regional Development Act amendments of 1971.
It has been my pleasure to work with the state office related to the Appalachian
Regional Commission from the inception of the activities under the Act in
the application of the provisions of the Act to the expansion of vocational and
technical education within the Appalachian counties in Ohio. Also, I was ap-
pointed by former Governor James A. Rhodes to serve as an Ohio representa-
tive on the education committee established to advise the Appalachian Regional
Commission concerning educational programing under the Act
From the beginning I have been impressed with the concepts underlying the

Act and the implementation of these concepts at the federal, state and local
levels. The regulations and practices established as a result of the Act have
encouraged within the states:
(1) Total planning to bring about economic growth necessary to upgrade op-

portunities for people within the Appalachian region
(2) A process for choice and decision which placed the responsibility upon

the individual state for making investment choices on the basis of those projects
and plans Which would make the greatest contribution to economic development
(3) Procedures for review of development plans at both the state and com-

mission level to determine that the needs of the Appalachian area would be
given careful consideration in keeping with the intent and purposes of the Act.
The Appalachian Regional Development Act has made an assumption that

each state is greatly concerned with the welfare of the people in the Appalachian
region. It has encouraged an investment concept pointed towards impact for

9-139-71 15



222

change rather than an equal spreading of money over the total area in such

a manner that it could be lost in the morass of needs without making any im-

pact. Too often persons in position of leadership at the national level have

placed emphasis upon temporary measures which leave the real problems

untouched.
I have observed the success of efforts from the state level, when given an

opportunity to impact upon problems with a multi-faceted approach. The scope

of services possible under the Act has enabled the services to be problem

oriented rather than individual project oriented. Schools, hospitals, sewers,

roads and all functions related to the development of a backward area are

items of consideration under the Act. The wisdom of planning for scientific

achievements, such as the moon landing which spans the terms of three presi-

dents is very obvious. The landing on the moon projected by President Kennedy

became a reality early in the administration of President Nixon. If scientific
achievements which are finite and measurable can only result from such plan-

ning, how much more important is it that long-range planning be applied to

social and economic problems? The massive problems which we face in break-

ing our welfare cycle and overcoming poverty present social and economic
issues which have not been solved in the history of man, yet we approach these
problems on a short-term basis, geared largely to changing administration pat-
terns and emphases. The welfare and poverty problems and other social and
economic issues must be solved if our nation is to continue, not only our affluent
way of life, but our very way of government. Solutions will require: (1)
planning over a long period of time, (2) reformation, revitalization and effec-
tive utilization of existing agencies at the federal, state and local levels. The
Appalachian Regional Development Act encourages the application of these
two principles to the problems faced in the Appalachian region.

Since my experience in relationship to the Act has been in the development of
vocational education facilities and programs to serve the people in the Appa-
lachian region. I would like to review for you the great contributions that the
Appalachian Regional Development Act has made to the expansion of vocational
and technical education opportunities to people in the Appalachian region and our
plans for providing such services to all youth and adults who live in that Ap-
palachian region. It has been my responsibility to bring together the services of
the Vocational Education Act of 1963 and as amended in 1968, state legislation
and funding for the development of vocational education, and the assistance
available under the Appalachian Regional Development Act to bring about signif-
icant developments •in vocational and technical education in the Appalachian
region. Such developments have required organization, planning, and decisioning
on the part of our State Department of Education and cooperation on the part of
numerous small school districts in the Appalachian region. The sparse population
in the Appalachian region has encouraged the organization of many small school
districts which do not have the student base or tax base to provide the kind of
resources and services essential for preparation of youth and adults for employ-
ment. The dropouts from the high schools, the untrained graduates and unem-
ployed adults often migrate to the major cities within our state and other states
and create within those cities massive pockets of poverty filled with unskilled
and largely unemployable persons unadjusted to city life, unable to compete in
the labor market, and building the burgeoning rolls of the welfare and ADC
programs.
With the assistance of Appalachian Regional Development funds, Ohio now

has two broad vocational-technical centers, offering high school and adult voca-
tional education programs and two-year post-high associate degree techni-
cal education programs. A third center in operation offers vocational education
programs for youth and adults. Two additional vocational and technical educa-
tion centers will open in the fall of 1971. One additional vocational and technical
education center and one additional vocational education center are under con-
struction, with one scheduled to open in the fall of 1972 and the other one in
the fall of 1973. These are centers which can truly be described as service centers
for youth and adults to help people meet their needs for jobs and to help indus-
tries and businesses now in the area and those which will consider locating in the
area meet their needs for skilled people.
In order to provide the sub-committee with an understanding of the scope of

programs and services available to such joint vocational school districts, I would
provide the following information in outline form on the Tr-County Joint Voca-
tional and Technical Education Center and the Muskingum Area Joint Vocational
and Technical Education Center.
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TRI-COUNTY JOINT VOCATIONAL SCHOOL AND TECHNICAL INSTITUTE

a. Number of school districts served 
8 districts in 3 counties:

Athens County, part of
Perry and Hocking Coun-
ties.

b. Number of high school students enrolled  680.
C. Number of full-time post-high school technical students enrolled  665.
d. Number of adults presently enrolled  400.
e. Number of 'adults served during the year  800.
f. Vocational programs offered are:

VOCATIONAL PROGRAMS

Agriculture business and services
Horticulture forestry and conservation
Agriculture equipment and service
High Skill stenography—entry secretary
Business data processing
Account clerk
Horizontal office education
Cooperative office education
Distributive education
Food preparation and food service
Child care and nursing home aide
Auto body and fender repair
Auto mechanics
Cosmetology
Drafting
Machine shop
Sheet metal and welding
Electronics and electricity

TECHNICAL PROGRAMS

Ceramics engineering technology
Data processing & computer technology
Dietary technology
Electrical & electronics engineering technology
Executive secretary
Forestry technology
Industrial engineering technology
Junior accounting
Mechanical engineering technology
Petroleum service management
Recreation and wildlife technology
Retail midmanagement

h. Special features
1. Program at the high school level includes programs planned to serve the

disadvantaged and handicapped.
2. A remedial reading lab is included in the facility which is presently serving

200 of the 620 youth enrolled with some of the youth enrolling in reading at the
second-grade level. This laboratory also serves the adults.

3. No boy or girl who wants to attend the center is restricted from enrolling.
4. The adult program includes a program for hard-core unemployed adults

who have been unemployed over a long period of time. This program includes basic
education and 70 percent of this group of unemployables who have participated
in the program are now employed.

5. A practical nurse training program provided for adults. All of the graduates
have been employed, with 60 percent of the graduates obtaining employment in
the local area. The last graduating class from this program obtained the highest
average class grade of any program in the state during the state licensing
examinations.

6. The post-high school technical program includes such unusual programs
as technician programs in environmental health and law enforcement training.

7. Funds have been allocated from Appalachian Regional Development to
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build a motel training center to serve the growing needs for hotels and motel

personnel.
8. A pre-planning proposal has been completed and a planning grant is in the

process of allocation from the Appalachian Regional Commission for the devel-

opment of the Human Resource Center concept at the Tr -County Joint Voca-

tional School site. Such a center will provide for an expanded health training

program, rehabilitative and evaluative services in the areas of physical, mental

and health, services for the handicapped, services for the unemployed, family

development services, and a new concept of pre-professional education. The

encouragement of coordinated planning under the Appalachian Regional De-

velopment can make possible the most innovative and far-reaching development

effort as we work towards the Human Resource Development Center.

MUSKINGUM AREA JOINT VOCATIONAL SCHOOL AND TECHNICAL INSTITUTE

a. Number of school districts served  14 school districts in 3 coun-
ties: Muskingum, Guern-
sey and Noble Counties.

b. Number of high school students enrolled  758.
c. Number of two-year post-high school technical 660.

students enrolled.
d. Number of adults enrolled  1,671.
e. Number of adults served during the year  2,200.
f. The vocational programs offered are as follows:

Auto mechanics
Machine shop trade
Electronics
Auto mechanics, T&I
Welding
Metal fusion & fab.
Building trades
Graphic arts
Drafting
Cosmetology
Practical nursing
Diversified cooperative training
Occupational work experience

g. Two-year post-high school technical
Natural resources conservation
Water pollution
Data processing
ecretarial

Supervisory
Retailing
Child development
Electric
Mechanical
Mental health
Police

Distribution education
Production Agriculture 11 & 12
Agri-business
Horticulture
Agri-mechanics
Chil care
Food service
Clerk-steno
Entry data processing
Account clerk
Office machines
High Skill steno
Co-op Office Education

education programs offered are as follows:

h. Special plans and programs:
1. Any high school student 16 years of age and above within the participating

districts may enroll in the vocational programs. No young person who has a de-
sire for vocational education is rejected.

2. A satellite center will be established for Guernsey and Noble County to re-
duce the travel distances. Appalachian Regional Commission funds are planned
to assist with this expansion.

3. A special adult basic education program is offered in six satellite centers
for 421 adults. Special programs for adults include law enforcement training, fire
service training, rescue squad training, supervisory training within industries,
Income tax instruction for senior citizens, including a program to bus them to
school and apprentheship-related instruction programs.

4. A special project on motivation for the disadvantaged youth and adults,
including a program to visit occupations in business and industry.
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5. A project to serve the handicapped. This project includes occupational in-
formation, visit to and participation in vocational programs and continuing serv-
ices of special equipment and individual assistance as they enter vocational
programs.

6. Appalachian Regional Commission helped this center obtain a dormitory
which has proven to be of significant value in the retention of youth in the post-
high school technical program.

7. Sixty-two different adult programs are offered.
Funding for approved vocational and technical education projects since the

initiation of the Appalachian Regional Development Act are indicated on Chart I.
Chart I illustrates that a total of $18,753,541.00 has been allocated for con-

struction and equipping of facilities for vocational and technical education since
1965. Of this amount $7,712,371.00 were funds from Appalachian Regional De-
velopment Act. An additional expenditure of $8,804,152.00 is budgeted with $1,-
215,750.00 of the total projected for this fiscal year from Appalachian funds.
Chart II lists the counties and school districts included in the joint vocational

school districts.

CHART I.-CONSTRUCTION AND EQUIPMENT ALLOCATIONS WITH APPALACHIAN ASSISTANCE

Project Local Federal Appalachia I State bond Total

Tri-countyJVS 2 $1, 153,613.00 $248,787.00 $1, 345,000 $2,748,000
Muskingum Area JVS 1, 187,271. 89 932,900. 11 1,875,588 $143,000 4,138, 760
Belmont County JVS 1, 200,000.00 1, 200,000. 00 1,468,026 3,723,926
Scioto County JVS 1, 415,400. 00 1, 116,600.00 1,268,000 3,302,855
Washington County JVS 1, 520,000. 00 1,049,203.00 1, 168,557 302,240 4, 040,000
Tr -county Motel 

Total allocated 

160,000.00 52,800.00 587,200 800,000

6, 636,284. 89 4, 600,290. 11 7, 712,371 445,240 18,753,541

FUNDS BUDGETED 3

Hamilton County JVS for Clermont
County 1, 164,250. 00  585,750 1,750,000 3,500,000

Muskingum Area JVS for Guernsey and
Noble Counties 569,157.00 563,596.00 380,000 380,000 1,892,753

Scioto County JVS 60,000. 00  100,000 120,000 280,000
Jefferson County JVS 1,415,700.00  150,000 1,565,699 3,131,399
Buckeye Valley JVS (Tuscarawas,
Hocking, Coshocton and part of
Harrison Counties) 

Total budgeted 

2, 788,922. 00  3,421,208

5, 998,029. 00 563,596.00 4 1, 215,750 7,236,907 8,804,152

1 Includes 211 and 214 funds.
2 Ns-Joint Vocational School District.
3 Hamilton County JVS and Muskingum JVS have the local funds necessary to progress with construction.
4 An additional $344,642 of Appalachian Act funds are needed if available from other States for fiscal year 1971.
Note: Applications for Appalachian Regional Development Act funds are pending. Scioto County JVS, Jefferson County

JVS, and Buckeye Valley JVS need to obtain local funds before applications can be made.
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CHART II.—DISTRICTS AND COUNTIES IN JOINT VOCATIONA
L

SCHOOL DISTRICTS

Tri County Joint Vocational School:

Muskingum Area Joint Vocational
School:

Belmont County Joint Vocational
School:

Scioto County Joint Vocational School:

Washington County Joint Vocational
School:

Hamilton County Joint Vocational
School (Appalachia districts only) :

Buckeye Joint Vocational School:

Athens County: Athens C., Nelson-
ville-York C., Alexander L., Federal-
Hocking L., and Trimble L.
Hocking County: Logan C., and Starr

Washington L.
Perry County: New Lexington C., and

Southern L.
Muskingum County: Zanesville C.,

East Muskingum L., Franklin L., Mays-
ville L., Tri Valley L., and West Mus-
kingum L.
Guernsey County: Cambridge C.,

Madison L., Rolling Hills L., and Zane
Trace L.

Noble County: Caldwell E.V., and
Noble L.
Perry County: Crooksville E.V., and

Northern L.
Belmont County: Bellaire C., Martins

Ferry C., Barnesville E.V., and Bridge-
port E.V.

St. Clairsville-Richland L., Shadyside
L., and Union L.

Harrison County: Cadiz E.V., and
Harrison L.

Scioto County: New Boston City,
Portsmouth C., Bloom L., Clay L., and
Green L.
Minford L. Northwest L., Valley L.,

Washington Twp. L., and Wheelers-
burg L.
Washington County: Belpre C.,

Marietta C., Fort Frye L., Frontier L.,
Warren L., and Wolf Creek L.
Clermont County: Milford E.V., Bata-

via L., Clermont-Northeastern L., and
Goshen L.
Tuscarawas County: Claymont C.,

Dover C., New Philadelphia C., New-
comerstown E.V., Garaway L., Indian
Valley L., Strasburg-Franklin L., and
Tuscarawas Valley L.
Coshocton County: Coshocton C.,

Ridgewood L. (contracting), and River
View L. (contracting).
Harrison County: Conotton Valley-

Union L.
Holmes County: East Holmes L.

(contracting), and West Holmes L.
(contracting).

The establishment of joint vocational school districts and the encouragement
of vocational education programming under the Appalachian Regional Commis-
sion Act and the Vocational Education Act of 1963 as amended in 1968 have
encouraged a growth of vocational education in the Appalachian region. The
growth of vocational education services in the Appalachian counties to high
school youth between 1965 and 1970 can be illustrated as follows:

1965 1971 Percent growth

Number of classroom units of vocational education, all Appalachian
counties  263.10 606.98 131
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We can be proud indeed of the contributions the Appalachian Regional Com-
mission Act has made to the development of vocational education services for
youth and adults. It is important, however, to point out the present services
will cover only a portion of the Appalachian Regional area, and that a con-
tinuation of the Act will be necessary if we are to reach the long-range plans
established for that section of our state.
The school districts within the Appalachian region have cooperated to form

17 joint vocational school districts and four contract or individual planning
districts in addition to those districts that have been funded. Every effort
will be made to provide financial assistance from the state and Vocational
Education Act funds. The Appalachian Regional area, however, needs the
additional assistance of the Appalachain Regional Commission funds to sup-
plement the local funds that can be made available to bring vocational and
technical education services to youth and adults. (See Chart I).
The 21 vocational planning districts listed in Chart III cover the entire 138

school districts in the Appalachian counties of Ohio. Eight of the planning
districts have been funded. The construction and equipment funds needed for
the remaining districts are listed by planning district. Appalachian Act funds
are needed to cover 20 to 25% of the costs of construction and equipment needed
for vocational education.
Chart IV shows the planning districts listed in Chart III.
We are deeply interested in the broadening of the Appalachian Regional Com-

mission Services to assist with the operational costs of programs through opera-
tional funds. The assistance with operation costs as well as construction costs
will assist with the development of the Human Resource Center in the planning
stage at Tr -County Joint Vocational School, described earlier in this statement.
We must learn to focus services for youth and adults in a manner which will

make them available to people on an area or regional basis. The concept of a
person with a well body, a sound mind and job skills is essential, not only to
the well-being of the individual, but the future of our nation.
The Appalachian Regional Development Act provides a state-federal-local

system of services oriented to solutions of problems through a procedure which
respects the expertise and interests within the states, but which requires sound
planning and focusing of efforts and decisions for investments in keeping with
the plan. On the basis with our experience with the Appalachian Regional
Development Act, and on the basis of our long-range plans for continued assist-
ance from that Act, I would urge favorable consideration of the proposed
Amendments and continuation of that Act.

CHART III.—VOCATIONAL EDUCATION PLANNING DISTRICTS IN THE OHIO APPALACHIA REGION WITH THE NUM-
BER OF COOPERATING SCHOOL DISTRICTS, HIGH SCHOOLS AND ANTICIPATED CAPITAL OUTLAY TO SERVE 40.
PERCENT OF THE YOUTH 16 YEARS OF AGE OR OVER

Vocational education planning district, No. and Name

Anticipated
capital outlay Number of Number of
to serve the school high
40 percent districts schools

005—Tricounty JVSD Funded 9 9
006—Belmont County JVSD Funded 9 9
007—Southarn Hills JVSD $734,659.00 8 12
012—Clermont County JVSD 2,138,943.00 4 4
013—West Clermont local 370,585.20 1 2
014—South Central JVSD 2,395,441.00 10 10
040—Gallia County JVSD 2,644,088.00 5 5
044—Hamilton County JVSD 1 Funded 4 4
049—Jackson-Vinton JVSD 2,662,890.00 4 4
050—Jefferson County JVS0 3,131,399.00 5 14
054—Lawrence County JVSD  3,700,000.00 7 7
067—Meigs local 73,500.00 3 3
070—Switzerland of Ohio local 1,889,500.00 1 4
074—Morgan local Funded 1 1
075—Muskingum area JVSD Funded 14 14
077—Pike County JVSD Funded 4 4
084—Pickaway-Ross County JVSD 4,599,964.00 11 11
086—Scioto County JVSD Funded 10 11
091—Eastern Stark County JVSD 5,506,498.00 8 8
101—Buckeye JVSD 7,342,417.00 14 15
104—Washington County JVSD Funded 6 6

Total 37,189,834. 20 138 157

1 That portion in Clermont County.
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Chart 4

Vocational Education Planning Districts
In the Ohio Appalachia Region

Mr. JONES. Gentlemen, it is a great pleasure and enlightenment
for us to have you testify and give us your experiences you have had
throughout the years in dealing with the hopes and the aims that
are contained in the original act and the amendments to it.
I think if you have been here all day you have heard the expression

of members of the committee. You will agree, the ship is in good
hands. We have no reason to doubt it with leaders like Mr. Miller
and others who are so much engaged in this effort.
It is a pleasure to have had you gentlemen.
Mr. HECHT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We are very grateful for

the opportunity and very grateful to those of you who are on the com-
mittee and members of Congress for the continued support of the
Appalachian program.
Thank you.
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Mr. JONES. Our next witness is a friend of mine of long standing,
Dean Y. Matthews, executive director, Top of Alabama Regional
Council of Governments from Huntsville, Ala.
I do not know of any of my acquaintance who has had as much ex-

perience as he has had in city management and city planning and has
been so closely involved in matters of municipal government admin-
istration.
It is a pleasure to have you, Dean.

STATEMENT OF DEAN Y. MATTHEWS, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
THE TOP OF ALABAMA REGIONAL COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS

Mr. MATTHEWS. Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of
this committee, I am Dean Y. Matthews. I serve as director of the Top
of Alabama Regional Council of Governments. It is an honor for me
to appear at this hearing and tell you about TACOG.
Our organization is a local development district as provided for un-

der section 302(a) (1) of the Appalachian Regional Development Act.
The TARCOG district is composed of five counties in the mountain-

ous northeast corner of Alabama, and includes the city of Huntsville
and some 35 smaller communities. Our land area is larger than the
State of Delaware and Rhode Island combined. Our present popula-
tion is approximately 363,000, which is larger than that of the State
of Wyoming.
TARCOG was created through local initiative and with the assist-

ance of State and Federal governments so intergovernmental co-
operation is "built-in" to our structure. Virtually all of the communi-
ties and the counties within our district are dues-paying members of
TARCOG and the mayors and chairmen of the county commissions
represent their governments in TARCOG activities. Our 13 member
board rotates its monthly meeting place throughout our five counties.
We strongly believe in teamwork and cooperation and coordination

with a wide range of participants. There are a dozen committees of
TARCOG which contain professionals, minority representatives, as
well as elected officials. People cannot participate intelligently with-
out knowledge of our operations. This is achieved through television,
newspaper publicity, and a newsletter which we publish. We have
also made an inexpensive movie which tells about TARCOG.
In addition to our close ties with State agencies, TARCOG has a

variety of other relationships. We are a nonprofit organization. We
are also a tributary area development agency of the Tennessee Valley
Authority; however, we secure no funds through this arrangement.
TARCOG has been designated as the area-wide clearing house by
the Governor and the Office of Management and Budget. We have a
formal working relationship with other local development districts
in north Alabama.
The TARCOG local development district has been staffed for ap-

proximately 2 years. We now have a staff of 15 full-time employees,
eight of whom are professionals. In addition we have four students.
During the summer, we expect to hire an additional dozen students.
Our first major action was to secure a 5-year work program. With

consultant assistance, 125 structured interviews were held through-
out the region so we could learn what the problems of our district were
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and so we could focus our activities in an orderly manner. We wanted

to avoid spending 90 percent of our energy on 10 percent of the

problem.
Concurrently, we prepared an initial housing element for TARCOG

and for the city of Huntsville. This was done in part with HUD funds.

It indicated that there was a need of 8,000 to 10,000 low-income hous-

ing units in our district. Clearly, housing was our most important

need.
TARCOG is interested in development as well as planning. We,

therefore, incorporated a second organization, the Top of Alabama
Regional Housing Authority, to implement housing in our rural area.
TARHA, as we call it, and their not-for-profit corporation have the
authority to use a wide spectrum of housing programs. An application
for 2,000 units of public housing has been submitted to HUD, and we
are awaiting approval. Meanwhile, TARHA is constructing 17 houses
under section 235 of the Housing Act for qualified families. Some
units are occupied now.
TARHA relies on private homebuilders to construct all housing

units and I can assure you the homebuilding industry is very much
in favor of this arrangement.
TARCOG is continuing to give TARHA and others assistance

in low- and moderate-income housing. With consultant assistance, we
are identifying suitable sites and developing housing market studies.
We have assisted others in securing "frontend" funds under section
207 of the Appalachian Development Act to construct moderate-
income housing in Albertsville and Scottsboro. At the mayor's request,
we have assisted Rainsville in preparing an application for some tem-
porary housing for migrant laborers.
The collection and disposal of solid waste is deemed the second

greatest problem in our district. TARCOG worked closely with its
member governments, sanitarians, the State and Federal agencies on
this. Our objective was to plan and implement a five-county regional
solid waste system which would provide mailbox-to-mailbox collec-
tion in our rural area and also in urban areas. This is an unprecedentecl
operation, to our knowledge, because it involves a central city of
136,000 persons in addition to five counties. We sought out the best
consultant help available for this project; TARCOG believes is using
brains.
We have secured the local matching funds for this study by using

"in-kind" assistance. Our application will be submitted to the Environ-
mental Protection Agency this month. We contemplate paying for the
implementation, in part, through "user fees" which would be sent out
on the electric utility bill each month.
Our proposed northeast Alabama solid waste system has considerable

support. A joint meeting was held of all the five county commissioners
in all five TARCOG counties, and they unanimously endorsed this
approach.
TARCOG is a catalyst for expenditing action on needed regional

programs. We are not trying to build an empire. Our creation of an
independent housing authority and an independent solid waste system
indicate this. We are more anxious to see the job gets done than we are
to do it ourselves.
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Roads are needed in the TARCOG district, not only to strengthen
our viable primary and secondary economic growth centers with other
regional centers, but to allow rural citizens to reach employment and
educational facilities. TARCOG has participated in road studies
which show a clear need for a four-lane corridor route to Chattanooga
from Huntsville. Also, a preliminary cost-benefit study demonstrates
a need for a four-lane route from ScottSboro to Rome, Ga.
The Appalachian access road program has been an outstanding

success in our district. A large number of jobs are being created as a
result of access roads which serve Monsanto, Goodyear, and the mile.
long Revere plant. Many of these roads are under construction and the
full economic impact of these roads will increase as time passes.
The ARC youth leadership program of TARCOG is designed to

prevent the "brain drain" caused by out-migration of our most capable
youth from rural areas. Until the assistance of the Appalachian
Regional Commission, the rural areas were practically devoid of pro-
grams to give youth a vested interest in the area. We are uncovering
ways which this can be accomplished by establishing 12 youth councils
throughout the district and encouraging youth involvement in local
affairs. These include job fairs, environmental programs recreational
facilities development, conducting surveys, youth participation" in
government and the like.
The Appalachian Regional Commission offers us technical assist-

ance which is coordinated through the State. We have found them to
be top talent, not only in the area of youth leadership, but also in
housing, education, early childhood development, geology and re-
sources, economics, government finance road and highway planning,
communication, and in coordination. liTe rely on them heavily.
The TARCOG district has excellent growth potential. We are

working to accelerate this growth not only to bring our portion of
Appalachia into the mainstream of American living, but to foster a
balanced growth program. The resources of our area include abundant
water, economical power, available land, and recreation. People or
"human resources" are, of course, our greatest asset. The TARCOG
Local Development District is devoting its efforts to fill gaps in our
pool of resources with public investments which will be repaid many
times over by making our district more attractive to private develop-
ment.
A human resource program is presently underway in TARCOG

with the assistance of two full-time doctoral-level staff members who
are designing our plan. By any national standards, the educational
system in rural TARCOG is very poor although the State of Alabama
dedicates a larger percentage of its income to education than many
other States. Our income is low.
We expect to assist our area not by pumping more money into the

existing system, but rather to achieve greater cost effectiveness through
innovations in education. These may include establishment of a laser
link television network for education use; encouragement of youth in
the area of vocational technical schooling so they can make a living
wherever they may migrate; the use of "team teaching" to gain greater
use of scarce teaching talent; the establishment of educational coopera-
tives as may be warranted. There are other proven ways to achieve
greater benefits in rural education. These are under study.
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TARCOG's early childhood development program is another local,
development activity designed to prevent problems rather than to
endure them or find a cure. This component of our human resources
effort will aim at malnutrition in mothers-to-be and infants. Preventive
health problems will also keep welfare rolls from expanding.
Early childhood stimulation is expected to generate higher intelli-

gence in children. This program, again, would not be possible without
assistance from the Appalachian Regional Commission and the Social
Security Act provisions for day care.
The TARCOG district is a "regional laboratory" just as the Appa-

lachian Regional Commission in a national laboratory. We do not
believe in change for the sake of change; however, we are convinced
we should take advantage of new technological developments—to test
them and apply them to urban and regional problems if they offer
promise.
NASA's largest facility, the George C. Marshall Space Flight Cen-

ter, is located in the top of Alabama region. The earth resources sur-
vey program of NASA involves application of aerospace technology to
problems affecting our daily lives. Data is presently collected primarily,
by aircraft, with some supplement from Gemini and Apollo pho-
tography.
Beginning in 1972 and 1973, NASA will orbit unmanned earth

resources technology satellites (ERTS) and manned SKYLAB earth
resources experiments. These, supplemented with aircraft-derived
data, will provide a comprehensive and cost effective ability to study
the earth.
In order to optimize the data and technology transfer, several NASA

centers are working with potential users in public works fields at the
present time. Marshall Space Flight Center is working with TARCOG
in an attempt to provide data needed in regional planning and action.
They will apply their technological experience to analysis of existing
and additional aerial photography and other remote sensor data; and
they will assist us in direct application of aerospace technology, such
as instrumentation, to urgent needs of the region. This will not only
be a service to the community, but will also serve to prepare both
NASA and users for the more comprehensive operational systems
yet to come.
TARCOG is alert to possible resources which may help us achieve

our goals of social and economic development. The area's problems
are massive and so we seek massive solutions to brine,-

''' 
our district's

living standard up to that of the national average. We use a variety
of sources of assistance: TVA, NASA, HUD, LEAA, DOT, EDA,
BOR, and others. Without the assistance of the Appalachian Re-
gional Commission, our program could not be far reaching.
A regional plan is presently being formulated by TARCOG to

guide the orderly growth and development of the district. As part
of this, there is a comprehensive water, sewerage, and drainage plan
being formulated for our five-county area. This effort will be com-
pleted in 2 years and will be useful in making certain all water and
sewer improvements are in accordance with regional plans.
TARCOG gives technical assistance to local governments that are

limited in technical ability. Applications of assistance are prepared
which deal with highway safety, law enforcement assistance, neighbor-
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hood facilities, Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, nursing school pro-
grams, water and sewer facilities of HUD and FHA, _Appalachian
Regional Commission, Economic Development Administration, and
others.
Let me make one fact clear. TARCOG could not have an effective

program and accomplish the activities which I have described without
the aid we have been given by the Appalachian Regional Commis-
sion. Through ARC, we receive expert technical assistance, valuable
coordination with the many Federal agencies on our total development
program. The Appalachian Regional Commission holds conferences
which keep us informed on the ways and means by which we can best
accomplish our goals.
It has been through the efforts of ARC that State government

has become more responsive to local and regional needs. Our contact
with the Washington office are coordinated through the State and the
programs which we undertake represent concurrence by the local gov-
ernments, by the State, and by ARC. This strategy is the most success-
ful arrangement which I have observed in my 18 years of planning
and development.
TARCOG is called on to have input to the State Appalachian plan.

The State plan, in turn, affects the investment priorities of the total
Appalachian program. Thus, we feel an important part of shaping
the very program we will use.
The Appalachian regional development program was an experi-

ment. It no longer is. It has proved itself to be a model which should
be used throughout the United States.
Mr. Chairman, this concludes my formal testimony.
I will be happy to attempt to answer any questions which you may

have.
Mr. JONES. It is a very fine statement and one I am quite sure that

all the members will welcome because there is the need for these
programs in all of the 13 States that are involved.
They may vary from place and from time to time, but generally

they do generate a universal requirement, and that is what we sought
to establish in the 1965 act.
I have seen at first hand your operations and can attest to the

things that you filed in the report to the committee.
All of us worked for and supported the Appalachian program and

are pleased with the accomplishments. Now, one of the things that
has been pointed out to us time and time again is the fact that in these
community efforts we have been able to erase the prejudice and the
provincialism and the distance of one community against the other.
I cannot think of any area, if somebody had told me 5 years ago

that you could get Lawrence County to work with Morgan County
and Jackson County to work with Dekalb County, I would say you
needed a couch and about 10 'psychiatrists, not just one.
But these things are coming to pass. I think it is the approach of

the total community effort realizing that if we do not gain support
there together2 we will never get it going alone.
To me, this is a great accomplishment.
And yesterday we had Governor Moore and one of the most interest-

ing things that he reported to the committee beyond the overall pro-
gram and in one instance the program he has initiated and carried
forward is trying to eliminate these slums in rural Appalachia.
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You touched on it by talking about having a garbage collection and
proper disposal.
One of the things is to take out of the rural homes in Appalachia

these hideous automobiles and junk and trash around the homes. He
recited to us that he had used the National Guard. He had used the
State troopers, and what an effective effort it had been. They took and
counted the number of vehicles and it was over 12,000. He has gotten
rid of 5,000 of those vehicles and gotten them out of sight.
Some 3 weeks ago last Monday I drove up into this beautiful valley,

as beautiful as any place in the world, the Paint Rock Valley fingers
out into a cove, and I would drive out and drive back and I was
literally appalled to see this kind of condition.
I went to West Virginia 2 years ago and I came back as depressed

as anybody could be without returning from a funeral to have been
a witness to seeing, together with Mr. Harsha and we thought then,
well, something has got to be done about this. You have to talk about
the quality of life and education, all the other values of improving
rural life.
There was not anything more permanent in our minds when we

got back than the fact that they live in the surroundings which they
did and they are doing something about it.
I hope that your organization will let me send them the plans

and the usefulness that Governor Moore has employed over there
plus the fact that I hope and I am sure that Mr. Harsha is just as
anxious as I am to write in a provision in 302 to have these pilot
operations and see what we can do and make a profitable exhibit of
the clearing up of those kinds of conditions.
Mr. MATTHEWS. We are certainly open and would welcome any

plans and ideas any person has if it will help us create a better
environment.
Of course, our overall goal is essentially to keep the rural people

where they are and to train them and make them part of the labor
force and achieve a balanced growth policy so they will not migrate
out to the cities and cause an impaction problem there.
Mr. JONES. I cannot imagine anybody living in squalor and filth

ever aspiring to any of the prides it takes to warrant an education
or to get a job or anything else. It just seems to me that we are
missing one of the most important aspects of our capabilities and our
potential under Appalachia, and that is to clean up the slums.
Mr. MATTHEWS. That is correct.
I would like to say, Mr. Chairman, that many of the programs that

I have mentioned are just underway and it would appear to me to
be in the best interest of the United States to try to continue the
Appalachian Act at least 4 more years.
This will really give us a chance to complete our experiments.
Mr. Jos. If the habit of living is going to be under those condi-

tions and circumstances and you get an education, you know and I
know that we are going to leave those homes if you cannot walk
through the yard without walking around that thrashing machine or
old automobile or some old pile of junk which you have to walk around.
Mr. MATTHEWS. That is correct.
Mr. JONES. So it seems to me that we can spend a very little amount

of money and make a great gain and certainly an accomplishment by
trying to rid our communities of those kinds of conditions.
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I think you have started on it when you talk about garbage collec-
tion. I think you made a fine statement and a great contribution.
You know, I am going to live in Jackson County as long as I have

life left and I am just as anxious to improve my own community. That
is, I say, I did not realize that those conditions did exist in my own
county. I certainly want to do something and I know you are just as
anxious as I am.
Any further questions?
Thank you very much. You have been a very excellent witness.
There is a quorum call and we will recess now until 1 :30 this after-

noon.
(Whereupon, at 12:45 p.m., a recess was taken until 1:30 p.m., of the

same day.)
AFTERNOON SESSION

Mr. JONES. The subcommittee will be in order.
We have our very distinguished colleague as our first witness this

afternoon. He is now a member of the Appropriations Committee,
formerly a member of this committee, and we are delighted to welcome
Robert C. McEwen.
It is a great privilege for the committee to receive you, Mr. McEwen.

You have certainly been a valuable member of this committee and con-
tributed so much to the usefulness of our committee.
Mr. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chairman, I do want to go on record as welcom-

ing our colleague who formerly served on the committee, and partic-
ularly to take note of the fact that he has been so diligent in his
efforts to advance legislative proposals that fall in line with economic
development programs as well as the Appalachian regional program,
and I will follow your testimony with great interest. I know your par-
ticular section of the country has many of the same problems that
are unique to the entire Appalachian region.
We welcome you back to the committee.

STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT C. McEWEN, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK

Mr. McEwEN. Thank you, Mr. Clausen, and you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity afforded me to appear

before this committee. As one of its former members, I am particu-
larly appreciative of this opportunity to again sit with my colleagues,
even though I am now on the other side of the table.
While I was a member of this committee, an amendment to the

Appalachian Regional Development Act was adopted which directed
the President to make a study of the extent to which portions of upper
New York State should be included in either the New England Re-
gional Commission or Appalachian Regional Commission. This provi-
sion was part of the amendments made to the act in 1969 through
Public Law 91-123. The specific language was added to section 403.
The President's report to Congress, House Document No. 91-367,

recommended, among other things, that the six counties of my 31st
Congressional District of New York, along with many others, be in-
cluded in an economic development region. In particular, the report
favored inclusion of these counties within the Appalachian Regional
Commission because of the similarity of social and economic problems
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between upstate New York and the areas already included in the
Appalachian region.
This report, submitted by the President to the Congress last July, is

based on a very careful study made under the direction of the Secretary
of Commerce, to whom the President has delegated the responsibility
for this work.
I should like, Mr. Chairman, to refer to that message from the Pres-

ident. On page 2, I would call your attention to the language of the
second paragraph:
Without question, many of the counties of Upper New York suffer severe

economic distress. Sixteen counties outside the Appalachian Region currently
qualify for aid through the Public Works and Economic Development Act of
1965. Three EPA-funded Economic Development Districts embracing these coun-
ties and related growth centers have been formed to assist in economic planning.

In contrast to these "16 counties outside the Appalachian Region
currently qualified for aid through the Public Works and Economic
Development Act of 1965," there are presently 14 counties of New
York's southern tier which are included within the Appalachian Re-
gional Commission.
By referring to the map on page 4, you will note that only one of these

14 counties has EDA title I eligibility.
If I may be very parochial, let me contrast this with the six coun-

ties of my own Congressional District in the northern part of New
York. All of these counties in my district are eligible for aid through
the Public Works and Economic Development Act of 1965 because of
persistent high unemployment. There are 10 additional counties in
New York outside the Appalachian Region which are also eligible for
the same Federal assistance.

There are two economic development districts embracing the six
counties of my district, which are funded by the Economic Develop-
ment Administration. Yet none of these counties are eligible for the
aid which is available to their 14 sister counties under the Appalachian
program. If there is any question about the need and justification for
including additional New York counties in the Appalachian region, I
refer you to that part of the President's report contained on pages 10-
17 under the heading "Northern New York Rural Regions."
It seems to me there is every reason for providing the same assistance

to the counties of the northern tier as is available to the New York
counties of the southern tier already in the Appalachian region.
From the pages of the President's message that I just referred to, I

would call your attention to these statements:
"In general, the northern rural regions are characterized by smaller population

centers, lower population densities, an economy relatively strong in agriculture
and/or recreation, and a limited transportation network. Trends that act to hold
back the economy of this area include: a high rate of outmigration of the young,
unwillingness of industry to locate in the area given existing competitive loca-
tional and business incentives, and as mentioned earlier, •the general isolation
of these northern and central hinterland areas of New York."
"The further exploitation of the region's recreational resources is largely de-

pendent on improving its transportation linkages to the U.S. and Canadian urban
centers. The Adirondack Forest Preserve (Adirondack State Park) established
in 1885 stretches from the Canadian border to the St. Lawrence Valley. It contains
New York's highest mountains and many lakes." (Page 11)
"Two major highways have been proposed. The ̀ Nuway,' a proposed limited

access highway, would connect Binghamton via Utica to Ogdensburg. This trans-
portation link would greatly facilitate commerce and tourism from the Ottawa
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metropolitan center and the province of Ontario to northern New York and
points south. The important south to north traffic flow would likewise be sub-
stantially improved.
"Another proposed limited access road—the Rooftop Highway—would connect

Route 81 and Route 87. Although the exact route of the proposed 'Rooftop' High-
way has not yet been determined, the Rooftop Highway is expected to connect
the Watertown, Ogdensburg, Massena and Plattsburgh population centers. A
possible future extension of this proposed Rooftop Highway to the east would
form a needed link across Lake Champlain, and connect Interstate 89 at Burl-
ington, Vermont."

Mr. JONES. May I ask you a question at that point?
Under. the Federal Highway Act of last year on this highway you

have used the same ratio of benefits that will now be accomplished
with that of Appalachia and you have got to make State contributions.
Do you think there is any requirement for us to include this in

Appalachia since it is already in existing law?
Mr. McEwEN. On development of highways?
Mr. JONES. No,where we go up to 70-30 formula.
Mr. CLAUSEN. After 1973.
Mr. McEwEN. Yes, Mr. Chairman the change in the formula.
Mr. JONES. The change in the formula.
If we change the Appalachia Act to include this county, would it

advance the construction of a highway because the State of New York
can get advances for planning highways right now?
Mr. McEwEN. Quite so, Mr. Chairman.
I was just trying to think what date we wrote in, in the Highway

Act, when we were to change 70-30.
I know Mr. Clausen had an amendment on that.
Mr. CLAUSEN. I offered the amendment. The effective date would be

at the end of the fiscal year, so it will be July 1, in effect, in 1973.
Mr. McEwEN. July 1,1973.
Mr. Chairman, looking at the period between now and when that

would go into elect in that fiscal year, this might 'be something under
the Appalachian program in advance of when that 70-30 change
comes.
I think your suggestion has real validity that after that date when

all highway programs are going to be 70-30 will be a different picture.
I quite agree.
To go back to my statement, I quote:
The region gained only 6,000 during the 40-year span 1900 to 1940. Slightly

higher population increase was experienced between 1940 and 1960 (+25,000),
but on the whole net outmigration has prevented significant population growth.
(Page 13)
As will be noted unemployment levels are above average compared to New

York and the Nation. In the region comprising the counties of Franklin, Lewis,
Jefferson and St. Lawrence, exist some of the highest unemployment rates in
New York State. These high unemployment levels have recently gone up even
further. At the same time, per capita income for the above counties is among
the lowest in New York. With an estimated 1967 population of 264,000 and a
labor force of 89,000, the area's employment growth was the lowest in the State,
showing a net decline of 1,800 or 2 percent during the 1960-67 period.
With a limited number of available jobs, resulting in low level of employment,

outmigration is the usual response. The impact of this chain reaction results
in a greater percentage of older people who having been unemployed for longer
periods tend to Withdraw from the labor force. Other indices of distress for
this area are discussed in the sections immediately following giving a brief
overview of housing, education and medical facilities for the region.

6U-139 71 16
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Frequent references in this report to "high unemployment levels,"
"outmigration of the young," "limited transportation network," et
cetera, in an area whose dominant geographic feature is that part
of the Appalachian chain known as the Adirondack Mountains, sus-
tains the recommendation of the study that:
There is sufficient economic justification to warrant the inclusion of por-

tions of upper New York State in an economic development region. Further, the
socioeconomic orientation of the area in question appears to favor inclusion
within the Appalachian region. However, because of the impending expiration in
June 1971 of the legislative authority for all regional development commissions,
and because future policy regarding the entire regional commission program is
now being developed based on extensive evaluation of the past five years' ex-
perience, we recommend that, in the context of whatever post4971 regional
development program may be recommended to the Congress, upper New York
State be considered in a region which includes other portions of New York
State and Pennsylvania.

For these reasons, I feel that the Appalachian Regional Develop-
ment Act should be extended in time and area. It should be extended to
include the counties of northern New York, which I have mentioned,
beePuse the facts and equity justify such an extension.
Thank you, Mr. 'Chairman.
Mr. JONES. Thank you very much.
Mr. Clausen?
Mr. CLAUSEN. I think you have made an excellent contribution to

the record.
Many of your problems are similar to back in my own congressional

district. We have the formula change of 70-30 after 1973, but it is your
feeling that you want to see that section of your area included in the
bill that is passed by this committee. Is that in effect what you are
saying?
Mr. McEwE-N-. That is in effect it. Mr. Clausen.
I reiterate, the thing that is difficult for my constituents to under-

stand, narticularly that part that lives in the rugged Adirondack coun-
try which they consider to be part of the Appalachian chain where they
have the most severe outmigration, chronic high unemployment, trans-
portation network deficiencies that have retarded this area, all of
these counties, every one of them are fully eligible under title I of the
Economic Public Works and Economic Development Act of 1965 and
then they look if they may be forgiven for being a little envious at
the 14 southern tier counties where only one of all of those 14 counties.
all of them in the Appalachian program where they are building de-
velopment highways, only one of them, Mr. Chairman, of all those 14
counties is even eligible under FDA standards.
Yet this northern mountainous region, every single county is fully

eligible under EDA and they are not under a regional program with
the benefits that we all know come from a regional program.
They have three economic development districts.
Mr. CLAUSEN. Do they have economic development districts now?
Mr. McEWEN. Yes, they do, Mr. Clausen.
There are three economic development districts in the upper part,

north of the Mohawk River in New York State. Two of them embrace
all of the counties and some additional ones, all of the counties in my
district, and then there is one in the Mohawk area.
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Mr. CLAUSEN. So, in other words, you at that level have taken all of
the basic initiatives required to establish that which is available undei:
the EPA program.
Mr. McEwEN. We feel we have, that we have done all we can with-

out regional permission.
The three districts really geographically embrace the western Adi-

rondack counties and the eastern Adirondacks and the southern Adi-
rondack areas.
It is such as an area transportationwise, the difficulty of getting eco-

nomic development districts set up where they could actually meet and
work on things within the area because some parts of the Adirondack
country you cannot get to a fairly nearby section in a straight line.
There are no highway connections.
Mr. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chairman, the problem that occurred to me, and

I have been going back and forth, as you know, between the EPA
committee hearings as well as the Appalachian Regional hearings,
and it apepars to me that it is conceivable that maybe we should be
looking at it from one end or the other to expanding the EPA pro-
grams to permit this kind of coordination between the highway devel-
opment of highways and the basic EPA projects.
Mr. MoEwEic. Let me say, Mr. Chairman, in response to what Mr.

Clausen has said, I debated what subcommittee I should be before.
Mr. CLAUSEN. I suggest you go before both of them.
Mr. JONES. Let me go back. Mr. Sweeney is here. He was the initial

Federal cochairman.
The State of New York decided, and the State of Mississippi de-

cided they would not be a part of Appalachia originally.
Mr. CLAUSEN. Originally.
Mr. JONES. And they were consulted. They had very long deliberate

considerations and later on after we created the Act in 1965, the State
of New York and State of Mississippi decided that they wanted to be
a part of Appalachia, and they were a party originally to that op-
portunity.
They elected to come in, and when they did, the Governors of the

respective States acting through the Commission, designated the
counties in accordance with an amendment in the 1965 act.
Mr. McEwEN. Mr. Chairman, if I might comment on that.
Mr. JONES. If my history is wrong, Mr. Sweeney is here.
Mr. McEwEN. Mr. Chairman, my recollection, I agree with you in

part and in part I do not.
I think you are quite correct when you say that originally the Gov-

ernor of New York State did not seek to be included in Appalachia.
When the Appalachian Regional Development Act of 1965 was on

the floor of the other body, the late Senator Roberty Kennedy offered,
and the senior Senator, Senator Javits, joined with him in an amend-
ment to bring in these 14 southern—well, I think there were 11
original counties possibly, and it has now increased to three more,
and that was written in by an amendment to the act that was put in
over on the Senate side.
That is where those counties came in was by a Senate amendment

offered by Senator Kennedy and supported by Senator Javits, and that
was written in on the floor of the Senate.
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My recollection, Mr. Chairman, goes back because when this was
added in 1965 on the Senate side, I then endeavored to offer a floor
amendment to bring in additional counties in New York to those in the
southern tier.
Mr. JONES. You mean 1967 or 1965?
Mr. McEwEN. 1965, going back originally to the 1965 act after the

Senate added these New York counties.
Now, the Governor's position at the present time as I understand

it is that he favors the large geographical area,the larger number of
counties that this message of the President speaks of.
Mr. JONES. Was it not true that when Governor Rockefeller decided

that he wanted the State of New York to be included in Appalachia,
he came in with certain covenants or agreements that all the money
would be used for a corridor highway?
Mr. McEwEN. I imagine that is true, Mr. Chairman.
I do not know that, but I know that is where the money has been

spent.
That could well be true. I know that it has been a good deal put into

corridor highways.
I did not know that was an agreement.
Mr. JONES. I do not mean it was an agreement, but the proposal

that Governor Rockefeller made to the Governors Conference of the
State cochairman was that he wanted to use it for a corridor.

Clear us up on that, Mr. Sweeney.

STATEMENT OF JOHN SWEENEY, ESQ., FORMER FEDERAL
COCHAIRMAN, APPALACHIAN REGIONAL COMMISSION

Mr. SWEENEY. When you say New York originally came into the
program they had a desire to spend all the funds for the highway.
Mr. JONES. Was that not the condition which they accepted Appa-

lachia?
Mr. SWEENEY. It was a big fight, Mr. Chairman, which excluded

New York from any participation in the highway program in the
first year until you folks had had a chance to add more money to
the pot.
That was the major reason why New York as desirous of participa-

tion in the Appalachian program to get the help primarily on U.S.
17 through that southern tier, but we could not carve up an already
agreed upon highway allocation.
We let them in the program in full participation and for everything

except highways in the first year.
Then the Governor made some very strong representations to both

the Congress and the rest of the Governors, and they were included
the second year when you folks added some additional money for
their participation.
Mr. McEwEN. Thank you very much.
Mr. JONES. I knew we got into some kind of corridor arrangement

in New York.
I am glad you are here to clear that up, Mr. Sweeney.
I would like to have the document which you just presented, since

it is a public document, it will not be reproduced in the hearing, but
it will be placed in the subcommittee file.
Mr. McE WEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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(The document, message from the President of the United States
transmitting a study, with recommendations of the extent to which
portions of upper New York State should be included in either the
New England or the Appalachian region, section 110 of Public Law
91-123, can be found in the files of the subcommittee.)
Mr. JONES. Are there any further questions ?
Mr. HARSHA. No questions.
I do want to commend the gentleman.
Mr. JONES. Thank you very much.
Our next witness is Mr. R. E. Hughes, former Appalachian State

representative of the State of South Carolina, from Greenville, S.C.
Mr. Dorn?
Mr. DORN. Mr. Chairman, if I may be permitted to say so, I ap-

preciate this opportunity.
Mr. Hughes was the first Appalachian commissioner in South

Carolina for the succeeding years after this program started. He
was a pioneer, and did an outstanding job, and he is familiar with the
Appalachian program since its inception.
I think we are very fortunate to have a witness of his qualifica-

tions and experience and knowledge to be with us today.
I might say that he has always approached this from getting peo-

ple together from different counties, different areas.
I remember he entertained the Vice President of the United States,

Mr. Humphrey, in his home, and also the Governor in his home, and
others from the political parties.
He was really a promoter of togetherness in this Appalachian

program.
Good to have you.
Mr. JONES. It is good to have you with us, Mr. Hughes.
We know you a little bit, I am sure a little bit better than you

know us.
Your accomplishments have been acclaimed throughout Appa-

lachia and it is a great pleasure to have you today.

STATEMENT OF R. E. HUGHES, GREENVILLE, S.C.

Mr. HUGHES. My name is R. E. Hughes, and I am from Greenville,
S.C. Shortly after the Appalachia Act became law, our Governor sent
a man from his office to me. It was explained to me that there was
a Government 'program that very few people in our area understood.
It was called the Appalachian program. The Governor had decided
to appoint 12 men to administer the program and advise the Gov-
ernor. When the 12 men met, I was elected chairman, followed by
the Governor's appointing me the South Carolina State representa-
tive to the A.R.C. I served until 1969 when training of a successor
was satisfactorily completed.
There were many interesting experiences. In the beginning, our

own newspapers and many others were critical and generally opposed
to the program because they did not understand the law. After a
short while, newspaper editors enthusiastically endorsed the Ap-
palachia program and, in criticizing other Government efforts, drew
parallels with the successful results that Appalachia accomplished.
At the time the Governor turned the program over to the 12 men,
there was absolutely no plan, no organization, nor any idea of what
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should be done to improve our condition, how much it would cost,
nor where to start. The first effort of the 12-man group was to go out
among the people, talk and listen, and from these grassroots dis-
cussions bring some order, reasons, and plans to the method for us
to proceed. There could not be a better example of true grassroots
plans.
Six counties in South Carolina are included in the Appalachian

program. The 12 members of the Commission were appointed, two
from each county. Greenville is in the center of the six counties and has
the largest population. It has almost half the population of the total
of the six counties. Of all the programs that have ever been instituted
in our area, the Appalachian program is by far the most universally
accepted in our area and the State of South Carolina. Many examples
may be given of the successful results. You would be interested in some
typical ones. About 2 years ago the General Electric Co. started work
on a $50 million plant in Greenville County. This plant is now pro-
ducing electrical generators. These generators are a conversion from
jet engines that are designed to produce electricity for utility com-
panies. In this way the utility company can have the small generator
to produce electricity during the peak load periods of demand for
power. Although this was located in our area only about 2 years ago,
within the last 30 days General Electric again started construction to
more than double the size of this plant.
At both the first and second announcements of the General Electric

plants, the officials of the company had the typical public relations
meeting with all the news media present. At each meeting it was
stated that the largest single influence on their decision to locate here
was the training process for employees available at Greenville T.E.C.
The second most influential item in General Electric making this de-
cision was the people of our area. Of course, the combination of Green-
ville T.E.C. and other investments by the Appalachian program, plus
the people of our area, have caused other industries to locate in the
A Dna lachian part of South Carolina. Last Thursday, Cryovac,
division of W. R. Grace Co., announced their plans for construction of
another very large plant.

nother result of the program is that there was constructed under
the health program of Appalachia. the Marshall I. Pickens Hospital
for mentally disturbed people. Previously in our area, when a family
had a member that was having a mental problem, it was kept a secret.
The reason was the way the insane asylum in Columbia treated the
patients. Now, with the Marshall I. Pickens facility, high society
people are boasting of having relatives and friends there, because
success with the patients is common. When they are released, most of
them become normal citizens again.
As has been said, no one doubts that the Appalachian program is

thP most effective Government program ever attempted in our area.
Think of the educational benefits that Appalachia has brought to this
area. There have been vocational high schools built and operated
on a very modern basis. Children go in the daytime and adults go
at night. They are learning a trade. The studies are job-oriented. These
vocational high schools are places the mountain people do not mind
attending. They enjoy coming to them and realize the advantages
they offer.
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The T.E.C. schools have made several studies of just what an edu-
cation at these schools means. On the average, a student who completes
a course increases his pay almost immediately by 25 percent. This
expanding income also helps the other business in the area. We told
you of the General Electric plant and the Cryovac Co. There would
be a list too long to enumerate of the different companies that could
testify as to the educational benefits people receive at Greenville T.E.C.
One company made a study and found that 85 percent of their em-

ployees were taught at Greenville T.E.C. In addition to the T.E.C.
program, there have been junior colleges and 4-year colleges that 
have been benefited from the Appalachian program.
One interesting sidelight is that there was a meeting at Spartan-

burg Junior College. They needed a Science Building very much,
which would cost $400,000. There was a way to get financing for about
three-quarters of this amount. However, the remaining one-quarter
was just not available. One director spoke up and said, "I will give
$90,000 if the school will raise the other $10,000 and get the $300,000
from Government grants." Of course, Appalachia was one of the pro.
grams, and they did their share. Today the Science Building is pro-
ducing very capable men.
The Clemson University graduate engineering school has helped

bring some highly sophisticated industry to our area. Not too many
years ago we called Clemson the "cow college" because of the agri-
culture emphasis, but this emphasis is gone forever now.
Another part of Appalachia is the health program. In our 6-county

area, we have approximately 600,000 people; but we have only half
the doctors per capita as the national average. We have no medical
school in the area; but by training the people to help the doctors, each
doctor we have can be more effective with his time. A study of the
medical graduate of the less than M.D.'s shows that those going to the
paramedical school had an average income before the medical train-
ing of $253 per month, but afterward went into jobs paying them
an average of $400 per month.
The people of our area also need to be taught how the services of

doctors can help their health problems. After they know about these
services, there has to be some way to provide the services. An exam-
ple, dentists should be made available to people who have never been
to a dentist. After these services are provided, there has to be some
education of the people as to how to prevent diseases. This training is
resulting in that it is generally recognized that the doctors and hos-
pitals are treating more and more really sick patients than previously.
There was a time when our hospitals had many old rich ladies who
wanted the doctors to just hold their hands, but the doctors were not
practicing much medicine. Now, there are some very sick people being
treated by our doctors and hospitals.
To go back to our Marshall I. Pickens Hospital, mental health

has been a problem in our area. due fn the condition of the old insane
asylum in Columbia. located 100 miles to the. south. Now with this
new facility the adults are using it to capacity. and everyone is very
pleased. A more touching and possibly more interesting subject is
that they have a children's center there which has been completed for
17 months. Recently a study WilS made of the center. They treat emo-
tionally disturbed children from 6-12 years old with a system that
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was developed by the National Institutes of Health. The system is
based on treatment and prevention of the problem. From opening day,
a full capacity of children has been present. The study shows that all
except one of those treated, is back in regular classrooms, with normal
children; and that it is possible for these children to adjust to regular
classroom conditions and to progress in their studies. The cost of this
is rather high, but the study shows that what happens to a child also
has a tremendous effect on the family and the community at large.
These problems must be handled by a team of trained specialists which
is expensive. The average stay of the children is 61/2 months each; and
it is hoped that this can be reduced, thereby reducing the cost of treat-
ment. The church and the YMCA do not have the facilities to handle
such problems. It is so very important that these children be corrected
at an early stage, because it is easy to connect a disturbed child's be-
havior with juvenile delinquency, and the hardened criminal. The
cost of putting the criminal through a reformatory, later through the
penetentiary, and then to count the loss to the. public of the taxes this
individual would have paid had he gone through a normal life, earning
his income and paying his taxes, has been estimated.
No estimate is included for the human suffering and property

damage that the criminal may do or the cost of having the policeman
apprehend that criminal. It is indicated that such a criminal would
cost an average of $84,884. The cost per child to the taxpayers for this
institution is $2,880. From this it is projected that the savings on one
child would equal the total budget for treatment operations for 1
year. There is an indication that on the national average 10 percent of
all children need help. This is the only facility in or near Greenville.
A. way is needed to train specialists in order that they can go into the
school systems and out into the general public and help many more
children. Private people made contributions for this facility, and there
were city, county, and State taxes, but it could not have been possible
without Appalachia.
We are expecting and can clearly see ahead wonderful results from

another Appalachian project. That is the completion of South Caro-
lina Highway 11, which will make it possible for the mountain popu-
lation to get a good highway and ride to a nearby city. There they can
(To to one of the schools, then get a job 'and continue to live in their
present location. It has been said that transportation in a modern city
is more important than food, clothing, or shelter. That is because in
a modern city, you cannot get food, clothing, or shelter unless there is
some form of transportation. This is also true in the mountain areas.
South Carolina Highway 11 is going to be very scenic with many

gorgeous views of the mountains which will attract tourists. Much
more important, there are very usable plantsites. In addition, this
highway will connect many State parks and also provide a good route
to the new Duke Power Keowee-Toxaway water reservoir that is now
under construction.
Another benefit to our area is the pollution control provided by

these funds. Our area had more than a fair share of old plants. Under
the new laws that have been passed by the Federal and State govern-
ments, many of these plants would have been closed, resulting in
unemployment of many people. These plants were located in areas
where jobs were needed most, which was the little village that had
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been created only because of this work available at the plant. One
Appalachian grant was made for just a small percent of the total cost
of treatment plant where there was a problem. They were going to
lose 3,600 jobs if the plant had to close, but the Appalachian funds
saved those 3,600 jobs. Also, some of the small cities were helped in
cleaning up their pollution. They simply could not raise the funds
that were necessary to build a proper treatment plant.

Certain amenities were made possible by Appalachian funds. A sys-
tem of libraries over the six counties were formed. These libraries are
of tremendous help to our schools. Also, when the executives of the
large corporations study our area, we ride them by or walk them
through the new library. In addition, we have received assistance for
a system of parks, and everybody knows how beneficial they are.
The second reason given for locating plants in our area was the qual-

ity of the people. This is an interesting thing that no one can document.
Do you remember not too many years ago when the men in the moun-
tains grew corn and delivered it to the city in bottles? The "Revenuers"
were the people who tried to stop this. Many of the mountain people
were afraid of those "Revenuers" because they were Government men.
This has contributed in some degree to their attitude toward all govern-
ment. Yet these people are fiercely honest. A man said, informally, that
he had assembly plants in other places in the United States that do the
exact same work as his plant in our area. However, in our section a man
will not let a cracked part go by inspection. He will stop the assembly
line to straighten the problem. This cuts his production, but he wants
to see an honest product which saves his company in the final analysis.
These people want to give a day's work for a day's pay.
They are highly motivated people and go through many hardships to

go to the schools that have been provided for them. They know that
the training in those schools is job directed. This makes them willing,
to go through hardships of making sacrifices at home and cut on neces-
sities in order to get to go to these schools.
They have seen that the average increase in their income is 25 per-

cent and in many cases see that the individual doubles his income by
going to school. Of course, you know that we started with a very low
per capita income and have not caught up with the national average by
any stretch of the imagination. When Appalachia was started, it was
easy to see that education was important because two-thirds of our work
force was untrained and a literacy rate existed that nobody would
believe.
Another thing believed, but not proved, is that unemployment figures

in our area do not properly or accurately reflect the extra facts. This
could be from fear of the Government man as mentioned previously.
Another result of education in the area is that we see executive

positions more available. We have about half as many jobs that pay
$15,000 or more as the national per capita average. Now, $15,000 lobs
are becoming more visible. This causes the college graduate to look
around and see some possibility for advancement in our area. By this
and other means we are keeping more of our college graduates.
Another proof of what Appalachia has done is that the bank debits

have been increasing regularly. During January and February of
this year bank debits in Greenville, S.C., exceeded $500 million each
month for the first time in history. Greenville County now has 52,600
manufacturing jobs. We can see diversification among these jobs.
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As you know, the Appalachian program started in 1965, but it took
until 1966 to make the first grants. The type of thing that Appala-
chia does cannot be done quickly. It is necessary to get the grant, then
build the building, then get the teachers and students into the schools,
then teach the student, then they get jobs, then they produce. That
is a long time span. Appalachia does need time.
We have seen some other interesting results. Local and State taxes

increased during these last 5 years. Personal and corporate giving
increased. There is more interest by the individual in our community.
Our State government is looking at the Appalachian area of the State
for the first time and actually copying what we are doing in many
instances.
We are finding more cooperation between local, State, Federal G-ov-

ernments and business institutions.
While Appalachia did not furnish all the money for all these proj-

ects, the Appalachian funds were the last to be committed and were
the ones that in the final analysis made the projects possible.
I certainly thank you, Mr. Chairman, and committee members and

guests and Congressman John C. Calhoun, I thank you.
This program started in South Carolina in a very modest way.
I honestly do not believe our Governor understood it when he chose

two men from each of the six counties to take the program over and
opernte it for him.

All nf the.e men were from different fields of endeavor. This group
of 12 men operated the program.
In the beginning, the newspapers were writing editorials about

this being a ridiculous program.
We had the real pleasure in our area of seeing the biggest news-

paper write an editorial to contradict their former editorial which
just never happened before, to my knowledge.
It is very hard to believe, but I do have the two editorials just

for proof.
The program started as I say modestly. We had no planning agency

in our area.
We had nobody that knew what we needed, how much it would

cost, or how to start.
We got the group together and started to tour these six counties

and talk to all the people.
We listened to the different things they had to say, and from that,

started on our own merry way.
Mr. JONES. Mr. Hughes, I believe you first of all in your first con-

siderations felt the southland needed the type of schools that we call
our secondary schools, and that was your first emphasis, was it not?
Mr. HUGHES. Just after making this tour it became very evident,

making a few counts we found that two-thirds of our labor force was
untrained, and the illiteracy rate was unbelievable. It was no decision
to make it. It was very obvious that education was the place that we
had to go to work on and the place to start with was at the vocational
high school level.
We started a program where every child is within about 15 miles

of a vocational high school.
These schools are operated on what are right modern concepts,

what is a modern concept nowadays, I think.
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The children go to school in the daytime and the adults come in
at night, and in that way we teach twice as many students during
the day as might normally be the capacity of a vocational high school.
Mr. JONES. You know it is not uncommon now that we have in most

vocational schools fathers and sons attending at the same time.
Mr. HUGHES. And real competition between them. They just love it.

It is a little game with them
' 
and they enjoy it thoroughly.

As absolute positive results of proof of the pie is in the eating, we
had about 2 years ago the General Electric Co. comes to Greenville.
S.C.
About 30 days ago they announced the doubling of that original

plan.
The first plant cost $50 million, the second plant will double the

capacity. At both announcements they had the regular news media
present and made the very public statement that there is one firm
reason that we came here, and that is the Greenville Technical School
system. That is the reason we came here.
There is one only other reason that came anywhere close, and that

was the caliber of the people, and the tech school was the total
reason.
Mr. DORN. Was the tech school built entirely without Appalachia ?
Mr. HUGHES. It was entirely made possible by Appalachia.
There were other Government programs, but there was also some

local tax money and State tax money that went into it. There were also
some private contributions.

Greenville Tech is an extremely needed institution, we have other
institutions there that are rather interesting.
Mr. JONES. Tell us about your changing your curriculum to meet the

requirements of your industrialization.
Mr. HUGHES. We had different committees in that tech school that

are part of industry.
We would have the head of the General Electric plant as an adviser.

We would have the man from the W. R. Grace Co. which has several
plants there. We will have a man from that plant, and they are advis-
ers to the school, and keep the school up to date on the next thing that
is needed by industry in the area.
In this way an industry can open a plant, and today the plant is

open and all the workmen are already trained, completely trained,
and they are ready ot make a product.
Mr. JONES. Do you implement it with the Manpower Training

Act.?
Mr. HUGHES. Yes, sir.
Mr. JONES. The provisions of the Wage and Hour Act, of the train-

ing programs?
Mr. HUGHES. We certainly do, just as vigorously as they will allow

it.
Mr. JONES. So it fits the needs that would otherwise be totally lost

to you.
Mr. HUGHES. That is right. These people simply would not know

what a lathe was if we did not have the schools.
Mr. JONES. Well, prior to that all you taught them in vocational

school was how to chop wood and draw water.
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Mr. HUGHES. Or try to be a little farmer. They were teaching
farming in the local high schools, and there was no farming in our
industry.
Farming is almost gone.
Mr. PORN. Already in surplus, but it does permit these people to

stay out there and commute.
Mr. HUGHES. That is right, and we tied the other programs into

it, the same type of arrangement.
Mr. DORN. How many people do you have at the GE plant now,

and do they anticipate employing more?
Mr. HUGHES. They have about 2,000 now, and we expect 2,000 more.
They make a very diversified product. It is not dependent upon

textiles.
Also we have another problem, and that is about 70 percent of our

manufacturing employees are employed in textiles and parallel work.
Now, that was in 1965. Largely through the Appalachian funds

being available we have been able to diversify the activities of the
workers. It is down to right about 50 percent now.
So we have reduced that by about 20 percent.
Mr. JONES. Do you see any other byproducts of those schools, such

as an appetite for better work habits, pride in the community and
these things that enhance the value of community life?
Mr. HUGHES. We certainly do, sir.
We hate to put numbers on everything, but the average student that

takes a course at Greenville Tech comes out with a 25-percent higher
salary than he had before he went into Greenville Tech.
This creates so much more money in the area that the other indus-

tries are upgrading those that are not connected with Tech, and the
retail industry makes more money, the whole area has just had a real
rise in its appearance, in its feel, it really has a wonderful business
compared to what it did have.
Now, we do not mean to say we have a boom, but compared to

what is was, it is just excellent.
As long as they keep building plants of a diversified type, we are

able to take care of our people that are laid off at the textile plants.
We have other things we have done in the educational field..
Clemson University was called the Cow College for many years.

They teased the graduates.
Mr. JONES. When did they change the name?
Mr. HUGHES. Such things as the Appalachian funding of a gra,du-

ate engineering school has turned that school into one of the most
sophisticated schools in our area.
They have upgraded their curriculum, and are just turning out

students that are staying in the area.
They are manufacturing their own little inventions in different

places. They are doing extremely well.
The education has been the prime objective of our area and it is

obvious that this is why.
Another thing we did was the Marshall Pickens Hospital.
The hospital is for the mentally ill, and it used to be that our people

who would have some member of the family that was mentally ill and
had to go to columbia, and they kept it a secret because it was a dis-
grace.
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Now the fact that one of the members of the family is at Marshall
Pickens, they do some real good for the people that go there for men-
tal problems, and they come out as normal citizens.
In this institution we have a school for 20 mentally disturbed chil-

dren. We can only handle 20 at a time.
This has been created 17 months. There has been a study made of

a group of 20 that went through.
This school teaches on the basis that the National Institutes for

Health suggests. And they try to treat the problem, and they try to
work out a prevention of the problem.
After studying these 20 students in an average time of 61/2 months,

all the children—and these are children whose ages are 6 through 12,
all except one was returned to a normal classroom, and all except this
one has a normal progress in his day-to-day classwork.
This is very significant to me for this reason. The study went on to

make a comparison of the mentally disturbed children.
They compared this mentally disturbed child that is corrected at

this early age with one that is not, and the one that is not goes on to
juvenile delinquency and from there to the penitentiary, the hard
line criminal.
They made an estimate of the cost to society of one that was not

corrected compared to one that was corrected, and they put into this
cost the juvenile corrections, the cost of the penitentiary, the loss in
taxes that a normal person would pay over a normal period of his life
if he had gone on and earned his regular income.
No amount was put in for damage to property or damage to human

beings or the cost of hiring the policemen to apprehend the criminal.
None of that was cranked in.
The figure that came out for this criminal, the other one was $84,800

over a lifetime.
This school for the children is rather expensive. It costs $2,080 for

the treatment of one of these children. That is what it costs the tax-
payers in our area, but the difference between this $2,000 and the
84,000 would be enough to run the budget of our school for a whole
year.
Mr. JONES. I am glad to know 

i 
something is being done about this.

I guess the most saddening experience s to see a child that is
retarded. It is a very sad thing.
Mr. HUGHES. It certainly is, sir, and an amazing statistic they had

in this study is that approximately 10 percent of all the children have
this problam which is far above anything that I had seen anywhere
published before.
The future of this school should be to train.
Mr. JONES. I guess it is the reason because we do not have contact

with children, and we are not aware of it.
Mr. HUGHES. Could be. A very serious thing.
I know of no other direct effort being made anywhere in our area

except this. All of our projects we have of this type are made possi-
ble by Appalachia and planned in the program.
Mr. JONES. Our parochial schools have perhaps been doing some-

thing about it for the last two centuries, and has had very fine suc-
cess at a very nominal cost.
Mr. HUGHES. It would be something to study.
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It is amazing that this one school has done this much good and we
have no other schools of a similar type anywhere in the neighborhood.
The thing in our priority, after education and health, was our high-

way program, and we are building a highway called Highway 11
that is not complete, but we certainly see that this highway crossing
five counties will make it possible for the people that live in the
mountains to ride on a good road to one of these nearby vocational
and technical high schools or colleges, go back home at night.
After he gets his education, he can come to town, work at his job

and continue to live where he does.
I heard a man say something the other day that in a modern city

transportation is more important than food, clothing and shelter.
That is because if you cannot get food clothing or shelter to the people,
if you have no transportatoin, they will starve or freeze.
Almost the same thing is true in one of these mountainous areas.

If you cannot get any transportation you are just about going to be
deprived of your food, clothing and shelter, particularly in the modern
way as we know it.
Highway 11 certainly will go a long way toward solving that

problem.
Mr. JONES. Well, of course if they keep people stationary it might

be like the Irish. And as you falOw this is a day for the Irish.
Take the case of the celebrated actress, Miss Keller. Someone asked

her once when she came back to Ireland what was the first thing she
thought about. She says I weep.
Why do you weep on coming back to Ireland she was asked. She

says I know this is my native land.
Those are the great emotional attachments that are made to your

community and they play a part in all the rest of your life.
If it is a pleasant memory, an exciting one, or it could be a depressing

one, but always it leaves an impression.
Mr. HUGHES. That is our home. We developed some amenities in the

area through these funds.
We have a system of libraries, and they have been very beneficial

to the schools. They are also beneficial to those of us who showed the
executives that come to our area looking over the area thinking of
building a plant.
We always try to drive them by the library, or we take them through,

and it has been most impressive.
The second part of the reason that GE said they were going to locate

in the area was the people. We have an unusual group of people. You
can remember just a few years ago when they grew the corn on the
side of the mountain and delivered it to the city in bottles, and this was,
of course, against the law, and they developed a fear of the revenuers.
This has gone on to a fear of Government men. It is not easy to get

these people involved in these different programs.
Yet, we have now found that they just love these vocational high

schools. It is almost a social outlet for them and they deprive them-
selves of unbelievable things in order to get t:o go.
Mr. JONES. Any questions?
Mr. Snyder has been engaged in other committee work, and that is

the reason he has been unable to be in constant attendance. He is one
of our most valuable members on the committee. He wanted to be
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with us all the time, but his obligations were not concurrent with our
hearings.
Mr. HUGHES. I have heard a great deal of Mr. Snyder.
Mr. SNYDER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. As I follow your testimony

I noted your statement in regard to the revenuers and corn products.
You make reference to the people who produce the illegal liquid corn.
Mr. HUGHES. Yes.
Mr. SNYDER. In your statement you say that these people are fiercely

honest, and in the next sentence that a man said informally that he
has an assembly plant in the United States that could do the exact
same work as the plant "in our area."
You say in our section a man will not let a cracked bottle go by

without inspection. Is there any correlation with the statement im-
mediately before it, about the revenuers?
Mr. HUGHES. I certainly realize the apparent contradiction, but

this is a part of the peculiarity of these people. The matter of Gov-
ernment people is just treated differently.
Mr. SNYDER. But you are not suggesting that you have a program

where you bring these illegal revenuers into a plant to inspect and find
these cracked bottles where it is illegal, do you, sir?
Mr. HUGHES. No, Mr. Congressman. The suggestion is to show what

real opposites we have.
This is to point out how different these people are. They have a

different attitude toward Government.
Mr. SNYDER. Well, that profession is not unknown to my State.
Mr. HUGHES. Is that true? Well, the profession just seemed to go

through all the people in the mountainous areas, and for that reason I
firmly believe, but could not prove that our unemployment figures are
not factual.
I do not think these people will report for unemployment. They

have pride. They just do not want to be on the Government payroll.
Mr. SNYDER. Of course, they are operating a still, they are not

unemployed.
Mr. HUGHES. I really believe, Congressman, and I may be just naive

that we just about ended that business.
The competition of the legal whisky has just about put them out

of business, and they simply cannot make it in competition.
Mr. JONES. I wonder if we could do this, Mr. Hughes.
We have Mr. Robinette here. He has a 3 :30 plane that he has to catch.

And I wonder if you would mind letting us receive his testimony and
we will come back to you.
Mr. HUGHES. I am virtually completed. In other words, if you would

like to excuse me.
Mr. SNYDER. I did have a few questions if your schedule is not such

that it would preclude you from remaining—and I do not have any
Appalachian counties, but I am one of those who believes in the
program.
Mr. HUGHES. I am supposed to catch a 4 o'clock plane.
Mr. SNYDER. I believe it would be helpful if we had a few statistics

on the schools you mentioned. If you do have them with you.
Mr. HUGHES. I can catch another plane.
Mr. SNYDER. No, no, I do not want you to do that.
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If you would make a supplemental statement and give us some
information in regard to these schools. I am interested in a couple of
points, the number of students that you are having in these voca-
tional schools and the number who are completing the courses.
You have mentioned upgrading salaries by 25 percent. I am wonder-

ing if most of those that you are training now are underemployed and
if you are not, are you training some who are not employed at all?
You do not make reference to the totally unemployed.
Just run through your statement and give us some statistics to

back up your general statement and I think it would be helpful as we
move forward to try to show the justification for the program.
Mr. HUGHES. I will be extremely pleased to do that.
Mr. SNYDER. And you can make your plane then.
Mr. HUGHES. Thank you, sir.
Mr. JONES. Thank you very much. The information that you will

supply will be inserted in 'the record at this point.
(The information to be supplied follows:)

R. E. HUGHES, GREENVILLE, S.C., March 81, 1971.
Hon. GENE SNYDER,
U.S. House of Representatives.
Rayburn Office Building,
Washington, D.C.
MY DEAR CONGRESSMAN: During your committee hearing on March 17, 1971,

regarding the extension of the Appalachian Program, you were most considerate
and thoughtful of me as a witness. You asked me at that time some questions
that I could not answer, and I promised to write you to give you the answers.

It has been determined that the number of students in our vocational educa-
tional centers in the six Appalachia counties of South Carolina is a total of
2,365 young people plus 822 adults. Of course, it is not possible to determine at
this time how many of these will complete the course this year, but a follow-
up survey of vocational graduates of former years is enclosed. Many of them go
on to college, or TEC schools, or other training. Also enclosed is a study of the
wage rates attained by past graduates. It may be noted that the oldest of these
schools is not more than three years.
As to the TEC schools, the present number of full time students in our area

of Appalachia is 9,614. Of course, there are more actual students by number than
this, but some are part-time students. These part-time student hours were calcu-
lated to work out to be the equivalent of full-time students. There are also 1,332
graduates a the associate degree programs. (This is a two-year program).
Greenville TEC has estimated that their graduates earn $1,863.00 per year, more
after graduation than prior to entering TEC. Tr -County TEC estimated that
their graduates' annual salary is $7,000.00. Please see enclosed Spartanburg
break-down for salaries of Spartansburg TEC graduates. Spartanburg TEC has
estimated that 75 to 80010 of its students were under-employed prior to entering
TEC. Tr -County and Greenville TEC have been unable to develop a similar
statistic. but I believe it would be safe to assume that Spartanburg would be
representative of Greenville TEC and Tr -County TEC.
Thank you again for your genuine interest in this program and if there is

any further information that we could obtain here for you, please let me know.
Yours very truly,

R. E. HUGHES.

SPARTANBURG TECHNICAL EDUCATION CENTER

MEMO
To: Mr. Gault.
Prom: Mr. Hampton.
Subject: Information Required by the Appalachian Regional Commission.
Date: March 24, 1971.

I. Attachment A represents the total cumulative enrollment for Spartanburg
County Technical Education Center from it's opening in 1963 to January 31,
1971.
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II. The total number of students who have completed a degree or diploma
program at Spartanbug TEC was just under 700. We anticipate that around
25,000 students have received either a degree, diploma or certificate, naturally
the certificate being the greater number given.

III. An inventory was made concerning the average annual salary per year
of the TEC graduates in the Spartanburg area. The following represents our
findings:

Business Administration   1 $5, 900
Data Processing   7, 200
Business Machine Operator   4, 700
Technical Secretary   4, 600
Drafting & Design Technology   6, 000
Electronics Technology  6, 000
Industrial Technology   6, 000
Medical Lab Assistant   5,100
Dental Assistant   3, 800
Radiologic Technology   5, 200
Air Conditioning   5,800
Automotive Mechanics   5,000
Industrial Electronics Technology  5,000
Machine Shop   5,800
Tool & Die  6, 200
Welding   7, 200
Textile Management   5,800

1 These figures represent entry level in most cases.

IV. It was anticipated that between 75 & 80% of the total cumulative enroll-
ment was under employed before entering Spartanburg TEC.
V. Attachment B represents the total head count for all Technical Education

Centers in South Carolina from 1962 to January 1971.
VI. Attachment C represents Spartanburg TEC's full-time day enrollment

from September 1963 to January 1971.

Total cumulative enrollment
June 30, 1964 (1963-64) 396
June 30, 1965 (1964-65) 1,555
June 30, 1966(1965-66) 3,638
June 30, 1967 (1966-67) 2,976
June 30, 1968 (1967-68) 4,327
June 30, 1969 (1968-69) 4,131
June 30, 1970 (1969-70) 7,490
Jan. 31, 1971

Total

(1970-71) 3,253

27,766

Enrollment for all technical education centers—Total head count

Fiscal year: TEC centers

1962-63  1,122
1963-64  11,867
1964-65  18,659
1965-66  32,967
1966-67  37,046
1967-68  42,146
1968-69  59,817
1969-70  79,001
1970-71*  44,374

Total  326. 999

*Figure is for first 6 months of 1970-71 fiscal year.

59-139--71 17
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SPARTANBURG TECHNICAL EDUCATION CENTER

[Full-time day enrollment only]

School
year Full-time enrollment (day)

Contact hours
(end of fiscal

year)
FTE

equivalent FTE

1963-64 59 (Sept. 63); 61 (Cum.) 6-64 74,200 720 103
1964-65 90 (Sept. 64); 91 (Cum.) 6-66 96,488 720 134
1965-66 232 (Sept. 65); 273 (Cum.) 6-67 205,680 720 286
1966-67 282 (Sept. 66); 336 (Cum.) 6-67 260,440 720 362
1967-68 278 (Sept. 67); 336 (Corn.) 6-68 278,030 540 515
1968-69 278 (Sept. 68); 362 (Cum.) 6-69 308,640 540 571
1969-70 325 (Sept. 69); 423 (Cum.) 6-70 328,353 540 608
1970-71 423 (Jan. 71); 680 (Cum.) 1-71 258,286 540 1 478

1 Cumulative through January 1971.

UNEMPLOYED AND UNDEREMPLOYED ADULTS PARTICIPATING IN VOCATIONAL

EDUCATION

All adults participating in Adult Vocational education were either under-
employed, in need of retraining, or in need of training for advancement prior
to enrollment. Any unemployed adult would not normally participate in Voca-
tional education but would probably participate in manpower development
programs offered at the technical education centers.

FOLLOWUP SURVEY OF VOCATIONAL CENTER—GRADUATES

County

Employed in region
College   Employed

or In field In field out of
technical related unrelated Self the Unem-
education to training to training employed region Service ployed Unknown

Anderson (1968)1 46 105 35  26 20 7
Cherokee (1969)1 11 60  3 1 10 2
Greenville 2 
Oconee (1969)1 9 44  2 12  
Pickens (1967)1 35 137  11  48  25
Spartanburg (1969)1 19 86 16  90 3 2 4

Total 120 432 51 11 5 177 32 38

1 year began operation.
2 will not open until the fall of 1971.
3 Married.

Source: State Department of Vocational Education.

AVERAGE WAGE OF VOCATIONAL EDUCATION GRADUATES (ESTIMATE)

Area of study Hourly wage Annual wage 1

Trade and industry $3.00 $6,000
Health occupations 2.00 4,000
Office occupations 2.25 4,500
Home economic (gainful) 1.80 3,600
Cosmetology 1.80 3,600

1 Based on 250 day year, 8 hours a day.

Note.—The potential for advancement is much greater for a vocational education graduate than it is for an academic
high school graduate who does not continue his education.

Mr. JONES. Our next witness is Mr. Bruce K. Robinette, director of
Local Planning District Commission, Lenowisco Development Dis-
trict, Dryden, Va.
We are very pleased to have you, Mr. Robinette.
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STATEMENT OF BRUCE K. ROBINETTE, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
LENOWISCO (LEE, NORTON, WISE, SCOTT) PLANNING DISTRICT
COMMISSION, DRYDEN, VA.

Mr. ROBINEME. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, few
people realize that the Lenowisco—an acronym formed from the first
three letters of Lee, Scott, and Wise Counties and the city of Norton—
Planning District of southwest Virginia is closer to eight other State
capitals than its own.
For many years there was a joke, but a rather serious one, that the

area should secede from the State of Virginia and, if Tennessee would
not take it, should remain independent. In this isolated region labeled
by the State as hard-core Appalachia, it was wondered if the State
of Virginia did not think that the State ended at Roanoke. This
rather aptly describes the state of affairs prior to the establishment of
the Appalachian Regional Commission.
Local allegiance was given directly to the Federal Government, a

situation hardly conducive to a cooperative State-local government
relationship. Appalachian Virginians felt that the State was not giv-
ing them any attention, and it is still not known what the State
thought of its independent, westernmost citizens, if anything at all.
The Appalachian Regional Commission has allowed the residents

of these depressed areas to develop a sense of pride, a feeling of help-
ing themselves with some assistance, not begging for help. The com-
mission has, in fact, forced the local and State governments to work
together and to develop the best possible working relationship, some-
thing that had seemed impossible before the Appalachian Regional
Commission. The result has been the truest form of regional self-help
effort.
Perhaps there is some question as to just what the Appalachian

Regional Commission has done for this area that any other Federal
agency could not or would not have been able to do. With the passage
of the Appalachian Act, seven counties of southwest Virginia came
under the label of hard-core Appalachia not by virtue of their geo-
graphic position as much as their deeply ingrained illiteracy, critical
health problems, isolation, economic deprivation, and the many other
much touted characteristics associated with the name "Appalachia."
No doubt many of these problems are common to other parts of the
Nation.
Urban areas have their difficulties with health, poverty, and crime.

The Deep South and West have their social and economic ills. But it
is the peculiar combination of isolation and poverty resulting from its
geographic characteristics and that rather singular mountain stock
that originally settled this area that has marked Appalachia as unique.
The "Applachian syndrome" is not to be found anywhere else in the
United States and cannot be dealt with as efficiently by any Federal
agency which is set up to deal with problems on a nationwide scale.
It is this unusual combination of social and economic problems that
cannot be effectively dealt with separately but must be considered one,
the Appalachian syndrome, resulting from the unique geographic and
historic character of the area, that preclude the fruitful working rela-
tionship of the area with any governmental agency that is not partic-
ularly attuned to its nature.
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The Appalachian Regional Commission, set up for this express pur-
pose, has proven itself extremely sensitive to the needs of this region.
Not only has it proven to be the most sensitive to our needs, but it also
has been found to be most efficient in the dispensation of assistance,
both of a financial and a technical nature.
It has been the experience of the LENOWISCO (Lee-Norton-Wise-

Scott) planning district commission that considerably less of those
unavoidable government redtape problems have been encountered in
our relationship with the Appalachian Regional Commission. We have
found the Appalachian Regional Commission to be the most efficiently
operated Government grant program available.
This may be attributed to the fact that the need for certain projects

is determined at the State and local level. We have come to expect a
maximum of 2 months to process any program application submitted
to the commission. This is to be compared to 2 years for any applica-
tion submitted to most other Federal grant programs. A recent ex-
ample of this was an application submitted by LENOWISCO for a
grant to be used for the development of a much needed model zoning
code for Wise County and Duffield, Va. Doubtless, there are Govern-
ment agencies more directly concerned with codes and ordinances, but
these were needed before the 1 to 2 years required to get funds through
other programs.

Not only has LENOWISCO encountered less redtape with the Ap-
palachian Regional Commission, but they have also been instrumental
in getting us through critical bureaucratic delays with other Federal
agencies. The outstanding example of this assistance is the contribu-
tion to the Appalachian Regional Commission made at a most critical
time to the Duffield industrial development.

Needless to say, the development of an industrial district in the
LENOWISCO area represents our greatest hope for revitalizing its
faltering economy and stemming the out-migration of its youth and
educated. It also represents much of the struggle and anxiety involved
in our economic development efforts. This example of that unfortu-
nately rare phenomenon of local, State, and Federal cooperation would
have gone the way of so many promising development projects, that is,
to failure, had the Appalachian Regional Commission not come
through with a $150,000 grant at a very crucial moment. That grant,
rather small compared to many of the sums involved in other projects,
has come to be thought of as the "seed money" in the Duffield develop-
ment project. This grant was used to start the flood control program, to
supplement the funds committed by the Tennessee Valley Authority
which were to be a year late. Had this money not been made available,
the project would have been put well off its schedule, practically as-
suring the loss of interest and assistance both on the local and Federal
level. This is only one of the many instances in which the Appala-
chian Regional Commission, although the last to commit, was the first
to fulfill its commitment.
One of the most outstanding contributions of the Appalachian Re-

gional Commission to this area has been in highway construction. The
isolation of Appalachia has been in all probability the greatest single
contributing factor to the economic decline and deprivation of the
region. It has often been rather lightly noted that while people outside
this area were traveling 60 miles an hour, residents of southwest Vir.
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ginia traveled 30 miles an hour, and this was a most apt comparison
of not only our transportation system, but also economic and social
conditions.
Without a good transportation network, it was as impossible to get

people out to jobs as it was to get jobs in to the area's residents. The
Appalachian Regional Commission has made it possible to induce in-
dustry to this area. We have found the Appalachian Regional Com-
mission to be the only grant program with a sufficiently favorable
Federal contribution to allow the construction of roads in an area hav-
ing a construction cost per mile that would have been prohibitive other-
wise. In Lee, Scott, and Wise counties alone, the Appalachian Re-
gional Commission has contributed $22.3 million for the construction
of Highway 23, part of the Appalachian corridor system, and $350,000
for the construction of Highway 83. The construction of the Lonesome
Pine Airport was dependent on an Appalachian Regional Commission
grant of $209,916. Without these contributions, this region would con-
tinue in its state of poverty and isolation.
In the realm of health and education, the Appalachian Regional

Commission has also made decisive contributions ;and while develop-
ment of these fields do not make the same impression as factories and
pay checks they come under the heading of laying the foundation for
economic development. Grants totaling $1,394,455 resulted in the con-
struction of three critically needed technical-vocational schools in.
the LENOWISCO district. .Additional grants permitted the construc-
tion of the Mountain Empire Community College, the Norton Elemen-
tary School—also a strip mine reclamation project—and the Lee
County Public Library, all much needed educational facilities other-
wise unattainable.
The High Knob educational television station the only one in this

district, was also funded by the Appalachian Regional Commission.
In the field of health care the Appalachian Regional Commission

was a decisive contributor to the construction of the Lonesome Pine
Hospital, the Lee County Health Center, the Scott County Health
Center, and to the future Wise Regional Health Center. The Com-
mission is the sole support of the Virginia Appalachian health
services.
Appalachian Regional Commission grants have made possible the

construction of three necessary sewage treatment plants and a sanitary

These are only a few of the many development projects in the
LENO WISCO district supported and made possible by the Appa-
lachian Regional Commission. The total contribution of Appalachian
Regional Commission funds to this area has amounted to $24,165,743.
Whether this money would have filtered into this area had the Ap-
palachian Regional Commission not been established, whether these
projects would have been carried out regardless, may be a matter of
conjecture to those unfamiliar with our plight. For us, there is no
question that without the Commission, this assistance would have
been diverted elsewhere to the more vocal although not more needy
groups. The amount of impact this assistance has had on the area may
also be a matter of conjecture to those who are not familiar with the
district; but to the resident of Appalachia, the impact is noticeable.
The Appalachian Regional Commission hail made the kind of impact
that he will notice every day of his life.

59-139-71-18
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Sir, as you know, I represent the Appalachian Board portion of
the Commonwealth of Virginia; and I must hasten to add that that
portion of Virginia that looks a little bit differently than going out on
the street in this building and looking across the Potomac River. .
We have every conceivable problem that anywhere in the Nation

probably experiences. If we do not have it, more than likely we will
sooner or later catch it; but we have made a lot of progrefs.
I represent a development district started in 1959. We were one of

the first regional efforts in the Commonwealth of Virginia and, of
course, I say also the State of Georgia, although some of your metro-
politan areas have been working together on a regional basis.
We are located 400 miles from our State Capital of Richmond, and

a little over 500 miles from Washington. We border Kentucky on the
north and Tennessee on the south.
We represent the heart of the coal-producing region of the Com-

monwealth of Virginia.
Mr. JONES. How far west of Abingdon are you?
Mr. ROBINETTE. Big Stone Gap is the center of our district, about

65 miles west.
We are 40 miles due north of Kingsport, Tenn., and we are closer

to eight other State capitals than we are to our own. We are further
west than Detroit, Mich., and Montreal, Canada, but I still say we
are part of Virginia and sounds like sometimes a man is misjudging
his yardage a little bit.
We have been more fortunate in the Appalachian program and

various reasons I have heard about the health and I have heard about
the local development district general programs by Mr. Matthews.
We had a problem beginning back in the 1960's. We were getting

Federal funds through this regional effort, the Lee, Norton, Wise, and
Scott, that is the three counties and one city I represent. We had the
greatest local-Federal relationship that one would want to see. We
had completely eliminated the State, and the State had virtually elim-
inated us: Our people did not know how to vote. If a Republican ran,
we invariably voted Democrat. If a Democrat ran, we voted for his
opponent, the Republican.
At the State capital, people did not particularly care. We were listed

as the illegitimate child of the Commonwealth. It was only 21 counties
that was part of the Appalachian region; and the previous Governor,
Godwin, designated seven counties and one city.
I represent three of those counties and one city as hard core as far

as undereducated, every health problem that can be conceived, terrible
road problem; and so therefore in 1966, as a result of the Appalachian
Act, we became a part of the Commonwealth of Virginia for the first
time in the 20th century, I will have to admit.
We became concerned about Richmond and their problems, and Rich-

mond got concerned about our problems.
Our Appalachian representatives and the Governor's office were

from other parts of the State. Our firsthand representative is over on
the coast, and he knew nothing about the mountain people; and we still
have people in the county that came over from the flatlands of Ken-
tucky, we call them flatlanders, Mr. Snyder; and we started working
together, and it has grown out of that one of the greatest relationships
that any program could possibly have.
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I did not come here to tell you that exactly, but I thought for intro-
ductory purposes it would be good to mention this.
I was asked to talk about one unbelievable project which the Appa-

lachian Commission played a very minor role as far as the finances are
concerned, but in January 1967, a group of people in southwestern Vir-
ginia part of the country said we have got to do something to diversify
our industry and we have to because of our mountains and very little
developable property left to do something as far as industry is con-
cerned.
We started with a feasibility study application to EDA in March

of 1967. In April of 1968 it was approved for $60,000 to see if it would
be feasible to take 1,000 acres of property in one county and get two
other counties and one city to spend money for the first time in indus-
trial development.
Mr. SNYDER. Before you leave that train of thought about the fact

that you were the illegitimate child of the State and little communica-
tion between your area and Richmond before the Appalachian vehicle
came along and got you all working together, do you have any thoughts
that should the Appalachian program be discontinued—which I do not
think is likely, seeing the temper of the Congress—but if it should, and
if in lieu of that an equal or greater amount of money was given to
Richmond to parcel out as Richmond saw fit, that Richmond might quit
speaking to you again?
Mr. RoniNurrE. I will answer it, Mr. Snyder, this way.
How much planning and development could three counties and one

city with 85,000 people do with $16,500 a year? That is our population
quota from the State division of planning at the present time and that
will stink.
Mr. SNYDER. I am glad I asked the question.
It is a very salient point in this regard and also in regard to your

population as opposed, for instance, to northern Virginia and some
of the other areas. You would not have much muscle down there,
would you?
Mr. ROBINETTE. May I quote a friend of mine from the great city

of Richmond? He says, when revenue sharing goes through, he says
we are going to take some of that money and bus some of our kids
across town to meet integration because it is bankrupting our great
city and you all can put in as many roads and service systems as you
care to but we are going to keep our school board from going bank-
rupt.
So you put all this together, yes; it would put us back where we

started from because the organization I represent could not exist
without the Appalachian Commission and EDA and this is no substi-
tute for it.
Mr. SNYDER. I am not asking the question for the purpose of indi-

cating the necessity of perpetuating any particular organization, but
I am concerned now, since this organization happens to be the vehicle
and apparently is doing the job, as to just what would happen through
some other organization or some other vehicle if it was substituted for
yours.
I think you made the point very well. Thank you.
Mr. ROBINETEE. Needless to say our present Governor of the great

Commonwealth of Virginia is from Big Stone Gap, Va. He is a very
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knowledgeable mountain boy himself. I do not think it would happen,
but we could go back to the days when a flatlander or someone from
the coast would become Governor and would not be aware of the prob-
lems experienced by the mountain people.
The coal business is good for anyone who wants to go underground

and work. The young people do not want to do that today. The wages
are good. This is going back, but would not help the situation defi-
nitely and would not be like it is now.

Continuing with the industrial development story which we think
is a national example, we put together a program to try to develop
1,000 acres on an incremental basis with 11 government agencies and
three firms in the private sector. We had 3 counties and one city that
raised taxes to spend money on industrial development, two counties
and one city to spend it in another county for the first time in history.

Needless to say, the public hearings were anything but mild, but
they did recognize that something had to be done; $347,000 of the
$1.5 million was provided by the Economic Development Administra-
tion, $300,000 for flood control from the TVA, $150,000 from the
Appalachian Regional Commission which was funneled through the
ASCS and the Soil Conservation Service, $110,000 provided by the
Department of Highways, and $100,000 provided by the Southern
Railroad System, and $52,000 loan from the Appalachian Power Co.
and an REA co-op giving up 60 acres of valuable service area.
This started in 1967. We had one bureaucratic delay after the other.

It finally became a reality on June 1, 1970.
This 210 acres of industrial land is located parallel to the Southern

Railway System's main line and a four-lane Appalachian corridor
highway partially completed.
On December 27, 1970, we had a $750,000 plant announcement pro-

viding 65 jobs.
'Mr. 'Chairman, no sympathy to you and to the good city of Birming-

ham, but that plant was an expansion plant of a steel company in
Birmingham, Ala., and will provide 65 highly skilled jobs.
The purest form of economic development as we are concerned in

Virginia is gainful employment. We have really high unemployment.
We have three very fine technical schools .and are supporting some
mighty fine young people which is the situation throughout Appa-
lachia and most of rural America. We feel that this has been a success.
It would not be a reality today had not the Appalachian Com-

mission officials here in Washington gone to bat for us. TVA could not
get flood control money 'because it was tied up in the Bureau of the
Budget 'and they were not sure when it would be available. EDA was
not sure they had enough money in the budget for this particular
fiscl year to do this.
Yet we had $350,000 olf increased tax money on a thread, not a

string. We have people who say it cannot be done. We say, OK, we
will do it because the difficult things we do immediately and the im-
possible will take a little bit longer. We are getting ready to do the
same thing in another community: right now.
I want to conclude very hurriedly by talking about mine reclama-

tion. The strip mine permits 'from the State Division of Mines of
Virginia have doubled, better than doubled in the last 18 months. We
•have had one mine reclamation project. We have a very fine middle
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elementary school in the city of Norton, Va., being built on a reclaimed
strip mine.
We applied 2 weeks ago for another mine reclamation project for

a 4-year State supported college which is in existence. Of course, it
made it impossible because of the U.S. Bureau of Mines said the 25-
percent of the project would have to be in cash. Well, we just do not
have a lot of cash. If we had a lot a cash, we would not need the proj-
ect to begin with, and in most cases this could make the difference be-
tween whether we can move in this direction or whether we cannot.
I understand that Congressman Evins has submitted a statement;

yesterday concerning a similar situation in the State of Tennessee.
In the State of Virginia, a community, an incorporated town or com-
munity or county can only go in debt 18 percent of its assessed evalua-
tion of all real estate within that incorporated community or county.
Therefore, you can say they are bankrupt or they cannot go in debt any
further. That is State law.
So in order to have a strip mine project and put up the money we

have to have cash. All of our communities have public works depart-
ments. They have bulldozers and they have men. They have trucks.
These are valuable assets. This college that we are talking about that
has a ring stripped around it, they are already on the property.
They bought it after it was stripped and the Bureau of Mines says

we cannot let that be allowable because you are already on it. All they
wanted to do was count the value they paid for it.
Mr. Chairman, I would ask the committee to take a long look at this

one particular portion of the act. I am sure it is going to be extended_
and I certainly hope it is going to be extended, this 205 portion of it..
This is something that we are being stripped of. We are just going to,
choke to death in our own filth and debris.
The Commonwealth of Virginia has done very little about it, al-

though I read in the press that the Congress here is talking about the
strip mine law for the whole Nation. We would like to see the restric-
tions being presented by the U.S. Bureau of Mines loosened up
somewhat.
Thank you very much for your attention.
Mr. JONES. Thank you very much.
One of the items you did not report on is what are your future plani

for recreation. Now, you have the entrance there to Devil's Jump andthe Wild River section not too far from you.
Mr. ROBINETTE. Sir, I think the greatest thing for recreation inSouthwest Virginia is when U.S. 23 is completed from Interstate 64,

'
Ashland, Ky. over to 1-26 at Asheville, and we open up the Ohio Val-ley with the flat route and the eastern seaboard, as far as the Carolinasare concerned.
This is a natural and right now we are not only concerned we have60 miles of the Appalachian corridor, U.S. 23, 30 miles is completed,and we are still waiting to see what liappenes to the other 30 miles.But we are also concerned about Kentucky from Jenkins down toPikeville as Congressman Perkins mentioned this morning. We arealso concerned about Tennessee.
I understand they are going to move rapidly on their portion. Weare concerned about a little portion North Carolina has west of Ashe-ville. This will be a natural. As far as recreatitonal planning, we are

involved in that 100 percent.
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Mr. SNYDER. You probably have some recreation in conjunction with

some project other than Appalachian—perhaps, watershed projects

and others.
Mr. ROBINETTE. We work pretty closely with TVA because we are

located in the TVA watershed.
I would like to mention one thing about the junked cars. You are

a man after my own heart when you talk about cleaning up. We are

involved in this already. We have a construction division under sepa-

rate authority that works under my supervision and under my board

of directors. There is one thing we are going to have to do with Federal

dollars that we have not done before.
We can pay for personnel and pay for planning studies and feasibil-

ity studies and do all this with Federal money and no questions asked.

One of these days we are going to have to be able to buy a tractor

and trailer and bulldozer and a sophisticated crusher for the cars.

Mr. JONES. Were you here yesterday when Governor Moore

testified?
Mr. ROBINETTE. No sir • I was not.
Mr. JONES. When 

No,
Matthews was testifying I pointed out to him

what they had been able to do in West Virginia. We will send you a,

memorandum that he is going to give to us on how he initiated a pro-

gram in West Virginia.
Governor Moore was employing the National Guard, the State

troopers and it sounded to me to be the most reasonable and the least

costly and the most attractive way for eliciting local support than any-

thing I have ever heard. Of course, what you are saying the former

Commissioner, Federal co-chairman he talked to about maybe we have

to go into a bounty operation. But let us pass it on to you and ask you

to comment on it later.
Mr. Snyder?
Mr. SNYDER. You make reference in your statement as did the gen-

tleman before you to the construction, in your instance, of three criti-

•cally needed technical vocational schools, and you mention in your

statement that these schools would be otherwise unobtainable.

Again, by way of justification, I would be interested in knowing if

you have statistics with you, and if not with you, would you submit

them for filing with your statement as to the actual operation of t
hese

three technical vocational schools. The number of students that you

are training for, what the employment ratio is of the unemployed that

go into the underemployed and how, they are being upgraded.

In other words, the building of a vocational school of itself, in my

opinion, does not justify the program unless it is productive. If you

could give us some statistics it will be very helpful.
Mr. ROBINETTE. Well, we are running two-shift schools like Mr.

Matthews referred to. We have three. We will have one in each county.

We are fortunate to have the largest one in the State in Wise County.

It has two shifts. It runs 418 regular students and 180 adults during
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the day and 430 regular students and 130 adults in the evening hours.
That is from 3 to 10, I believe they run. I do not have it for the other
two, but I will get it for you.
Mr. SNYDER. Are most of the 418 during the day and 180 at night

unemployed?
Mr. ROBINETTE. Yes. They give the high school students themselves

a half day, and this is what they call training, and they give them
credit for it.
The 180 that is your manpower and training and so forth that they

are running on what they call the evening shift and these are unern-
plo-yed people.
Mr. SNYDER. Are you training them specifically for a type of work

that will be available when they are through?
Mr. ROBINETTE. Yes, sir; but at the present time we are having diffi-

culty, and therefore we are supporting a lot of these people. We have
one of the few mine machinery mechanics classes and these were run-
ning about 40 men and they run them for about 16 weeks and they have
it already built up for 18 months or so, I mean, the coal companies
say they want 10.1 say you can have them in July.
Mr. SNYDER. In other words, you are training these people for jobs

when they graduate, and you are putting them into jobs?
Mr. ROBINETTE. Most of the men have a job before they enroll in

class. The coal companies tell them you go to school for 16 weeks and
the personnel officer employs them right on the spot.
Mr. SNYDER. But they could not get the job if they did not have

the promise of training?
Mr. ROBINETTE. We have a lot of underemployment. We have boys

with 2 years of college driving dump trucks. We have had a 2-year
institution for about 10 years, and it is just now going 4 years, but
these people are underemployed because they refuse to leave their na-
tive land, Mr. Chairman. These people refuse to go to Detroit and
Washington and St. Louis and all the other cities.
Of course, you have heard this many times that if we can be suc-

cessful in keeping these young people in Appalachia, they will not be
costing the Government all this exorbitant amount of money that it
takes to keep them in the city. And this is what happens.
They would rather be in the mountains rather than a metropolitan

area. I can speak from the voice of experience. I left and then I re-
turned.
Mr. SNYDER. I imagine the schools do keep some statistics.
Mr. ROBINETTE. Yes, they are required to do so and they have em-

ployment records and the whole works, and try to follow up to see
just how many are unemployed, how many did not stay in the welding;
field if that was their field, and so forth. I can get this and I will sub-
mit it as part of my statement.

(Statistics requested on the three-county vocational education
schools are as follows:)
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VOCATIONAL EDUCATION SCHOOLS
Wise County:

13 areas of study—enrollment as follows:
High school students  656
MDTA (Manpower Development Training Act) adult students  192
Youths disadvantaged and dropouts ( these students are in a

special program receiving instruction in English and math, along
with other programs)  160

Scott County:
10 areas of study—enrollment as follows:

High school students  320
MDTA adult students  114
Youth disadvantaged and dropouts (these students are in special

training in 8 areas of study)  144

Lee County:
13 areas of study—enrollment as follows :

High school students  547
MDTA (no adult program) 
Neighborhood youth corps dropouts (approximate)  120

Mr. JONES. Thank you very much, Mr. Robinette. I can sense that
the planning is in good hands as long as it is with you.

T. ROBINETTE. Thank you, sir.
Mr. JONES. Our next witness is Mr. William S. Ritchie, Jr., Com-

missioner, Department of Highways, Charleston, W. Va.
Mr. Ritchie, it is good to have you, sir. You have been mighty

patient, so we want you to have all the time i hat you need, sir.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM S. RITCHIE, JR., COMMISSIONER OF
HIGHWAYS, WEST VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS

Mr. RITCHIE. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, for the
record, I am William S. Ritchie, Jr., Commissioner of Highways for
the State of West Virginia.
I am accompanied here today by one member of my staff.
I am pleased to have been invited to testify before this Subcom-

mittee on Public Works on the subject of ihe Appalachian highway
program.
Our future progress in West Virginia depends primarily on the de-

velopment of high-speed highway transportation facilities. The Ap-
palachian highways are a vital element in the transportation system
planned for our State.
In terms of both dollar investment and resulting benefits, the major

program of the Appalachian Regional Development Act is the high-
way program. Being the only State to lie wholly within the Appa-
lachian region, it is only to be expected that a significant portion of
the highway system would be assigned to West 'Virginia. Four hun-
dred and twenty miles of Appalachian highways have been authorized
for West Virginia. This mileage has been assigned to six separate
corridors ranging from 26 mil-es to 130 miles in length. The total
cost of our Appalachian highways will approximate $875 million.
The necessity for these highways has been stated many times. One

of the most important (if not the most important) factors in any
State's development is the type and quality of highways it has. Busi-
nessmen rely on highways to transport raw materials and finished
goods. Without adequate roads, this essential task becomes very
difficult.
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In West Virginia, as well as in the entire Appalachian region, low
population combined with high construction costs because of the rough
terram have caused this area to lag behind the other sections of the
country in terms of highway facilities.
However, in West Virginia, highways have been undergoing tre-

mendous improvement during recent years. The State is now con-
structing the 515-mile Interstate Sy-stern on an accelerated basis. The
420-mile Appalachian system of high-speed highways connecting
rural, less well-developed, areas of West Virginia to the Interstate
System is showing rapid progress.
The result of this major effort in highway construction will be to

link our State with national markets and thus help us to be more
competitive in attracting and holding new economic enterprise. We
have already seen evidence of this very thing. Eight of our industrial
access road projects have been programed for new industry located
near our Appalachian highway system.
The improved mobility of our own labor force will open up more

job opportunities for our people when this highway program is
completed.
Many industrial, commercial, recreational and service sites are being

opened up for development as a result of these highways.
The citizens of our State want these new roads. In fact, they ex-

pressed their wishes with a resounding two to one vote in favor of
a $350 million bond issue in 1968. This bond issue was sold to our
people on the basis that the Federal funds for the Appalachian pro-
gram would become available, and therefore State funds must be made
available to provide the State's matching share of the Appalachian
highway cost.
We would be unable to utilize our bond proceeds without the Appa-

lachian Regional Commission road funds being available. This vote
was just 4 years after our people voted to pass a $200 million bond
issue to be used -primarily for Interstate matching funds.
West Virginia's performance to date insofar as Appalachian high-

ways are concerned can be summarized as follows:
1. Today, we lead the Appalachian States in terms of construction.

We have 100 miles under construction and have obligated approxi-
mately $300 million in Federal and State funds toward the construc-
tion of Appalachian highways.

2. We are making rapid progress toward completing the first 'east-
west expressway across northern West Virginia. A continuous stretch
of 65 miles along Appalachian Corridor "D" will be opened later
this year. This one section will cut travel time between two of four
larger cities in half.

3. In the 5 years of the program thus far, Federal funds in the
amount of $200 million have been allocated to West Virginia fnr
Appalachian highways. Without the Appalachian Program it would
have taken over 30 years for our State to have received that amount
of Federal funds under the regular Federal-aid (ABC) program
method of financing.
As much as it means to our State, however, there is a maior prob-

lem concerning the Appalachian program which deserves serious con-
sideration. Namely, the problem is that the present termination date
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of the program is June 30, 1971, and it appears that much of the pro-
gram will be left undone if the Appalachian Act does in fact expire
on that date.
Under existing funding provisions, West Virginia is assured $290

million to finance the Federal share of the Appalachian Highway
Program. To date we have received $200 million. Federal funds are
matched with State funds on an overall ratio of 55 percent Federal-
45 percent State. I have mentioned that the total cost of our highway
program will approximate $875 million.

Therefore, in order to complete our entire Appalachian System to
the standards deemed necessary, West Virginia would need a total
of approximately $480 million in Federal funds. This means an addi-
tional Federal allocation of approximately $190 million is needed to
complete the system.
The alternative to completing the Applachian Highway System

would be, of course, to not finish the program as envisioned. The result
would be not an Applachian Highway System but a series of road
improvements which, in many cases, would be unrelated and in some
instances unusable. The foundation of the Applachian program would
not be completed. The dreams and hopes of millions of people in our
region could very well remain dreams and hopes.

Therefore, I urge you to strongly consider an extension of the
Applachian program so that the full and rewarding benefits of our
significant efforts to date can be realized for the people of Appalachia.
In summary, the progress to date in West Virginia's Appalachian

highway program has been impressive. Economic and 
i 
growth bene-

fits have already occurred in our State. The program s vital to our
future as a State and as a region. Continuation of this country's great-
est public works projects is a necessity to fulfill the unlimited potential
of the Appalachian program.
Mr. JONES. When you say this bond issue was sold to our people

on the basis of the funds becoming available, you had thoughts of
anticipating Appalachian funds through 1973, is that right?
Mr. RITCHIE. Yes, sir.
Mr. JONES. So what you taking into account, how much money you

would have under the Appalachian portion of funds for highway use
in the State of West Virginia so that you could then make your bond
money available for all other highway construction?
Mr. RITCHIE. 

Yes, 
sir.

Mr. JONES. And it was not predicated that you would get so much
money from Appalachia that you were trying to match it. You were
trying to get money to match the other funds that were available
under the ABC road program.
Mr. RITCHIE. Yes, sir; but the bond fund was mainly for the

Appalachian development.
Mr. JONES. That took that into account and the credit that you did

not get, your bond values would deteriorate.
Mr. RITCHIE. Yes, sir; that is right.
Mr. JONES. Let me ask you this question. How soon

' 
what you mean

here is that even though the highway program under Appalachia goes
to 1973, the other programs have to be concurrent with your highway
programs.
Mr. RrrciAlE. That is right; yes, sir.
Mr. JONES. Thank you very much, Mr. Ritchie.
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Any questions?
Mr. SNYDER. No questions, but I would like to commend Mr. Ritchie

on his statement.
Mr. JONES. Again I thank you.
This concludes the schedule of witnesses the 3 days of hearings,

and I do not recall since I have been a member either of the commit-
tee or chairman of a subcommittee that we have had such splendid
and well-informed witnesses as we have had during the past 3 days.
It has been a wonderful experience for us. We have gained knowledge,
information, and I hope proper direction to continue a program that
has contributed to the health and well-being of this area.
The Chair will again ask unanimous consent to request that he

may receive statements, documents, and other material that is per-
tinent and germane to the subject that we have been hearing here for
the last 3 days.
The subcommittee stands adjourned.
(Whereupon, at 3:30 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned.)
(The following were received for the record:)

THE COMMISSION ON RELIGION IN APPALACHIA, INC.

KNOXVILLE, TENN., March 13, 1971.
Hon. JOHN A. BLATNIK,
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, House of Representatives, Rayburn Office

Building, Washington, D.0 •
DEAR CONGRESSMAN BLATNIK : I am writing to submit a statement of testi-

mony to the House Committee on Public Works and the Ad Hoc Subcommittee
on Appalachia regarding the extension of the Appalachian Regional Develop-
ment Act, at the request of Congressman John J. Duncan. This statement is
submitted by The Commission on Religion in Appalachia (CORA), a consortium
of seventeen religious communions, ten state councils of churches, the National
Catholic Rural Life Conference, and the National Lutheran Covincil.
The Board of Directors of CORA, meeting February 1 and 2 in Knoxville,

Tennessee, voted to submit to your committee and other appropriate persons a
statement of their concern that Congress continue its efforts to deal with the
urgent problems and deep human need which persists in Appalachia. The Ap-
palachian Regional Development Act of 1905 brought new hope to the mountains.
There is still a tremendous job to be done. It would be tragic for the 18 million
people living in this region, often referred to as "America's longest slum," if
this program were discontinued.

Sincerely yours,
The Reverend MAX E. GLENN,

Executive Director.

STATEMENT OF THE COMMISSION ON RELIGION IN APPALACHIA

The Commission on Religion in Appalachia (CORA) is a consortium of seven-
teen religious communions, ten state councils of churches and five other religious
and social organizations working together to develop joint-action-in-mission
that is relevant to the region's needs because it is indigenous, innovative and
ecumenical. The goals are to build community and to combat poverty in Appa-
lachia—and through joint action in this twin mission, to help renew the church.
(A full roster of the member organizations of CORA is appended to this
statement.)
The Commission, which is the policy making and controlling body of CORA

is composed of approximately 90 delegated representatives of the several mem-
ber organizations. Interim responsibility for administrative oversight is lodged
in a Board of Directors of twelve elected by the Commission.
In submitting this statement, CORA speaks only for itself. The views expressed

are not necessarily held in their entirety by all or any of the member organi-
zations. They do represent the thoughtful views of churchmen—clergy and lay-
men—deeply involved in responsible institutions at work in Appalachia.
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CORA'S RELATIONS WITH ARC

CORA was organized late in 1966 but became really operative following the
employment of an executive director, Rev. Max E. Glenn, in mid-1968. During,
the intervening months and years CORA has established and maintained nu-
merous functional relations with the Appalachian Regional Commission. Mem-
bers of the ARC staff have served frequently in a consultative capacity to CORA
committees and task forces. They have participated in consultations on social
and economic problems of the region sponsored by CORA. Constant communica-
tion has been maintained between staff of CORA and staff of ARC at both formal
and informal levels.
In addition to these various direct lines of relationship, CORA has been in a

particularly advantageous position to observe at first-hand the programs and
the impact of ARC in the region, through CORA's work with local people, its
multiplicity of contacts with the state councils of churches, the denominations,
their judiciatories, local congregations, and mission institutions scattered
throughout the region.
We believe that this range and variety of contacts and relationships qualifies

CORA to offer certain evaluative comments at this time when the future of
ARC is being considered by Congress.

GENERAL EVALUATION OF ARC

Although CORA has disagreed with ARC on certain details of policy and on
certain aspects of its program emphasis, we desire to record, as our first com-
ment, a strong affirmation of the generally beneficial impact of the ARDA
and ARC upon the Appalachian region, its state and local governmental struc-
tures and its people.
We strongly support the extension of the Appalachian Regional Development

Act and the continuation of the life of the Appalachian Regional Commission,
subject to certain modifications of which we will speak in more detail at a
later point in this paper and in subsequent communications to the Committee.

Specifically, we reject as inadequate the proposal that revenue sharing pro-
grams with the states would displace the need of the regional commission
approach to these problems. There are important and innovative aspects of the
federal-state-local inter-relationships inherent in the ARC model which would
be wholly lost to the serious detriment of the Appalachian region if federal aid
were to be transferred to the states either by way of undesignated block grants
or in terms of categorical grants for rural development, urban development and
the like.
ARC has pioneered in the field of federal-state relations in a significant way.

There are doubtless weaknesses in the model which need to be overcome, but
its contributions during its first six years of life hold sufficient promise to
justify continuation of the Commission and of its experimentation in this very
important field.

Moreover, we are fearful that the massive economic and human developmental
needs of Appalachia, so long neglected until the birth of ARC, would once again
be lost from view in a system of revenue-sharing which allocated federal money
to whole states and municipalities. History documents the fact that prior to
the establishment of the ARDA, these areas were largely ignored resulting in
sub-standard educational systems, medical facilities, social services and economic
opportunities. As we all know, Appalachia except in the case of West Virginia,
consists of portions of the several states. Its needs are distinctive and enormous.
It would be politically impossible for states administering block grants from
the federal government to weight their allocations adequately to the Appalchian
portions of their respective territories. The interaction of federal and state deci.
sion-making provided in the ARDA is essential if the severe needs of Appalachia
are to be met.

SOME FURTHER COMMENTS

We mentioned above that we might wish to submit certain proposals for
modification of ARC. We are not yet ready to make such a submission in detail.
CORA is planning to hold, in the near future, at least two consultations in the
region designed to provide opportunity for religious leadership and others to
express their views as to the strengths and weaknesses of ARC and its program.
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We would hope, following such hearings, to be in position to submit to ARC, to
the appropriate committees of the Congress, and to the Administration our more
specific recommendations for modification of the ARDA.

Recognizing the time pressure under which your Committee is working, how-
ever, we will set forth at this time in rather general terms two or three of our
most basic concerns.
Human Resource Development—The Christian concern is with people. The

aim of the churches is the fulfillment of whole persons in community. This is
the goal of CORA and it is the ultimate yardstick by which we judge the activ-
ities of economic, social and governmental institutions.
In our judgment ARC in its early stages was too much oriented to the "brick-

and-mortar" concept of development and insufficiently sensitive to the needs
of Appalachia for human development. We understand some of the historic and
political factors which bent the agency in this direction and we accept the fact
of history. We are not interested in engaging in recriminations over what might
have been. Especially so, inasmuch as we hear much rhetoric and see some solid
evidence that the agency is already seeking ways to move toward greater em-
phasis on the human factors in total regional development.
We recognize that when the original ARDA was passed, the Congress assumed

that many of the human developmental services needed in Appalachia and else-
where were soon to be provided by the new Office of Economic Opportunity.
In view of the tragic short-fall of that agency as measured against the need
of the region, and in view of the apparent winding down of ODO, the impor-
tance of human development as a function of ARC becomes increasingly
important.
Our plea to the Congress as it renews the ARDA and our plea to ARC as it

implements whatever legislation is passed is that maximum emphasis be placed
on programs of comprehensive and preventive health services, education (basic,
general and vocational), housing, welfare, environmental protection and similar
person-fulfilling and community-enriching activities.

Distribution of benefits.—Another basic compulsion within the Christian com-
munity is the demand for justice. This a complex and difficult matter, but it
must be considered in designing a developmental program. In this respect, we
have two problems as we review ARC policy and program.
One has to do with the heavy emphasis on "growth centers." We understand

the economic appeal of the growth center concept. We are also painfully aware
of the injustices which may be perpetrated on many thousands of families
in the region who reside outside the growth centers if this concept is too rigidly
applied.
We suggest that the Congress and the ARC in future search for a pattern

of economic development which defines "areas for development" in such a
manner that no part of the region will be left out. Such areas of development
may well be mapped around certain population centers where industrial activity
is maximized and where certain social services are provided—but the area maps
should be so drawn that no neighborhood, no hollow, no ridge community -is
excluded from the coverage of the developmental program. Care should be taken
to provide services and development programs in the style and timing of low-
income people in isolated mountain communities, geared to their natural re-
sources and native abilities, the culture of the people in the hollows of Ap-
palachia have strengths that must be the starting point of any efforts to help
them help themselves.
We believe, incidentally, that the churches can and should be instrumental

in developing the area consciousness on the part of the people and the area
sensitivity on the part of the planners which the success of this model will
require.
Our second concern regarding distribution of benefits from ARC activity has

to do with the tendency of economic stimulation to produce patterns of eco-
nomic activity which increase the flow of benefits to those who are already
faring well while at the same time doing little or nothing for the hard-core
poor of the region. Granted that this effect is hard to avoid in the type of
economy which is prevalent and favored in this country, nevertheless, we call
upon the Congress and the ARC to seek ways in which the economic benefits
of development as well as the social services provided by public agencies may
be dispersed to all the people with justice and equity. We suggest that atten-
tion needs to be given to patterns of ownership of resources and of productive
enterprises, to wage scales and labor organization, to cooperative forms of
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enterprise, to prevention of exploitation of the region by outside f
orces, and

the like.
In short, let us avoid repeating in further development of Appala

chia the

old and tired tactic of redevelopment programs which benefit other
s than the

target groups.
People participation.—In recent years the churches are discovering 

with new

sensitivity the importance of self-determination of people as basic to
 human

fulfillment as taught in our gospel. We have been deeply troubled
 at the ap-

parent inability of local development districts, which are an integr
al part of

the federal-state-local administrative system of ARC, to include mea
ningful

representation of the poor on their boards of control.

We believe that such representation would go far to protect 
the system

against the dangers and weaknesses alluded to in the precedin
g paragraphs.

More importantly, we insist that such representation is right and
 necessary

as the effective means of implementing the concept of self-det
ermination.

The facts are that elected county officials are by and large draw
n from the

middle class, committed to the middle class way of life, and responsive to
 middle

class interests and pressures. Poor people and minority group peo
ple must have

their own countervailing voice In the LDD if it is ever to really serve the
ir needs

and their rights as whole persons.

CONCLUSION

This concludes our comments for the present. We express the apprec
iation

of CORA for the opportunity to convey to the Committee these general vie
ws

regarding the extension and modification of the Appalachian Region
al Develop-

ment Act and the Appalachian Regional Commission. We would wel
come an

opportunity to submit more detailed comments and suggestions at a
 later date.

THE COMMISSION ON RELIGION IN APPALACHIA

American Baptist Convention
American Lutheran Church
Christian Church (Disciples of Christ)
Church of the Brethren
Church of God
Episcopal Church
Friends United Meeting
Home Mission Board, South Baptist Convention

Lutheran Church in America
Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod
Mennonite Central Committee
Presbyterian Church, U.S.
Reformed Church in America
Roman Catholic Church
United Church of Christ
United Methodist Church
United Presbyterian Church, U.S.A.
Alabama Council of Churches
Georgia Council of Churches
Kentucky Council of Churches
Maryland Council of Churches
New York State Council of Churches
North Carolina Council of Churches
Ohio Council of Churches
Pennsylvania Council of Churches
Tennessee Council of Churches
Virginia Council of Churches
West Virginia Council of Churches
The Council of the Southern Mountains, Inc.
National Council of Churches
National Catholic Rural Life Conference
Lutheran Council in the U.S.A.
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STATEMENT OF STANLEY L. NALE, PH. D., ADMINISTRATIVE DIRECTOR, MENTAL
HEALTH CENTER, WESTERN CAROLINA UNIVERSITY. CULLOWHEE, N.C.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to submit a statement to your
Committee concerning the Appalachian Regional Development Program andwhat it has meant to our Mental Health Center, at Western Carolina Univer-
sity. I regret that my health does not permit me to appear before the Commit-
tee in person.
I am the Administrative Director of the Mental Health Center, Western

Carolina University, Cullowhee, North Carolina. This Mental Health Center
serves the residents of the seven western-most counties of the State of North
Carolina. All of these counties are in the Appalachian Region. Within this
area live members of the Eastern Band of the Cherokee nation, and our Center
also provides services for this often forgotten group.
Our Center also serves the University community in and around Cullowhee.

Our program is owned by the counties and the Tribal Council, but the Joint
Local Mental Health Authority annually contracts with the University for its
operation.
The entire project at the Mental Health Center would have been scrapped if

the Appalachian Regional Commission had not provided money and consulta-
tive support. Approximately one-fifth of the necessary funds for the construc-
tion of the on-campus Center came to us through the ARC.
The Mental Health Center was able to offer comprehensive services when thenew building opened two years ago, and new programs have provided newcare-givers, paraprofessionals and volunteers. As a result, the costs per patient

hour of the services provided continues to decrease. This new Center has re-
sulted in a significant reduction of costs per hour of services and has enabled our
staff to provide many more hours of needed services. The new Center has also
helped us deliver more effectively itinerant and satellite services because of
our increased efficiency. In all, our program of services has been able to in-
crease its coverage because of this new Mental Health Center on the campus of
Western Carolina University. As I said before, without the Commission, we
might never have been able to build this Center.
While the Commission did furnish us with funds which made our construction

project possible, I do not mean to imply that this is the only benefit which we see
in the program. I am impressed by the way in which the Appalachian Program
works. Members of the Appalachian Regional Commission are interested in us
and the things that we do and the things that we are trying to do. They are
"tuned" to our needs and their accessibility enhances our ability to continue
to reach up into the hollows and provide services that were never provided before
to those isolated people. The Appalachian Program provides an open door and
hope and encouragement for future growth and development.
Summing up, then, our Mental Health Center now provides more services of

higher quality at a smaller cost per unit then was the case before we con-
structed our new facility. This is improving the quality of life in our portion of
the Appalachian Region. It is my opinion that the entire project would have
failed and our Clinic doors would have closed if the Appalachian Regional
Commission had not come to our rescue.
I appreciate the opportunity to submit this statement and I invite all of the

members of this Committee, and all other members of Congress, to visit with us
in Cullowhee and see firsthand the work we are doing, the services we are pro-
viding, the hope we are bringing to the people in the area, and I think you will
be convinced that this has been a great improvement in our Region and you will
understand more why I believe the Appalachian Program should continue.

MONTGOMERY, ALA., March 15, 1971.
Hon. ROBERT E. JONES,
House of Representatives,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:
Appalachian program has been very successful in Alabama and we hope that

Congress and the President will pass and approve legislation which will con-
tinue this important work. I will be glad to furnish you any information needed
on the work successfully accomplished in Alabama under program.

GUERRY PRUETT,
Highway Director.
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