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EVER WONDER WHAT WOULD HAPPEN IF A SILT DAM GAVE? Residents of Crases's
Branch near Jeremiah learned the hard way when a silt dam gave way last week,
causing tons of water, silt and debris to cascade down the hollow. Mrs. Nannie
Blair Napier, whose coal pile was by the force of the rushing water
(left), explained that for over an hour the rush continued, covering all the land
in the immediate area with mud and silt. Huge silt-coat- ed boulders filled the
creek, left there by the flash flood. "We was wading through muck up to our
knees, " was the concise description of another resident. The people of Crase's
Branch claim that the operatorCharles Peters, who works for Don Nicewonder
and McCulloch Consolidated Coal Co. ad actually triggered the eruption un-

intentionally by having the silt dam emptied, to make room for further stripping
operations. Both Peters as well as the Division of Reclamation have been on the
scene trying to assess the damage and repair it. (Mountain Eagle photos)
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Washington - Congress and
the Nixon Administration are
not seeing eye-to-e-

ye on pro-
posals for rural economic de-

velopment in distressed areas
like Appalachia.

Cong ess is for a
four-ye- ar extension of the Ap-

palachian Regional Develop-
ment program which spans 13
states from Alabama through
Kentucky to New York's south-
ern tier. It is seeking to
strengthen other infant region-
al as Ozarks

to duplicate
successes.

Under the Nixon Administra-
tion proposal all aid to rural
regions would be given not to
regions as such but in the form
of federal revenue sharing to
the individual states. Each
state, under Nixon's plan,
would be required to spend this
money for 'rural economic

" But the parti-
culars and priorities would be
left up to each state.

Under the pro-
gram most aid to the region
flows through the
federal matching grant system,
which would be partly disman-
tled under the Nixon

revenue-sharin- g

proposals. Appalacl.ia can
be funded only after local

through the
states to the Appalachian comm-

ission--are approved by fed-

eral
revenue sharing would

ostensibly allow states to set
their own priorities without
the necessity of obtaining
fcdr.il approval of plans.

Backers of the
concept say ARC is 'not in-

consistent' with the Rural
Economic Development pro-

posal. But the Adminstratiou
sources continue to point to
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"major differences" between
the two programs.

The Administration believes
that the Appalachian program
is a step " in the right direct-
ion. " But White Ho lse sources
say the nation's rural people
would get a better deal under
the Administration plan than
they would get under an ex-

pansion of the Appalachian
program throughout the coun-
try.

The present Appalachian law,
which was first passed in 1965,
would be curtailed a year
from this June if the President's
special revenue-sharin- g pack-
age were successfully pushed
through Congress.

Fearful that revenue -- sharing
would mean curtailed health
projects, vocational education,
highway programs and other
projects already underway
under ARC, Congressmen from
Appalachia have been fighting
to continue the Appalachian
Commission for four years.

The Senate aleady has voted
a four-ye- ar extension of Ap-

palachia and the House is ex-

pected to act favorably on a
similar four-ye- ar extension
measure sometime soon. Any
differences in the two versions
would then have to be worked
out in joint conference.

One major difference between
t'-- bills is a call in the House
for a two-ye- ar extension of the
seven regional commissions
in the country--a- s opposed to
a one-ye- ar extension proposal
in the Senate.

The seven commissions, com-
prising 29 states, are: Ozarks,
New England, Upper Great
Lakes, Four Corners and
Coastal Plains, all of which
are now operating, and two new
commissions not yet in the
planning stage: the Mid-Sou- th

and the Upper Missouri River
Basin regional commissions.

All of these regional com-
missions are funded under the
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Secretary of Commerce in
competition with other budget
items. The ARC is funded
directly by the Office of Bud-

get and Management and not
through an intermediate de-

partment.
Funding under the Commerce

department weakens the other
regional commissions in com-
parison with Appalachia, it was
brought out in Senate hearings
and in the Senate debate on
the Appalachian extension
bill.

With various sections of the
country pushing for their own

programs,
the trend seems to be toward
regionalizing the whole coun-
try, according to an aide to
Sen. Howard Baker, Tennessee
Republican, a supporter of
special revenue sharing as well
as of the Appalachian program.
"The idea of 10 regions has
been kicked around, " the aide
said.

Sen. Baker holds that the Ap-

palachian program and revenue
sharing are similar in concept
and can be made compatible.
The Senate Public Works Sub-

committee on Economic De-

velopment, on which Baker
serves, is completing field
hearings in various parts of the
U.S. this month to determine
how legislation might be intro-
duced to improve the regional
commissions and the economic
development program through-
out the country.

"We may well end up with
a bridge between what we
have now with Appalachia and
revenue sharing, Baker's aide
said about the future of rural
economic programs in the
months ahead.

Such a 'bridge' would provide
more local options than the
ARC program now affords for
how money can best be spent,
he suggested.

But the Administration be-

lieves a "wall-to-wal- l" Appa
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EYE-TO-E- YE FUTURE APPALACHIAN PROGRAM

Appalachian-typ- e

lachian-typ- e program would
only mean another layer of
federal bureaucracy. One
Nixon aide said separate re-

gions embracing nearly the
entire country would create
the "crazy situation" of what
to do with cities and how to
include city and rural repres-
entatives alike on one region-
al commission.

A major difference in the
Appalachian program and spe-

cial revenue-sharin- g, the
White House source continued,
is the greater flexibility of
revenue- - haring.

Under the ARC concept, on-

ly a "limited number of things
can be done with the money,
the Administration spokesman
maintains.

Under the ARC the federal
government has the final say
on what local areas can do to
develop their resources and
undertake programs for the
benefit of rural residents, it
was explained. The Admin-
istration points out that the
federal government has never
employed its veto power over
any local planning submitted
under the Appalachian pro-
gram "because the local areas
have been afraid they couldn't
submit anything the bureau-
cracy was against, " one Nixon
aide said.

Though the Nixon Adminis-
tration insists there would be
no intervention of federal
agencies under revenue-sharin- g

as there is under the ARC pro-
gram, backers of ARC contin-
ually point out that all the
cards about revenue sharing
haven't been laid on the
table. No one really knows
therefore what complications
might arise until details of a
legislative proposal concerning

revenue sharing are introduced
in Congress, they say. Until
the proposal can be carefully
considered, the present com-
missions should be continued,
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they argue.
Nixon sources say that if

special revenue sharing were
enacted it would include guar-

antees of as much money for
each state as the commission
programs now funne1 into that
state.

Each state's share of special
revenues, according to the
initial guidelines of the NLon
plan, would be based on census
figures as to the size of its
rural population and change in

rural population (outmigration
would be considered a p lus
factor, resulting in increased
revenues for an affected area.)

States with the lowest per
capita income would suppose-
dly get the biggest shares of
funds for rural development.

Both the Appalachian and
special revenue sharing pro-
grams can coexist, Admini-
stration sources say cautiously.
States could continue regional
commissions on a 'Voluntary
basis if revenue-sharui- a were
adopted

"The guarantee that Appala-
chian and other regional com-
missions that are already started
would be continued is in the
people themselves, " one White
House aide commented.

In view of the popularity of
the Appalachian program, how-
ever, the changes for special
revenue sharing would seem
remote.

Even the Administration re-
cognizes some of the strengths
of Appalachia" as essential for
a nationwide program of rural
revenue-sharin- g. One such
strength, a Nixon aide said,
is the ARC local multi-count- y

development districts which
put together plans for submis-
sion to a state's governor for
use in determining funding.

A top aide to Republican
Sen. Norris Cotton of New
Hampshire, one of six states
m the New England regional
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