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Preface

Tle Appalachian Regional Development Act represents a umique federal-state
approach to solving the problems of a depressed region. As such. 1t 1s the obligation of the
Appalachian Regional Commission established by the Act to report upon the progress of
the experiment. The capstone of an effort to assess that progress. this report deals with
the policy decisions and programs implemented by the Commission from the time of its
inception 1n the mid-1960s through fiscal year 1970.

The Commussion weighed the comparative virtues of using its own staff or hiring an
outside firm to do thus study. There are advantages and disadvantages to be faced 1n either
case. A staff study is subject to cnticism that it would be biased 1n favor of the agency, an
outside firm, on the other hand, 1s subject to a long learning process before it can really
understand agency operation.

Ultimately. 1t was decided to use the Commission’s own staff. To balance their views
and to secure outside inputs, the Commussion appointed a special review panel which
reviewed the first drafts of the total report and many of the individual studies. The
overall approach to researching and writing the report 1s explained 1n detail in Chapter 1.

It 1s important for the reader to remember that this document covers the life «f the
Commission and the program from its inception through 1970. Many changes have taken
place since 1970, for instance: staff reorgamzation; increases in the number of miles of
highway under construction and completed; expansion of the health demonstration areas
in numbers and in scope of services; and creation of local development districts «:1rough-
out the Region. Consequently, this report must be read in conjunction with recent annual
reports of the Commission by those who wish a full and complete understanding of the
evolution of the Appalachian Regional Development Program.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION AND DESCRIPTION OF
COMMISSION PROGRAM

Slnardship over public funds and, more importantly,
partial responsibility for the future of fellow citizens
requires that agencies examine their activities and candidly
assess their failures and achievements.

In the years that have elapsed since the Appalachian
Regional Development Act was passed in 1965, the
Commission it established has engaged in diverse activities,
many of which could not be expected to show results in
this period of time. Some (like early childhood education)
have effects whose magnitudes will probably not be fully
discernable even when they begin to yield impacts on the
Region. Others, such as the highway program, presently
have direct, measurable impacts but there are other effects,
not now evident, that may prove to be the more significant
aspects of these activities.

The task of assessment in a setting such as this is
basically twofold. The first is to describe what has been
done and why, and to provide insight into the efficiency
with which it has been done. The second is to provide as
full an understanding as can now be provided of the effects
of the program measured against Commission goals, and to
set the stage for continued monitoring of the efficiency of
program activities and their effectiveness in add:essing
regional problems and potentials that are in the Commis-
sion’s field of action.

An effort of this nawre requires an understanding of the
process of change in which the Commission has become
involved. It is a process that requires working with
multitudes of public and private agencies and creating new
ones as well. Appalachia’s organizations, its institutions,
and those of the federal government have not been able to
fully assist the Region in the past and changes in their
modes of operation were seemingly desirable. New tisks
were appearing that apparently needed new entities to
undertake them. Institutional change and building, *csdi-
tiorally slow processes, were stimulated while the Com-
mission itself was going through its own internal creation
and evolution. Much needs to be said, therefore, in this
evaluation sbout these attempts at institutional change and
initiation.

These institutions are especially important because the
problems of the Region are deep-seated and, at best, are
likely to be remedied slowly. These institutions must be the
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stimulators and shepherds of these remedial steps because
the Appalachian Regional Commission was mtended to help
set the people of the Region on a path toward buth growth
and deveropment. As the Commission expressed 1t. the
development  or social goal 15 10 provide the people of
Appalachia with the health and skills they require to
compete for opportunity wherever they choose to hve, and
the growth  or economie goal s to develop m Appa-
lachia a selt-sustaimng economy capable of supporting the
people with nsing meomes. improving standards of hiving.
and increasing employment opportuninies

These two goals are not the same. they may even have
clements of conflict between them But when the evalua-
ton process which begins wath this report is completed, the
judgment should be i terms of impact on the levels of
hving and the opportumtes of the peopie who hve m the
Region.

Some general bachground on the orgamzation of the
Appalachian Regronal Commission and how 1t operates will
be necessary to make the remaining sections of the
evaluation report understandable to the general reader.
Those who are tanuhar with the Comnussion orgamization.
operations, and programs should feel free to ship to the
next section.

This sectton will first deseribe the Compussion’s pro-
grams and activities made possible by the 1965 Act and the
1967 and 1969 amendments, followed by a description of
the busic orgamization of the Commussion and s officers
Finally, the section will discuss the basic operatmg pro-
cedures structured m such a way as to give the reader a
concept of how policy 15 set and who sets 1t. and the
picture of the flow of Comnussion vperations,

The PARC Recommendations

In 1964 the President’s Appalachian Regional Comnus-
ston (PARC) 1ssued 1ts report. This study group’s work was
the basis for the present legislation. It recommended a
comprehensive program for redevelopment of the Appa-
lachian Region The PARC report cited three major areas of
emphasis which formed the basis for the Adnunistration’s
legislative recommendations: human resource development;
cconomic resource development: organization for develop-
ment

The President’s Comnussion recogmized the need for a
very highly interrelated set of mvestments in such social
overhead needs as hospitals, educational facilities, and the
community facilities which form the base necessary for
cconomic growth. These would go side by side with
mcreased investments 1 natural resource development.
Tying all these together would be a new set of institutions
to carry out the development program and to strengthen
the ability of the state and local governiments and private
institutions to use their existing resources.

Four priority goals requining sigmificant investments
were recognized. These were: (1) the provision of access

10

both to and within the Region. (2) the utihzation of the
Region’s natural resources of coal. timber. and ullable Land.
(3) the uvhzation of the Region’s ramtall and water
tesources, and (4) the mprovement of the education and
health ot the people 1n hine with these privnities the PARC
report recommended a $1 2 biihon highway program o
ink Appalachis with the mgjor metropolitan markets iving
just vutside the Region and a $36 nulhon program of
dceelerated water resource facthty construcuon In addi-
tion. a broad range of conservation and resource develop-
ment programs ncluding  pasture improvement, umber
business development. power studies. mmerals utilizition.,
and marketing were recommended  The report abo en-
courgged the construction ot recreation areas already
planned for the Region.

A program of action n the federal human resources
agencies to meet the Region’s needs tor improved educa-
tion especually vocational education, employment and
weltare services, nutrition and housing
Specific tunding proposals were withheld pending action on
the Adnnmistration’s poverty program. Finally, in the field
of commumty development. an expansion of existing
federal agency programs to encourage industnal expansion
in lagging connununivies was recommended.

The PARC report placed much heavier emphasis on
natural resource development than the subsequent program
cnacted by Congress and implemented by the Appalachian
Regional Commission. The actual program allocated more
funds to local community facilities and human resource
development than PARC suggested.

Matters of emphasis and degree aside, 1if the PARC
report had stopped with these program recommendations,
it would have merely been calling for “more of the same™
within a federal structure already beconiing crowded with
grants-in-aid for commumity development. But the report
went on with three further recommendations that both set
the report apart and formed the framework for a new
approach to developing a lagging region.

Supplemental Grants — The study comnussion tooX note
that the communities of Appalachia lacked the tax re-
sources tou take advantage of existing grant-in-uid programs.
It recommended that special funds be appropriated to the
Commussion to supplement regular federal grants, de-
creasing the required local share so as to enable com-
mumties within Appalachia to take advantage of existing
federal programs.

Sharing the Decision-Making - The report recommended
that a Commussion te created to direct a combined federal
and state effort to solve the Region’s problems. The federal
government would share with the states not only the
admunistrative costs but also the programming and policy-
making authority over the funds appropriated by Congress.
Thus, policies, plans, and even grant applications would be
reviewed not just by the federal government, but by the
states as well.

Local Development Districts — The report also recom-
mended the creation of a set of local development districts

wis suggested
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(LDDs). multicounty planming and development units o
Imk focal areas and the states Single towns and single
counties had proven too small tor ettective development
planning The LDDs also were to hink the local government
and pnvate businesses  The President’s Appalachian Re-
monal Commisston  recommended  the  tormanon of 4
tederaily chartered. niined ownership corporation to pro-
vide funds to carry out the plan of a local development
district Although the report s not specific about what the
tunds of such a4 corporation would be used tor. at does
mention that they should not be available tor tmancing the
capttal requirements ot private busimesses The corporation
idea. however, was dropped by Congress

The Appalachian Regional Development
Act of 1965

Following the President’s Appalachian Regional Com-
mnston report, the Johnson Administration submitted 4 bill
to Congress in 1964, the Senate passed a version of the bill,
but the House did not act. The til. with some amend-
ments. was then resubmitted in 1965, passed. and signed
nto law on March 9, 1965 The Act paralleled the PARC
recommendations very closely 1t authonized the supple-
mental grants. the highway program. the federal-state
decision-making mechantes, and the development district
program. Thus. the Act set up a dual experiment Farst. 1t
was an experiment n regional econonne development to
overcome the kind of problems previously cited. Second, it
was an experiment in federalism to provide a new hind of
mstitution to manage the development process.

A new feature m the legislation, and one that has gained
perhaps more attention than any other in the hill. was the
concept of an investment strategy 1t 15 commonly. but
narrowly known by the term “‘growth centers.” The Act
supulated n the statement of findings and purpose that,
“The public mvestments made in the Region under this act
shall be concentrated 1n arcas where there 15 a sigmficant
potenhal for future growth, and where the expected return
on public dollars invested would be the greatest.”

The authonzations in the bill were.

 a six year authorization of $840 million to build up to
2,350 miles of development highways and up to 1,000
miles of access roads.

i $41 million for grants of up to 80 percent of the cost of
building demonstration hospitals, diagnostic and treat-
ment centers, and $28 million for operating cost grants
which could go as high as 100 percent of the cost.

1 $17 million for grants to help local landowners prevent
erosion and to promote soil and water conservation.

1 up to $5 million for loans to establish local timber
development organizations.

1 $36.5 million for eradicating mining scars such as
extinguishing fires, filling mine voids, and rehabilitating
strip mines.

$16 million for grants for vocational whools under the
\ ocational Education Act.

$6 million for grants for the construction of sewage
treatment works under the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act.

$90 million to supplement other federal grants-m-aid so
that Appalachian communities could receive up to 80
percent of project cost from federal funds.

$5.5 million for research and to offset the administrative
expenses of local development districts

Amendments to the Act

The 1905 Act permitted the mcdusion of New York
state counties tn the Region, astep soon taken by the state
and  the Commission  The 1967 amendments added
counties i Mississippr and made adjustmerits - aathoriza-
tons to reflect these additions The 1964 amendments
called tor consideration of a further enlargement m the
state of New York and New I-ngland

These amendments extend the authorization tor sue-
cessive two-year pertods and generally provided tor greater
Nexility (e.g . permutting operatmg grants where only
construction had been provided tor w the past) There were
several major new items. however. 1 each of the Acts

The 1967 amendments changed the posture of the
Commission within the federal system. The ongmal Act
provided that the Commmsion would recommend the
approval of the grants made under the Act  but that
formal approval would be done by Cabmet agencies The
1967 amendments made 1t clear that the Commmssion
would approve its own grants  Cther federal agencies
retained technical review responsibilities The amendments
also severed a number of the admmstrative tics between
the Comnussion and the Secretary of Commerce, vahdating,
n effect. the inderndent posture under wiich the Com-
nussion had been operating.

The amending Act also provided for an extension of the
Inghway program from $840 milhon to $1 015 bilhon and
from 2.350 to 2.700 miles. A contract authonty provision
was added to enable the states to undertake construction of
the highways prior to appropriations. with the expectation
that they would be reimbursed by the federal government.

Finally. a new housing program was included to en-
courage the development of low and moderate income
housing in growth centers. This resolving fund program was
to parallel the Section 221 program operated by the
Department of Housing and Urban Development.

The 1969 Act generally extended the program for
another two years. until July of 1971 The Ighway
program was extended to 1973. The Act also ehmunated the
three-year limtation on admmistrative grants to local
development distncts The 1965 legislation contemplated
that the LDDs would be locally funded within three ycars.
The program was not far enough along to permut this. The
only exception to the extension was 1n those states where
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there were no development distncts and where grants had
been made for three years to the state government for the
purpuse of establishing (he local development  district
program. In these states, the three-year limitation on grants
tor district program development was retamned.

The major feature of the 1969 Act was an expansion of
the Comnussion’s health program, which provided Con-
gressional support for the increasing emphasis the Commus-
sion had been plicing on human resource development.
Under the new amendments the Commussion was en-
couraged to enter into the new fields of nutntion. child
development and black lung, and at the same time
pernutted to make larger federal grants to operating
projects.

Program Trends

A review of the PARC report, the 1965 Appalachian
Regional Development Act, and the 1967 and 1969
amendments indicates some major shifts 1n program
emphasis. A natural resource orientation to solving the
problems of the Appalachian Region was very evident in
the PARC report. It could be seen clearly in the 1965 Act,
but it has tended to be overshadowed in the later
amendments and n the actual implementation of the
program. The mining area program has been much too
constrained to provide the wholesale solutions that were
needed. The Army Corps of Engincers entered into a major
water study, but 1s 1s only now nearing a stage where it
would be translated into action. Since funds are scarce for
large-scale water projects, the impact of this study will be
felt much later. The timber development program never got
off the ground because of legislative limitations and the
economies of marketing small holdings of small hardwoods.

The need for improved community facilities, on the
other hand. 1s evident in the PARC report, and has grown in
importance. It dominated the 1965 Act and the first two
years of the admunistration of the program. At present,
emphasis on facilities per se has tended to level off and,
indced, represents a declining share of the overall program
emphasis For cxample, the Comnussion has not asked for
funding for its water and scwer program.

Human resource programs were given fairly prominent
mention in the origmal PARC repoit. but were not
authonized and funded 1n 1965 because of the parallel
passage of the Federal Economic Opportunity (OEO)
program. Experience under OEO indicated that it did not
mect Appalachia’s needs, and as result the program amend-
ments, program emphasis, and pre gram appropriations have
tended to enlarge the role of the human resource programs.

Organization for community development through a
new combined federal-state structure and a new set of
multicounty development districts  has retained strong
emphasis from the PARC report through the 1965 Act. and
into the present. In the carly years, however. the Commis-
sion placed primary emphasis on the federal-state institu-
tion. The creation of the local development districts was to

I‘)

be left to the imtiative of the states. with the Comnussion
providing financial incentives to ex  d their efforts.

The PARC report and the legisl. 1 provided the goals
and objectives of the Appalachian Regional Developsnent
Program. What was the program supposed to have accom-
phished duning its first five years of operation? Chapter 1V
will specify the operational objectives of the progr m and
describe the cvaluation studies undertaken to determine
whether or not the Comnussion has met them.

To provide some scale against which 1o measure the
magnitude of these Comnussion programs. Table 1 shows
the authorization and appropriations for the program
during the first five years of operation.

Commission Organization and Officers

A unique concept of the management of the Appa-
lachian Regional Commussion is that the federal government
and the 13 Appalachian states are coequals in the manage-
ment of the Commussion’s operations. The legislation
provides for a Commission composed of representatives ol
the 13 states and a federal cochairman appointed by the
President. This is the Commission’s policy-making body.

The Federal Cochairman — The Appalachian Regional
Development Act provides for Presidential appointment of
a federal cochairman of the Appalachian Regional Commis-
sion. His major roles, as defined in the Act. are to approve
any Comnussion action and liaison with the federal
agencies. particularly with the Office of Management and
Budget and the Office of the President.

The federal cochairman has the rank equivalent to an
assistant secretary. He rcpresents the Administration’s
position on Commission matters before Congress. In pre-
senting the federal budget, he acts in a manner analogous to
that of a regular fcderal agency head. The budget office for
the Comnussion is part of the federal staf® and the
preparation and presentation of the budget for federal
funds is done by the federal cochairman with the advice of
the states.

The Comnussion has had four federal cochairmen. The
law also provides for the appointment of an alternatc. The
federal cochairman has a personal staff of 10 people, all
compensated entirely out of federal funds.

Member States — The states have the other half of the
Commission’s policy-making authority. A majority of the
states must agree to Commission action in addition to the
vote of the federal cochairman. The law says that the state
members may be the governor or his designee or any person
deaignated by state faw. A strong tradition has developed
that the governors arc the state members. They participate
in Comnussion activities at the major policy level, but in
every case they also sclect an officer to represent them at
the Comnussion meetings and to handle the administration
of the programs at the state level. The faw provides that the
states clect a states” cochairman from among themselves.
This has always been a governor. The governors  serve




TABLE |

‘ APPALACHIAN AUTHORIZATIONS. APPROPRIATIONS
\ AND OBLIGATIONS TO DATE
‘ (thousands of dollars)

| 196567 196869 1970 1 Cumutative  Cumulstive
| Author _____ Appropnsuons Author 2 Appropriations Authors ? ~ Approprations Approp Obig
uation. 196566 1967  Total wzation 1968 1968  Towl 2ation 1970 1971°  Tou thru 1971 Dec 71
| 202 Health 69,000 21,000 2500 23,500 50,000 1,400 20000 21400 90 000 34,000 42000 76000 120 300 85 042
203 Land Statnl 17,000 7.000 3,000 10,000 19,000 330 2815 6115 15 000 3000 0 3000 19115 19 115
204 Timber Devel * 5,000 600 - 600 2,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 600 303
7 205 Mine Area 36,500 16950 7,00 20050 30,000 0 33 335 15000 5000 4,000 9000 33385 26199
Bu of Mines 15,600 7.(u0 22,600 30,000 0 335 33 15,000 5000 4000 9000 31935 25218
Fish & Witdhte 1.350 100 1.450 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1450 9716
206 Water Res Survey 5,000 1500 1,500 3,000 2000 2,000 0 2000 0 0 0 0 $ 000 5000
207 Housing Fund 0 0 0 0 5,000 1,000 1000 2000 3,000 1000 1000 2,000 4000 2,542
211 Voc Ed Fact 16,000 8000 8,000 16000 26,000 12,000 14,000 26,000 50,000 25,000 24000 49000 91000 67152
212 Sewage Treatment 6,000 3,000 3000 6000 6,000 1,400 0 1400 0 0 0 0 7400 1.207
214 Suppl Grants 90,000 45,000 30000 75,000 97.000 34,000 32450 66450 82,500 34,000 48500 82500 223950 175 855
302 Research & LOD 5,500 2500 2,750 5250 11,000 1,600 3000 4600 13,000 5500 7500 13,000 22850 18,184
Less Lumstation . S UL s = = = T S .
Total Non Highway 250,000 105,550 57,850 163.400 170,000 56,700 73,600 130,300 268,500 107,500 127,000 234,500 528 200 406,600
201 Highway 840000 200000 100000 300000 715000 70000 100000 170000 6950000 175000 175000 350000 820000 659068
Total Program 1,090,000 305,550 157,850 463,400 885000 126,700 173,600 300.300 963,500° 282,500 302,000 584,500 1384200 1065668
105 Admen Expns. 2,400 1,290 1,100 2,390 1,700 746 850 1,596 1.900 9324 958 1890 5845 s
GRAND TOTAL 1091400 306,840 158,950 465790 886700 127,445 174450 301896 965400 283432 302958 586390 1,354,045 1,071,049
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‘Appmpmuons are adjusted 10 account for reappropriations to other accounts - for 204 and 205 programs of $1 2 mithon
2.968-69 and 1970-71 authorizations are new authorizations Authorizations not appropriated lapsed in 1967 and 1969

3inciudes authorization of $175 mithion and $170 miltion for 1972 and 1973 rexpectively
4included transfer c* $42 thousand 1o this account from 204 Timber Deveiopment

Sincludes $8.5 million Supplemental Appropriation for Ayrport projects under Section 214
63383 thousand rescinded to Treasury

six-month terms as states’ cochairman of the Appalachan
Regional Commi sion.

State Representatives — The officer appointed by the
governor to represent him on the Appalachian Regional
Commussion 1s the state representative. The state repre-
sentatives or their alternates attend the Commussion meet-
mgs. usually held monthly, and cast their states’ votes on
pohicy :ssues. In most cases these officers are also in charge
of the admmistration of the program in their states. Usually
they are cabinet level officers and they have a small staff at
their disposal for Appalachian matters. The state repre-
sentatives and their staffs arc the focus for the program in
cach of the Appalachian states. They prepare the state
development plans, project applications, and work with
regional federal agency offices. the local governments, and

the state agencies nvolved. The functiomng of the program
at the state level will be examuined 1n some detail in Chapter
V.

States’ Regional Representatives — One continuing con-
cern in the admimstration of the Appalachian program is
how to keep the Commussion program from becoming
federalized. With the federal cochairman as a full-time
officer in Washmgton, Washington as a cenier of staff
operations, and administration of federal grantsan-aid as
the Comnussion’s major business, the staff and entire
Commission operation could fall into a pattern of operating
essentially as a federal agency. Conscquently, the states
decided to retan a full-time representative at the
Commission to handle their affairs between Comnussion
meetings and to advise the states on pohcy matters commg
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beforc the Commussion They established the office of
states’” regional representative. This action 1s noteworthy
because the office was not required by law: 1t 1s a feature of
the program that developed from state. rather than
Congresstonal initiative.

The Appalachian Code describes the states’ regional
representative as the “functional equivalent of the federal
cochairman™ and he speaks for the states collectively when
the Comnussion 1s not 1n sesston. There have been only two
states’ reglonal representatives since the passage of the 1965
Act. The states’ regional representative has a personal staff
of four people He and his staff are compensated entirely
by the states.

Executive Director — The Comnussion’s staff operations
are_headed by an executive director. whose position 1s
provided for m the Act. He 1s responsible for developing
policy and program recommendations for the Commussion’s
broad direction.

The Executive Committee — Early i the program, the
Commission created an executive commuttee to handle
major personnel actions aot delegated to the exccutive
duector. This was needed dunng the days when the
Comnussion was recrutting 1ts staff because these actions
could not wait for the scheduled Comnussion meetings.
Over the years the executive committee has become
responsible for many more of the Commussion’s major
executive and policy actions between monthly meetings.
The executive comnuttee has been delegated most of the
financial and admmistrative responsibilities that have not
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been delegated to the executive director The members of
the executive commuttee are the federal cochairman. the
states’ regional representative, and the exccutive director

Actions of the executive committce must receive the
affirmative votes of the federal cochairman and the states’
regional representative who votes on behalf of the states.
The executive director does not have a vote. The most
Important activities of the exccutive commuttee 1n terms of
Comnussion operations are the approval of projects and
state plans. The executive committee does not meet to take
these actions. The executive director proposes & project or
state plan to the executive committee for approval, It 1s
then routed to the states’ regional representative and. after
huis approval, to the federal cochairman.

The executive committee also develops and discusses the
agenda for Commussion mectings and develops program
policy questions for presentation to the Commission for
resolution.

The Staff — The Commussion now has a statf of approxi-
mately 100 people. This 1s quite small for a program that
has received over $1 bil'ion n appropriations. The small
size 1s made possible, in part, becausc many of the
administrative and engmeening problems related to Com-
mission operations have been delegated to federal agencices,
and mn part because of a decision by the Commussion to
keep the number of staff to a mmimum. The primary role
of the Comnussion staff is program development and
assisting the Commission with project review and approval.

The principal officers under the executive director are
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the deputy director, who 1s responsible for the adminis-
trative and  ~uc information units, and who has also been
delegated primary responsibility for the health, education,
and carly childhood programs of the Comnussion, and a
general counsel who 1s responsible for the legal and
contractual work.

The remainder of the staff 1s divided i1:to three operating
divisions. The division of program planning and evaluation
1s responsible for program analysis and long-range plans for
the development of the Appalachian Region. This division
*s also responsible for evaluating the current Commission
program. The division of program development contains
professional experts covering the fields of Commuission
programs and interest. 1t has experts m education, health,
child development, community development, public admin-
istration and other fields. The primary functon of this
division 1s to assist the states m developing programs called
for under the Appalaclian Act. Finally, the division of
pregram operations 1s responsible for the haison with the
states and for the review and execution of projects
submutted to the Conumission by the states.

Commission Operations and Processes

A final clement of background needed to make some of
the cvaluation material meaningful 1s the description of
how the Commission operates. Neither the programs nor
the orgamzation chart can really indicate how policy 1s set.
Even the basic legislative requirement vesting the Comms-

ston’s power coequally 1n the federai cochairman and the
13 states leaves a great deal of latitude.

Policy 1deas, problems and recommendations can come
to the Comnussion table from many sources. They can
come from the federal cochairman and his stafi, from the
states’ regional representative and his staff, from the
executive director and the Commussion staff. or they can be
brought to the table by any of the member stat~s. The
usual pattern, however, 1s a staff presentation sent out with
the agenda in advance of the meeting. Frequently a
problem or 1ssue 1s debated and resolved to some exter.! by
the exccutive committee 1n advance of the actual Commis-
sion mecting,

Budget and Allocations — One of the most crucial policy
matters that the Commission faces is the question of how 1t
distnibutes its funds. There was a general Congressional
intent that the Comnussion make some attempt to give
each state a significant share of the funds so that 1t would
have an 1ncentive to participate in the program. Aside from
this, presumably, the Commussion itself could have pro-
ceeded to review individual project applications of the
several states 1f it wished to do so. But this kind of
approach would have been both admuustratively unworka-
ble and certainly difficult for the states to handle. If each
state viewed 1tself as competing with the other states for
project funds, 1t could have brought either a complete
breakdown of operations or excessive log rolling.

Instead, the Commussion decided to use a set of state

15




ERI

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

allocation tormulae for most sections of the Act (Section
202 heatth program and the Section 302 research tunds
being excepted). These tormulae were developed by the
statt soon atter the Commission started operation and
recommended to the Commussion for adoption They were
adopted  without amendment and the same allocanion
tormulac have been used to determine the states” shares of
the funds appropriated by Congress since 1965.

These allocations are not guarantees or. strictly speaking,
block grants They are better construed as reservations of
tunds that provide assurance to the states that if they
tollow through on their responsibility under the Act. and
develop aceeptable plans and projects. that at least this
much money will be avarlable to them. Funds under cach
section of the Act are allocated and states may, 1t they
wish. trade funds trom one grant type to another.

The annual budget for program tunds 1s a tederal
mstrument. As was mdicated earher, 1t 1s developed by the
tederal cochairman and s budget officer after extensive
comsultations with the staft and the states. 1t must be
included 1 the annual budget of the Executive Office of
the President and handled in the same way that a federal
agency budget 1s handled The Comnussion receives bud-
geting gwidelnes from the Office of Management and
Budget (OMB), develops a draft budget. and presents 1t to
OMB which holds hearmgs and marks 1t up. The budget 1s
then redrafted by the Comnussion staft for inclusion in the
budget documents presented to the Congress.

The admmistrative budget 1s a different matter since the
adnunsstrative funds of the Commussion are paid half by the
states and half by the federal government. This budget 1s
developed m detail jointly by both groups and approved by
the Commussion. The states” share of the admimstrative
funds 1s deternuned by an allocation formula similar to the
ones to distnibute federal program funds among the states.
One difficulty 1n administrative budgeting 1s the different
budget cycles used by the member states Some of them
stll have bienmal legislatures and this means a two-year
lead time nught be necessary to make any substantial
change n the size of the admimstrative budget of the
Comnussion

State Development Planning — The Appalachian
Regional Commission Code requires each of the states to
submit an annual development plan providing the basic
framework for their actvities under the program. The plan
includes statements of the state’s goals and objectives for
Appalachian development, its analysis of the potentials for
the development, an analysis of area problems. a descrip-
tion of the state’s proposed program plans for the corming
fiscal year, and other longer-range kinds of analyss.

The Appalachian state representative has the basic
responsibility for developing the program plans. Sometimes
this 1s done by their own staff or other state planning units
and 1 some cases the states have used consultants to
develop the plans. The Commussion staft has provided
technical assistance to the states in helping them develop
the plans since the beginning.
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When  the development plans are submutted 1o the
Commussion. they are first routed through the staft fou
review A statt recommendation is then developed tor the
executive director to send to the executive commnuttece
recommending whether the plans should be approsed or
disapproved, or requesting certarn moditications i the plan,
The executve director then routes the plan to the exceutive
committee members

The Development and Approval of Project Pack-
ages — After the development plan 1s approved. the state
proceeds to put together a project pachage appendin. also
called for m the Code. to the development plan The
project pachage lays out which speafic projects the state
mtends to request dunng the coming year (although they
are not at this pont applications) The relationship between
the project and the state plan 15 also described n the
project package. It is at this pont that the state must do
considerable lhaison between any tederal agency offices
mvolved n basic funding of projects and with the locahties
and state agencies that are mvolved This project package 1s
also given a statt’ review and sent to the exccutive
committee for approval in the same manner as the state
plan. Again. the executive commuttee does not sit and
review each project pachage.

Preject Processing — Once the plan and project package
are approved. project processing becomes rather straght-
torward although by no medns an casy matter in every case.
Many of the difficulties in processing Commussion projects
can be traced to the need to secure approvals from some
other federal agency for the basic funds prior to the time
when the Commussion’s official approval can be ex cuted.
Most of the projects come into the Commussion during the
latter part of the fiscal year. They are reviewed by the staff
of the operations diviston with techmical assistance from the
other staff umts where this 1s necessary. Once the staff
decides the project is n proper form. 1t prepares an
approval recommendation for the executive director to
send to the executive commuttee. Here again, 1f the
executive director concurs, he sends the proposed project
approval first to the states’ regional representative and then
the federal cochairman for approval. Neither the executive
comnmuttee nor the Commission as a body sit and consider
project approvals.

Project Administration After Approval — For ecvery
Comnussion program except the Section 302 research and
demonstration activities. some federal agency is named in
the Act as being responsible for project admunistration after
approval. This was done to avoid the necessity of creating
an claborate Commission staff for project admimstration
since i many cases the Commission grant would be
piggybacked upon some existing federal agency grant. After
approval of a project. the necessary papers are prepared to
transfer the funds from the Commussion’s treasury account
to the treasury accounts of the federal agencies involved.
The federal agencies arc then responsible for the usual
engincering and administrative review that is necessary to
implement an approved project.
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Thus the New Deal expertence shaped tuture economie
development activities m two ways Firstoat taught us to
think of the governments role m econome development
pnmanty m terms of public works. As a consequence.
Congress later tned to rephiaate the New Deal action of
putting the unemployed to work bulding pubhc facihites
through the Accelerated Public Works Program ot 1963

Second. the resource programs and agricultural develop-
ment programs worked very well. so well in tact that they
contnibuted to the mereased productivity of agriculture
through technologieal mnovation which led to the displace-
ment of many wotkers from farms and agncultural indus-
tries. This 1s a major cause of the present patterns of
unemployment and underemployment in the Umted States.

While the tederal government had the leading role duning
the 1930s, after World War Il the tocus shifted to private
mdustrial development groups. Nearly every ity and town
had one. After the war many commumties found that their
traditional industries were sick. changing technology was
leaving them behind The coal industry, ron and steel. and
textiles faced this problem The plants and mines were
Josed. and some areas began to develop chronic unem-
ployment A race began to secure new industries The local
mdustrial  deve! sment groups bought land. bult shell
bulldings and advertised their communities” advantages
State and local governments ottered tax mcentives The
South was particularly active n seenng diversified industry
to supplement 1ts traditional economic base of agriculture

Thss local industnal development era lasted from the end
of World War It nto the 1960s. While the South enjoyed
some suceess and other commutities across the country did
get new industry, the local industrial development activities
had major tlaws.

1. There was not cnough ndustry to go around.
Thousands of mdustrial development groups were chasing a
few hundred annuai plant locations.

2. The communitics that were growing anyway got most
of the new industries because they were attractive and had
the factlities and services the most modern and desirable
industries wanted.

3. Lagging communitics beggared themselves offering
meentives and too frequently succeeded only m attracting
low-wage. femalc-employing industnies. They lacked the
facthities and services industry wanted. Often an existing,
dectining heavy industrial base of coal and steel left them
dirty and unattractive places to live

The 1950s and carly 1960s saw the mcreasing popularsiy
of a new term which came to characterize the new federal
role 1 cconomic development The nation’s economic
development problem was said to center i depressed areas.
These were places which had either never been indus-
tnalized or had lost their old mdustnes. Whether the nation
was at the peak or the trough of the busmess cycle. the
depressed areas suffered chrome unemployment.

The depressed arcas were satd to share one common
feature. a lack of soctal and economic infrastructure. They
did not have the basic public facilities  water supply and

sewage treatment plants, streets, and recreational taah-
ties  that modern idustnies seemed  to demand trom
communities Pubhe programs to provide the mfrastructuse
tor the depressed arcas appeared to be the answer to this
problem Although greatly oversinphitied hiere. this view
was the basis of the Area Redevelopment Act (ARA) ot
1901 and the Accelerated Pubhc Works Act (APW)Y ot
1963

Netther act tulfilled the hopes tor them To the extent
that the acts intended that those actually employed would
be put to work building the ifrastructure. any beneticul
eftects proved to be shortlived Most ot the unemployed
were not quahified tor the skilled jobs m modern construc-
tion projects. But the program also taced other funda-
mental impediments

1 The public works construction was scattered over the
Umted States The attempt to try to develop all of the
depressed commumties at once clearly flew i the face of
ccononue reahty. Even betore the construction programs,
there were more than cenough growing, developed com-
mumties to provide homes for mdustnal expansion Buld-
g a sewer for a depressed commumty merely altowed 1t to
compete with thousands of other communities that had
sewers and a great deal more

2. The relatively small amount of money that was
available was spread too thinly. A smgle pubhe works
project was of httle use to a poor community Most
depressed communmitics needed massive attention to plan,
orgamze, and carry out a comprehensive development
effort if they were to have any change of saccess.

3. The people of the depressed areas nceded more
attention than the public facilities. Many workers had seen
therr old skills become obsolete. if they had ever possessed
any skill at all. (Although the ARA provided some funds
for manpower retraming, this amount was only a small
portion of total authorizations and was not nearly enough
to deal adequately with the problem even when augmented
with funds from the Manpower Development and Training
Act (1963). Worse yet. the prospects were no brighter for
the children. The community educational and health
systems n the depressed areas were geared to producing
generation after generation of young people who were at a
serious competitive disadvantage n  the nation’s job
markets.

4. The acts encouraged planmng. but only on an
mdividual community basis Tlhis was both politically and
cconomically unrealistic. Economie development planning
deals with the allocation of scarce pubhc and private
resources 1 ghly interdependent national and subnational
cconomies. This requires planning on a scale much larger
than a single town or even county.

These problems and evolving notions about the process
of economuc development led to passage of two new
economic development laws in 1965 — the Public Works
and Economic Development Act and. our basic subject. the
Appalachian Regional Development Act.
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Formation of the Program

Antecedents

The institutional antecedents of the Appalachian pro-
gram can be found in the developments in eastern Ken-
tucky dunng the mid- to late 1950s A rehabilitation study
prepared after the disastrous flood in 1957 recommended a
regional  approach as essential to solving the area’s
problems,

Acting upon that reccommendation, the state authonzed
establishment of the Eastern Kentucky Regional Council
The Council, in turn, authored the idea that 1t would
requirc a reglonal interstate approach imtiated by the
governors of the Appalachiin states to begin effectively
remedying the physical, socizl and economic problems that
were plaguing the mountainous area

The floods were the occasion for going beyond the
immediate cnsis to present an 1dea for tackling chronic
problems, among them the personal and physical waste and
degradation which followed n the aftermath of the
resource-based exploitive economy that characterized more
prosperous perods throughout Appalachia.

Similar problems were being faced by residents of the
mountainous areas of other states and this consciousness of
joint problems prompted Governor Tawes of Maryland to
call for the first meeting in May 1960 of what was then
known as the Conference of Appalachian Governors. This
conference had before 1t a study prepared for the state of
Maryland which defined the problems of the mountainous
region 1n terms which have become familiar — access,
employment. education, health and migration.

In onc of its carliest actions this new Conference of
Governors addressed the Presidential candidates of 1960
with a proposal for a regional attack upon the area’s
problems. Eight of the present 13 Appalachian states were
involved in this early joint petition.

Upon lus election, President Kennedy appointed a task
force, chaired by Senator Douglas, whose deliberations
were built on the Congressional debates of the 1950s on
area development legislation and presented the recom-
mendations that led tc the Area Redevelopment Admunis-
tration. At its creation, ARA was charged with developing
special programs for the Appalachian area whose problems
had becn so clearly observed by the President dunng the
preceding campaign. For reasons that were partially legis-
lative and partially administrative, ARA did not create an
adequate approach to the Region’s persistent problems.

The Governors’ Conference became increasingly restive
as the area’s situation detertorated, and the hopes of 190l
remained unfulfilled. With the record floods 1in Cential
Appalachia of late winter 1963, a new initiative was
undertaken. leading to a meecting with the President in
March of 1963 which resulted 1n the establishment of the
President’s Appalachian Regional Commission charged with
responsibility to prepare legislation to assist the Region.

20

The President’s Appalachian Regional Commission

Three basic factors were at work nfluencing  the
deliberations and recommendations of this Comnission
The first was the understanding of the nature of the Region
and 1ts problems as they were perceived and understood at
that ime The second was the strategic understanding of
alternative approaches to a solution and. third. the political
context of the times wiich sigmficantly atfected the
program alteraatives considered to be available

The Nature of the Region — At tlus time no one had a
clearly defined regional boundary n mind. The Region was
viewed not as an economic and social entity but rather as
an area with some common problems. Major focus was
placed upon the distress in the central part of the Region
The Region suffered from gross decrease 1n employment in
coal miming which accentuated persistent problems of low
income and associated deficits 1n health, education and
other public services. Out-migration was proceeding at a
rapid pace and there had been major adverse effects from
the technological changes in steel and other basic industry
labor requirements 1n a penod when the national economic
performance had been poor.

PARC recognized that, as a region located in the heart of
the economic core of the United States. Appalachia has an
important  physical and economic relationship to the
development of the adjorung metropolitan areas such as
Atlanta, Cincinnati, Char otte. Nashwville and Columbus.
Appalachia produces mos® of the nation’s coal and much of
its manufactured goods. With 9 percent of the national
population. the Region has 10 percent of its manufactuning
employment. It is the watershed for most of the eastern
United States and the source of many of the basic resources
processed elsewhere. Its unique location contains po-
tentially optimal sites for some kinds of close-to-market
actwity related to metropolitan regions on the seaboard and
in the Midwest. Portions of Appalachia also provide
important recreational amemty areas for nearby metro-
politan regions. The Region’s economic base led PARC to
expect the area to contain substantial population for years
to come.

The report also recognized that the many human
problems of Appalachia could not be solved efficiently
without correcting the social and economic overhead
deficiencies which existed. 1e.. by making physical invest-
ments in health and education facilities in the Region itself.
For all these reasons, a place specific program was devised
and a conscious policy of encouraging massive out-
migration was rejected.

Approaching Appalachia as an *island in the midst of
affluence” meant that the Region was essentially defined as
the locus of a set of problems. Though the Region does
follow the Appalachian Mountains, it cannot be considered
a unified physical region, nor 1s it a coherent economic,
political or social area.

In terms of both problems and potentials. the heart of
Appalachia contains some of the largest concentrations of
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puverty m the Umited States. One finds in Appalachia some
of the highest incidences of unemployment and under-
employment, sickness and disease. malnutnition and 1tht-
eracy. n the entire country. These conditions  charac-
tenstics of both people and place - helped define the
Region.

In recogmtion of the difficulty of drawir; a clear
boundary lme between Appalachia and the rest of the
Umited States. however. PARC left the responsibility for
final deciston concerming the actual boundary to the
governor of cach state, Necessanly. this led to vanations 1n
the way 1n which the final boundary was agreed upon. In
some states, such as Virgima. portions of the Appalachian
geographic province were purposely excluded from the
definition because the economy 1n the arca was relatively
prosperous. In other states, however. a hberal defimtion
was taken and large portions of other physiographic arcas
were incorporated.

Economic Structure — Appalachia has certain common
cconomic characteristics. Historically. there have been four
mam legs of the Appalachian economy - agriculture. rail-
roads, mining and prnmary manufacturing. Appalachia’s
cconomic base was heavily concentrated m the very sectors
of industrial acuvity that have had dechning employment
for several decades This 1s the common source of many of
the Region’s probleis

Although rich 1n resources. the economy of portions of
Appalachia has concentrated on extraction. rather than
processing, at a time when shifting markets and changing
technology have dramatically reduced employment in
agriculture and muining. In common with cxtractive-based
cconomies throughout the world which have exported
resources for processing elsewhere, economic returns have
been relatively sparse.

Many Appalachian commumties. trom small town to
metropolitan areas. sull rely on one or two dominant
industries. Such economies are highly sensitne to tech-
nological and policy shifts and busmess cy des

Appalachia 1s filled with tarm market towns that no
longe: have any markets. minmg towns that are ill-equipped
to compete for anything but 4 share ot the remamimg
employment in mumng. and mill towns that have lost therr
once valuable lodational advantages and are unable to
compete cffectively for other hinds of cconomie activity
This led the President’s Appalachian Regional Commission.
m 1964. to assert that “rural Appatachia s lagging behimd
reral America and urban Appalachia 1s laggimg behmd urban
America.”

To a very large extent. then. the Appalachian Region has
been the wvicum of technological change  Changes
technology are. of course. 4 national phenomenon  The
changes advancing  technology have wrought are not
peculiar to Appalachia alone Many parts of the nation are
able to respond to these new conditions. however They
have reached a stage of diversity m their development that
cnable them to attract and develop new forms of cconomic
activity to replace the old But regions such as Appalachia
have lached the ntellectual, soctal and economie capital
necessary to provide this kind of adaptabiluy.

The Dimensions of the Problem

The President’s Appatachian Regiona! Commission high-
lighted six major problems of the Region:

1. Low Income — One Appalachian fanuly 1n three had
an annual income of less than $3.000 compared to the
national figure of one family in five. Less than 9 percent of
the Appalachian families had incomes of over $10,000 a
year compared to nearly 16 percent for the remainder of
the United States. Per capita income 1n Appalachia was
$1,400 while the national figure was $1,900.

2. High Unemployment — While 5 percent of the U.S.
labor force was out of work. over 7 percent of the
Appalachian labor force was unemployed. Commussion
estimates Indicate that 1 some counties 1n West Virginia
the true figures may have been 30-40 percent unem-
ployment.

3. Retarded Urbanization — While the nation was 70
percent urban 1n 1960. Appalachia was only 44 percent
urban. Appalachia has one of the highest concentrations of
rural non-farm population 1n the United States reflecting
the dispersed settlement patterns that accompany a re-
source-dependent economy. These dispersed populations
are more difficult to reach with adequate public scrvices.

4. Deficits in Education — In 1960, 42 out of 100
people 1n the United States over age 25 had completed high
school In Apalachia the figure was only 32 out of 100.
Sinular patterns can be found for dropout rates, college
graduates, and hteracy levels. All of these figures also mask
unmeasurable differences such as the quality of education
programs.
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5. Deficits in Standards of Living — The 1960 census
also reflected that the typical Appalachian bought fewer
services, fewer automobiles, and purchased less n the way
of retail goods. His housing was of lower quality and lower
value than the national average; over 34 percent of the
housing 1n Appalachia was deteriorating or dilaprdated
compared with 23 percent 1n sinular condition in the
remainder of the United States

6. Changing Population — Those most able to leave the
Regton in search of new economic opportunities were the
young working-age adults. They left behuind older people
with obsolete skills and the very young who were still in
school This phenomenon of a population of the young and
the old provides a mounting picture of distress. It requires
higher level of public service and yet 1s less able to provide
the tax resources necessary to finance them.

In summary, the Region was found to be lagging behind
the nation 1n a vaniety of critical dimenstons — income,
employment, employment structure, degree of urbaniza-
tion, health, education and public facility availability. The
problem was seen 1n both economic and social dimensions,
overlaid with an awareness of the extent to which isolation
was a pervading condition. Public remedial action was the
underlying theme to assure greater participation and con-
tribution to the nation from the Region.

The Eccnomic and Administrative Alternatives

At this time a basic debate was going on 1n academic and
policy circles about the nature and causes of the continuing
unsatisfactory levels of national unemployment which had
been the hallmark of the preceding decade. Basically, th~
1ssue was whether the explanation could be found in the
rapid obsolesence of firms and skills leading to structural
unemployment or whether the cause was a deficiency of
overall demand.

Supporters of the former explanation also supported
training and retraining programs, and assistance programs
for the distress areas which were believed to be the pockets
of poverty contaning large amounts of obsolete economic
activity,

Advocates of the latter point of view tended to support
fiscal and monetary policies to nsure sufficient levels of
total demand to create opportumties for the uncmployed.
This, 1t was believed, would substantially remedy the
problems of arcas that had 1n the recent past been the
centers of above average unemployment and of distress.

The presumption underlying the recommended Appa-
lachian program was that there were elements of validity 1n
both pomts of view. It was believed that higher levels of
national performance were an essential requirement for
regional improvement but that this would be insufficient to
accomplish the goal of regional renewal. There was no
reason, 1t was felt, to expect that national prosperity would
sutficiently benefit Appalachia to remedy its probiems.
These were believed to be caused by a blend of forces - the
madequate national performance plus structural problems
that made the Region relatively uncompetitive eco-
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nomically, and the associated soctal problems and defi-
ciencies of public services. This policy debate carried with 1t
the 1mplicit recogmtion that no well accepted theory of
regional development cxisted so that in the conceptual
sense there was no clear prescription for overcoming
regional problems,

Although not verbalized 1n the PARC report, the
interacting  evolution of theoretical nvestigations and
public policy concerns has since made explicat another
dimension of the 1ssue of regional development. During the
late 1950s and again today, concern has been expressed
that attempts to obtain satisfactory levels of national
employment will be diverted into an inflationary response
before unemployment has been reduced to the desired
level. A regional development program that reduced the
structural component 1n the unemployment statistic c.uld
make a contribution to the national goal of high level
employment with reasonable price stability. By making
available at current prices resources that would otherwise
be left unemployed, the upward pressure on prices from
stimulative governmental activitics might become evident at
lower levels of unemployment than would otherwise be the
case. In effect, a regional development program could add
to the resources available to the economy and have a price
level dampening cffect simular to that obtanable from
technological advances or imports.

Just as there were two opposing economic alterna-
tives - the structurahist and the total demand
approaches -- so there were two opposing administrative
alternatives. One alternative tended to focus on the federal
government as the appropriate unit to adminster a program
of regional assistance, the existence of areas of distress was
taken to be ewidence of the inability of state and local
governments to effectively discharge programs of economic
and social betterment. In fact, the disaffection with state
and local government was to find expression 1n the
Economic Opportunity Act. Some centralists believed state
and local governments incapable of overcoming distress,
others found them culpable for some of 1t.

Others believed that though these units of government
were financially incapable of effective contribution, they
could effectively develop plans and program clements that
would reflect unique local conditions and opportunitics
that would be more appropriate than those possible from
the perceptions of the national government alone.

In formulating the Appalachian recommendations.
PARC chose to emphasize the latter point of view 1n a way
which gave to the Appalachian Regional Commussion its
distinctive federal-state partnership structure.

Political Constraints

In addition to the 1ssues just mentioned, there were two
pohtical considerations underlymng the Commission’s
recommendations concerning program strategy. The first
was widespread dissatistaction with the results of the
operations of the Area Redevelopment Adminstration and
the Accelerated Public Works program it had also adnun-
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istered  Eligibiity for ARA assistance depended upon
meeting specified statistical measures of subpar perform-
ance and the preparation of an overall economic develop-
ment plan The latter tended to be static. “canned.”
county-by-county documents which contained no per-
ceptive andlysis and which evaluated the area without
recognmition of interarca dependencies and relationships
The number of ehgible areas reached almost a third of the
roughly 3.100 counties 1n the country. meaning that the
avari Sle funds could be. and were, dispersed 1n a manner
that nade pesceptible impact 1n any area unlikely

Despite this, ARA’s philosophy was to emphasize direct
job creation and the agency therefore took credit for “new
jobs created™ on the assumption that, except for 1ts
expenditure, the job would not have appeared 1n the areas
assisted  Logieally, this led to a “bird-in-hand™ emphasis
that largely responded to new manufacturing and recrea-
tional Jjob opportunities without regard for the existence of
other opportunities or of fundamental inhibitions to area
improvement.

To avoid those difficulties of ARA and APW, PARC
rccommended a much more comprehensive approach to
development — 1n terms of the range of available program
tools. the geographic scale for planning, and the breadth of
analysis of the determinants of development — than was
embodred 1n erther of these programs.

The second consideration was the desire to avoid
duplication of programs that might be recommended by the
evolving poverty program. With this in nmund, PARC
documented the need for human resource development but
rccommended that its proposed new commission retain
jurnisdiction  over only two programs - demonstration
regional health centers and construction of new vocational
education facilities.

Other “‘people-uriented™ programs were to be carried
out by the new poverty agency then anticipated.

The Strategy of the Program

The Strategic Concepts in the PARC Report

In reviewing the Region’s status and the cffectivencss of
its existing problem-solving programs, PARC concluded
that a new emphasis was essential 1n any proposed new
approach. Moreover, that new emphasis would have to form
the basic strategy underlying the entire structure.

A policy of accommodation would mean acceptance of
the trends of the recent past with the hope that their
personal impacts could be mutigated. There would be no
fundamental attempt to alter the evolving spatial structure
of national economic activity. The associated trend of
population out-migration would be regarded as a necessary
adjustment process with no conscious attempt to create
new mugration or commutation destinations within the
Region.

On the other hand, a policy of growth inducement
would operate on the assumption that the trends. which

were based upon a myriad of private decistons, could be
changed. that underlying these trends was a set of govern-
ment decisions about 1nvestments and public facility
availability which, 1f altered. could influence the trends

This alteration could be brought about by a combination
of public decisions. made n the hght of the evolving
national trends 1in industry growth Such decisions. made
and carnied out at the nght time and locations, could lead
to creation of spatially competitive alternatives to be
considered 1n the private decisions that bring about
employment opportunities.

It was anticipated that the improved employment
opportunities would lead to cconomic growth and also to
general development. the enlargement of the range of social
opportunities available to the Region’s residents.

PARC relied upon the experience of many under-
developed countnes in recommending rehiance upon public
investments which would stimulate private capital mvest-
ment. It recommended the translation of these foreign aid
pnnciples into a domestic program.

Since that time, there has been much discussion of the
extent to which these public activities 1n underdeveloped
countries have been successful 1n inducing private activity
and whether or not this is the most efficient strategy to be
followed. Although there 1s still uncertainty about the
efficacy of this approach in the developing countries, their
experience 1s not precisely translatable to a case hike Appa-
lachia, in which the policy focus is on a relatively depressed
region of a developed economy. In the latter case, the
competitive alternatives are far more numerous but the
same can be said of the private employment generating
decision opportunities. Consequently, the parallehsm be-
tween the case of Appalachia ana that of the under-
developed countries 1s not close and foreign experience may
not be fully instructive.

A second strategic recommendation of PARC concerned
the relationship of Appalachian development to the
evolving urban and industrial pattern in the Unmited States.

Data from preceding decades and estimates of develop-
ments after 1960, as well as information from other
sources, strongly suggested that the arcas in and around the
country’s larger cities would be the residential and occu-
pational hosts of increasing percentages of the population.
Industnal data was similarly strong in emphasizing that the
noncommodity producing sectors of the American
economy were the probable creators of a majority of new
jobs of the future. In summary, these inquiries forecast an
urban, service industry employment and residential struc-
ture.

Implicit in PARC report was recogmtion that if Appa-
lachia was to obtain a greater share of national output, 1t
would have to adjust to the evolving trend of the national
society. Consequently, the conclusions about the emerging
character of the American pattern suggested that Appa-
lachia would have to alter both its restdential and o-cu-
pational pattern to find a fulfilling role in the national
scene.
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The sigmfic nee of another mmplication ansing from
these inquiries was grasped only gradually If manufacturing
was gomng to provide a decreasing proportion of national
cmployment, then all communities could not hope to
attract manufactuning plants. This approach nught hold
promise at selected locations, but was far less hkely to be
frwitful as an overall strategy.

It 1s noteworthy that the PARC report contamed no
recommendations for federal inducements to idustral
location beyond those aiready enacted. however, 1t did
recommend that the states continue, and consider expand-
ing, their programs of industrial credit activities. ln all
hkelthood, this was not principally a reflection of the
probable scarcity of such opportunitics, but of the intense
competitiveness among the states for industnal prospects
and the problems 1t would produce for a regional program
of direct industrial attraction.

Post-PARC Evolution of Commission Strategy

Once a strategy of growth stimulation through public
investments was recommended, 1t was still necessary to
definc more precsely the character and location of the
investments to be made. The PARC report, as previously
mentioned, noted a lack of urbanization similar to that in
the rest of the country as a deterrent to Appalachia’s
development. The report also cited the then recent relative
Improvement wn service employment in Appalachia as a
hopeful sign that readjustment to the evolving national
pattern was beginning. However, the report did not contain
an exphat emphasis on growth-centered public investments
comparable to that contained in Section 2 of the Act as
passed. The critical sentence in that section states that
“public investment . . . shall be concentrated in areas where
there is a sigmficant potential for future growth ... ”

The Theory —In the hterature and expenence on
economic development, several alternative descriptions of
the regional growth process were prevalent. One of them
was cited in the PARC report — a “stages approach” to
economic development which emphasizes the evolution of a
local economy from an extractive to a spiraling self-
generative  condition which is wholly independent of
natural resources. Other competing explanations which
were then held included an emphasis upon the need for a
strong export sector 1n the local economy and an emphasis
upon the importance of urban growth centers with thei;
associated economies of scale and agglomeration. PARC
explicitly adopted none of these approaches and elements
of all three can be found 1n its report, though by inference
the stages approach was given greater weight.

By the time of legislative enactment, the growth-
centered approach had achieved prominence as the basis for
strategy. This was the result of two forces which were at
work. First, 1t was evident that the magnitude of the job to
be done in Appalachia precluded the likely availability of
sufficient funds to engage in development activities in every
community and area of the Region. Budgetary restraints
therefore counseled selective, concentrated efforts. Second,
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the commumty by community approach which was tol-
lowed under ARA had not been sutficiently successtul to
wairant emulation and. m tact, had tnggered attention to
the growth-centered approach that emphasized the growth
potential of selected arcas and urged the concentration ot
public investment i them

Role of the States — In the months immeduately pre-
ceding the enactment of the Appalachian Regional Develop-
ment Act. the concept of state responsibility underlying the
Comnussion’s structure and growth area emphasis was
crystallized i two ways' (1) state responsibihity tor the
designation of areas of investment focus was tirmly
estabhished 1 meetings between the state stafts and the
federal officials involved. (2) a first attempt was made to
dentify the locations of economic growth which existed in
the Region.

This study made mamtfest the fact that in Appalachia. as
had been true nationally. the pnincipal centers of growth
were the major cities A strategic dilemma was apparent
The most depressed areas of the Region. those n which
poverty and deprivation demanded the most remedial
actions were the same areas that could not. on histoncal
evidence. be viewed as the likehiest locations of future
economic promuse. For program purposes, this dilemma was
resolved by establishing growth potential as a relative
condition and allowing cach state to designate, within
gutdelines and subject to review, those arcas within its part
of the Region which seemed most likely to be the future
centers of employment, population and service delivery. In
effect. the growth potential strategy was applied regionally
in principle and withm cach state relative rankings were
required. Intraregionul, interstate compansons were not
made. To do so would have bypassed precisely those areas
of the Region which 1n the mind of the public. were the
prime cxamples of the .casons for the program’s naugura-
tion.

Exclusion of Major Urban Areas from the Re-
gion — Adoption of a growth-centered strategy raises ques-
tions about the established boundanies of the Region.
Surrounding Appalachia as defined n law are a scries of
metropolitan arcas which are the likely focus of develop-
ment for nearby areas within the Region. The exclusion of
Cincinnati, Nashville, Atlanta, Charlotte, Roanoke, Harris-
burg and similar cities can be questioned if the Region
were to be defined solely on strategic grounds. However.
this was not the sole criterion for regional delineation. In
both the state capitals and in the federal government,
admimistrative and political factors also required considera-
tion. In fact, had these cities been included within the
Region, application of the formulac by which the Com-
mission allocated its appropriated funds to the states as
financial planning targets would have resulted in grossly
diffcrent proportionate distributions.

Other allocation formulae obviously could have been
established but 1n all probabulity. inclusion of these densely
populated areas would have resulted in lesser allocations to
the states, principally in Central Appalachia, where the
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problems of unemployment and distress were most pre-
valent. In practice, exclusion of these centers had proved to
be less of a problem than a map inspection would suggest.
In planning its program, the Commission has made invest-
ments which were designed to improve physical, economic
and social inkages between nearby areas of the Region and
their external major cities

From Strategy to Operational Guidelines

With the passage of the Appalachian Act in March of
1965, the Commission began to implement the strategy and
program made available to 1t, both of which were rea-
sonably similar to those formally recommended It felt
mpelled to show prompt action and therefore embarked
upon project approvals while formulating more detailed
operating guidelines and procedures. This “quick start™
period was frankly undertaken for political and public
relations purposes, and did provide time to develop
mechanisms more 1n keeping with the strategy enunciated.

As the Comnussion thought its way into the problem of
establishing guidelines for 1ts operation. five basic assump-
tions were made

1. It was necessary for the Comnusston to attempt to
understand the patterns of economic development in the
United States and, to the best of 1ts ability, to work with
these trends instead of against them so that ultimately the
Region could develop the capacity to contribute 1ts fair
share to national development and economic growth.

2. Substantial investment in human capital 1s required
not only because the principal concern is the people rather
than geography, but because — in the language of one of
the early Commission documents on the subject — “with-
out nvestments in the health and skills of the people
resources would remain nert and capital would never
appear.”

3. The Region’s location between the major metro-
politan regions of the East made 1t pussible to integrate
much of the Appalachian economy with the national
matnstream by strengthening transportation linkages with
major nearby centers.

4. Development of a well-articulated economy, pa.-
ticularly with respect to local-serving services. required a
growth strategy which recogmzed the relationship between
urbamzation and the potential for growth in a focal area

5. Public services and facilities provide the necessary
suppor‘ing infrastructure for most private investments 1n
manufactunng plants and services. A proper mvestment
strategy would be attuned to that relationship and place
hughest priority upon those public investments m each area
most likely to allow the arca economy to pass the threshold
of growth.

These assumptions all dictated an emphasis on the role
of urban places and tended to give a particular urban
emphasis to the prescription 1n the Act to focus investment
on “‘areas with significant potential for future grewth.” It
did so because nationally, the country 1s urbamzing and
shifting 1ts employment to service jobs in urban centers. If
Appalachia 1s to capitalize on this trend it must, among
other things, selectively strengthen those urban centers,
either existing or to be created, which on the basis of
performance, location and potential are the most likely
ones to grow 1n service employment. Appalachia’s urban
system, existing or polential, came to be viewed as a
competitive part of the national system of cities.

The pnimary aspect of urban development that had to be
taken into account was that some mimmum level of
urbanmization must take place 1f economic growth 1s to be
supported. In Appalachia there are many cases where this
“critical mass’’ does not exist in any real sense, despite the
existence of a large and dense rural non-farm population. In
such areas urbanization, perhaps of unique character, might
nave to be induced. The large populations of such areas 1n
Appalachia may make such an approach feasible where,
under other conditions, such a “new towns” strategy would
prove unworkable.

In this national setting, the unique Appalachian problem
was a relatively densely populated area without many large
urban places. Yet 1t was projected by the special study
entitled “Urban and Rural Amenca: Policies for Future
Growth,” that nationally half of all the population growth
in the coming years is likely to occur in the metropolitan
areas of over a mullion persons, and that most of that
growth will occur in the suburbs. Most of the remaining
growth, that study projected, would occur in smaller-sized
metropolitan areas. Towns telow 10,000 1n population,
rural villages, and farms would have the lowest growth rate.
The study went on to observe that “the likelihood of
sustained balanced growth in a small community 1s much
more fragile and problematic than in larger communities.”

The Commission recognized that there were bound to be
exceptions. A small community located at a new highway
junction, for example, might be expected to spurt ahead.
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And 4 community might prove tortunate in its caliber of
local leadership and be able to “*beat the odds ™

Atter careful consideration of all the facts, the Com-
misston concluded that 1ts major emphasis should not be on
the large metropolitan areas sice 1t was going to attempt to
dwert the flow of rural nugrants away trom such areos. but
that on the other hand the Commission should not attempt
to concentrate efforts in those comniunities least likely,
because of location, topography and other Linutations. to
respond to programs designed to increase economic growth.

In the carly months of Comnussion operation, not all
these thoughts had fully crystallized Enough was under-
stood, however, to allow it to establish the general cntena
that would guide the states in designating areas of invest-
ment focus By resolution, the Commission required “the
identification of areas which, in the state’s judgment, have a
significant potential for future growth and other localities
from which the population must be served n oider to
promote overall development of the Region.™

In 1ts “*Policies for Appalachian Planning.” more precise
gutdance to the identification of arcas with a significant
potential for future growth is provided. The following
paragraph provided a working defimtion of a growth
center’

By a center or centers is meant a complex consisting of one
or more communities or places which, taken together,
provide or are likely to provide a range of cultural, social,
employment, trade and service functions for itself and its
associated hinterland. Though a center may not be fully
developed to provide all these Junctions, it should provide
or potentially provide some elements of each and presently
provide a sufficient range and magnitude of these functions
to be readily idenuifiable as the logical location for service
to people in the surrounding hinterland,

The Commussion defined those “linkages” that should
exist between the designated center and its hinterland.
These include commutation patterns, wholesale trade
services, educational and cultural services, professional
services, inter-firm and inter-industry trade, governmental
services, natural resource and topographic considerations.
and transportation networks.

The policy statement then differentiated between
primary and secondary centers by saying that classification
as one or the other is dependent upon the range of services
which it provides to the hinterland. Finally, limitations
were placed upon the importance of the secondary centers:

A secondary center may be identified as an area of
growth potential, but its proximity to the primary center
and 1ts position in that center’s hinterland hinders its Sfuture
growth and therefore the range and magnitude of public
investments to be made in it. The public investment
program for a secondary center must be related to the
program for the growth areas as a whole.
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Four aspects of these early actions proved to be highly
important as the Commission’s work proceeded. Furst,
individual communities, particularly in the central part of
the Region, were too small for public facilities 1n cach of
them to be economucally justified. However. two or more
neighboring centers mught be able to provide comple-
mentary public services, given transportation 1mprove-
ments. From this, there quickly evolved the operating
concept that creating communities that were separated by
distance, but by minimal time. as an entity might enable
them to achieve the economies associated with size that
were a hallmark of a center. The Commission policy
encouraged this by explicitly defining a center as poten-
tially consisting of more than one community.

Second. the Commussion action took note of the
relationship of the center and its hinterland 1n a way that
emphasized not only the flow of people and resources to
the center but also the flow of services to the residents of
the hinterland. This emphasis on the mutual relationship of
center and hinterland was an attempt to avoid the
development of a program that would benefit rural res:-
dents only as they moved to centers or as economic activity
spilled out into the area’s surrounding centers.

Third, and closely related to the second, 1s the emphasis
on “other locahties from which the population must be
served.” The Commussion policy has avoided the rigidity of
making investments only 1n “growth centers™ in recognition
of the fact that in some areas, populations exist which
cannot have access to certain services if they are provided
only at these centers. There has been increasing emphasis
on the dehvery of services from points that are functionally
efficient, building on language in 1its early “Policies for
Appalachia — Planning™:
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Some mvestments mayv most appropriately be placed i
rural hunterland areas Most particularly. these nvestments
would be n the fields of health and education, where such
services and facilities must be located close to those they
are designed to serve In this way, the labor force of the
hunterland can be upgraded to more effectively partiapate
m the growth opportinities occurring m the growth area of
the district

fourth, this emphasis on tunctionally efficient service
delivery has had an mmpact on the Comnusston’s under-
standing ot 1ts early distinction between primary and
secondary centers 1t has not come to recognize a three-
tiered merarchy that ts not based solely on absolute size
and potential but also mcludes consideration of the
tunction the center plays n ity area. 1t 1s these functions
that become the basis for distinguishing among the types of
public expenditures deemed appropnate in cach.

Regional centers are mmportant metropolttan centers
providing specialized services and employment oppor-
tuntties that extend well beyond the boundaries of the area
m which they are located Investments made 1 these
centers are mainly “Regron-serving.” 1 ¢ . they help improve
services and employment prospects for a large area of the
Appalacinan Region

Primary centers are communities or a complex of
communities where a major portion of the future employ-
ment base of a district s hikely to be located. Investments
i these centers are designed to develop their competitive
advantages by providing the public factlities and services
nceded to make the area attractive to increased private
mvestment and growth They also receive investments of
the types made 1n secondary centers.

Secondary centers are communities from which 1t 1s
necessary to provide services to a large surrounding rural
hinterland 1f 1solated populations are to be given the skills
and traming they need to compete for opportunities
wherever they choose to lire and work.

The Comnussion’s policies and guidelines cannot deter-
mine which investments of what size and 1n what sequence
are approprate to whick. specific areas. Not only 1s there no
simple set of answers to these questions available from a
technical viewpoint, accommodation to state and local
desires and preferences 1s a necessary and desirable part of
the program. However, just as 1t established critena for
growth area delineation by the states, so it established
critena, outlined 1n the next chapter. for each functional
program.

The mode ot operation adopted 1s designed to place
major program project selection responsibilities on the
states within the program criteria. For them to discharge
these effectively, a financial planning target was required,
otherwise cach state would be 1nduced to subnut as many
projects as possible to the Commusston 1n hopes of getting
more “winners” because 1t has more “candidates.” This
would hardly have led to responsible state behavior nor

would 1t have been wsetul m tostermg a tederalstate
partnershtp.

Bastcally. two systems were used to allocate appro-
priated tunds The first concerned only development
highways. The general corndor locations (and consequently
cach state’s share of the total mileage) had been bargamed
out and agreed to m PARC days Essentially. the decisions
were conditioned by a desire to fill the gaps lett by the
interstate and federal aid primary systems between centers
in and surrounding the Region However, not enough
money was avallable to build new nuleage the full length of
every corndor A umform adequacy rating scheme was
therefore devised to evaluate the need for improvement on
each section of each corndor. These, plus the state’s desire
and ability to build mileage in 1ts corndors, deternuned the
amount allocated to it.

Two of the imual states. however, recetved no develop-
ment highway muleage. In lieu of this, Alabama and South
Carolina recewved half of the local access road money. the
rest of which was divided on a formula basis similar to that
used 1 other programs

These formulae are the second. and more gener:lly
recognizable. allocative devices used by the Comnussion.
All other program funds (except for health demonstrations,
housing, local development districts, and research demon
stration) have had formulae applied to them at some time
dunng the Comnussion’s operation. In fact, the states bear
their costs of Commission operation on the basis of a
strmlar formula. Although the weights apphed differ, m
each formula recognition 1s given to equality (equal
shanng), population and area In several, an inverse nicasure
of per capita income appears as well as a “*nced” measure 1f
the program seemed amenable to such measurement.
Specialized criteria were ncluded 1n the program for land
stabilization and erosion control.

These formulae have been the basis for cach state’s
planning target and have also been the mmuator of a
procedure of “‘swaps’ among the states that enable them to
create a better match between fund avallability and
program and project priorities.

Changes Since 1965

In the years of the Commission’s operations, three
fundamental types of shifts have occurred in its program.
One, a broadened definition of its day-to-day operating
concept of development, cannot be directly documented.
The other two, a change in the relative emphasis among
programs, and a change in the range of administrative and
program activities in which it is permitted to engage, can be
documented and, in a sense, provide evidence that the first
type of change has taken place.

Early in 1ts program, the Commission gave relatively
greater weight to the strictly economic growth aspects of 1ts
function and, though still present, lesser weight to the
delivery and quality of services to the Region’s residents. In
time, relative emphases gradually shifted. Within the staff
there appeared more frequently emphasis on growth areas
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as locations of service delivery institutions, as well as of

jobs. In fact, concentration of service 1nstitutions 1n one
place was jusufied as the efficient spatial organization for
service delivery, sumetimes without mention ot the center’s
cmployment producing potential. 1n sum, the shift was
netther sudden nor dramatic. 1t did reflect a gradual relative
growth n the importance of dehvering public services to
people whether or not 1t also was ued to a probable
employment gencrating, private sector response The shuft
was, of course, hinuted by the legislauve prescription to
emphasize areas of significant growth potential.

The annual appropriations received by the Comnussion
and therr use are the basic evidence of the change in
emphasis among programs. To a much greater extent than
imphed by a first reading of the Act, the Commussion has
sought, and spent its discretionary funds, on projects
designed to upgrade the health and education of 1ts
constituents. The best single piece « ™ evidence 1s the
allocation of funds available to supplement federal grant-
in-aid programs (see Chart 3). Chart 4 shows the overall
areas of project emphasis.

Similar evidence can be found n relative appropriations

received by the Commussion 1n its first three and the last
three fiscal years (see Table 2). For example, while overall

TABLE 2
APPALACHIAN PROGRAM APPROPRIATIONS

Fiscal Years 1965-68
{million $§)

Fiscal Years 1969-71
{miltion §)

Human Resources

Health $ 249 $ 96
Housing 1.0 3
Voc. Ed. 28.0 _63

Total $ 639 $162

Natural Resources

Soit Conservation $ 133 $ 58
Timber Development 6 .0
Mine Restoration 24.1 9.3
Water Study 5.0 .0
Total $ 43.0 $ 15.1

Community Facilities
Water and Sewer $ 74 $ .0
Supplemental 109.0 114.9
Total $116.4 $114.9

Other

Research, Planning
and Districts $ 6.9 $ 16.0
Administration $ 3.1 $ 2.7
Highways $370.0 $4500
TOTAL $593.3 $7607

program appropriations increased by 28 2 percent. appro-
priations tor human resource programs imcreased by 200 0
percent.

Interpretation of the increase n high ayv tunds should
recognize that 1t merely indicates an crease 1 the states
capacity to use them. The entire system was a program
commitment of the orginal Act.

Furthermore. the major part of supplemental grant and
research and technical assistance tunds have been devoted
to health and education activities throughout the program’s
life (sec Table 3).

TABLE 3

PROJECT APPROVALS
SECTION 214 - SUPPLEMENTAL GRANTS
1965-1970

Type of Project
Natural Resource

Heaith and or Community

Fiscal Year Education Facilives

(millions) {millions)
1965-66 $ 143 $ 3.6
1967 40.1 5.6
1968 32.7 9.3
1969 278 5.9
1970 16.9 6.0
Touwl $1318 $30.4

Admumstrative and program changes recommended by
the Comnussion and adopted by Congress have reflected
the broadening view of the Commussion’s role 1n the
Region. They also reflect the mncreasing confidence of
Congress 1n the Commission.

Regional Commissions and Regional Solutions

The Appalachian Regional Development Act directed
the Commission to “develop, on a continuing basis,
comprehensive and coordinated plans and programs and
establish prionties thereunder, giving due consideration to
other federal, state and local planning in the Region.”

Although this could be interpreted as directing the
Commission to develop overall comprehensive regional
development plans, 1t was decided early 1n the hife of the
Commussion that this would be impossible and that overall
devclopment planning should begin at the state rather than
regional level. The Commission’s position was presented by
John Sweeney, the federal cochairman, 1n testimony before
the Scnate Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations
in February 1967

It was evident to us from the beginning that therc would be
no such thing as a ‘regional’ investment plan. There is too




FIGURE 3

SECTION 214 - SUPPLEMENTAL GRANTS
APPROVALS BY TYPE OF PROGRAM
FISCAL YEAR 1965-1970

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION

HIGHER EDUCATION

LIBRARIES —""J

HILL-BURTON
OTHER 43
ETV 14

WATER SUPPLY, REC, Exc 13

DE A
N WATER POLLUTION CONTROL

AIRPORTS
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FIGURE 4

APPALACHIAN INVESTMENTS
FISCAL YEARS 1965-1970

VOCATIONAL TECHNICAL 249
PROJECTS

226 HEALTH FACILITIES

236 COMPREHENSIVE
HEALTH COMPONENTS

HIGHER EDUCATION 161
PROJECTS

™~ 179 LIBRARIES 87
1.42 NDEA 43

\ .66 EDUCATION TELEVISION 13
124 WATER POLLUTION
CONTROL PROJECTS

49 HOUSING DEVELOPMENT

39 OTHER 58

31 WATER & SEWAGE 66

47 AIRPORTS 1 40

LAND RECLAMATION 16.477
CONTRACTS

MINE AREA RECLAMATION PROJECTS 56

Includes All Appalachian Programs except Highways

Total Funds 140,600,000
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much of a dwersity of problems and need within the ]2
state area of Appalachw. For that reason 1t was decided at
the outset that each state should develop s own myest-
ment plan That plan was to nclude those areas i which
the state thought future growth was most likely, 1t was to
include an analysis of what specific mvestment could best
enhance the possibity for such growth, and it was to
establish prionties for projects to implement that growth
potential.

Several basic considerations influenced this deciston. In
the first place, 1t appeared that only investments in heavy
infrastructure — highways, power systems, dams, etc. —
would result 1n suostantial direct regional impact and,
therefore, benefit from the regional planning. 1n most other
project areas — schools, hospitals, sewer systems, etc. - the
impact of the individual project would be restricted to the
local or, at most, state level.

Yet the Commussion was not given basic program funds
for any heavy infrastructure projects other than the
Appalachian Develcoment Highway System. The Commus-
ston, 1n fact, was expressly forbidden to become 1nvolved 1n
any aspect of the gencration of transmussion of electnc
power although the PARC report had contained a recom-
mendation to that effect.

In the second place, 1t was not at all clear that
development of a comprehensive regional plan, as that term
1s usually understood, was techmcally feasible. Thus, there
was no reason to believe that use of a single regional plan to
program all of the Commission’s investments would have
led to a greater return for the Region as a whole than would
the usc of individual state development plans devised by
people who were much closer to local problems, even
though these several plans would probably have different
approaches, assumptions and objectives. This consideration
was particularly compelling in view of the diversity of
problems and potentials among the vanous states in the
Region.

Finally, the Comnussion was intended to be a federal-
state partnership in which a major share of responsibility
and authonty was to be given to the states. In view of both
this fact and the techmical considerations mentioned, the
deciston to delegate to the states the basic responsibility for
programming Appalachian investments within their borders
made very good sense.

However, 1n another sense, a regional plan was developed
and refined. Going back to PARC, a regional analysis led to
the specification of a set of program and institutional tools
needed to do a job. As indicated, Congress did not fully
agree but tools and a strategy were made available.
Progressively, the Commission has requested new and
amended tools and elaborated the strategy. In this sense, a
regional plan exists. It is a set of tools and a strategy for
their application which reflects continuing analysis of the
Region and the efficiency of earlier operations.

Beyond this, the Commission retained responsibility for
building a common base of information and analysis. It
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took particular responsibility for areawtde functional plans,
for program development studies, and for developing a
framework into which all of the state and Comnussion
studies could be put.

The three principal examples of the regional functional
plans are  highways. awrports and recreation

The Comnussion’s highway plan 1s basically a product of
the President’s Appalachian Regtonal Comnussion, with
some modifications and refinements added 1n 1966. The
plan was accepted as the basis for the Comnussion's
highway nvestments, and implementation according to
Comnussion policies concerning construction prionties 1s
well underway.

The Commussion’s airport plan, “Guidelines for an
Appalachian  Airport System.,™ consisted of three basic
components: a projected classification of all arrports 1n the
Region based on traffic and service pattern projections. 4
description of the physical improvements required to bring
individual airports into line with their projected classifica-
tions for the first five years of the 1966-81 plan penod, and
an estimate of the investment funds needed for the overall
airport improvements called for in the plan.

Since the Comnussion was given no basic funds to
construct airport facilities, 1t was limited to using the
supplemental funds available under Section 214 to add to
Federal Aviation Agency (FAA) grants. Full implementa-
tion of the plan would have required FAA to accept. 1n
addition to 1ts normal cntenion of air commerce needs,
economic development effects as a valid factor in assigning
prionties to projects.

Although FAA did distnbute the airport plan to 1ts
regional offices where 1t was considered when the National
Airport Plan was drawn up, it was not willing to accept
economic development as the criterion for 1ts own grants.
However, a review of FAA grants to the Region for the past
several years does indicate a high relationstup between the
Commission’s plan and where the funds actually went.

Another regional planning effort is the recreation plan
currently being developed by the Commission staif, The
plan 1s intended to focus attention and investment on the
recreation complexes expected to have the greatest region-
wide economic impact. Representatives of recreation
agencies from all levels of government have participated 1n
the preparation of the plan, which 1s based 1n part on
separate plans produced by these individual agencies. As 1s
the case with airports, the Commission has no basic funds
for direct development of recreation complexes, although
funds from some sections of the Act can be used to
implement certain parts such as the construction of access
roads. However, it 1s anticipated that the plan will be
implemented as the participating agencies and other groups
give higher priority to the development of those areas on
which the plan focused attention.

The staff of the Commission, acting upon the request of
the states of Kentucky, Tennessee, Virginia and West
Virginia has been working with them to prepare a compre-
hensive strategy for the 60 counties of Central Appalachia.
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This 1s an example of interstate planning through the
Comnussion and of the nature of planning of this type.
There 1s a simultaneous relationship between planning (and
the research that underpins 1t) and implementation. As one
clement 15 completed. 1t 1s munplemented while further
planning proceeds. The objective 15 10 achieve n this area
the goals established by the Comnussion for all of
Appalachia.

Early work on this strategy led to the crystallization of
the concept of complexes of communities as the centers of
growth areas, previously mentioned. It has also led to a
better understanding of the availability of capital in the
area, of the potential for economuc growth, of the
mmportance of health and education services at particular
locations. and of the problems of job traning, mobility
and migration.

Program studies often precede new legislation or state
action. Examples of these studies underway or completed
are:

C

Teacher Manpower in Appalachia

C

Occupational Hazards Associated with Coal Mining

~

I Analysis of Transportation in Appalachia

a

Mining Manpower Needs

a

Spatial Distribution of Industry in Appalachia

Fimnally, for over a year the Commussion has been
prepanng a 15-year program financial strategy for
Appalaclua. This is an effort to develop new planning
techmques for assessing the Region’s overall needs and for
developing alternative solutions to present to the govern-
mental and private leadership. It is also hoped that this set
of planning techmques will provide a basis for integration
of the state plans, the regional functional plans, and the
special studies into a consistent whole.

Another dimension of the regional aspect of the Com-
mission’s activities is evident 1n the development of overall
investment strategies. Perhaps the most obvious example is
the translation into formal policy of the ARDA require-
ment that investments be concentrated in those areas
having significant potential for future growth and where the
return on the public dollar would be the greatest. The
resulting policies, discussed 1n detail in the next chapter,
embody the Comnussion’s best judgment of the way to
obtain maximum value for the Region from the fairly
limited investments authorized under the various program
sections of the ARDA.

The Commussion has also adopted certain policies for
specific programs based on an analysts of the possible ways
of using those programs to best effect 1n the Region. In the
area of vocattonal education, the Commission determined
that a major obstacle to growth and development was the
serious mismatch between job opportunities in the Region
and the training curncula being offered 1n Appalachian
vocational and technical schools. As a result, the Commis-
ston decided that 1ts vocational education funds would have
the greatest impact 1f they were limited to supporting

schools having job-relevant traimng programs, a policy
which was more res‘rictive than those of the Office of
Education’s vocational education program.

Another example of a regional program prionty was the
recommendation of the Health Adwisory Committee,
adopted by the Commission, that funds from Section 202
should be used primarily for demonstrating better ways of
delivering health services rather than for the construction of
conventional facilities. A final example was the Commis-
sion’s decision to concentrate its limited education demon-
stration funds on the development of regional service
agencies (i.e., education cooperatives) which would enable
groups of small rural school districts to take advantage of
the economies of scale.

In addition to the regional development strategies
contained in these policies dealing with specific program
areas, the shift in investment emphasis from physical
resources to human resources that has occurred since 1965
itself represents a clear policy decision concerning the most
effective use of limited Commussion resources.

In summary, the fact that the Commission has chosen
not to emphasize the production of formal, comprehensive
investment plans 1s not evidence that it has not taken a
regional approach to development. By concentrating
instead upon refinement of the available program tools and
the establishment of policies and priorities for classes of
project investments bascd upon analysis of the Region’s
nceds and of the development process, the Commussion has
been involved in a regional planning process.
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TABLE 4

GROWTH AREA REQUIREMENTS
OF APPALACHIAN CODE

Required Exceptions to
Growth Area Requirements
Section Description Location 1234567

2018 Access Roads Yes
202 Health Demo. No*
203 Land Stabilization

205 Mine Area
Restoration

207 Housing

211 Vocational
Education

212 Sewage Treatment

214 Supplementat Funds See ** beiow

Types of exceptions.
1—Residential Development
2—Recreation Development
3—Education Areas
4—Timber Development
S5-—Demonstrated significant impact on growth
6—Service to isolated areas
7—Directly affects a growth area

*Approved health demonstration area required,
**Depends on the project. In general, the principles stated at the
beginning of this section, apply to 214 projects.

Commussion’s recognition of a growth goal and a develop-
ment goal: to provide the basic facilities essential to the
Region’s economic growth and to help to develop its
human resources so that a wide cange of opportumties are
open to them.

Literature on economic development reflects a growing
emphasis upon the importance of human resource improve-
ment 1n the attainment of a desired level of economic
performance. Statistical and other investigations tend to
suggest that sigmificantly larger returns are likely to result
from these improvements than was earlier assumed to be
the case.

In addition, development strategy problems dictate
emphasis upon investments of this character. The projec-
tion or growth potential 1s far from a precise science, s 1s
specification of the response of private imitiative to changes
in relative public facility availability. These uncertainties, 1t
can be assumed, lead to equilibrating shufts of labor and
capital. Investments in the mobile labor resource therefore
may be the least likely to be wasteful, a consideration
reflected in the Commission’s emphasis upon improving the
ability of the Region’s residents to compete for opportuni-
ties *‘wherever they may choose to live.”

These two goals, though largely complementary, also
have some competitive aspects. Complementanty exists
because the development of human resources can directly
improve prospects for economic performance. However, a
competitive element 15 also present because the Region’s
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dispersed population requires investment 1n public facilities
to provide for human resource development at locations
which were not necessanilly ones at which sigmficant
economic growth could be anticipated. In 1ts resolutions
establishing program and project evaluation cntena and m
its adminstration, the Comnusston has sought to solve
these potentially competitive considerations. The some-
times subtle differences 1n the ternunology of Commussion
resolutions have led to the creation of fairly widespread
mvestments 1n human resource related programs and
projects. In general, lighest pnonty 1s given those invest-
ments 1n or serving a growth areaq; secondary pnority to
those prujects serving large isolated populations and meet-
Ing certain exceptions to the general policy.

The State Plan

In estabhishing the requirements of a plan, the Commus-
ston recogmized that the member states had differing degrees
of experience with such an undertaking and that there was
no single “best” way to accomplish the task. It also recog-
mized that a very difficult pohitical 1ssue was involved. and
that the states would develop different means of handiing
the problem resulting from the announcement that some
areas would be recipients of Appalachan investments while
others would not.

The Appendix contains capsule summaries of the nature
of each state’s plan. Each has found a way to respond to
the mandate for an analysis of the problems and potentials
of 1ts entire Appalachian area, a delineation of 1ts areas of
growth potential, a selection of those to receive invest-
ments, and the reasoning that leads to the selection of those
investments for the particular area.

At the time the program was imtiated many thought it
unlikely that the states would be willing to make the
difficult political and technical decision of announcing
areas of investment focus. The expectation was that
omitted areas would have sufficient political potency to
force only superficial area distinctions that would have no
effect on expenditure patterns. In fact, however, the states
have been willing to make these poltically difficult
pronouncements required by the regional strategy.

As anticpated, an evolutionary process has occurred 1n
some states leading to alterations in their approach and 1n
the selection of growth areas. Their imtial diversity and
evolution along separate tracks requires separate treatment
of each state. These discussions are also 1n the Appendix.

Plan Approval

The approval of a state plan and the projects identified
In it 1s not a mechanical process of comparing the sub-
mission with an ideal set of critena, or with a separate
analysis prepared by the Commussion staff. As indicated,
the Commission proceeded on the belief that no single best
set of standards exists. Moreover, the Commission anu its
staff are not separate from the states. In many cases the
staff participated in the plan’s development and was aware
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of the political and technical 1ssues resolved in the
document as submtted.

However, plan approval has not been automatic. Com-
misston review nvolves perspectives broader than that of
one state — the other states, the federal interest, and the
Region as a whole. This has led to numerous sets of
conversattons, sometimes relating to individual projects but
also to the basic formulation of the plan, 1ts geographic and
functional arca coverage, the anticipations and crtena
implicit n 1t, and the effect of all of these on the nature
and dispersion of investments,

in effect, the give and take of plan review has evolved a
“common law” of standards that relate not solely to the
technical process of plan development but also to the
quahtative judgment of the switability of the proposal,
measured against the Commussion’s evolving understanding
of the problems and potentials of parts of the Region and
the effectiveness of various programs in given settings.

This set of evolved standards can be summanzed by
delineating six types of areas into which Appalachia can be
divided and the types of programs appropriate to each:

1. Areas within the range of influence of major metro-
politan areas outstde of Appalachia where regional
development programs can capitahize on development
opportunities pressing outward from those metropolitan
arcas. Examples of areas under such influence in
Appalachia are the Hagerstown area of Marviand and the
extreme eastern part of the Eastern Panhandle in West
Virginia close to Washington and Baltimore; the area
surrounding Atlanta, a small area in eastern Kentucky
near Lexington, those portions of Appalachian Ohio
near Cincinnati; portions of New York and Pennsylvania
hetween Buffalo and Cleveland; and portions of eastern
Pennsylvama and New York near New York and
Philadelphia.

. Areas within the orbit of major Appalachian metro-
nolitan  centers such as Pittsburgh, Birmungham or
Charleston, where dual programs must be undertaken to
remnforce the service base and employment opportunities
in the city while at the <rme time the surrounding rural
area is more effectivety integrated and hinked to the area
economy through improvements in transportation,
health, education and resource development.

. Large Appalachian cities located in peculiar topographi-
cal situations where a “critical mass” of population and
social overhead exists, but where further growth within
the city as presently defined is unlhikely for lack of
available land. Here initial efforts should concentrate on
alternative ways for such cities to join with surrounding
jurisdictions where growth will occur in order to
preserve existing overhead in the city and make duplica-
tion of those services in the outlying areas unnecessary.
Examples of such cities are Johnstown, Pennsylvania,
Wheeling, West Virginia; and the central anthracite
communities of northeastern Pennsylvana.

4. In areas unserved by any urban complex large enough to
be capable of sclf-sustaining growth, but where there are
many small towns close together, the program should
help develop complementary services so that together
they offer the same service advantages and employvment
concentrations as a middle-sized city. The Pikeville-
Prestonburg-Paintsville or Middlesboro-London-Corbin
areas of eastern Kentucky or the Dalton-Calhoun arca of
Georgia are representatve of this kind of area.

. Areas with a dense, but rural non-farm, population
where there 1s no viable commumty and few urban
senvices or urban ccnters. A combination of two ap-
proaches may be required in these arcas, one may be
stmilar to the third strategy above, the other 1s a “new
community” approach in which an urban center is
consciously induced based on analysis that mdicates that
access, market and demographic conditions are such that
a viable urban center can be created.

6. Arcas that are sparsely populated but which have had
conferred upon them unusual access and resource
advantages which make 1t probable that development
wnd emugration of population will occur. In such arcas a
planne 1 “pew community’ approach may be indicated.

Plan preparation and review can be summanzed as a five
step process:

. Dehncation by the states of multicounty areas with
common social, political and econoniic interests.

. Designation by the states of centers within the multi-
county areas.

. Selection, also by the states, from among the centers to
receive investment mphasis.

. Recommendation by the states of investiments for the
selected centers.

. Review and refinement of the plan by the Commussion
and the state.

An evaluation of this process would reveal that as a
result of the planning, new methodoligies were created in
some cases and unique solutions found in others. It was
inevitable that some mistakes be made but in many such
instances the crrors have been corrected. There 1s, without
doubt, room for improvement in the methods used to
define growth arcas. However, improvement must be an
evolutionary process during which the states will find,
through expenmentation, solutions suited to their unique

characteristics and needs.
If any general criticism is to be directed at the process of

growth area delineation by the states, it would be the lack
of overall interstate awareness. While there 1s evidence of
this tendency by some of the states, it by no means
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approaches unanimuty. Cooperation in the delineation of
Interstate growth areas 1s only the first step toward a
unified approach by two or more states to an efficient
investment policy and a full recogmition of the regional
approach to economic development.

Were They the Right Places?

No attempt has been made in the preceding pages to
determune whether or not the choices made were good
choices, 1n the sense that they accurately represented
desirable centers of relatively high growth potential 1n the
states. This 1s an extremely complex and difficult question
which, n the scope of the present evaluation, cannot be
answered. Even an attempt to answer thus question involves
a clear, specific defimtion of the objectives involved 1n
selecting growth areas (e.g., this relates to problems of
marginal versus actually growing areas, locational questions,
a determuination of what 1s desirable in terms of patterns of
urban development and population migration, etc.).
Furthermore, this question involves the ability to quantita-
tively determine an area of relatively high growth potential
and to compare such areas with areas of lower growth
potential. The state of the art in economic theory is not
such that this can be done at present. One can distinguish at
the extremes of a spectrum the major urban areas with the
highest probability of continued economic vitality, and
areas of dimmishing performance whose economic future is
probably bleak. However, much of Appalachia falls into the
range of greater uncertainty. How, then s one to dis-
tinguish? Opinion seems to be evolving toward the view
that growth can be made to occur given adequate infra-
structural investments. Thereforce, an area selected as one of
high growth potential and subsequently provided with
substantial investment concentration is likely to become an
area of relatively high growth. This opens up a whole new
range of policy alternatives. In the face of the complexity
and uncertainty of this 1ssue, no attempt will be made here
to assess the relative performance of the “‘growth areas”
and areas not selected for concentrated investment.

The problem 1s further complicated by the fact that the
Commussion has not followed a ngid growth area concentra-
tion policy. As noted, 1t has also pursued the goal of
assisting in widening the opportunities for development of
the Region’s human resources and the statistics in the next
section of this chapter show that investments have gone
into areas not selected for concentrated investment.

A later portion of this chapter will, however, attempt to
indicate what has been happening in a small number of
growth centers receiving a concentration of investments, as
well as to provide a general indication of the impact of
those investments.

Project Concentration

The preceding section discussed the Commission’s
policies relating projects to growth areas, described the
manner 1n which the states have fulfilled their responsibility
to designate such areas, and discussed the role of planning
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in the overall process. This section will examine the way 1n
which the states have implemented these policies in their
own growth areas.

The analysis will be divided into three portions the first
will examine projects approved to determine whether there
has been any tendency state-by-state to spread investments
and to equalize them on a county basis; the second will
examine investments in uniformly defined “service areas™
to determine whether there has been any relation between
concentrations of population to be served and project
allocations (1.e., whether the program has reached the
people); and the third will study project allocations to
growth areas as designated by the states to determine
whether growth area classifications have in fact provided a
framework by which investments may be concentrated 1n a
relatively mited number of areas.

County Concentration

Examination of project concentration by county'
within the Appalachian portions of the states served to
determine whether state project recommendations had a
tendency to simply spread investments evenly among all
counties within the Appalachian portion. A brief examina-
tion of Table 5 indicates that this did not occur, Le.,
the supposition that there would be equality between
any percentage of counties and their share of total invest-
ments 1s not confirmed.

TABLE §
CUMULATIVE INVESTMENT BY COUNTY

% of Total
Number of Counties

% of Total ABC
Investment* *

5.0 31.5
10.0 45.2
15.0 55.0
20.0 63.9
25.0 70.6
30.0 76.4
40.0 85.6
50.0 92.1
60.0 96.5
70.0 98.9

*Counties are arranged according to quantity of ARC investments
made, in descending order; i.e., the first 5 percent includes those
counties with the highest absolute au. ~iity of ARC investment.

**Excluding highway funds.
The top 5 percent of the counties (in terms of dollars

spent, excluding highvsay funds) accounted for just over 30
percent of the total funds invested. This represents 20

'Counties were used In this analysis because they are the smallest
geographic units for which data are consistently available.




FIGURE 5

INVESTMENTS (1965-1970) AND POPULATION (19601
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PABLE 6

SIZE CLASS DESCRIPTION OF GENERAL SERVICE AREAS

Population Number Pop.* In
Size Class 0f Areas Size Class

Avg. Pop.
Within Ciass

% of Total
Serv. Area Pop.

Under- 10,000 10 85,000
10,000- 24,999 4 726,300
25,000- 49,999 40 1,410,200
50,000- 99,999 39 2,799,200
100,000-249,999 30 4,630,600
250,000-499,999 7 2,315,500
500,000-749,999 2 1,233,700
750,000 & Over _l 1,911,000

Total 173 15,111,500

8,500
16,507
35,255
mn7174

154,353
330,786
616,850
1,911,000

0.6
4.8
9.3
18.5
30.7
15.3
8.2
12.6

100.0

* 1960 population rounded to nearest hundred,




TABLE 7

GENERAL SERVICE AREAS BY STATE

1960 Serv.
Area Pop.*

Appal. Portion
of: 1960 Pop.*

No. of Serv. Average

Percent Areas** Pop.

1,982,300
675,200
922,200
195,800
406,200

1,596,000 80.5 18
531,200 8.7 7
719,900 718.1 21
191,600 97.9 3
307,900 75.8 12
808,600 80.9 14
813,100 86.5 12
974,100 81.0 17

5,424,300 91.5 52
544,200 929 3

1,342,300 83.5 1
356,700 1.2 6

1,501,600 80.7 25

Alabama 86,670
96,460
43,910
65,270
33,850
57,760
67,760
57,300

104,313

181,400

122,020
59,450
60,060

Georgia
Kentucky
Maryland
Misssssipp1
New York 1,000,100
North Carolina 939,700
Thio 1,119,600
5,930,800
585,500
1,607,700
500,900
1,860,400

Pennsylvania
South Carolina
Tennessee
Virgima

West Virginia
Region 12,720,200

15,111,500 85.2 87,350

* 1960 population rounded to nearest hundred,
**includes portion of interstate areas within the boundaries of a state. Will not
total to 173,

counties out of 397. More than halt of the total funds were be a high correlation between service area population and

concentrated 1n just 15 percent of the counties. At the
other end of the scale, 64 counties received no investments
under the Appalachian program.

Service Areas in Appalachia

The practice of having each state define 1ts own growth
areas in its own way presents serious problems in attempt-
ing to evaluate the program. There 1s no regtonally umform
geographuc base from which to perform an analysis. Since
many of the areas have only generalized boundanes, data
on population, incomes or any other relevant idicators are
not uniformly available. For thus reason, the staff defined
**general service areas” 1n cach of the Appalachian states to
establish a unmiform base. These arcas consist of primary
market areas dehneated around the dominant center or
growth areas as defined by the states. They were defined by
using population concentration maps for 1960, newspaper
circulation, traffic flow maps and topographic maps. A
total of 173 service areas were thus defined. Tables 6 and 7
show the size distnbution of these areas. The total 1960
population of these areas represents 85.2 percent of the
total population of Appalachia, with the service areas being
the average size of 87.350 11 the Appalachian program has
fulfilled 1ts amm of serving the Region's people, there should
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investment allocation.?

The allocations according to size class of the service area
are shown n Figure 5. The pattern is readily apparent.
All size classes are approximately equal 1n terms of relative
amounts of population and Commission investments with
the exception of the 750,000 plus group (Pittsburgh) and
the 10-25,000 group.

In absolute terms, the Commission has obviously con-
centrated its funds in the middle-size service areas (100,000-
250,00C population) which have the largest population.
On a per capita basis, concentration has been in the
10.000-25.000 category (shown in Table 8 nght). The
centers of these areas are very small communities. In
general, the figures confirm two aspects of the Commi-
ssion’s operations. Furst, service to relatively dispersed
populations is relatively more expensive, witness the per
capita costs in the two lower population classes of areas.
Secondly, the Commission has tended to avoid expendi-
tures in its largest city (Pittsburgh) but has placed heavy
emphasis on 1ts other major urban centers and particularly
those metropolitan areas below Pittsburgh’s size.

? Investnient 1n service areas for purposes of this analysis excludes
funds under Scction 201-a (development highway), Section 202
(health demonstrations), Section 302 (research and Jocal develop-
ment district funding), and certain grants serving large areas. the
precise location of which 1s not specified
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TABLE 8

INVESTMENT IN SERVICE AREAS BY SIZE CLASS

Investment
Per Capita

Investment
1965-70

Populatior Poputation
Size Class 1960

Under 10,000
10-24,999
25-49,999
50-99,999

100-249,999

250-499,999

500-749,999

750,000 +

85,000
726,300
1,410,200
2,799,200
4,630,600
2,315,500
1,233,700
1,911,000

$ 2,388,189 $28.09
28,185,063 38.80
29,078,465 20.62
50,509,607 18.04
72,751,433 16.71
41,373,332 17.87
23,530,380 19.07
7,842,952 4.10

15,111,500 $255,559,421 $16.91

One additional service area classification should be
examined. The service area delineation process 1dentified
some 26 interstate service areas. These, in most cases, are
key areas in Appalachia and are by any measure, dominant
centers of influence. Investment in these areas in shown n
Table 9. This chart indicates a significant concentration of
investment 1n interstate service areas, an interesting result 1n
view of the general lack of explicit consideration of
interstate relationships in state plans and growth area
designation.

TABLE 9

INVESTMENT IN INTERSTATE SERVICE AREAS

% of Tot.
Total Serv. % of Tot. 1960 Pop.
Area Invest.  Invest. Served Pop. Invest.

Appal. Per Cap.

Multi-state

Investments $ 77,548,609 2,311,600

Single-state

Investments 17,216,855 6.8 1,194,800

Total 94,765464 311 3,506,500

Region $265,569,421 100.0 15,111,500

Growth Area Concentration

The purpose of the growth center strategy was to
provide a disciphine, a rationale, for the allocation of public
investments. If this strategy has been adhered to, project
investments should be concentrated in the designated areas
of growth potential. Earher, it was pointed out that there

are numerous exceptions to the general rule of project
concentration in growth areas. In order to obtain Comnus-
ston approval, all exceptions to this rule must be accom:
pamed by strong evidence showing that an exception s
warranted. Therefore, a project which 15 not 1n a growth
area has not necessanily been improperly located but, n
fact, 1s hkely to be there because 1t was able to meet the
Commission Code critena relating to such exceptions.

During the hte of the Commussion, approximately a
quarter of a billion dollars has becn approved for growth
area approprate projects’ Of this amount approximately
50 percent has been concentrated in areas of “first level
growth potential,™® as designated by the states. An
additional 11 percent was n the second level arcas and 8
percent was concentrated in third, fourth, and fifth level
areas. Finally, 11 percent of the fund was approved for
nongrowth areas and 21 percent was approved n the early
stages of the program before growth areas had been
defined.

If the quick start penod 15 excluded, no sigmificant shufts
have taken place in the geographic focus of investment
dollars. There has been no consistent tendency for the
states to move toward higher or lower level growth centers.

Table 10 shows the overall performance of each of the
states from the beginning of the program through fiscal
year 1970 in companson with the Region. Projects au-
thonzed before a state’s first development plan was
approved have been chminated.

From this table, 1t is obvious that there has been
substantial variation among the states with respect to their
concentration of Commussion tunds n growth areas.
Georgia, Kentucky, North Carobna and Tennessee allo-
cated the lowest percentages of funds to the first level
growth areas. In the latter three, the first level growth areas
were large metropolitan cities. These states avoided placing
a large percentage of their funds in such centers because 1t
was felt that the impact would have been minimal. Georgia
designated four “high” growth potential and 15 “medium”
growth potential areas. Despite this, Georgla’s percentage of
investments n nongrowth areas 1s the highest of any state.

The remaining states have been relatively consistent with
the intended strategy. They produced a high degree of
concentration of funds n first level growth arcas and, for
the most part, a low degree of concentration outside
growth areas.

3Excluded from this classification are all Section 201a progects
(developmental highways), Section 202 projects (health demon-
stration), Section 302 projects (research and LDD funding), anu
certain multicounty grants to school systems, ETV, ete., as well as
a few access roads (Section 201h) which served large areas and
were not directly assignahle to individuat areas.

4 Classiftcation of areas 15 somewhat difficult since different states
used different terminologies The classtfication system used in this
analysis 1s as follows:

Ist Level  All top le..l growth areas designated by a state
including “*regional,” “primary.” “high.” ¢t

2nd Level. Next tower level designation. For example, 1f “re.
gional” was the 1st level designation, then “primary”™
became the 2nd level classification.

3rd, 4th,  As appropriate following similar criternia as with st

Sth Level and 2nd level.

6th Level Not designated as growth area.
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TABLE 10

CONCENTRATIONS OF INVESTMENTS IN GROWTH
AREAS BY STATE

Growth Area Levels
1 2 345 6
(Percent) {Percent) {Percent) (Percent)

Alabama 84.3 14 14.3
Georgia 33.2 211 39.7
Kentucky 2.2 458 9.9
Maryland 86.0 14.0 -

Mississippi 87.2 6.9 5.9
North Carolina 173 36.5 2.8
New York 80.5 9.9 9.6
Ohio 87.2 9.7 3.1
Pennsylvania 86.1 48 : 6.2
South Carolina  68.6 9.1 21.3
Tennessee 38.7 26.5 10.5
Virginia 61.5 - - 38.5
West Virginia 62.3 3.0 9.5 20.2

Region 62.1 139 10.3 13.7

*Figures include only investments made after the designation of
growth centers,

TABLE 11

PROJECT DOLLARS BY GROWTH AREA LEVEL
AND INVESTMENT CATEGORY (In Percent)

Investment Growth Area Levels
Category 2 345 Total

Health 500 18.7 14.0 100.0
Education 616 155 9.5 100.0
Water & Sewer  46.7  14.1 10.7 100.0
Airport 64.2 122 13.2 100.0
Other 509 20.0 211 8.0 100.0

Total* 57.2 159 10.6 16.3 100.0

*Note the percentage distribution of this row 1s not equal to the
distribution of the preceding table This 1s due to the removal of
all access roads and mine area restoration projects.
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Albations, according to  project type, were also
analyzed 1n the following categones health, education,
water and sewer, airport and others.® These allocations
are shown for the Region 1n Table 11.

Table 11 shows that first and sccond level growth areas
recetved close to 70 percent of the funds in each category
except for water and sewer projects. The needs for these are
ubiquitous, and apparently Comrmussion procedures for
assuring selecuvity were less effective here than m oti.er
categories. Water and sewer grants have provided some of
the more vigorous internal debates because they have been
viewed by some as primanly for the purpose of sumulating
economic growth. Advocates of this viewpoint counsel
concentration. Others view these projects as pnmanly
related to the health of the population and therefore argue
that they should be provided to serve nceds wherever they
exist. The disagreements have not been casy to reconcile
even though the Appalachian Code specifically states that
such projects must be placed 1n growth arcas or n
nongrovth areas having sewage problems which affect
growth areas. Since 1968, the Commuission has had no funds
specifically earmarked for sewage treatment facilities.

The growth area policies as set forth 1n the Commission
Code were deliberately designed to allow the maximum
possible freedom to the participating states in preparning the
growth area portions of their state development plans.
Imposing a set of strict guidelines on the states would have
had three major shortcomings: it would have strongly
inhibited the development of growth area policies reflecting
the unique situations 1n individual states; no local expertise
would have been developed; and, the imposition of highly
specific criteria would have placed the Appalachian pro-
gram in the position of being “just another federal
program.”

The Commussion’s approach has, as the previous discus-
sion shows, been moderately successful insofar as the
delineation of growth areas is concerned. However, such an
approach is not without problems. Allowing the states a
free hand in designing their approach to growth area
delineation opens the door to provincialism in the form of a
tendency to look no further than state boundaries 1n
planning. This appears to have been the case among many
of the Appalachian states. While there have been some cases
of deliberate interstate cooperation in defining growth areas
and in project placement, this approach is not widespread.
Furthermore, even though a large percent of ARC nroject
funds were placed in interstate service areas, this is
probably due to the fact that these areas are generally
domunant centers 1n Appalachia rather than a result of
coordinated interstate planning efforts. However, the struc-
ture docs exist in Appalachia, leading to the joint recog-
nition of the importance of these interstate areas by some
states. The Commission should actively encourage coopera-
tion.

$'Other” specifically excludes all access roads and mine area
restoration because adequate or consistent information was not
available for all projects. Development highways, health demon-
stration, research, and LDD funding were also excluded.
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Growth Area Case Study Analysis

For reasons of statistical and theoretical difficuity
discussed earlier, no attempt has been made to evaluate the
appropriateness of the growth arcas selected by the states.
However, at thrs point it will be beneficial to exanine
events ocurring 1n a4 sample of centers which recerved a
cotteentration of mvestment ettort following therr designa-
tron as growth centers on the hub of growth areas

Methodology

This section 1s based on a study of seven centers m
Appalachia. The study was designed to assess the effects
and mmpacts of pubhic facility investments, both individu-
ally and as a group, on the capacity of centers to stimulate
and accommodate economic growth, and to attempt to
determine some of the more important factors influencing a
community’s response to such investments. Since tech-
mques for evaluating effects of pubhe investments are crude
and at best require lengthy project operating experience, a
qualitative approach was selected for tius part of the
evaluation 1n view of the Appalachian program’s short
history.

The centers 1nciuded 1n thus study are Hornell, New
York: Gaftney, South Carolina; Cookewilie, Tennessee,
Crossville, Tennessee, Altoona, Pennsylvama, Florence,
Alabama: and Carroliton, Georgia. They were selected from
among approximately 95 such centers throughout the
Region. Cntena for selection included geographical distn-
bution, population size range, and a relatively heavy
concentration of mvestment (composed of a representative
mux of facihty types) under the Appalachian program.

Efforts also were made to pair the final choices on the
basts of certain charactenstics. For example, Gaffney and
Hornell are sinular 1n terms of their population sizes and
the nature of the Comnussion investment package, but had
expenenced divergent economic trends. In addition, four of
the centers sclected had been the subject of a sinular study
conducted by the principal investigator 1n 1967 and 1968,
and thus offered the possib:hty of time compansons. The
relevant statistics for the sample are shown in Table 12,
wlule their locations are shown on the map in Figure 6.

The rationale for selecting centers that received a heavy
concentration of nvestment under the Appalachian pro-
gram stems from the speafic intent  f this study which is
to develop an understanding of the process by which a
center (whose economy may be presently stagnant) 1s
assisted to become the location of more opportunitics for
1its population and that of the surrounding areas.

The Appalachan Regional Development Act embodies a
strategy which focuses public investment on centers having
the capacity to stunulate economic effects throughout a
broad service area. Thus, if one 15 to examine the
thesis — that a heavy infusion of public capital concen-
trated in time and quality can be an inducement for
economic revitahzation and growth — 1t 1s appropnate to
evaluate those centers having received a large injection of

public capital. Theretore, this evaluation has been restricted
to those focations which appear to offer the best prospects
for wdentifymg the dimenston and nature ot impacts from
public mvestment of the types supported by the
Appalachian program. It should be emphasized once again,
however, that the conclustons resulting trom this study
cannot necessartly be extended to cover the whole range of
growth areas 1dentified by the Appalachian states. An
assessment based on a small sample cannot hope to
estabhish the validity of the Commussion’s vperating thesis
that concentrated nvestment will stimulate growth, but
rather, can at best examme the extent to which the results
mn the area studies are consistent with the theory. The
approach adopted — an in-depth study of a small number of
centers ~ can  provide some  valuable nsights into  the
development process and the extent to which Comnission
mvestments have supported or stimulated that process, as
well as serve as a pilot model for more extensive and
long-term efforts in the future.

The principal instrument employed 1n this nquiry was a4
series of in-depth personal nterviews of local pubhic and
private officials  :d leaders 1n each center. These persons
included directors or admmstrators of spectfic facilities
funded with Appalachian Regional Comnussion assistance,
other professionals such as city planners, local development
district  staffs, urban renewal officials, city managers,
elected officials, industnal promoters, bankers, representa-
tives of pnvate business and industry ncluding newly
located or expanded plants, and other persons (e.g.,
umversity officials) having special knowledge of the center
and 1ts relationships with 1ts service area.

To support these quahtative findings which by their
nature are subject to personal biases and prejudices, a
quantitative examination of all current and rehable data
regarding the recent economic performance of the center
was undertaken. Sinularly, all supporting data presented at
the time project apphcations were made were studied and
analyzed. Upon companson of recorded statements, per-
sonal observations and 1mpressions, and trends developed
from current statistical data, individual case studies were
prepared. This section summanzes the results of these case
studies and presents the major conclusions

The characteristics that must be present for growth
potential to exist include: (1) a labor force of sufficient
size, diversity and skil to attract new activities. (1) a
surplus of developable sites for location and expansion of
economic actwvities; (3) an attractive lwing environment
which 1ncludes competitive levels of cominunity services
and facilities; (4) accessibility to a sufficient size market
and resource base to support a growing economy; (5)
proximity to a major metropolitan area which can supply at
sonie minimum level of effort, cultural and other services to
local residents and businesses not normally available 1n g
center of its size; and (6) a modern governmental and
financial structure.

The relative importance of these factors will differ
among locations. In the selected centers studied, two
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FIGURE 6

SELECTED GROWTH CENTERS

HORNELL
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conditions appear to have been principally responsible for
their success or lack of success i achieving their respective
ccorcmic and service potentials. These are multidirectional
lighway access within thel. service area and connecting the
center to centers of greater economige importance, and
progressive local leadershsp.

Transportation (onstitutes a production cost which
shows great vanation among centers. Given the fact that a
vast number of communities will have virtually identical
production costs, those places having transport cost advan-
tages will more likely attract economic activaty. In this
context, adequate transportation becomes a pivotal consid-
eration.

It cannot be said. however, that transportation facihties
alone will suffice to insure economic growth. This process 1s
not that simple. However, given the buasic conditions
necessary to support growth — population mass. location,
resources. cte. - a place will enjoy success 1n relation to its
ability to manage 1ts economie, soctal and physical climate
Management 1mplies feadership and efficient utihization of
pubhc resources 1n 4 manner enabling the center to satisty
the demands of a growing economy and to fulfilt its service
responsibilities to the residents 1n 1ts service area.

Thus, for a progra n of public investment to affect the
capacity of a center possessing the basic ngredients
necessary for g owth, this investment must be focused on
those factors which will contnbute to creating a competi-
tive economic chmate while furthenng the center’s capacity
to accommodate the regional service requirements focusing
at that location. The additional financial support provided
by the Appalaclian Regional Commussion to the centers
studied has pernutted them to broaden their public
improvement programs, leading them to reallocate local
fiscal resources to projects including those for which
nonlocal assistance either was not available at all or was
unattainable at the tume. No examples were found where
the avarlabiity of Comnussion support resulted 1n a center
reshuffling 1ts prionties by intentionally postponing a more
essential 1mprovement 1n order to use funds that became
available for sor.:c sess fundamental need.

These centers have established their priorities and sought
nonlocal support from appropriate sources accordingly. The
nability to gain support for one project 1 a current penod
has meant that 1t has had to be postponed until funding
became available. However, 1f a project of lower prionty
could be implemented 1 the ntenim as a result of nonlocal
funding being available for tha: project. it usually has been
undertaken. In this manner these communities have been
able to make a number of high priority improvements n a
period of several ycars. The order 1n which these priorities
have been undertaken has had to be reshuffled within this
pertod as a result of perversities 1n federal and state grant
programs.

Local improvement priorities have appeared to reflect a
balance between obvious needs and others that may have
large components of political attractiveness. Consequently,
local pnonties seem to reflect a combination of local
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realities which may not necessarily be clearly evident to an
outstde observer. For example, competition between near-
by communities may distort basic prionities so that greater
emphagis Is given to an improvement which will enhance a
center's regional 1mage than to a tacibty having httle
visability but one which 1s essential to local environmental
quality.

The kinds of grants available from the Appalachian
Regronal Commnssion generally paralieled the more cntical
service needs of the growth centers studied. These centers
have recened a large package of investments and some have
satisfied more of their cntical needs than others.

Providing the local matching share for grants from the
Appalachias program has placed strains on local treasurtes
While these communities are fecling the pinch of revenue
hmitation, none has been placed 1n an untenable “nancial
position as a result of participating 1n the improvements
involving Appalachian Regional Comnussion grants. On the
contrary. such participation has stimulated additional local
eiforts to expand revenue resources.

Some centers have been more successful than others 1n
gaining outside support for local programs However, all
communities surveyed showed a good knowledge of avail-
able funding sources and httle hesitation n sceking such
assistance from a wide range of programs. Those communi-
ties appearing to be most successful in their improvement
cfforts have combined outside and local financial sources 1n
a vanety of ways to best utihze all available resources.
Financial support from the Appalachian program has made
an amportant contribution to these efforts, but by no
means has 1t been the only source or even the most
important source of funds. For a community to be
successful in 1ts modernization program, alt funding sources
must be utilized to theirr maximum. Without the
Appalachian program, other sources would have had to be
found and judging from the aggressive approach that several
centers have demonstrated, altsrnatives mught have been
developed. However, ttus would have delayed many local
cfforts and might have discouraged some entirely, as the
flexibility and supplemental nature of the Appalaciian
program has made 1t easy to implement at the local level.
This basic charactenstic received favorable comment from
community officials and was emphasized as one feature
that other government programs should incorporate.

The 1mportance of efficient allocation of local public
financial resources has beconse recognized in most centers
as demands have grown for new and better public facilities
and services. As a result, all centers studied have initiated
local planning programs with the purpose of identifying
their current needs and better anticipating those 1n the
future. Several communities indicated their most urgent
need was establishing a more comprehensive planning
program encompassing all community facilities and services.
Since these centers have undertaken modest planning
efforts in the past and can point to instances where
planning for local improvements has had its benefits, local
support for more aggressive planning programs is develop-
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mng. Participation 1n the Appalachian program’s planming
process has turther reinforced the local commitment to
planning.

This local commutment has also been advanced by being
able to implement current plans as a result of the financial
assistance provided by the Commussion. A high degree of
pride was found n the centers’ local planning experiences
Former lowl resistance to planning has dinunished with
cntics often becoming planning advocates.

The community mmprovement programs given impetus
by the Appalachian program appear to have stimulated
both improvement to and expansion of existing private
facilities 1n the centers, and may have been a sigmficant
force 1n attracting new private investments. The public
mmpre.sement efforts have helped to reestablish local confi-
dence and have made the center more attractive to new
commercial and industnal ventures. The composite effort
of these public improvement programs has been to stimu-
late what was 1n many cases an apathetic and very
conservative private sector into becoming active and pro-
gressive.

The positive attitude being developed witlin the private
sector 1s evidenced 1n the constructive leadership being
provided by some of the centers’ banks. Bankers inter-
viewed were almost unanimous 1n their estimates of good
prospects for local economic recovery. No hesitancy was
suggested regarding the banks’ support of local busincsses 1n
therr remodehng and selfimprovement efforis. Generally,
‘he banks scemied to be leading the improvement movement
m the private sector.

The suddenness and magnitude of improvement pro-
grams initiated in these centers has been 1n sharp contrast
to the inactivity formerly charactenzing them. Leadership
for the programs has come mainly from elected public
officials with some support coming from influential busi-
nessmen. With signs of progress and a change 1n economic
chmate, greater numbers of businessmen are becoming
involved 1n local improvement efforts, often through
Chamber of Commerce-type organizations. The changing
community 1mage and developitig pride appeared to be
related directly to specific improvements in which the
Appalachian Regional Commission participated. The more
visible projects such as hospitals, vocational education
schools, and libraries generated ihe most interest. This has
made businessmen more aware of their responsibilities to
these communities and the potential opportunities associ-
ated with their renewed economic growth.

Existing industrial firms have demonstrated their re-
newed confidence in these centers by reaffirming their
support of the communities through greater involveinent in
local affairs, expansion of operations and, in some cases,
with monetary gifts for selected facilities. Plants have
expanded and entirely new industries have located 1n many
of these communities and their surrounding areas. Whether
these can be tied directly to Appalachian Regional Com-
mussion projects (some probably can) 1s not important.
That these new locations and expansions are occurring is

the significant factor. The creation of a combmation of
conditions which successtully promotes economic growth 1s
an indication that these centers are moving toward a goal
for which the Appalachian program 1s amnung.

It s hkely that some of this expanded econonue activity
would have occurred irrespective of assistance furnished by
the Appalachian Regional Comnmussion. For some of these
tirms. the locatioi Jlready provided sufficient advantages to
warrant expanston. New plants, however. have been more
directly influenced by the progress of some centers. These
firms have made their locational selection based on many
considerations with the economics ot the location bemng
usually the most important. Final selection between equally
economical locations 1s based on the quahty of other local
conditions. The centers exanmined 1n this study can accom-
modate growth, as their infrastructure 15 now modern or
becoming so, and their living environment 1s beconung
competitively attra 1ve. This has probably contnbuted to
their encouraging mdustrnal expansion.

Similarly, these positive changes have discouraged reloca-
tions away from these centers on the part of existing firms.
The occurrence of firms relocating from these centers has
been rare. Several failures have occurred but these were
ascribed to factors unique to the individual firm or to
national economic conditions. Most important 1s the
centers’ substantially increased capacity for attracting new
investment over the long run. Without the massive improve-
ments recently 1mitiated, some with Commission support,
the basis for this performance would not likely have been
established.

One of the major changes occurring in the centers - that
of public opmion — has sigmficant imphcations with re-
spect to their ability to support cxpanded publ-c improve-
ment efforts. As long as the community had the attitude
that the town could not be saved and, indeed, was not
worth saving, public officials could not generate sufficient
support to mount a concerted program of essential public
improvement to meet basic local needs. Where apathy
persists, local initiative remains too weak to overcome basic
local problems. However, with the citizenry supporting
progressive government as was so clearly evtdent 1n centers
like Carrollton, Cookeville and Florence, communities have
been able to implement previously imnpossible programs.

Growing citizen interest and support of these efforts has
been attributed to enthusiasm associated with the first taste
of success. Being able to point to substantive improvements
within the commumty has made the populace aware that
progressive programs are worthwhile and rewarding. The
Appalachian program has contributed to stimulating this
growing support by enabling aggressive improvement pro-
grams to be successfully undertaken. Without this support,
such extensive programs would have been impossible since
lesser efforts have a greatly reduced influence on local
atitudes.

Evidence of the strength of such attitudinal change
was witnessed in local elections where progressive govern-
ment has been reaffirmed and in greater citizen participa-
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tion 1n local affairs. The latter has involved formation of
citizen groups whose activities include lobbying for specific
programs and educating the general public concerning
community needs. Greater citizen understanding of local
affairs has resulted, and the centers experiencing this have
been able to expand thair efforts towards upgrading the
community.

The growth occurning 1n these centers has undoubtedly
affected their tax bases. Since Commussion-assisted projects
are public facihties, these 1n themselves are not taxable.
However, where these improvements have stimulated up-
grading, of private structures, expansion of existing busi-
nesses, or cstablishment of new firms, they also have
matenally expanded the revenue base of the center. Since
this growth 1s a result of a combination of conditions,
attempting to attnbute all or a portion of 1t to one or more
factors would be unproductive.

Individually, pubhic improvement projects have stimu-
lated a wide range of effects within the communities and
areas they arc intended to serve. In addition to direct
impacts such as job and income generation and the
alleviation of a specific service deficiency, the projects have
had a wide range of additional effects. These have included
improvement of related services, amelioration of associated
deficienaies, strengthening of local leadership, intensifica-
tion of modermzation programs, institutionahzation of the
planning process, generation of citizen involvement, devel-
opment of a sense of pnde in the commumty, and
emulation by other nearby communities. While expecta-
tions with regard to these public improvements have been
guarded in many cases, expenience has shown increasing
local enthusiasm following project completion. Visual
impact has resulted in unexpected verbal approval of some
faciiities. In several cases, the contrast between these new

facihties and the unattractiveness of the commumities n
general has heightened citizen approval and interest n
them, and they have become commumty landmarks to be
shown to out-of-town wvisitors as representative of the “new
look™ 1n that aty.

Providing more sophisticated services 1n centers capable
of serving a large attendant area has attracted 4 substantial
nonlocal chentele, as cvidenced n the lugh rates of
utilization associated with services intended to be arca-
serving such as health and education facilities. In several
cases, in spite of substantial expansion, these facilities soon
became overcrowded. This overcrowding attests to the prior
existence of unsatisfied demand, and to the expansion of
the service area associated with the center following the
provision of these expanded and more modern regional
services. However, 1n addition to the existence of previously
unfulfilled demand and the extension of service area, this
overutihzation suggests that many of the regional facilities
are, in fact, underdesigned in terms of their size. Even in
cases where further expansion capabilities have been 1n-
cluded in the mmitial design, tlus extra space has been needed
almost immediately and thus has not provided a margin for
furture nceds.

By no means can 1t be concluded that the centers
selected for this study have been found free from all
constraints and barriers to self-sustaining cconomic growth.
Many conditions persist which may shortly limt the
competitiveness of these centers vis-a-vis others 1n the
nation. However, the experience these centers have had as a
result of receiving this heavy and concentrated injection of
public capital suggests that basic deterrents to growth can
be overcome quickly with resultant positive benefits accru-
ing to the center and its service area.
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when those statistics were collected, it 1s unreasonable to
assume that data could reflect any effects of the Commis-
slon’s programs.

In other cases, data that would allow an assessment of
Commussion activities 1n certain areas were not collected at
all. For example, there 1s no source of regular information,
on a county basis, on high school dropout rates (useful for
measuring the effects of vocational education programs) or
delivery of health services (needed for evaluating the
demonstration health services). While time and financial
constraints made 1t impossible to conduct special surveys to
collect such data for this initial evaluation, the absence of
comparable data for the pre-Commuission base period would
seriously linut the usefulness of current statistics even 1f
they were available.

A related difficulty was the lack of consistent data on
other federal project activities in the Region since 1965. It
1s impossible to find out what projects, sinular to Appa-
lachian projects, were funded by other agencies 1n
Appalachia. For that matter, 1t 1s impossible even to find
out, by functional area, how much federal money went into
the Region cach year since immediately before the passage
of the Act. It 1s therefore impossible even to determine the
leverage effect that Comnussion funds (particularly its
supplemental funds) have had on other federal programs.

A final difficulty 1n tlis area was the lack of any formal
monitering system for Appalachian projects. Since Commi-
ssion projects are administered by other hne agencies, the
Comnussion has 1n the past relied on these agencies for
follow-up information on its grants. While the data thus
obtained has been sufficient for accounting purposes, 1t 1s
generally inadequate for analytical use. For example, when
the evaluation was undertaken the Commission did not
even have consistent information on which projects were in
fact operational, much less any data concerning the use that
had been made of them. While this situation is being
corrected by the creation of a computerized project
information system which will form a basis for future
analysis, the lack of such a system was a serious constraint
on this first round of evaluation studies.

Given these difficulties, 1t was decided at the outset of
the evaluation not to attempt any detailled analysis of
Commission projects on the Region’s development during
the initial evaluation effort; emphasis was instead placed on
developing a comprehensive institutional analysis of the
Commission’s activities, which would form a basis for more
detailed long-term analysis of the Commission’s impact on
the Region. Where possible, however, intermediate program
effects, such as a reorientation of curriculum emphasis n
Appalachian funded vocational schools or the effects of the
highway system on measures of regional access, were
estimated. In addition, program inputs, such as facilities
constructed or services dclivered, have been given where
possible as an indication of the magnitude of Commission
programs and their relation to nced. Finally, several
subjective studies, 1n particular the study of seven selected
growth centers in Evaluation Report No. I, have been
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drawn on to cast some light on possible long-term program
mpacts.

Appalachian Housing Programs

Background: The PARC Report and the Act

Some of the nation’s most wretched housing conditions
are found 1in Appalachia. More than a nullion famiiies live 1n
housing that needs replacement and repair. In some rurdl
counties of the Region, nine out of 10 homes are
substandard.

These facts were known to the President’s Appalachian
Regional Commussion, which observed 1n 1ts 1964 report:

In Appalachia, 26 6 percent of the homes need major
repairs and 7.5 percent are i such a dilapidated condition
that they endanger the health and safety of the familes.
The comparable percentages for the rest of the United
States are 18.1 and 4.7, respectively The situation 1s more
aggravated i rural areas. Here almost 1 out of 4 homes has
basic deficiencies that require correction to provide ade-
quate housing, 1 out of 10 is dilapidated. More than half of
the farm homes lack adequate plumbmng. In the rural
sections of one state almost half of the homes need either
major repairs or replacement, and more than three-fourths
of the farm homes lack complete plumbing.

The report went on to point out that *...many
[families} in the Region could afford to improve or replace
their inadequate housing if adequate credit resources were
available 1n the Region.” Suggestions were made to modify
existing federal housing programs to meet the credit
problems. However, no specific legislative recommendations
were made or later incorporated in the Appalachian
Regional Development Act of 1965.

Evolution of Commission Policy

Although 1t initially had no housing program, the
Commission found itself n the first two years responding
to numerous proposals dealing with housing (mostly apph-
cations to OEO) and to requests from the member states
for advice on housing matters. While the Commission did
not adopt any official position on housing during this
period, a Comnussion policy began to evolve as a result of
both informal staff analyses and the federal cochairman’s
comments on housing project proposals sent to him by
other agencies for review.

The staff analysis, based on secondary data and casual
interviews with developers, mortgage bankers and housing
officials, revealed both the magnmitude of the Region’s
housing problem and the great economic potential offered
by the expansion of housing construction. It was estimated,
for exanple, that the direct costs of mounting an all-out
effort to bring Appalachia’s existing housing up to standard
would range from $6.9 billion to $18.2 billion in public and




LRI

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

private tunds In terms of the total impact on the Region’s
cployment, the high figure could create 1,400.000 jobs
annualtly and the mnimum figure 650,000 positions.

These eftorts also deternuned that the major constrants
to housmg production i the Region were high construction
costs, shortages of developabie fand, nadequate finanung
and packaging services, and the talure of communities and
mdividuals to take advantage of federal housing assistance
programs As a4 direc result of these eftorts, two courses of
detion were recommended (1) to stimulate the use of
tederal housing programs, and (2) to assist member states
prepare and impiement state housing programs, specitically
designed to meet housing problems n the respective states

The first recommendation led to a statt memorandum
proposing an amendment to the Act to provide funding “to
stunulate the eftective use of existing federal housing
programs designed to meet the housing needs of low and
moderate income families.”” The memorandum also pointed
out that the acute shortage of nisk capital as front monies
for planning housing projects, and the shortage of profes-
stonal and techmgcal abilities to conceive, execute, and
manage housing projects were two of the major deterrants
to the use of existing federal housing programs. It then
noted that planmng momnes could be made available on a
fcan basts and could be recovered from mortgage proceeds
of successtul projects.

Gn the basis of this staff proposal the Commission
recommended, and Congress later adopted with few
changes, an amendment adding Section 207. Section 207
created an Appalachian Housing Fund to prowide the sort
of “front money” that was not available under existing
housing legislation. A total of $5 milllon was authorized,
and $2 mlhon later appropnated, for Section 207 for fiscal
years 1968 and 1969. Given the smrall size of the Housing
Fund, the Commussion has taken the position that, in order
to obtain maximum impact on Appalachian development
with these very hinuted funds, housing projects wili be
supported only 1n state-designated growth areas, with no
exceptions, and has on scveral occasions urged other
agenctes, such as OEQO, to adopt sinular policies for
low-income housing projects.

The authonty under Section 207 was expanded 1n the
1971 House of Representatives and Senate amendments to

make basic site development costs (such as the cost of

sewer and water line extensions, draimng facilities and site
grading and stabilization) eligible for Appalacinan support.
This amendment is aimed particularly at 1solated com-
munities of Central Appalachna which have been unable to
produce housing for low- and moderate-income families
because of the gap between what the people who need
housing can afford to pay and the relatively high cost of
developing housing sites 1n mountainous areas which are
trequently not directly accessible to sewer and water
facilities. It 1s felt that assistance 1n meeting these basic
development costs would permit many Appalacinan com-
munitics to move forward with housing projects which
would otherwise not be undertaken.

Program Activities

Once the Appalachian Housing Fund was created. the
Commnssion began the second phase ot 1ts housing activities
amned at increasing the Regron's cttective demand for
federal housing funds. Shortly tollowing the introduction
ot this amendment 1n 1967, the Commussion statf started
negotiations with several member states with the objective
of establishing state housing programs Kentucky and West
Virginia were selected tor tnitial study, primanly because ot
the severe housing probiems 1n those states. Urban America,
Inc was gitven a contract to conduct a study and develop
recommendations. The suggested solution to these states’
housing problems called for the creation of a state housing
development agency which would market tax  exempt
securities, using the proceeds to purchase tederally msured
mortgages and construction loans.

Following presentation of the Urban Amenca, Inc
report, the Comnussion prepared the necessary legislation
to implement 1ts recommendations. Legislation was ntro-
duced and subsequently passed 1n West Virginia with the
assistance of Commission staff who worked with the
commuttees and state legislature leadership.

Section 207 funds were used to support the initial year
of operation of the West Virginia Housing Development
Fund created by the legisiation. The program now 1s fully
operational and capable of participating 1n the production
of 3,000 to 4,000 housing unmts annually. Dunng the first
year it nitiated projects involving 4,184 dwelling units with
a total mortgage loan value of $66.% milhon.

In 1968 the Comnussion staff further developed the
West Virginia legislation and assisted North Carolina with a
successful legislation program resulting 1n the North
Carolina Housing Corp. Other somewhat less ambitious
programs have been developed tor Ohio, Pennsylvania,
South Carolina and Maryland. The principal focus of these
efforts has been technical assistance, with the Commusston
supporting the preparation and implementation of assist-
ance programs to housing sponsors, builders and local
communities.

While the Commission has adopted no formal housing
goal, the basic thrust of its activities has been directed
towards the two objectives mentioned earlier. to stimulate
the use of federal housing programs, and to assist the states
in establishing state housing programs. The preceding
paragraphs suggest that the Commussion has been quite
successful 1n achieving the latter objective, particularly
considering that only one full-time Commussion staff
member has been involved in providing technical assistance.

Substantial success has also been achieved n increasing
the Region’s participation in federal housing programs. The
combination of the creation of the Appalachian Housing
Fund (Section 207), and the technical assistance provided
by the Commussion to the states, has contnbuted to a
dramatic increase in the Region’s utilization of existing
federal programs. In lus presentation of the 207 amend-
ment, the federal cochairman noted that only 602 umits of
low- and moderate-income houstng had been built 1n
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Appalachia since the nception ot the federal programs
1 1961 By December 31, 1970 the Commission had
approved 59 loans (totaling about $2.5 nullion) which were
being used to plan 7,093 housing units with an estimated
construction cost of $98 nullion  Approximately one-tiird
of these umits currently are constructed and occupied.
Compared to the mimmum esumate of $6.7 billion which
would be required to brng the Region's 920000 sub-
standard housing units up to standard. the magnitude of the
207 program is minuscule even though its leverage on other
federal housing programs has been substantial,

Nonetheless, the Commussion has played a valuable role
as a4 catalyst. especially in the light of the relatively small
amount ot resources avatlable to 1t. By successfully estab-
shing and implementing a “front money™ program. the
Commission gave some impetus to the Department of
Housing and Urban Development, which had been reluctant
o mbate this idea, to recommend and obtain the
incorporation of such 4 program in national housing
legistation (Section 106 of the Housing Act of 1968).
Fmally, and perhaps most importantly, the provision of
techmical assistance to states, local governments, and pnivate
groups has been mstrumental 1 the establishment of a
number of low- and moderate-income housing programs in
the Region which in the long run could kave a substantial
impact on the housing problem.

Natural Resources and Environment

The PARC report places heavy emphasis on programs to
develop Appalachia’s natural resources and. secondarly, to
cope with 1ts environmental problems. (Some of the latter,
acid mine drainage, for example, were a direct result of
resource exploitation.) The major recommendations of the
PARC report were:

1. Water Resources: nearly $36 nullion, to be appropriated
to existing agencies (e.g., the Farmers Home Adminstra-
tion, TVA, and the Corps of Engineers) for the
construction of water resource facilities; $10 milhon for
local water und sewer facilities.

. Agriculture: 322 million for expanded pasture improve-
ment programs intended to stimulate the livestock
industry, which the PARC felt had outstanding potential
i Appalachia.

vimber: about $7 nullon for expanded research in
wrdwood utilization; construction of forest access
roads; technical assistance for local manufacturing and
marketing of Appalachian timber products: restoration
of depleted forest lands; and, most importantly, creation
of local timber development organizations (TODs) that
would help small landowners develop their wood-lot
holdings and to process and market tnimber products.

Minerals: $3 million for research and surveys to expand
utilization and markets for Appalachian minerals; con-

tinued U. S. coal export efforts, research to reduce
environmental impact of nuning, and, specificalh, re-
search and demonstration actnity related to reduc g
the surface subsidence caused by decp mining.

. Power: extended studies to determine how the Region
nught benefit from the nation ‘s expanding power needs
{no specific appropriations were recommended ).

- Recreation: no upproprations were suggested, PARC
endorsed a number of pending proposals for recreation
area development legislation and programs

Background

The diversitied emphasis of the 1965 fegislaion con-
trasted strongly with the PARC rcport emplasis on the
development of natural resources Only a few of the
report’s specific recommendations were incorporated into
the ongnal bill submitted in 1964  pasture improvement
(Section 203). umber development organization (Section
204). the mine arca restoration (Section 205). and sewage
treatment facilittes (Section 212)

In the arca of water resources. Section 206 provided for
a three-year, S5 mullion study by the Corps of Engincers as
4 necessary basis for the wise expenditure of funds
recommended in the PARC report. Other PARC recommien-
dations, many of which dealth with continuation or
expansion of other public agency programs. were left out of
the Act:instead, funds were to be appropnated directly to
these agencies. In addition to the activities specifically
authonized and funded under the Act. the first appropri-
ation for the program (P.L 89-16) included nearly $43
million for other agencies to be used in Appalachia in
programs authorized by acts other than the ARDA. Almost
allf these funds werce earmarked for natural resources and
environment use.

Legisiative compromises - largely the result of interest
group pressures - further restneted the program tools
available to the Comnussion. For example, a clause was
inserted forbidding the use of Appalachian funds for
facilities for the production, transmission or distribution of
electric energy or fuel gas.

The pasture improvement emphasis of the soil conserva-
tion program — intended to stimulate hvestock pro-
duction - was dropped after Midwestern cattle producers
objected. They maintained that the proposed program
would, in effect, subsidize marginal Appalachian farmers to
compete with major cattle and dairy areas elsewhere, and
that increased cattle production would further accentuate
an already poor market situation. The program as modified
provided broad measures to control erosion and benefit
farm productivity.

The scope of the proposed timber development program
was severly restnicted. The initial Appalachian Bill sub-
mitted in 1964 provided for timber development corpora-
tions to consolidate small landholdings and to intcgrate
production of timber with wood fimishing and marekting, as
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well as with production and marketing of wood products.
These corporations, which could operate for profit, were to
be eligible for financing by the proposed regional develop-
ment corporation. As a result of legislative compromise, the
bill was altered to eliminate the regional development
corporation and to authonize the Secretary of Agriculture
to use existing programs to make loans, and to provide
technical assistance only to nonprofit timber development
organizations. Nor could such loans be used for manu-
facturing, processing or marketing of forest products, or
for consolidating landholdings except on a demonstration
basis. A special study later concluded that this restriction
or, ‘he activities of timber development organizations
woull make them essentially unworkable.

As a result of the relatively limited scope of the
proposed legslation, and the subsequent compromise
during the legislative process, the Comymission was given
only very hmited program tools with which to encourage
the development of the Region’s resources. Measured by
specific operating programs and appropriations, heavier
emphasis was placed on environmental “clean-up”, i.e.,
mine area restoration (Section 205) with an appropriation
of $24 million for fiscal years 1966 and 1967, and sewage
treatment (Section 212), with an appropriation of $6
million for the same period. (Initially, the sewage treatment

program was justified or public health and economic
development grounds; the cmphasis on environmental
quality has come with the growing national concern 1n this
area).

The mine area reclamation program contained 1n the Act
differed substantially from the PARC recommendation.
The PARC proposal — based on the assumption that addi-
tional study and research was necded before embarking on
any major program to remedy the impacts of previous
surface and underground mining - suggested only research
and demonstration activities in reducing surface subsidence.
Several states, Pennsylvania in particular, maintained that
such a program was inadequate and urged an action
program for correcting the most severe individual mining
impact problenis — underground mine fires, subsidence of
surface lands, and the scars of surface mining operations —
which were seriously nhibiting the recovery of growth of
the Region’s most economically depressed areas.

As a result of these objections, the 1965 Act contained a
mined area reclamation program which incorporated and
expanded the two existing federal programs for extinguish-
ing underground mine fires and controlling subsidence. It
also provided new authority for the reclamation of
abandoned surface mined lands which were in public
ownership.
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In addition to these operating programs, Section 205
directed the Secretary of the Interior to conduct a survey
and study of strip and surface mining operations and their
effects. Thus. by the end of the legislative process, the
Commisston was left with 4 set of program tools which
were oriented mainly toward environmental improvement
rather than natural resource development.

Evolution of Commission Policy

This shift towards environmental concerns was carried
further as the Commussion developed 1ts own policies for
program smplementation. During the early years of the
Commussion’s life, the argument that natural resources
could, at best, play only a sccondary role in the Regron’s
economic development gained considerable support at the
Commussion. It was argued that Appalachia’s cconomic
problems could only be solved by bringing the Region’s
cconomy more nto line with that of the rest of the nation
since adequate new employment opportunitics could not be
created by any reasonable expansion of employment in the
natural resource industries — forestry, agnculture, mining,
ctc. For example, in 1969 these industries represented less
than 5 percent of total employment n the Region as a
whole. (In Central Appalachia, the heart of the coal region,
mining made up about 23 percent of total employment,
however, this mining employment in Central Appalachia
represented only about 1 percent of the total employment
in the Region).

Employment in these sectors also had been consistently
declining. From 1950 to 1960 mining employment de-
creased by 58.8 percent, while agnicultural employment fell
by 44.4 percent. Since the exploitation of natural resources
15 beconung increasingly mechanmized (as 15 reflected 1n the
cmployment trends just mentioned), it seemed highly
unlikely that substantial employment could be created by
concentrating efforts in this area. Instead, 1t was felt that
Appalachia should maodernmize and diversify 1its industrial
base and. in particular, should expand employment n the
scrvice sector,

In addition to the analytical and legislative reasons for
giving low prionity to the development of natural resources,
there was a compelling practical one as well The natural
resource and environment staff was so busy with the
immedtate operational responsibilitics of the predomnantly
environment-oniented programs of the Comnusston (mtne
area restoration, Jand stabilization and. after 1967, an acid
mine  dramnage study, and the water resources survey
undertahen by the Corps of Enginecers with Comnussion
cooperation) that 1t had no time to take the mtiative
encouraging the development of Appualachia’s natural re-
sources. an area in which the Commussion’s program tools

were severely limited. (An exception has been in the area « f

recreation. The Commussion funded a major study nto the
potentral of recreation as an industry and 1s now co-
operating with other federal and state agencies m develop-
ing a comprehensive plan for a series of recreation
complexes i the Appalachian Highlands )
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While programs wmed at solving the problems ot
resource explottation have thus tar been the pnmary focus
within the field of natural resources and cnvironment. a
comprehensive approach to environmental problems has
evolved in the last several years.

Imtially, the Commussion’s activities 1n this arca were
operated on a narrow program-by-program, project-by-
project basis. For instance, duning the first two program
ytars, most of the mining reclamation projects approved by
the Commission represented the massive type of effort
concerning extingushment of underground nune fires and
control of surface subsidence that was needed 1n order to
protect existing development 1n central business distrcts of
important cities and towns in the anthracite and bitumi-
nous areas of Pennsylvama. Although these different
projects had the same intent and objectives, they were
undertaken without the narrow framework of a project-by-
project approach that did not look beyond the immediate
purposes of each undertaking, either to their total setting or
the ramifications of their effects.

At the same time, the Department of the Interior study
on the environmental impact of surface mining was being
conducted within an equally narrow perspective. Both
efforts were implemented within the confines of therr
respective  program defimtions and did not explcitly
recogmze that the problems they were concerned with
existed within a system of related mining impacts. Thus,
mine fire extingwshment, subsidence, or reclamation
projects were undertaken for their direct and specific
project impacts and little, if any, consideration was given to
work which might be required within the same immediate
area on associated mining problems such as water pollution
or solid waste piles.

Similarly, the surface mining study concerned itself
exclusively with the impacts of surface nuning operations,
cven though it was recogmized 1n the carly stages of the
study that the surface effects of underground mining are
similar to, and often coexist or are interspersed with, those
of surface mines and that, as a consequence, a joint
remedial and control effort would be necessary.

The report which resulted from this study served to
publicize the magnitude of the strip mine problem and to
demonstrate clearly that successful reclamation of strip
muned land is possible and practical. However, its usefulness
as u basis for developing a reclamation program was very
limited, for two main reasons. First, 1t contuned no
analytical basis for establishing prionties for reclamation
cfforts mmed at previously nuned and abandoned lands. It
was mpossible to determine from it wlich projects or
classes of projects should be undertaken first. Second.
despite the urging of the Commission staft and others, the
study did not consider the surface effects of underground
mines (subsidence, refuse banks, ctc.) which ate similar to
and otten intersperse strip nune impacts and must be taken
mto account in any comprehensive reclamation program.

In recognition of tius lack, the President requested that
the Burcau of Mines conduct a study concerming the
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control of the surface ettects from underground nuning and
prepare 4 set of recommendations concerning such impacts
which might be integrated with existing recommendations
concerning the control of surface mumng. The resulting
report demonstrated that the surface effects of under-
ground nuning (including acid mine drainage) are, in fact, as
extensive and in some cases intractable as those from
surface nuning operations.

In the 1967 amendments, the nune area restoration
program was broadened to allow the reclamation of other
types of muning damage. Specific authonty was added for
the reclamation ot waste piles from underground numng
operations and trom the processing of coal, and the scaling
of abandoned o1l and gas wells which often penetrate
abandoned underground nunes and cause pollution of
underground water supphes. Ehgible project costs subject
to cost-sharing with the federal funds available were
expanded to include the planning, engineering, and adminis-
tration of projects by the states, and states were also able to
use the costs for land acquisition as part of theirr matching
requircments.

A Comnussion request for a program for the abatement
of acid nune drainage was transformed nto a study to
assess the need, desirability, and conditions upon which a
public and pnvate program should be implemented to
correct this type of pollution.

The reclamation projects submitted and approved by the
Commussion during this period (1967-1969) differed sub-
stanttally, both in numbers and n types of projects, from
those approved during the first two years. Nearly half of
these projects were surface reclamation efforts for the
purpose of creating lands suitable for development or
recreational uses. These projects were 1n part conceived and
mnvolved 1n a broader context of correcting mining prob-
lems in the areas of development.

The tlurd cycle of program evolution began to be
articulated with the preparation of the Commission’s report
on acid mine drainage and the continuing interaction of the
Commission staff with other federal and state personnel
concerned with correcting environmental 1mpacts from
min.ng operations.

The Commission recommended that any action program
for controlling and abating acid mine drainage from
abandoned mines should be part of a more comprehensive
pollution control and environmental improvement program
for the lands and waters in the affected areas. The rationale
for such a recommendation was thai the greatest increase in
water uses and values which could be expected from an acid
abatement program could easily be negated by the presence
of other land and water pollution in the same area.

Similarly, the Commission recognized that there were
parallel considerations in other reclamation activities. Thus,
the entire network of direct environmental impacts from
mining came to be viewed within the overall environmental
system of the area.

While the Commission policy has thus evolved towards
an emphasis on comprehensive environmental planning, the

recend growth m the demand tor coal tor power generation
and the national concern about the oceupationdl hazards
assoctated with coal mming have stimulated a sernies of
Comnussion studies dealing with the problems and puten-
trals of the coal industry  These studies are to provide coud
mime state governors with mformation and analysis for
developing appropnate  pohicies and  legistation  These
studies will cover four main areas

1. Projecaons of national demand tor fuels. with par-
ticular attention to coal. the structure of 1ts markets, and
Its competitive position,

2. Analysis of the probable nnpact of alternative public
policies on thie competitive position and extraction ot
Appalacinan coal with special emphasis on  alternative
taxation policies and policies tor environmental control

3. Projection of manpower needs and development ot
spectal coal miner traimng progruis

4. Analysis of the state’s responsibilitics under relevant
federal and state mine safety and numng control laws and
programs in order to determune the actions required to
assure adequate and effective enforcement,

Program Activities

Section 203, Land Stabilization

As described earlier, the pasture improvement emphasis
of the land stabilization program proposed m ‘he original
1964 Appalachian draft bill was climinated dunng the
legslative process. The more general program ultimately
adopted provides contracts ranging from three to 10 years
to furnish assistance to landowners, operators, or occupiers
of land in the Appalachian Region for land stabilization,
erosion and sediment control, reclamation through changes
in land use, and the establishment of measures for the
conservation and development of the Region’s soil, water,
woodland, wildhife and recreation resources. The House
Report of the 1965 bill estimated that some 8.6 miliion
acres within Appalachia required the sort of improvement
that would be provided by this section.

The Commussion established the requirement of a state
plan for the use of Section 203 funds. This plan must be
consistent with and must establish specific critena for the
selection of areas eligible for 203 investments. In order to
prevent scattering of effort, areas selected are to be located
in, or to serve, areas identified by the state as having
significant potential for future growth.

This program differs from the Agncultural Conservation
Program (ACP) of the U.S. Department of Agriculture in
three major respects:

1. It provides long-term contracts rather than the usual
ACP year-by-year noncontractual approach which does not
encourage long-term planning.

2. It provides for a federal share of up to 80 percent,
compared to the normal ACP share of 50 percent and,
therefore, allows larger numbers of poor farmers to take
part in the program.
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3. It requires concentration of resources in or near
growth areas designated by the state plans, unlke the ACP
program which tended to scatter funds widely as a result of
its first-come-first-served approach.

Direct measurement of the impact of such a program on
erosion and siltation, and upon the econonic well-being of
the participant would require “before” and “after” data of
a degree of detail that 1s currently unavailable. As a result,
the best that can be done 1s to use intermediate measures —
such s acres treated, number of farmers participating, and
degree of concentration achieved — as proxies.

For the Region as a whole, the Commussion has
obligated (through FY 1970) $14.4 millhon for 13,812
contracts to cover 374,267 acres. As of June 30. 1970 a
potential additional 79,358 acres were chgible for treat-
ment in the areas designated by the plans.

The program has succeeded 1n obtaiming a substantial
degree of concentration 1n these investments. In FY 1966.
the first year of the program, the concept of concentration
was not well understood or accepted; as a result, 138
counties out of 373 counties then in the Region were
included 1n the program.

In FY 1967, the number of counties in project areas was
reduced to 111, prunarily because of a smaller appropria-
tion and more concentration in use of funds. There were 72
project areas 1n FY 1968, and only 63 projects the
following year, in part due to the fact that Pennsylvania
chose not to participate that year. Sixty-mine areas were
involved in the program 1n 1970.

Another indication of the relative concentration ob-
tained in the 203 program 1s the fact that the average size
203 contract is $1,040, while the average annual per
participant agreement under the ACP is under $200.

Section 204: Timber Development

As discussed carher, the scope of the timber develop-
ment organization (TDO) program proposed by PARC was
severely restricted during the passage of the Act. An early
Commission study indicated that in fact the TDOs auth-
onzed by the Act would probably prove unworkable. As a
result, the $600,000 appropriated for this section in 1965
has been used by the Forest Service to provide technical
assistance to several groups in New Yok, Kentucky, North
Carolina gnd Tennessee to determine the feastbility of
implementing TDO under the existing legislation. The
results so far are not promising. No additional funds have
been appropriated for the program since 1965, and the
authority for additional appropnations was dropped 1n
1967.

Section 205: Mine Area Restoration

Appalachia’s historical dependence on the exploitation
of its natural resources left certain parts of the Region,
particularly the coal mining arcas, with a legacy of
environmental damage:
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L Nearly 10500 nules of streams 1n the Appalachian
Region have been polluted by miming wastes. nearly 5.700
miles by acid mine dramage alone.

U Surface subsidence caused by the collapse of mining
tunnels threatens major urban areas. Duning the penod
1953-1964 over 46 incidents of surface subsidence occurred
in the anthracite areq. Since then. subsidence has continued
In urbanized areas at a frequency of about two to three
nstances per year.

U Surface miming for coal has disturbed an estimated
900,000 acres of land. About 35.000 acres of the approal-
mately 515,000 acres requining reclamation work 1s located
in or around urbanized arcas and corndors of transporta-
tion where they could potentially be used for economic
development or other public purposes.

O Toxic fumes from burning mining waste piles and
underground mine fires and the surface subsidence which
usually accompanies the latter, are a senious threat to
urbanized arcas n the coal region. In 1965 over 27 major
underground mine fires were identified as burning uncon-
trolled n and around urbamized areas in Pennsylvania. In
addition, over 290 burnming waste piles were 1dentified;
however, many of these are located 1n sparsely populated
portions of the coal areas.

A total of $29.4 mullion had been appropnated for
Section 205 projects through FY 1970. By the end of that
year, 26 mine area reclamation projects had been comple-
ted, including 16 mine fire extinguishment projects, five
mine subsidence projects, and five surface reclamation
projects. Another 14 were underway, including eight for
surface reclamation. (Shghtly over 3,500 acres were in-
volved 1n the 13 surface reclamation projects funded by the
Commussion.)

As mentioned earlier, the empbhasis in these projects has
slifted from massive efforts to extinguish underground
mine fires and control surface subsidence affecting urban
areas of Pennsylvania towards surface reclamation projects
intended to create land switable for development or
recreational use. An example of the former 15 the ex-
tinguishment of a mine fire 1n Carbondale, Pa., which
affected a population of 200,000 and property valued at
$34 million, and directly threatened an industrial park
involving 3,300 jobs and an annual payroll of $17.5 million.
An example of the latter is the reclamation of 27.4 acres of
strip mined land owned by the Norton (Virginia) School
Board to be used as a site for an elementary school for 900
children.

The Acid Mine Drainage Study - The 1967 amendments
authonized the Commussion to conduct a study of the
effects of acid mine drainage. This study found that acid
drainage, over 70 percent of which comes from under-
ground mines, seriously affects some 5,700 miles of
Appalachian streams, and imposes an estimated $3.5
million n additional annual costs on industrnal, municipal,
and navigational water users.

The report emphasized the need for establishing pn-
onties 1 any pollution abatement effort and, more
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importantly. recommended that any such program be a part
of 4 comprehensive pollution control and environmental
improvement program for the lands and waters 1n desig-
nated watersheds. Partial measures, dealing with only one
source of pollution, should be encouraged.

The effect of this study, and the conclusion concerning
the evolution of Commussion environmental policies, was
discussed carlier. 1ts impact beyond the Commission 1s less
clear, although 1t appears to have given additional support
to the 1des of a comprehensive attack on water pollution
problems urged 1n other government reports 1ssued about
the same time. Partly as a result of the concerns expressed
in these reports, the Acd Mine Dramage Demonstration
Program provided by Section 14 of the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act, as amended, requires that demon-
stration projects must deal with other sources of pollution
as well.

Section 206: Water Resources

The 1965 Act directed the Secretary of the Army (and
the Army Corps of Engineers) to “prepare a comprehensive
plan for the development and efficient utilization of the
water and related resources of the Appalachian Region . . .”
By the end of (FY) 1970, $5 million had been appropnated
for this task. The resulting report identified potential water
resource development projects withun a framework de-
veloped by the state water resource agencies — the Commus-
sion, the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA), the Federal
Power Comnussion, and the Departments of Agriculture
and the Interior.

Project recommendations were based upon a broadened
methodology that attempted to account for the induced
effects 1n the umpact area from the water resource projects.
Attempts were also made to indicate the associated public
and private acts required to achieve the anticipated develop-
mental effects. In this sense, a regionwide approach to
water resource planning that responded to Commussion
growth area strategy was applied. However, the resulting
report does not encompass all of the water problems or
potentials of the Region and, in this sense, falls short of the
Congressional directive.

One section of the survey has already had an effect
leading to the development of a flood damage reduction
program for a portion of the Tug Fork Valley in Kentucky
and West Virginia. However, since the complete final report
has not yet been received by the Commission for comment
and transmittal to the President, 1ts final disposition — and
hence its potential long-term impact — is still uncertain.

Section 212: Sewage Treatment Facilities

Dunng the formulation and passage of the Appalachian
Regional Development Act, the PARC report’s recom-
mendations concerning a water resource program were
substantially modified. eliminating basic funds for water
supply projects and leaving only a program for the
construction of sewage treatment facilities. In addition to

the “first dollar”™ funds for such facilities authorized
Section 212, supplemental tunds from Section 214 would
be avalable for sewage treatment projects The use of
Section 214 funds to supplement funds for water supply
and sewer systems was permitted following the enactment
of a basic federal grant program for this purpose in 1967
Through fiscal year 1970, 57 projects under Section 212
were approved, representing practically all of the $7.4
muilion appropriated for that program. In addition, $18.4
million of Section 214 funds (or 11 percent of the total)
has been used for sewage treatment faciitics, while $6.9
million (4 percent) has gone for water and sewer systems.
The Commission’s primary policy concerning the use of
funds for such projects has been that they must have a
direct and demonstrable impact on economic growth in an
arca of sigmficant potential tuture growth as delineated 1n
an approved state plan. They are viewed mainly as wital
public infrastructure which 1s a necessary condition for
development. Since sewers can also be seen as a component
of an enwvironmental health program, there has been
continued uncertainty about the appropnate c¢nitena for
the use of Section 212 funds. This fact, as mentioned 1n
Chapter 1, has led to a greater dispersion of thesc funds
than might be expected 1if sewers were viewed strictly as
infrastructure to encourage and support private investment.
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Education
The PARC Report

In the field of education, the PARC report placed
heaviest emphasis on the need for expanded training and
vocational  education  programs  Pomting out  that
Appalachia sutfered from too few vocational education
facthties, 1t recommended tunds for that purpose above and
beyond those that would be available to the Region
through the then recently enacted Vocational Education
Act.

Wiile the report also called for hteracy and vocationdl
rehabihitation programs, these were to be left to the
proposed poverty agency (OEO). No specific reccommenda-
tions were made concermng higher education, or clemen-
tary and secondary education. (kt was imphed that current
propusals tor federal wid to clementary, secondary and
Igher education would provide adequate additional assist-
ance for education in Appalachia.)

The Appalachian Regional Development Act

The PARC report’s recommendation concerming special
assistance  for  vocational  education  facithties  was n-
corporated directly 1n Section 211 of the ARDA which
authonsed additional funds to be spent according to the
provisions of the Vocational Education Act of 1963. No
“first dollar’™ authonty was provided for other ednucation
activihies although 1t was understood that supplcmental
funds authonzed by Secuon 214 could be used on
education projects. In addition, funds authorized by Sec-
ton 302 were available for the types of research and
demonstration activities that will be discussed below.

Evolution of Commission Education Policy

The first major official statement of Comnussion goals in
education was contained in a staff paper entitled “Develop-
g Appalachian Human Resources™ which was officially
adopted as an mtenm policy statement on September 14,
1966. In this the Commussion declared its goal to be:

. to help the Region attain parity with the rest of the
nation in the health and educational opportunities it offers
its people. In pursuit of that goal the Commission will assist
the Region in taking maximum advantage of the assistance
available from the federal government and elsewhere. It
will also devote a substantial share of grant funds under tie
Appalachian Regional Development Act of 1965 to the
tmprovement  of health and educational  facilities n
Appalachia.

While the report did not outhne any specific education
strategy, the Commussion had established and Education
Advisory Committee (EAC) for that purpose several
months carher, in August 1966. This committee consisted
of 25 members, 12 appointed by the governors of the
Appalachian states, 12 appointed by the federal co-
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chairman, and a chairman appointed jomtly by the states’
cochairman and the federal cocharrman

While the EAC served this purpose well, its full potential
was not reahzed for two major reasons. In the first place,
some of the states’ appointees did not enjoy a close
operating assoctation with the governor who selected them,
this problem was compounded by the absence of any
mechamsm for regular direct communication with the
governor's representative 1o the Comnmussion. Thus, the
states” members of the EAC were not always able to bning
to the table the views of the governors or the leverage
required to bring about change. In the second place,
although the federal cochairman appomntees also were of
high caliber and also represented a wide variety of views,
the federal establishment was underrepresented. Only three
members came from federal agencices, of these three. only
one represented Department of Health, Lducation and
Welfare (HEW). There were none from any of the offices,
bureaus, and divisions of HEW which directly support vital
education and traiming funcuions. As a result, the oppor-
tumty for establishing government-wide procedures for a
mutugl attack on educational problems m the Region was
not absolutely exploited.

An mtenm report 1ssued by the EAC 1n December 1967
demonstrated that 1in comparison with national averages,
Appalachian schools were deficient in the following arcas:
(1) financial support from state and local source, (2) the
availability of competent and qualified manpower, (3)
adequate vocational programs; (4) adequate school facili-
ties; (5) pupil retention and performance; and (6) provision
of services such as health and counseling,

The conditions identified, plus others, resulted in a senes
of recommendations from the Education Advisory Commut-
tee to the Commission. The recommendations were as
follows.

(1) The Comnussion should assist state edugation de-
partments in performing long-range comprehensive plan-
ning.

(2) The Commission should continue to encourage the
construction and operation of vocationa! schools.

(3) Elementary and juntor high curricula in the Region
should be revised 1o increase the relevancy of regular school
courses to the “world of work.”

(4) The Commission should promote the establishment
of educational programs for children, ages three through
eight.

(5) The Commission should encourage the traning of
teacher and teacher aides to meet the Region’s demands for
education manpower.

(6) The Commission should give major emphasis to the
establishment of regional education agencies or education
cooperatives as a means of surmounting the difficulues
caused by inadequate financing and small size of classes by
allowing small rural districts to take advantage of the
economies of scale.

These recommendations were not intended to be all-
encompassing solutions to the educational problems of the
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Region. rather they were suggestions of how a hnuted
amount ot money or leverage could best be apphed to
secure the maximum mmtial mmprovement i Appalachian
cducation. Nonetheless, they could be cnticized tor heng
too linuted. They do not explicitly recogmze the need tor
substantial contmuing efforts by other local. state and
tedcral agencies f the goal of panty of educational
opportunities  which will require major improvement n
clementary and secondary education - 1s to be reached. It
1s unlikely that simply providing the states with models to
follow, mmproving their planming capabilities, and re-
orgamzing the admimstration of some programe will pro-
duce the magmtude and kind of improvement that s
needed 1f the goal sought 15 to be reached.

In addition. higher education was dealt with only as it
related to the need for supplying more trained teaching
professionals and  paraprofessionals, and for  providing
techmcal assistance within the educational community. It
was felt that funds and programs provided under the Higher
Education Act of 1965, supplemented where necessary by
Scction 214, would be adequate for the Region's needs n
this arca.

Following the adoption of these prnionities, the tocus of
the Comnussion policies were narrowed somewhat. Because
of the emphasis on the need for more job-relevant
vocational training found m both the EAC intenim report
and a subsequent study of vocational educ.tion in the
Region, the Commussion adopted the requirement that
apphications for assistance for the construction of voca-
{wonal education facihties must demonstrate that the
tratning courses to be offered are related to existing or
projected demands for manpower. As will be shown later,
this has had a substantial impact that 1s already measurable.

Comnussion activities n the other five prioroty arcas
have become focused on the establishment of Regional
Education Service Agencies (RESAs) which, 1t s felt, can
form the framework for accomplishing the other objectives.
The recent summary report of the EAC urged that the
Commussion “‘develop a regional education service agency
program to cnable the states to develop pilot model
agencies for replication throughout the states.” and that
highest prionty be given to establishing such RESAs.

The EAC recommendation concermng the need for carly
childhood education programs ultimately led to the estab-
hshment by the Commussion of an Appalaclnan Cluld
Development Program. As a result of the 1969 amendments
to the Act, funds authorized by Section 202 (the demon-
stration health program) were made available for this
purpose.

A final arca of emphasis has ansen for Commussion
efforts 1n education that was not exphatly included in the
recommendations of the advisory committee. This 1s the
role ot the Commission education staff as “brokers™ or
representatives of the Region's interests in working closely
with other federal agencies having major education program
responsihilities to  msure that Appalachia participates
equitably in these programs. The mportance of this

tunction was recognized. and specitic proposals tor turther
action of this sort were made e the Mairch 1971 report of
the advisory comnuttee

Program Activities

Vocational Education  As discussed above. the PARC
report emphasized  the need tor expanded vocational
training.

Two types of changes were needed  greater partiap ition
m vocational courses, and ncreased relevance of these
courses to present or projected job opportumties. Appa-
lachian Research Report No. 10 (Status of Secondary
Vocational Education m Appalachia) indicated that m 1Y
19660, 33 6 percent of all Appalachian high school stude its
m grades 11 und 12 were enrolled m some form ol
vocational courses, compared  to o staft estimate of S0
percent participation for these grades as an appropiiate
target, given lugh school dropout figures and employment
projections for the Region Of these students. 62.6 pereent
were enrolled 1 vocational agncutture and home economies
atthough these categories represent only 5.3 percent of the
job opportumties projected for 1975, In contrast. only 9.3
percent were enrolled n trades and mdustnes, the category
contatming 44 percent of the projected job openings.

The Commmsion’s activities have already had o
demonstrable impact on the quantity and relevance of
vocationai education programs in the Region. Through FY
1969 the Commsston had provided $42 mlhon of basic
tunds under Section 2H1. and $48 nulhon of supplemental
funds under Section 214 to make available a nimmum of
117979 additional  vocational educational  enrollment
spaces tn Appalacina. Smee it requires about two years for a
construction program such as this to show an mittal impact
on the target groups for which it 15 mtcnded, the first
impact was not easily observed until the fall of 1968 (FY
1969) when enroliments in Appalachia’s secondary voca-
tional education classes rose 13.0 percent. over two and
one-half times the rate of ncrease m non-Appalachian
Umted States, and shightly over twice the annual rate of the
nation as a whole. The total change for 19606 to 1969 was
34.9 percent.

In addition, there has been o dramitic mcerease
vocational programs Feyond the secondary level. In the
same  time  period  (1966-1909), enrollment 1n - post-
secondary programs ncreased 110.7 percent, und n adult
programs, 66 9 percent. (The comparable figures for non-
Appalachian Umted States were 57.5 percent and 18.3
percent. 1espectively.)

The availability of Appalachian funds tor vocational
education has had a4 dramatic elfect on state and local
expenditures i that area. For each dollar of Commssion
tunds spent in 1906, state governments spent approvs-
mately 30 cents and local governments 38 cents, By the
time the program was fully operational m the 1967-1969
peniod. ton every dollar of Section 21 and 214 tunds spent
by the Commusson, state governments mcieased then
expenditures to $2.20 and local governments to S1.64,
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indicating a leverage effect of six umes for state funds and
four times for local tunds Even if Pennsylvania s excluded
from the analysis (i order o ehminate distortions arising
trom sharp mereases i state and local spending  for
vocational education in Appalachian Pennsylvania) average
state and local expenditures for vocational education 1n
1967-1968 were 182 percent and 234 pereent, respectively,
above the 1906 figures

The  Commission policy ot sepporting only  *‘job-
relevant™ tramng has had a signiticant impact on vocational
education curnicula Trom 1966 1o 1969 the enrollment
vocational agniculture and home econonnes decreased (rela-
tively) from 62 6 percent to 56 1 percent of the total, the
enrollment m trades and iidustries went from 9 2 percent
to 113 percent. while enrollment w other particular
relevant curticula (distibution, health occupations, office
occupations and - techmical educotion) went from 28 1
pereent to 317 percent of total nroliment. Commussion-
assisted taailities provided 58 pere nt of the total regional
mcrease 1 enrollments - health occupations curricula, 7
percent ncrease 1 office oceapations, 52 percent of the
merease - technieal education, und SS percent of the nise
m trades and mdustry. These shitts have had a substantral
mmpact on the employability ot Appalachia vocational
school graduates

As yel. no time series data are avalable to assess the
actual mimpact of the facthues assisted by the Comnussion.
However. 4 1969 study of all students who had completed
programs in Appalachia-assisted facihties and were availabie
for job placement (5,503 out of a total of 9.392 graduates)
showed that 72.5 percent were employed in the field 1n
which they were tramed. or a related ficld, (compared to
76.8 percent for the nation as a whole), while 7.1 percent
were unemployed (compared to a national figure of 5.2
percent). However, 91.7 percent of the Appalachian gradu-
ates available for placement found full-time jobs which
compures favorably with a figure of 91.1 percent na-
tionally. This data should serve as a useful base line for
future follow-up studies.

Early Childhood Education. Child Development — An
carly study by the Education Advisory Commuttee showed
that there was a senous deficit of preschool education
opportunities in Appalachia. Of the 13 states, only one had
a statewrde kindergarten program; two had kindergirtens 1n
50 percent of their distncts; and the remaining 10 had
kindergartens 1n very few of therr systems. At the same
time, a prelinunary cost-benefit analysis of preschool and
kindergartens indicated a high payoff for such programs.
Thus, high priority was assigned to encouraging programs
for children from three to five years old.

Since only limited funds are available for demonstrations
In this area, the major actwvity of the Commission has been
to provide technical assistance and planning funds to states
and local school systems for planning early childhood
proglams.

In a move to broaden the focus on cluldren and create a
division of responsibilities between the education staff and
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the child development staff, a child - -
was created 1n 1969. The Commission is now nvolved 1n

relopment program

programs for clildren ranging from prenatal to cight years
old. The education staff is responsible for programs n an
institutional setting (1.e., elementary school and kinder-
garten), aimed primarily at the five-to-eight-year group;
Section 302 funds (less than $500,000) have been used to
support such programs which are being handled mainly by
regional education service agencies.

The child development staff 1s concentrating on extra-
institutional programs for children from prenatal to five
years of age. The basic approach of this program is to ask
the states to think 1n terms of a broad range of services
which can be applied to as wide an area of their
Appalachian counties as they choose. The basic vehicle for
this approach is the Commussion’s ability to provide part of
the matching money required for funds provided under
Title 1V-A of the Social Security Act which reimburses
states for 75 percent of past expenditures for services to
eligible recipients; these services may include child develop-
ment programs. At present there is no “front money” in
Title IV-A; that is, there is no start-up money for new
program services. Once a service is started and delivering,
however, it can also qualify for in-service training funds,
renovation, etc. In order to insure that this rrogram can
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reach the poorest Appalachian commumues and help them
recetve Title IV-A reimbursement, the Comnussion must
provide the start-up money and services for proposal
development, staff traiming, equipment and facihties, pro-
gram development, and imtial operations.

To orgamze such programs, the Comnussion 1s providing
support for comprehenstve child development planning at
the state level. Although the Commissiun’s operational
support will be for Appalaclna only, 1t s requinng
statewide plannimg. since implementation of comprehensive
service programs will require statewide action by state
agencies and since other tederal agencies mvolved i ¢hild
development wmll require such planming anyway

The need tor a4 comprehensive, coordinated approach s
readily apparent. At present. the considerable amount of
federal and state nvestiment of services to children 1s
channeled through over 200 programs administered by a
multitude of agencies at the state and federal level. As a
result, the dehvery of services s fragmented, un-
coordimated and mcomplete. many children. particularly
those 1n rural areas, are unable to recewve the orbination
of services necessary to make any of the parts fully
cffecuve To promote th: needed coordination. the Com-
mission 15 requinng that the comprehensive planning be the
adninistrative responsibility of an interdepartmental body
wluch mcludes all of the state agencies responsible for
programs for children. In addition, participation of local
and area orgamzations 1s encouraged

The Commussion 1s particularly well-smited for working
closely with the states und federal agencies in developing
and mmplementing such a program because of its joint
federal-state membership. Its experience in this area has
been iccognized by the Department of Health, Fducation
and Weltare which requested that the Commussion coordin-
at -+ *e.hintcal assistance to all 50 states n the arca of child
development, the Commission has accepted that responsi-
bility.

The Commission sees five pomnts of emphasis in its
mission 1n this program area.

(1) To dzsign, attempt and assess new systems for the
coordination of services to clhildren.

(2) To .ry new methods for the application and
dissemination of child develspuient knowledge.

(3) To assist Appalachwa states to participate in federal
programs for children.

(4) To demonstrate methods for developing comprehen-
sive delivery systems for services to children in small cities
and rural areas.

(5) To develop and test programs for the prevention of
child disability and disecase.

During FY 1970, planning grants had been awarded to
interagency committees in Georgia, Tennessee, Kentucky,
Pennsyvlania, Ohio and New York. An estimated $8
million will be available in FY 1971 from Section 202
funds for program operations once planning 1s completed.

Regional Education Service Agencies (RESAs) — The
Commission has asserted that the formation of RESAs

should be the first priority for action by the states These
educational cooperatives can provide the economies of scale
necessary to overcome the prablems caused by dedining
tax bases and by the very small size of many schools and
school systems m Appalachia These regional agencies will
form tie mechamsm tor implementing programs m the
other prionty dareas, as well as new programs such as youth
leadersinp development Dunng FY 1970, the Commnsion
provided $826.000 m planmng funds to 13 local areas to
develop such cooperatives

A typreal developing RESA 1s the Virgima Cooperative,
Dilenowisco (Dichenson. Lee. Wise and Scott counties,
with the city of Norton). {ts current actimties mclude (1)
an education media center, (2) m-service courses for
teachers, (3) a youth development program. (4) a program
to mtroduce vocationdl alternatives to potential and actudl
dropouts. (5) a curnculum improvement-humanities  pro-
gram, and (6) an carly cluldhood demonstration program

To support these programs. this agency has received
grants  from the Commission. Titles 1 and Il of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act, the State of
Virgima, locdl school distnicts, the Appalacihnan Fducational
Laboratory (ALL) and TVA In addition, consultant help
has been provided by Chnch Valley College. the state
Department ot Educauon. the Commussion, the AEL. the
University of Tennessee and others

Other Activities

Coordination with the Office of Education  In addition
to implementing the prionties established by tne Education
Advisory Comnuttee, the Comnussion’s education statt has
served as an advocate for the Region n attempting to focus
the interest and resources of the Office of Education onto
the education problems of Appalachia.

By cxamining the pattern of federal education expendi-
tures 1n the Region and by sponsoring studies of education
manpower and vocational education 1 Appalachia. the
education staff has been able to demonstrate to the Gtfice
of Education (OE) the unmet education needs of the
Region. As a result, OE has given added priority to projects
from Appalachia and has made program commitments to
the Region. This has led to increases in Appalachia’s
participation 1n certain education programs. For example,
Appalachua’s share of programs authorized under the
Education Professions Development Act (EPDA) has mn-
creased from 4.9 percent of the national total ($2.9 nulhon
out of $60.0 million) in FY 1969 to 10.8 pereent ($9.3
million out of $80.6 million) in FY 1970.

In addition, members of the Commission’s educatton
stafs have been invited to participate in the development of
guidelines and regulations for new programs such as the
Career Opportunities Program and the Urban Rural Pro-
gram under the EPDA.

An examnation of the amount received by Appalachia
of the funds dispersed under these discretionary programs
with which the Commission staff has been involved
indicates that the Region’s share of grants has been
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substantially greater than its share ot the nation’s popula-
tion would lead one to expect. In the case of the Urban
Rural Program and the Career Opportunities Program,
neither of which was 10 existence before FY 1970, the
Regron received in that year 15.6 percent of the total funds
tor these programs ($4.2 mulhion out of $26.3 milhon).
Although these improvements in regional participation 1n
federal education programs cannot be attributed entirely to
the Commusion, 1t 1s clear that the actmities of the
education statt may have been at least partly responsible

In addition to these activities anmed at ncreasing the
supply ot federal education funds to the Region, the
education staft’ has also made efforts to ncrease the
clfective demand from the Region tor these funds by
providing technical assistance to the school system, col-
leges and umversities to help them take full advantage of
federal programs to wmd education. To accomphsh this, 1n
1969 the education staff imtiated a series of higher
education senunars, which were available to cach of the
Appalachian states. In these senunars members of the
Comnussion education staft and representatives from the
Office of Education (detaied to the Commussion for this
purpose) met with representatives of local colleges and
universitics to explain the mam features of higher education
programs and to answer any questions. A smmlar senes
dealing with elementary and sccondary education was
sterted n 1970,

In these senunars, the Comnussion staff offered to
review and comment upon any proposals subnutted for an
education project in Appalachia. The staff has estimated.
on the basis of the number of proposals 1t has received for
review 1n response to this offer, that at least $2 million of
new project proposals have been subnutted in FY 1971 as a
result ot these seminars.

Youth Leadership Development -~ One of the major
hindrances to the solution of Appalachia’s problems has
been the steady out-nugration of some of 1ts most capable
young peopte. Studies show that about 52 percent of the
persons who leave the Appalachian Region are between 18
and 34 years of age.

In a direct sense, this migration 1s the result of the lack
of job opportunities. Yet, indurectly, this lack of employ-
ment 1s at least in part a result of earlier migration which
diained the Region of the potential future leadership
which, as Chapter 11 has indicated, plays such an important
role m commumty growth and development. The major
thrust of the Commission’s programs has been to attack the
problem of migration by promotion of growth which could
supply the needed jobs. Since 1969, however, the Comms-
sion has conducted a4 modest Youth Leadersinp Develop-
ment program mmed directly at introducing the young
people of the Region to Appalachia’s problems and the
opportunities for solving them. It 1s hoped that this will
encourage yonng people to decide not to leave but rather to
stay i Appalachia and play their role m its socal and
cconomie development,
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Durng FY 1970, grants totahing shghtly more than
$300.000 (from Section 302 demonstration funds) were
made by the Commission for youth projects in seven states
Through these programs several thousand Appalachan
young people have been mvolved 1n youth council activi-
ties, youth mvolvement seninars, day-care programs, youth
opportumity camps, and many other development projects.
As speafic examples, activities underway 1n the cast
Tennessce area include a program to help students who are
or may become dropouts, 4 program to help “high-nskh”
college students get 10, and stay m, Appalachian colleges.
and a program to assist Job Corps returnces find employ-
ment and readjust to their home environment.

Higher Education — As noted above, the PARC report
did not recommend, and the Act did not estabhsh. any
specific programs n the area of higher education (other
than post-secondary techmical education covered under
Section 211) However, the Comnusston has been myolved
m this field i two distinct ways

The first has been the use by the states of substantial
amounts of supplemental funds to assist 1n the construction
of tigher education facthties Through FY 1970, some
$38.4 nulhon had been used to supplement baste tederal
grants for the construction of 135 such facilities in some 85
ditterent mstitutions ot agher education,

In addition, some funds from the demonstration health
program (Section 202) have been used to support health-
oniented  projects and programs at various umversities
throughout the Region. For example, the Comnusston 1s
supporting a nurse traimng assoctate degree program and
laboratory technician courses at Dalton Jumor College
Georgia as part of the Georgia 202 Health Demonstration
Program.

Much of the supplemental assistance has been used to
establish a network of community colleges in several parts
of the Region. In addition, in key growth centers (such as
Cookewille, Tenn.), substantial mvestments have been made
in focal institutions (i this case, Tennessee Technological
Unmversity) 1n order to strengthen their role as centers of
advanced educatton. Although no systematic assessment has
yet been made of the impact of such mnvestments. the study
of a sumple of growth centers, discussed in Chapter 111, can
provide some nsights smee higher education facilities had
been funded by the Commusston i four of the seven areas
visited

In three of the four nstitutions receving aid 1 these
areas, Comnusaon funds played an mmportant role
supporting major expansion programs needed to heep up
with local and regronal demands. In general, the istitutions
studied were contributing to the growth and development
of their area i three ways The most obvious way 15 the
provision ot degree-holding graduates to meet expanding
demands. Ot particular tmportance 15 the tramimg ol
teachers for elementary and secondary education  One
school studied provided most of the teachers for the
surroundmg commumty  In another, some S0 percent o
the graduates were prepanng tor some form ot teaching
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role  In addition, non-degree programs were mmportant in
three mstitutions  One ot :red advanced techmcal tramng
to prepare shilled workers for employ ment i local munu-
factunng plants  Two others had substantial continuing
education programs for local adults

The second major ettect of these stitutions 15 their
direet cconomie mmpact on the surrounding community In
at least two wases. the mstitution recewving Comnussion
tunds could be vonsidered a major “mdustry™ contnibuting
directly to the development of the local economy  One,
Ilorence State Unnversity. 1s the fargest single employer
(with 300 tull-ume and 300 part-ime jobs) i Florence,
Ala. Another had a 1969 ducct payroll of §5 5 million and
was responsible tor some $25 nullion of construction
payrolls and about $1°5 mullion of direct student expendi-
tures with local busmesses

The tmal influence observed is the indirect impact on
the local economy One important aspect of this 1s the
mvolvement 1 local public service activities, for example,
the particaipation of members of the faculty of Tennessee
Technological Institute m the Model Cities program
Cookeville, Tenn The other major mdirect impact hus to
do with the ettect of the presence of an active mstitution of
ngher cducation on the attractiveness of 4 community 4s 4
place to hve In at least two of the cases studied. for
example, the mstitutions recenving Appalachian grants were
the major. or only, source cf cultural actvities and
continuing education opportunities i their cominunities

The second mujor area of Commission nvolvement n
higher education resulted from the recommendations of a
higher education subcomnuttee of the Education Advisony
Committee The first recommendation was that the Com-
nusston undertake a study to determine whether the higher
education mnstitutions tn the Reglon are training enough
teachers to meet reglonal needs. After unsuccessful at-
tempts to mterest the Office of Education in supporting the
effort. the Comnussion provided $50,000 to conduct this
survey which was completed 1 1970 The final report has
been useful both in persuading the OE to give greater
consideration to Appalachia m several discretionary pro-
grams, and m serving as the basts for education manpower
programs 1n several Appalachian states

The second recommendation of the higher education
subcommuttee was that the staff explore the possibility of
interstate compacts, particularly dealing with teacher ac-
creditation and mutual shanng of programs between
colleges that are located within a short distance of each
other but are 1n different states, The staff negotiated with
two states for over a year to develop such an agrecment,
but the effort was unsuccessful because of indifference at
the higher policy levels of the state governments involved

A recent attempt to mitiate interstate cooperation in
gher education has been more successful, however. At
present two institutions of higher education in New York
have become mvolved with six others in Pennsylvania in a
Regional In-Service Teacher Education Consortium which 1s
providing personnel and courses to support on-thesjob

tratmng activities tor elementary and secondan teachers i
two counties m Pennsylvana Plans are underway  to
expand the program to other counties

Tne final suggestion was that atter caretul study . the
Commission  mahe  recommendations  concerng  the
amount of scholarship and foan assistance needed by
students i Appalachia Little was done unul Apul 1971 .t
which ume the Commussion imtiated o4 comprehensive
study ot higher education needs witiun the Regron

Conclusions

The preceding discussion has descnbed the expansion of
tlie Comnussion’s education-related actvities simee  the
passage of the Appalachun Act i 1965 This expansion
early reflects the Commission’s growing apprectation of
the importance to the development process ot ull phases ol
cducation The 1mitial emphasis of the Commupsion’s educa-
tion activities. as reflected in the substantial uppropriations
for Section 211, was i the field of vocational education
where the need was demonstrably great and the playolf
immediate  The Commussion’s objective 1 thts area to
make job-refevant vocational education available to as many
cligible young people as possible - 15 clearly bemng achieved.

While the Conmussion was mitially given hittle direction
concerning appropriate activitics mn the area of elementary
and secondary education, the recommendations of the
Education Advisory Committee led the Comnusston to
concentrate the limited demonstration funds avatlable m
this area on a few activities designed to have a maximum
leverage effect at the state and local level. These mcluded
{1) encouraging the planmng and operation of demonstra-
trion programs which can show the capabthues of muiu-
school district cooperation: (2) supplementing the planning
efforts of states and local development districts with
educational planning. and (3) assisting member states and
local 1nstitutions 1 securing a larger share of other federal
funds.

Since the objective related to these efforts — to assist the
Region 1n attaining panty with the rest of the nation n the
educational opportunities available to Appalachia  was
never given any clear operational defimtion, 1t cannot
readily be used as a yardstick against which to measure
progress. However. while the relatively small magnitude of
these activities would make such measurement difficult n
any case, the results wiich can be seen appear encouraging
enough to warrant some expansion of these and similar
cfforts.

As the Commission’s emphasis on human resource
development programs increased, its education-related ac-
tivities were expanded by the creation of the Early
Childhood Development and Youth Leadersiip Develop-
ment programs. These activities differ somewhat from the
older education programs n the amount of ume required
for their effects to be felt. While the potential impact of
these programs on the regional development 1s very great, it
will be many years while children grow up and while
participants n youth leadership programs move 1nto
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posttions of commumity responsibility - before this po-
tentual can be fully realized. The creation of these programs
s, theretore, encouraging evidence that the Commussion 1s
taking a broader, longer-term view of the development
process than was current 1 cconomic development pro-
grams when the Act was passed.

Health
The PARC Report

The President’s  Appalachian  Regional  Comnussion
stated that *“the Region’s shortcomings in tramning and skills
are matched by health and nutritional deficits.” To deal

with this problem, PARC recommended the imitiation of

several multipurpose demonstration regional health centers
which would provide a single commumity focal point for a
wide variety of health programs. Although no particular
appropriation was recommended for this eftort, about $40
million was suggested for the mtiation of these health
centers and the construction of vocational education
facilities taken ogetlier.

The Act

An enacted m 1965. Section 202 provided fer essentially
what the PARC report had urged the construction and
operation of multicounty health faclities, “including
hospitals, regional health, diagnostic and treatment centers,
and other facilities necessary to health.” This legislation
was regarded by some observers at the time as “revolution-
ary” because 1t was the first time federal funds had been
provided for the operation of health facilities in addition to
their construction.

The Act authonzed $41 million for construction and
equipment  of demonstration health facilities and $28
million for their operation. Under this authonzation, $3.5
million was appropriated for Section 202, with $20.8
million carmarked for construction and equipment and
$2.7 mullion for operating grants.

In October 1965, the Commission created a Health
Advisory Comnnttee to assist n the formulation of policy
regarding the new health program. After considerable
debate, the Comnuttee recommended that “Section 202
should not be thought of as a ‘construction’ program since
“the health problems of Appalachia are associated not with
too few buildings but with too few services.” Thus, funds
under Section 202 should “serve as ‘sced money’ for a
series of experimental or demonstration programs.” Supple-
mental funds from Section 214 could be used to support
“bricks and mortar” projects where they were needed.

The Commuttee suggested another major modification of
Section 202 “Elimmation of the requirements for ‘con-
struction’ before operating funds can be provided. so that
demonstration ‘projects’ for the delivery of comprehensive
health services can be supported where new construction
may not be required.”

In January 1966, the Commission adopted the c¢nterna
an' guidelmes rccommended by the Health Adwvisory
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Commnttee (HAC). Soon thereafter. the following state-
ment of the objectives of the 202 program was accepted

The purpose of the demonstration health program 1s (o
improve the general health of the Appaiacuan area. to
mrease the avaabiiry of health senvices and 1o demon-
Strate  that 1t s possible 1o mahe available modern,
comprehensive  health care 1 a vanery of regions
Appalachua, with careful evaluanon of cach demonstranon
health progect .

By thus adopting tlie HAC gwidelines and these ubjectives,
the Commussion moved. within a year after the enactment
of Section 202. to a wider and more flexible concept of the
program than was called for in the legislation The emphasts
had been slufted from construction to the dehvery of
comprehensive health services with the active participation
of local commumties 1n planning to meet their own needs.

In hne with recommendations of the advisory com-
mittee, the Commussion asked Congress 1 1967 to
chmmate the restriction that operating grants be hnuted to
projects constructed with the assistance of 202 funds:
Congress complied. In addition. two new areas of concern
were added to the 202 program n 1969 pneumoconiosts
(black lung), and early child development and nutrition.

In an effort to simulate the inauguration or expansion
of services to children, the Comnusston, in July 1969,
adopted a resolution providing that special consideration
would be given to 202 projects related to child develop-
ment. Early in 1970 the Commussion estabhished a child
development program, which is in the early stages of
implementation.

Program Operations

Commission Administration — Because of the commut-
ment to local management of the 202 program, as well as
the desire to avoud duplication of the technical resources of
existing federal health programs, the Commussion decided
to keep 1ts own health staff as small as possible and to
provide funds for admimstrative services to the Health
Services and Mental Health Adnumstration (HSMHA),
which 15 responsible for technical and legal iovizw of
Scction 202 projects,

In retrospect, 1t is not clear that tlis decision to
mantain only a small internal health staff was wise.
Because of the administrative burden imposed on this small
staff when projects began being funded 1n 1968, it was
unable to provide the districts with thorough reviews and
catiques of plans and projects, much less to participate 1n
the local planning process 1n any meaningful way. In
addition, 1t was unable either to devote any effort te
providing for the systematic evaluation of the demonstra-
tion projects called for in the statement of objectives cited
carlier, or to foster the dissemination of program experi-
ences among the various demonstration areas. Recognition
of thesc program wcaknesses has led to recent moves to
expand the Commussion’s health staff and to attach more
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importance to evaluation and dissenunation of the results
of the demonstration health program.

Another administrative 1ssue still in nced of reform s the
project review process For varnous reasons many projects
require clearances from special agencies 1 addition to
HSMHA and the Commussion As a result, project review 1s
often drawn out by a cumbersome procedure 1n which
projects are processed sertatim by a group of agencies which
may clude the local A-95 agency. the state governor’s
office, the state Hill-Burton agency, the Public Health
Service Regional Office. and the Commussion i Wash-
ington. The complexity of the review process means that
planning staffs at the state and local level must spend an
mordinate amount of time keeping track of agency rela-
tions and paperwork.

The overly complicated process has led to delays,
unexplained rejections, and other problems which have
been demorahzing to local 202 counails. In addition, this
multiagency review process has had an inhibiting effect on
expenmentation. While the Commission has officially en-
couraged innovative approaches in the delivery of medical
care, the project applications are reviewed by a series of line
agencies characternistically disinchined toward innovation.

The review process itself thus bears substantial re-
sponsibility for the relative lack of experimentation and the
traditional categoncal approach which has been foilowed 1n
most demonstration areas during the first two years of the
Comnmsston health program. This problem could be allew-
ated to some extent by the establishment of a simplified
joint review process and the adoption by the Comnussion
of a clearer statement of goals and objectives for the 202
program.

Local 202 Councils

Following the adoption of the HAC guidelines. HAC
members and the small staff detatled to the Commission by
the Public Health Service turned ther attention to
Appalaclia to determme which areas would make good
demonstrations. The HAC recommended that the areas
chosen be logical “medical trade areas™ and that “health
needs” and *commumty readiness’ be important considera-
tions n the selection process.

“Commumty readiness™ nvolved both local organiza-
tional potential and acceptance of the health 1dea ot a
demonstration health program by local medical personnel
The latter issue was a particular problem carly in the
program because of a4 concern within mfluential segments
of medical practice 1n the Region that the Appalachian
Health Program would be a device for overturning the
pnivate practice of medicine. To gain the support of local
medical socteties, 1t was necessary to add to the guidelines
the statement that “The development and operation of any
community health service under Section 202 shall preserve
and encourage all existing programs and arrangements
involving the relationship between the physician and the
patient.” While this clearly increased local acceptance of

the program. 1t substantially hmnted the extent to which
the Comnussion health staft could take an active role n
imtiating nnovative health care delivery programs m the
demonstration areas.

By the end of 196Y. nine health demonstration areas had
been selected, seven 1n 1967, one n 1968, and one 1n 1969
Their locations are shown on Figure 7

In the final choice of demonstration distnicts. tactors
such as orgamrsational potential sometimes weighed more
heavily than health nceds. As a result. although the
demonstration areas that were designated included counties
that ranked statistically among the unhealthiest 1n the
Region, as a whole the areas were not much worse off 1n
terms of economic and health status than the rest of
Appalachia.

Each district program was to be orgamzed and operated
by a local board or council. Encouragement to form
democratic councils was mcluded 1n the 1966 report of the
Health Advisory Committee *‘Comprehensive health serv-
ices are most ettective when orgamzed with broad-based
community support involving the relevant groups ot pro-
viders and consumers.” The Commssion, sensitive to
problems being encountered by OEO and other agencies n
promoting participating democracy, required only that the
demonstration orgamzation “be broadly based and repre-
sentative of the geographic area served by the project.”

In practice, membership on the local health councils was
left to the local body tself. In general, council membership
1s hcavily weighted with estabhished local leaders - repre-
sentative of local health. educational. and service institu-
tions, officials of related state and federal health programs.
avie leaders, ete. As yet, no area has successfully obtained
effective representation of the disadvantaged. This emphasis
on working through existing leadership. rather than at-
tempting to set up a separate structure. parallels the
approach generally used in the Comnussion’s local develop-
ment district program (as compared to the Commumty
Action Program of the Office of Economic Opportumty).
As one person closely involved m orgamizing one of the 202
districts put the case “We carefully selected the movers
and shakers and we followed the lies of power Our goals
focus on reshaping the system to provide a basis for
extending services. If we wanted to find the unmet health
nceds. we would have needed a different council. But to
change the system. you need a counail that represents the
power structure.”

Within the quahfication that the 202 <ouncils generally
represent the existing *“power structure,” the councils vary
widely i composition. from large groups with heavy
representation by commumty leaders to small. tghtly-hmt
orgamzations m which the real power 1s held by medical
and hospital mterests. In general. these counals which
enjoyed the greatest community support and participation
(1.c., those in Kentuckhy. Georgia and South Carohina) are
regionwide, broadly representative bodies which appear to
conform closely to the ideal orgamzation envisioned by the
Health Adwvisory Comnnttee,
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FIGURE 7
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Planning

Prior to designation by the Comnussion, each proposed
demonstration ared was required to submuit a comprehensive
plan covenng all aspects of health care in the area These
heatth  development  plans, which have been  updated
annuatly. were to represent the best judgment of local
public and private leaders as to how present tauhties and
resourees dare 1o be used 1 the overall health system.

These plans have not been uniformly usetul as guides for
mvestinent, however Many of them have lackhed a clear
expression ot the relationship between the proposed prog-
ects and the data and analysis contamed in the plan, and
few have stated any measurable objectives There has been
tess improvement over tme than might have been hoped,
sinee the admmistrauve burdens on the small Comnussion
health stalf have prevented anything more than a cursory
review of the annual plans Recently the Commussion has
achnowledged  this difficulty by changing 1ts policy to
requie o more teaintic annual work progiam rather than a
detaited comprehensive plan.

Project Acnvities

In assessing the effects of a health program. it s
necessary to distinguish between activities aimed at improv-
mg the general health level of 4 populatton and those
intended to mmprove thie delivery of health care. simce the
two objectives are not necessanly reached by the same
paths For example. there 1s evidence that the health of a
population (as measured by aviailable indices of mortahity
and morbidity ) 1s more closely retated to family income
than to the type and quantity of health care enjoyed by
that population. Thus. focusing on the econointe develop-
ment of the Region may be a better way to improve the
general level of health of the people of Appalachia than the
provision of better health care factlities and services

At the same time. however. provision of adequate levels
of health care (facihties and services) 1s i tself a
worthwhile objective to which considerable importance 1s
attached. n part because the unavailabihty of such care 1s
usually much more immediately obvious and disquieting
than relatively low levels of health of the population. a
rural resident 1s more hkely to be worned about the fact
that he 1s 60 nules from the nearest doctor than the fact
that Ius hife expectancy may be somewhat lower than the
national average,

Although the Commussion included both the 1mprove-
ment of the general health of Appalachians and an increase
in the availabihity of health services 1n 1ts formal statement
of the goals, its program activities have in fact been directed
almost exclusively towards demaonstrating more efficient
and cffective ways to deliver health care to the people.
(Onc exception may be the new child development program
which. by concentrating on the critical prenatal period and
first_years of hfe, may have a long run impact on the
general level of health )

The emphasis on health care suggests that 1t 15 inappro-
priate to attempt to evaluate the 202 program by nmeasuring

changes m observable health mdicators, with the exception
ot spectfic wases (such as the massive rubella vacanation
program being supported by the Commssion) which are
dimed at one specific health problem Instead. the appropn-
dte measure o the success of the program would be the
extent to which more and  better services are bemng
ctficiently delnvered i the demonstration heatth areas and.
secondarntly. the extent to which mnovation 1s taking place
and the results are being assessed and dissenunated

As noted carlier. however, the heavy  operational
pressures of the 202 program on the Commnsion’s small
health statt meant that program  evaluation has until
tecently been given low prionty. As a result, no systematic
procedures have yet been estabhshed tor assessmg the
output (in terms ol services  dehvered) or the cost-
ctiecuveness of the projects supported under Section 202
At present. therefore, 1t v possible 1o discuss only the
program nputs {e.g.. hospitals built) and to desciibe some
of the types of activities bemy uudertahen by varous
demonstration districts

Fmancially. the greatest emphasis of the 202 program
has been on the construction ot tacihties. Although the
Health Advisory Commmuttee stated that *‘the health prob-
fems n Appalachia are associated not with too  tew
huldings. but with too few services.”™ $43.7 nulhon (or 58
percent) of the $74.2 mudhon granted by the Appalacinan
Regronal Comnussion under Section 202 up to the end of
FY 1970 was awarded for construction of healtth facilities.
Because of the long lead tme typical of construction
projects. the first patient care facility buitt with Section
202 ussistance 15 still to open, In accordance with the
reccommendations of the Health Advisory Commuttee.
Scction 214 was also being used to support the construc-
tion of health facihities, through FY 1970, some $46 8
nuillion of supplemental funds had been used for this
purpose.

Wiile it was clear that renovation and expansion of
mtensive care facilities was sorely needed 1n some demon-
stration areas and that the need for extended care tachties
was great throughout the Region. the figures could mdicate
an imbalance between facihities and services. However, 1t s
also true that a financtal companson of this type can be
nusleading since capital costs for health facihties in any
given carly pertod will clearly exceed operating costs A
preferable, but unavalable. comparison would reflect the
relative balance of capital and operating costs over a greater
span of yeurs.

Another possible reason for the large amount spent on
construction projects was the pressure to obhigate funds
during the fiscal year in which they were appropnated, a
reality encountered by the Commussion even though its
funds carry over from year to year. Since the grant
application process for construction projects 1s standardized
and apphications which absorb funds 1n large amounts can
be prepared quickly, the casiest way for the local districts
to provide a demand equal to the Commission’s supply of
funds was to concentrate on building factlities. This
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tendency was further encouraged by the fact that facilities
are usually highly visible and popular

In addition to construction of intensive and long-term
care facihties. the 202 districts have been involved 1n a wide
variety of other programs mcluding health manpower,
Public health services. home health services. de~tal health
and environmental health

The first area. health manpower. has been of particular
interest since the lack of professionals capable of providing
primary carc continues to be a major obstacle to the
mnprovement of health 1n many communties. particularly
those that are most rural. For example. in 1962 Appalachia
had 92 non-federal physicians for every 100.000 persons. a
figure 34 percent below the national average of almost 140.
In Appalachian Georgra, the ratio was less than 60 doctors
per 100.000 persons.

To alleviate this shortage. many demonstration areas are
sponsoring programs for the traming of paramedical per-
sonncl, although m many cases this has been done without
benefit of thorough manpower studies to determine those
areas 1 which efforts should be concentrated.

Although programs to tran ancillary personnel are
worthwhile, they leave untouched a prncipal problem- the
regionwide shortage of medical doctors. Unfortunately.
direct attempts to recruit physiclans have been weak and
unsuccessful. Other efforts have shown greater promuse. For
example. two projects — one with Vanderbuilt Medical
School and the other with the Student American Medical
Assoctation  were directed at mvolving medical students
n the health problems of the Region in the hopes that the
students would practice there after graduation. While these
programs have been well recetved. 1t 15 as yet too early to
determune what the results will be.

In the area of health services. many demonstration areas
have used 202 funds to expand the programs of public
health agencies. New chinics have been added and existing
ones expanded. Programs in maternal child care, family
planning and nutrition are being offered.

Screening  programs have been undertaken to detect
discase and refer those detected as 1ll for treatment. For
example, m the nme county West Virgimia demonstration
arca. an immunization program has screened. and when
necessary, vaceinated 110,868 children against such discases
as smallpox, mumps, rubella, tetanus and diphtheria. In
addition. 50,000 doses of rubella vaccine will soon be
administered to children aged one to 12 in an attempt
to guard aganst the rubella epidemic medical authorities
predict for some time between 1970 and 1973,

Many demonstration districts have placed emphasts on
home health care. Seven of the nine 202 areas have
programs to support domictliary nursing at a total cost to
the Commussion of approximately $1.7 mullion. These
programs appear to have been a good nvestment of 202
money. Home nursing programs are indispensabie because
of poverty, 1solation and the inability of patients to travel
to me dical facilities. The projects also are well supported by
community leaders and very popular with physicians.

(1 6

These examples cover only a few of the many projects
ammed at providing direct preventive and curative services.
(The Appendix contams a table of all of the projects
m one 202 arca). Although such programs may have been
underemphasized 1 companson with construction of tacih-
nes. particularly m view of the Health Advisory Com-
mittec’s emphasis on delivery of health services, mnovation
15 tahing place. While the Comnussion health statf has not
had tum¢ to be closely volved 1 ths process or to
dissemnate the results of such experimentation. the Com-
nussion 1s taking steps to insure that tlus 1s done n the
future.

Conclusion

As a result of the development of Commussion policy.
and resulting amendments to the Act. the 202 program has
evolved from a heavily construction-oriented program to
one providing substantial flexibility for innovation m the
delivery of health services. Although pressures to obligate
funds quickly, as well as local inertra. led to an mtial
financial emphasis on construction. innovative approaches
to the solution of health problems are being tried through-
out the Region As a result of 202 operations. the range of
avalable health care 1n 202 arcas has beenr: substantially
mcreased.

The extent to which full advantage has been taken of the
flexibility offered by the 202 program varies widely among
distnicts.  however. Because of the Commussion’s early
commitment that “the development and operation of any
community health service under Section 202 shall preserve
and encourage all existing programs and arrangements
involving the relationship between the physician and the
patient,” made 1 response to local concerns about the
program, mnovation has been highly dependent upon local
mntiative which has been slow 1n coming in some cases.

If there is one major cnticism of the Commussion’s role
in the 202 program, 1t 15 that it has not been active
cnough n encouraging such imtiatives by the demonstra-
tion districts and in evaluating and disse minating the results
of local expenments among the other districts and through-
out the Region as a whole. While the Comnussion has
recogmzed the need for such evaluation and dissemination,
1t should take the steps necessary to become more actively
mnvolved in the process of innovation 1tself.

To do this will require more direct and active involve-
ment of the Comnussion health staff in the development of
plans and programs in the local districts. An important goal
of such increased 1nvolvement should be the reduction of
the gap which all too often 1s found between planning and
the selection of projects.

Since a systematic technical evaluation of the 202
program has not yet been undertaken, it 1s impossible to
asscss on any consistent basis the extent to which the
dehivery of health services has been mmproved in the
demonstration health areas. However, the nstitutronally-
oriented interim health evaluation that was conducted in
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1970 suggested that it 1s possible for the quality of health
care to he enhanced under the leadership of broadly
representative local gruups. Now that many of the projects
funded by the Commussion have had time to mature. the
Comiission should take immediate steps to assess on a
more comprehensive and objective basis the effectiveness
and cfficiency with which this i1s being accomplished in the
various demonstration areas.

The Highway Program

The first prionty area for investment recommended by
the President’s Appalachian Regional Commission was the
improvement of access both to and within the Region. The
report of the Commussion stated the case emphatically

Developmental activiy in Appalachia cannot proceed until
the regional 1solation has been overcome.
e o ®

The remoteness and 1solation of this region, lving directly
adjacent to the greatest concentrations of people and
wealth in the country 1s the very basis of the Appalachian
lag. Its penetration by an adequate transportation network
1S the first requusite of its full particpation in mdustnal
America

The reasoning behind this emphasis on access was the
conviction that the lack of adequate transportation routes
in and through the Region has been a major factor in
discouraging the location of transport-dependent industry
in Appalachia, and has also meant that major flows of
commerce between the major centers on the penphery of
the Region have tended to bypass the central. most
depressed, portion of Appalachia

The basic cause of this inadequacy of the existing
highways has been the extreme ruggedness of terran
associated with the Appalachian Mountain cham. Thus.
although most Appalachian states have had per capita
lughway expenditures close to the national average, the
high cost of building roads in the rugged arcas — up to two
or three times the nationwide average - has meant that
compromises have had to be made in quahty and/or
quantity. The resulting winding, usually two-lane road
system 15 characterized by low average travel speed and
extreme circuitousness.

Although the Interstate Highway System has produced
some tmprovement in the situation. it still bypasses a
substantial portion of the dense. rural population. The
highway subteam of PARC estimated that the portion of
the interstate system to be built in Appalachia would leave
some 21 percent of the population unserved (i.c.. more
than 25 miles from any interstate corridor). A substantial
part of this population 15 1n the part of the Region
designated by the Comnussion as Central Appalachia, the
1solated and depressed heart of the coal mining region.

To deal with this obstacle to development. PARC
recommended the construction of a development highway
system which would include some 2.150 miles of high

speed intercity highways and some S00 nules of local access
roads. The estimated cost was $1 2 billion

In recommending the construction ot such a system.
PARC clearly ruled out the option of simply allowing
existing migration trends to depopulate the most depressed
sections of the Region. such as Central Appalachia Instead
1t was decided to promote the economic development of all
major subregions of Appalachia until they become self-
sustaining  While migration from the most isolated areas
wias eapected to continue. 1t was hoped that this flow
would be redirected to “growth areas” within cach major
subregion. and that the highway system could stimulate
devclopment n these selected areas. The Appalachian
Development Highway System was scen not as a sufticient
cause. but rather as a necessary precondizion, for such
development.

The Act

The PARC report’s proposal was the basis for Section
201 of the 1965 Act which authonized the construction of
a development highway system including up to 2.350 miles
of lughway and up to 1.000 nules of local access roads with
the purpose of opening up “an area or arcas with a
developmental potential where commerce and communica-
tion have been inhibited by lack of access ... Congress
authorized . 540 million for this program,

Subscquent amendments in 1967 and 1969 increased the
authonization to $1.165 billion and raised the mileage
limtations on the highways and access roads to 2.700 nules
and 1.600 nules. respectively. The 1971 amendments,
under consideration at this writing, extend the peniod of
authonzation through FY 1978 and the amount to $2 090
billion to allow the completion of the system in spite of
delays and inflation

Evolution of Commission Policy

Resolutions 10, 11 and 12 of May 1965 established
early Commussion policy on the highway program. In
particular. the resolutions (1) established that an average
travel speed of approximately 50 nules per hour between
major termim of the system. commensurate with terrain.
would be the prime ob;ective, (2) provided that the system
be designed. to the extent practicable, to standards ade-
quate for 1990 traffice: (3) established the federal share in
highway project costs at 70 percent. and (4) declared that
“the Appalachian regions of Alabama and South Carolina
have relatively less need for major highways because of
their interstate highway networks and are. therefore. not
being allocated development mileage ... and (5) allo-
cated $35 million to the local access road program from the
$840 million highway authorization.

Since it was recogmzed very carly 1n the program that
the $805 mullion authorization would be insufficient to
cover the cost of constructing the entire system, Resolution
10 provided that aithough the desired system should be
adequate for 1990 traffic, construction should be deferred
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on those secnons not requiring improvement for 1975
estimated tratfic Soon thereatter the Comnnussion resolved
(August 19606) that the tederal funding ratio remain at 70
pereent for preliminary engineerning. nght-of-way and two-
lane construction but be readjusted to 50 percent tor all
four-lane construction approved atter July 1906, unless
four lanes will not exceed the cost of two lanes

The third step taken m dealmg with the cost problem
was to recommend (fuly 1905) that the states. in coopera-
ton with the Bureau ot Pubhic Roads. develop a4 untform
rating of the adequacy of existng highways within the
proposed corndors This would then allow the Commission
1o establish construction priontes and thereby undertake a
program of staged construction. The ratings were con-
ducted by the individual states @ were completed by
November 1965

Resolutton 97, dated August 1966, estabhished Commis-
sion pohicy with regard to construction prionty. Subject to
Congressional appropriation, funds for the higlways would
be allocated to individual states 1 the followmg order (1)
projects approved tor construction by the Commission and
the Secretary of Commerce on or betore July 1, 1966, and
(2) construction projects approved by the Commussion and
the Seeretary of Commerce after July 1, 1966 1n the order
ol priority established m each state on the basis of the
adequacy ratng. beginming with the projects having the
lowest adequacy ratng. The resolution also allowed the
states to adjust construction priorities 1f 1t was felt that
such adjustments would 1mprove route continuity or
enhance development opportunities.

Evolution of Strategy

To sumulate commerce flows through the Region and
make the major hinkages compettively attractive to through
traffic. they would have to be high speed highways of the
interstate variety  Hence, the decision 1o build for an
average design speed of 50 mph. Although carly documents
mention improvements 1 commutation and access to
services as benefits of the highway system, the emphasis at
that time was primanly on improving high speed regional
transportation.  Thus. the 22 development highways
approved by the Commussion average 136 nules in length
and are umformly designed for an average travel speed of
50 mph between major terminals: 1n other words. by far the
majonty are hnear, high speed. long-distance connections as
opposed to spurs, radial routes, circular beltways or
secondary roads serving urban concentrations.

Other than the improvements 1n local transportation
which a regional highway network would provide. the only
highway funds carmarked explicitly for local transportation
have been those allocated to the Local Access Road
Program. In all, the Commussion has allocated only $80
million of total authonzations to local access road con-
struction as oppused to $1.085 billion for the development
Inghway system.

Yet at the same time, the Comnussion 1s not simply
burlding additional interstate highways. For the Commus-
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sion to have built all ats lighways to interstate standards
would have meant curtaihing the system mileage. assuming
the same level of fundimg Although the highway program s
4 regiondl transportation network, 1t 1s purposely beng
built to lower design standards than the nterstate system in
order to allow construction of 4 more extensive system
with an expanded range of influence. This policy 18
cotsistent with the evolution of the Commussion’s under-
standing ot the potential role of the highway system. While
at first primary emphasis was given only to the direct
cconomice development impacts of the system (via improved
linkages between major Appalachian centers and national
markets. and diversion ot flows of commerce mto the
Region), the lughway network 15 now seen also as the
transportation framework tor regional health and education
complexes. as 4 means for improving local access to other
pubhic and commercial services. and as an ard m improving
the commuting ability of the rural population

The same sort of broadened role s seen for the local
aceess roads A Commussion staft evaluation m 1968 stated
that

During the carly years of the program local access roads
were wsed primanily to provide short spur-hke access nto
mdustnial. commercial and recreation areas. While this use
1s stll amportant in specific mstances. 1t appears that the
most urgent need 1s for “feeder roads’ to the Interstate or
Appalachian lughways from rural arcas i order to facilitate
commutation to school or work.

In view of this changing perception of the highway
system. the Commussion’s decision not to burld to interstate
standards but to sull mamntain a 50 mph design speed
appears to have been a compromise between regional and
local transportation considerations While the highways will
be good enough to be economically competiuive as slipping
corndors, the system will be extensive enough n terms of
mileage 1o have a significant effect on local transportation
throughout the Region.

Program Implementation

In the first year following the passage of the Act. the
Comnussion implemented the highway programs as quickly
as possible. There were three basic reasons for this priority:

(1) For vanous technical and legal reasons. a umely
completion of the system would require an extensive lead
time. any delay in construction of the highways would
postpone the full impact of other Commission programs. n
such areas as health and education, which would be highly
dependent on accessibility,

(2) In order to sustain the momentum of support for
the program both in Washington and i the states, the
Commission needed to couple long-range planning activities
with some immediate and visible expenditures.

(3) Inflation of construction costs would make any
delay very expensive.
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Given these considerations. the Comnnssion established
4 pohcy encouraging some immediate expenditures n
Appalachia (including 87 nules of “quich-start”™ highway

projects) and also took steps to expedite miplementation of

the entire mghway program

To avod admunsstrative  compheations 1 the 201
program. the Commusston has followed the same procedure
of segmented approval used on other tederal-aid highways
except that, in general, construction must be on those
segments  determined to be most deticient under the
adequacy rating system  As a result, available funding has
been allocated to include 19 ot the 22 corndors approved
tor the highway system i such a manner that most of them
will be left 10 a highly segmented status until the late
1970s

The Commission has been criticized for following this
procedure rather than assigming priorities to the vanous
development corridors on the basis of potential reglonal

unpact and then concentrating funds on the completion of

the corndors having high priority. While the effects of the
resulting fragmentation will be discussed later, 1t should be
noted here that this alternative was considered and rejected
tor several specific reasons

(1) The states varied substantially in their ability to
raise matching funds 1immediately  For example, while
Virgin was ready to commit 90 percent of 1ts total
allocation at once. West Virginia did not get voter approval
for 8350 milhon in bonds to match the Appalachian
highway funds until November of 1968. furthermore.
because some segments were already in the planming stage.
they could be started much more quickly than others.
Given the rate of inflation n the construction industry and
the desire to begin as quickly as possible, 1t simply did not
appear to be a realistic approach to hold up construction on
those corndors or segments of corndors which could be
mitiated 1mmediately 1 order to concentrate on other
corndors which might have had a higher prionity. As a
result. allocation of ecarly highway appropriations among
the states was based primanly on the ability of individual
states to absorb new highway construction funds. with the
restriction that no state could exceed its allocation of total
highway authornization.

(1) The adequacy rating system 1tself was intended to
maximize benefits of the highway system by assuring that
within the hnited federal funds available. as much of the
development  highway system as possible could be con-
structed to the highest overall adequacy. The highest
prionity for construction funds was assigned to the least
adequate scctions of existing highway or to entirely new
alignments within each state: 1t was felt that this procedure
would most likely mmimize the problems of a fragmented
system should wsufficient funds be available to construct
the entire system.

(3) The Appalachian Act specifically provides that the
governor of the state must recommend to the Commussion
specific projects to be undertaken within his state. The

Commussion niay not compe! any state to deeept 4 projet
or program without 1ts consent

Program Impacts

As of December 31, 1970, 425 3 miles ot Appalachuan
highways were completed. representing 16 9 pereent of the
Constiuction was
underway on 399 7 mudes (135 8 percent). engimecnng and
nght-ol-way dcquisttion was m progress on FL31N nules

25327 nules requinng  construction

(44 7 percent), and location studies were underaay on
488.9 miles (19 3 percent) There were 838 miles (33
percent) on which no work had been undertaken. and
4216 miles of adequate highway segmients requinmg o
improvement with Appalachian tunds

In the local aceess road program, 378 mules had been
approved for construction by the Commssion Ot this
total, 186 miles (322 percent) had been completed and
182 mules (31 S pereent) were under construction Some
work had been undertahen on all but 31 nules (8 8 percent)
of the remanung nuleage  The status of the system as ol
December 31, 1970 1s shown 1 Figure 8

As noted carlier, the level of authonzations tor the
highway system has increased from $X40 pulion (1 the
1965 Act) to $2.090 bilhon (1n the 1971 amendments) to
keep up with ncreasing cost estimates for the completion
o the system (which have nsen trom $8035 nuthon to
$2 055 bilhion)

About $300 nullion of the ncreased estimate of cost can
be attributed to the addition of corndors in New York and
Pennsylvania. Most of the remaming increases are the result
of four factors: mflation (about 7 percent per year). $500
milhon, new federal highway safety standards. $150
million, refinements of onginal engineering estimates, $100
million, and new federal relocation assistance requirements.
at least $25 nullion. These increases are summarized n
Figure 9.

Benefus of the Highway Program

The baste justification tor the Appalachian lighways was
that for an underdeveloped area hke Appalachu. po-
tentially the greatest benefit from an improved highway
system would be 1ts role m the cconomic growth and
development of the Reglon, 1.c . benefit above and beyond
direct road user benefits accruig to any type of highway
program. However, since only about 17 percent of the new
mileage 1s now open to traffic, and since even this mileage
has been completed only for a short time, 1t 1s simply too
carly to attempt to determine the overall regional 1mpact of
the highway system. Nonethcless, several studies have been
conducted which assess the effect of the system on the
mtermediate goal of improved access and which give some
indication of the effect of a new highway corridor on a
number of communities in the Region

Access Changes

The highway system has two broad “‘access” goals. one
regional and one local. The regtonal goal was to “open up”
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FIGURE 9

GRAPHIC SUMMARY OF COST INCREASES
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the Region by improving the hinkages between cities and
towns th Appalachia and major centers of economie activity
i the rest of the county. and by diverting exssting flows ot
trattic between these external centers through Appalachia
rather than around 1, Appalachian Research Report No.
13. lhghway Transportation and Appalachian Develop-
ment, demonstrated the etfect of the system on regional
dccess by caleulating the decrease n travel time between 12
Appalachian development centers and various major trading
centers tn and outside of the Region that will result from
the completion of the system The results. shown in Table
13 mdicate that the greatest impact will be felt by those
cities (such as Pikeville, Middlesboro, Parkersburg and the
Tr-Cities) that are located 1 the most isolated and
mountainous part of the Regton 1n and around Central
Appalachta

1t should be noted that the fragmented approach to the
constraction of the systen. adopted by the Comnussion for
reasons discussed carlier, will delay the tull realization ot
these regtonal access effects until the completion of the
entire system hecause of the lack of emphasis placed on
through-route continuity. Instead, most of the early impact
will be on the improvement of local access.

The focal access goal of the system 1s to expand the
commuting fields of centers 1n and around the Region in

order to make jobs and services more accessible to residents
ot Appalaclia.

An nternal staft study of the effects of the system
(when completed) on commutation patterns dicate that
the 1mpact will be relatively small for the Regon as a
whole. but will be substantial i Central Appalachia This
study measured the 1960 population within 45 munutes
drniving time of any regional, primary or secondary center
ot more than 5,000 population as designated in the 1967
Commusston sumnuary, State and Regional Development
Plans, first excluding and then including the effects of the
entire system The population so measured was defined as
bemng within the “commutimg field™ of the centers involved.

This procedure showed that in the 10-state area which
will directly benefit from the system (the region excluding
Alabama, Mississippr and  South Carolina, which will
recetve no lughway mileage). some 1.9 mithon people (or
12 6 percent of the population of the area) were outside of
any commuting teld as defined above pnor to the
construction of the system Completion of the system
would reduce that number by about 300,000, or roughly
17 percent. About 136,000 (or shgitly over 49 percent) of
this 300.000 are located in Central Appalachia, that part of
the Region which also enjoyed the greatest mcerease n
accesstbihty as measured above by reduction in travel time
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TABLE 13

MEASURING ACCESS-TO-MARKET CHANGES

Appalachian Ma)ar Trading Percent Reduction in
Rank Centers to Centers Vehicle Travel Time
1 Pikeville Charleston, West Virginia 48.1
2 | Middlesboro | Charleston 46.0
3 | Parkersburg | Washington 35.9
4 | Tn-Cities Cincinnati 34.8
5 | Pikeville Columbus 30.7
6 Elkins Washington 339
7 Elmira Pittsburgh 33.5
8 | Parkersorrg | Cincinnati 33.5
9 Middlesboro | Knoaville 26.8
10 | Withamsport | Fittsburgh 267
n Somerset Nashville 259
12 | Charleston Washington 244
13 Portsmouth | Charleston, West Virginia 244
14 | Tn-Cities Atlanta 23.8
15 | Parkersburg | Indianapolis 237
16 | Portsmouth | Cincinnati 22.6
17 Elkins Charleston 224
18 Cumberland | Pittsburgh 20.8
19 Pikeville Louswille 20.5
20 | Pikewville Cincinnaty 20.0

to major trading centers In this area. the population
outsige of any commuting field was reduced by nearly 30
percent, compared to about 13 percent for the rest of the
10-state area bemng considered and 17 percent tor that area
as a whole

Oric drawback ot this analysis 1s that it considered only
the sestion ot whether any particular resident was brought
nto commuting range of at icast one development center
by the highway system. 1t did nct atte.apt to determme the
extent to which (b2 system would expand the labor pool
and, cqually as important, the market for services of any
particular center This latter effect will be particularly
mmportant i the more 1solated and mountamous parts of
the Region  especially Central Appalachia - which for
histonical and  geographical  reasons  have a high rural
ropulation density but 4 tow level of urbanization.

As a result of this ditfusion of population. compounded
by pooi transportation, tew towns and ctties 1 Central
Appalachia serve a large enough market area to be able to
provide public and pnvate services efficiently and
cconomically It 1s hoped that by linking small towns to
therr dense swirounding rural populations, as well as to
ne ghboring towns, the Appalachian highways will be able
to create effectve population concentrations which are
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large enough to allow substantial economies ot scale 1 the
dclivery ot services

The previously cited studies of travel ume reduction and
expansion of commuting fields both mdicated that the
most significant improvements 1 transportation will be m
Central Appalachia. which suffers most acutely trom the
problem of diffuse population just mentioned A good
example of the potential improvement resulting from the
system 1s the case of Pikewille, Prestonsburg and Paintswille,
Ky . which will be inked by Appalachian Corndor B When
this corndor 1s completed, Pikeville and Pamtsville. at
opposite ends of three-city chamn, will be little more than
30 nunutes apart, compared to the previous travel ime of
over one hour. This substartial reduction n the effective
distance should allow these three cities, having a total
population of about 12,000, to serve as a4 service complex
for a surrounding population of nearly 250,000

Anticipation of the completion ot Corndor B has
alrcady had a psychological impact on the three towns,
makig the., more willmg to plan jointly rather than
competitively for the overall development ot their region
For example, consider the mayor of Prestonsburg's explana-
tion of what took place when a large company was looking
tor a site n the area “When that industral prospect came
t tind his 40,000 square feet for a factory, all three
mayors sat down together to see which city could best meet
his needs Who would ever have thought that would happen
with Pamtsville, Pikeville and Prestonburg?” While the
development highway was not the only reason tor this
cooperation, 1ts existence clearly reduced need tor competi-
tion by msuring that the residents of each of the three
towns would be within commuting range of the plant,
wherever 1t located

Development Impact

Because of the small percentage of the system which has
been compteted and the short penod of tme m which 1t has
been open. no effort has yet been made to perterm any
statistical analysis of the impact of the system on the
Region’s economy. However, a recent study of the impact
of the interstate system lends some support to the basic
assumption underlying the Appalachian highway. 1¢., that
improved transportation 1s at least a necessary condition for
development,

This study sclected 100 matched city pairs, with one
caty (the “freeway™ city) of each pair within eight mules of
an interstate exit and the other (th: ‘non-freeway™ city)
more ihan 15 nules away. Stausucal analysis of growth in
per capita manufacturing employment 1 these cities
demonstrated that there was no statustically significant
difference 1n the growth rates between freeway and
non freeway cities. In the Southeast. Eastern Midwest, and
Pacific Northwest, regions with dense population anl
uneven terrain typical of all Appalachia, the frecway citics
grew faster than the non-freeway cities by a margin o1 43
jobs per thousand population to 23 per thousand This
difference was statistically significant at the .04 level.
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The report summartzed the results as follows “These
findings indicate  that antereity treeways bolster manu-
facturing growth m regions where travel on regular lugh-
ways 1s espeaally 1mpeded by heavy traftic, frequent
towns, and numerous hills and carves  that s, 1n regions
with dense population and topographic irregulanties.”
Since this description fits much of Appalachia reasonably
well, and since Appalachia 1s entirely contained within the
area tor which these results were deternined, thus study 1s,
at the very least, consistent with projection.. . substantial
posive 1mpact by the Appalachian highway on the
economic development of the Region.

While no sinular analysis is available for Appalachia per
se, some tentative support is offered by a study that was
done of the geographical relationship to a new highway
corndor (of the Appalachian nterstate system) of 912 new
firms of S0 or more employees. representing a total new
employment of 150,272, which located in the Region trom
1965 through 1968. The results ot this analysis, displayed
in detail in Figure 10, showed that more than 60 percent of

the plants were within 20 nunutes travel tme of a new
lughway and nearly 50 percent were within 10 nunutes
Since 1 Appalachia much of the population and niost ot
the state designated growth areas tend to be located along
the existing transportation routes wineh were tollowed by
much of the Appalacinan system. this correlation between
private nvestments and the new highway system 1s not
necessanly the result of direct causation Nonetheless, the
correspondence does mdicate at least that the Inghway
program is well located to serve regional ndustnal grow th
A separate statf study of the geographic relationsinp ot
Commission projects to lugh quality lnghways (Appalachiin
and interstate routes, and multilage highways connected to
them) showed a sumilar concentration This analysiy indi-
cated that 10 the 12 states of the Region having substantial
high quality muleage (all states except Mississippl. which
was excluded from the study to ehinunate the distortion
resulting from the lack of lugh gquabty lnghways n the
Appalaclian portion). nearly 72 percent of Appalaclhan
investment funds and 69 percent of projects by number
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were located withun five mules of such a highway. while
only 4 percent (by amount) and 3 6 percent (by number)
were located more than 30 nules distant kven 1if Mississippi
15 included. the concentration within five miles falls only to
69 percent by amount and to 65 percent by number This
woncentration suggests that the highway system 1s 1n fact
becoming a framework for regional development.

The 1mportance of the highway system n the develop-
ment process 1s given additional support by the field
interviews performed tor Appalachian Research Report No.
13 and for Evaluation Report No. | In both cases
interviewees frequently stressed the tmportance of better
access to the growth and development of their area. Based
on studies of seven growth areas, Evaluation Report No. |
concluded that one of the two principal factors determumng
the success of these areas m achieving their economic and
service  potentials  was  multidirectional  highway  access
within their service area and connecting the center to
centers of greater economie activity,

Conclusions

The Apnalachian Development Highway System repre-
sents the largest single program investment of the Com-
nussion  Because of the relative inaccessibility of much of
Appalachia at the time of the passage of the Appalachian
Regional Development Act 1n 1965, the construction of
such a highway system was scen as a necessary. but not
sufficient condition for economic development A con-
servative analysis of the available studies relating to the
impact f the highway system suggests that no substantial
evidence oontradicting the vahdity of this assumption has
been produced

These studies also mndicate that the greatest effects, 1n
terms of mmproved regional and local transportation, will be
felt n Central Appalachia, an area served by nine of the
devetopment corndors and about 50 percent of the total
system mileage imtially authornized.

The use of state pnorities based on an adequacy rating
system has produced an early emphasis on improvements in
local accessibihty to jobs and services as opposed to
umpr...ements in reglonal access to the rest of the country.
This 1s consistent with the evaluation 1n the Commission’s
understanding of the role of the lighway system. While 1t
was onginally scen pnmanly as a means of opening up
Appalachia to trade and commerce which had previously
bypassed the Region. 1t 1s now seen in a broader context as
a framework or super-structure on which both jobs and
services to be gencrated by the regional development
program can be located so that they are as accessible to as
many people in the Region as possible.

Supplemental Fuuds

Section 214 of the Act contains one of the most
innovative concepts included 1n the legislation. 1t permuts
the Commussion to supplement local funds m the financing
of grant-in-aid projects with specially appropriated federal
74

funds so that the local contnibution can be reduced to as
low as 20 percent of the project’s cost

The basic justitication for this provision that was
provided to the Congress 1n 1964 and 1965 and later, was
that the relatively impoverished communities of the Region
were unable to participate tully 1n exwsting grant-n-aid
programs because of thewr mability to contnbute the
standard matching share. Therefore. 1t was argued. special
funds were required to supplement local funds and make
Appalachian communities competitive tor grant programs
tor construction and onginal equipment Progressively. the
range ot programs that can be supplemented with 214
funds has been broadened but the basic justification has
remained the same.

The acceptance of this argument by Congress carned
with 1t a tacit admisston. In many. 1if not most. grant-in-aid
formulae. Congress has attempted to relate the avallability
of federal assistance to some measure of nced However,
typically this has been on a statewide basis and there was
no way to lighten the burden on any particularly im-
povenshed community Consequently. adoption of Section
214 meant that Congress was recogn)zing an iadequdcy 1n
existing grant-in-aid formulae. though the logic underlying
this admisston has not yet led to a thorough reconsideration
of this aspect of the grant-in-aid system

There 15 another major mnovative teature of Section
214. Congress did not 1dentity specifically which grant-n-
aid programs were to be supplemented Rather 1t identified
a broad list of programs ehgible for supplementation and
permitted fatitude 1n deciding the amount by which the
local contribution was to be red.iced 1n each case. Thus.
Section 214 n effect gave the Commission an opportunity
to experiment with a block grant zpproach

With few exceptions. the Commission has left to the
states the deciston concerning which programs would be
chgible for supplementation. with the restrictions that
individual projects must be justitied in the annual state
development plan and that 1n general they must be related
to the social and economic development of the Region
This latter requirement has led to two specific restrictions
on the use of Section 214 funds. Because of the great
demand for funds to alleviate the shortage of nursing home
tacilities, the Comnussion decided very early that, to avoid
dissipating scarce resources on projects that were worth-
while but generally unrelated to the development of the
Region. supplemental grants for nursing home facilities
“will be considered only 1f 1t 1s demonstrated that the
nursing home 15 related to the cconomie development of an
arca erther because 1t 15 a part of. or has a close association
with an existing or planned regional demonstration health
center under Section 202 of the Act or because it will
provide care for long-term patients of an existing hospital
faciity as an extension o1 expansion of, or in close
association with that hospital’s medical services.”

For similar reasons, the Commussion recently concluded
that, in general, supplemental grants for law enforcement
assistance  projects should not be considered because of
therr low relevance to soctal and economic development,
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An examination of the projects supplemented by the
Commussion under Section 214 through December 31,
1970 shows that the states have 1n fact concentrated almost
all of the available funds n five program arcas which are
directly related to the Commussion’s social and economic
development goals vocational education, other education
(including elementary and secondary education, higher
education and public (educational) television, health facili-
ties, arports, and water and sewer systems (For detailed
summary see Table 13.) Shghtly over 80 percent of the

total was spent on human resource development, an indica-

tion of growing Commusston emphasts on this aspect of the
development process.

Table 14 also shows that the various states differ
substantially in the range of federal programs to which 214
funds were apphed. For example, Kentucky has spent the
bulk of 1ts 214 funds on vocational education, the
non-highway program area to which 1t has given highest
priority. Maryland, on the other hand. has concentrated on
hospital construction, while Georgla and New York have
emphasized sewage treatment facihities.

Two conclusions can be drawn from these data the
Appalachian states appear to place a greater value on
human resource programs than that reflected n esther the
PARC report or the non-discretionary programs of the
existing legislation, and more specifically, the states place a
hugher value for an additional dollar 1n human resources
than n other areas. The extent to which this preference has
been reflected 1n budget requests and subsequent appropria-
tions will be discussed in the conclusion of this chapter.

Conclusion

The preceding summanies have discussed the Com-
mussion’s indwvidual functional programs. At this point it 1s
worth looking at Appalachian project activity 1n the
aggregate, drawing on both this chapter and Chapters 11 and
1.

While 1t is not yet possible to measure any substantial
mmpact of Commission expenditures in the Region, we can
at least examine whether the investments have been
consistent with its policy mandates and underlying assump-
tions concermng the development process.

The basic nussion of the Appalachian Regional Commis-
sion, as specified 1in the Act, 15 to assist the Region in
attacking jts common problems and to promote its
economic development on a comprehensive, coordinated
regional basis. An exanunation of the Commission’s
activities duning its first six years shows that it has indeed
followed its mandate to take a comprehensive approach to
the Region’s problems.

Comprehensiveness

An overview of the Comnussion’s functional programs
and of the evolution of 1ts policies 1n these areas during this
peniod clearly demonstrates that the Commission has been
constantly moving towards a broader understanding of the

de' elopment process and has added new programs and
modiried old ones where necessary to implement this
understanding. An examination of the Conmmnussion’s budget
requests and of subsequent appropniations shows a con-
sistent preference on the part of both the Commssion and
the Congress for investments 1n human resources. such as
education and health, as opposed to physical resource
programs such as nune area restoration and construction of
sewage treatment facilities.

This preference was apparent even 1n the translation of
the recommendations of the PARC report into the
operating Commussion program  Although PARC recom-
mended only $41 million for human resources as compared
to $77 7 mulhon for non-highway physical resources (a ratio
of almost two to one), the total appropnations for those
categonies for the first two years of the Comnusston’s
existence were $395 nmllion and $43 7 million, re-
spectively (or nearly one to one).

By the end of FY 1971, the emphasis had slhifted even
more sharply, total cumulative appropniations for the two
arcas were now 32119 milhon versus $65.5 mullion, or a
rat1io of over three to one in favor of human resources. The
contrast 1s even more marked 1f one considers that through
FY 1970, some 80 percent of the $171 mullion utihzed
under Section 214 was used for human resource develop-
ment programs.

Why did such a shift occur? The best explanation seems
to be that the Comnussion became more aware of the
general uncertainty of the causes of econonuc development
in any particular place at the same time that 1t was
developing a broader understanding of the role of human
resources 1n the development process 1n general. The
Commission recognized fairly early that neither Appalachia
as a geographic region nor 1ts people wouid be able to
participate fully 1n the economuc growth of the rest of the
nation 1If substantial investments were not made to remedy
the obvious severe deficits in health and education, as the
PARC report had concluded.

As a result, the Commussion implicitly accepted as one
of 1ts goals the provision of the health and education
needed by the people of Appalachia to be able to compete
for opportunities wherever they mught choose to live, an
objective which recognized that out-nugration from many
areas would probably continue until the long-term goal of
providing adequate jobs for Appalachians in the Region had
been achieved. By investing heavily in a very mobile form
of resources - people — the Commussion was able to mini-
mize the chance that its investments would be wasted.
While no one could be sure that any particular set of public
facility investments could contnbute to the development of
a sclf-sustaining economy in the more lagging portions of
the Region, 1t was clear that better health and education for
the people of those arcas was a necessary precondition for
such development if 1t was to occur, and, if not, could be
carried by the individual wherever onportunities for em-
ployment were available.

Within cach of the two broad areas of physical and
human resources, there has also been an evolution of policy
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i the direction of a4 more comprehensive approgch to
regrondal development. For example. the Commussion, with
the advice ot the Health Advisory Commuttee. changed the
emphasts ot the 202 Demonstration Health Program from
construction of demonstration health centers to the de-
livery ot comprehensive health services with the active
participation of local commumties 1n planning to meet their
own needs.

In the physical resources area, the Commussion has
grouped the Land Stabihizanon (203). Timber Development
(204), Mine Area Restoration (205). and Water Resources
(200) programs together under one environmental staft,
and has proposed that all projects under any of these
sections be required to be consistent with a comprehensive
environmental component of the state plan. Finally, the
Comnussion has been willing to drop programs (by request-
ing no turther functioning) whose usefulness was seen to
have ended, such as Section 212 (dropped in 196Y) and
Section 203 (dropped 1n FY 1972).

In summary, the Commission has proved willing to
modify, expand or elinunate 1ts programs and policies
whenever necessary to better implement 1ts broad charter
to encourage and assist the development of the Appalachian
Region on a comprehensive basis. Although in some areas
the policy has matured considerably faster than the
practice, as 1s to he expected 1n a process involving so many
people at all levels, the very fact that the policies
themselves have changed 1n keeping with an evolving
understanding of the development process 1s 1 atself
encouraging evidence of the tlexibihity of the Appalachian
program.

Coordination

The second broad mandate to the Commission was that
1t undertake a coordinated effort for the development of
Appalachia. This suggests two questions  were the Com-
nussion’s own programs coordinated among themselves 1n a
manner that would 1nsure naximum effectiveness’. and
were Commusston programs coordinated with those of other
agencies”

The latter question will be discussed 1n some detail n
Chapter V. However, one useful conclusion can be drawn
The Commission has had most success 1n cooperating with
other agencies (and greatest impact on their programs), in
those cases (e.g., housing and education) in which staff
members were free enough from day-to-day operational
pressures to examine other federal programs and develop
ways to work with them to improve their usefulness to the
Region,

In contrast, the Commission has made least eftort, and
had least success, n precisely those arcas i which it has
had major program responsibilities (health and transporta-
tion). This suggests a moderate expansion and reorgari/a-
tion of the Commission’s present small staff to allow more
tume to be spent in this relatively low-cost and high-payoff
activity.

The Conmussion’s major vehidde tor achieving coordin-
ation among 1ts own projects has been the annudl state
development plan which will be discussed in Chapter V.
However. the studies of the Commussion’s idividugl tunc-
tional programs indicates that coordmation among them at
the Commussion staft level has been somewhat hindered by
the same operational pressures that limited coordination
with other agencies.

In order to cope with these pressures. the statt has
tended to organize dlong program hines, with relatively hittle
systermatic nter-tunctional communication and coordina-
von. While the amount of central project coordimation that
could take place to the states m this regard. ths “refunc-
tonalizanon™ at the Comnussion level has hnted the
extent to which the Comnussion can etfectively encourage
the states to strive for better coordination in the state
plans. Steps. such as a comprehensive approach to environ-
mental problems. are now being taken to promute better
coordination withim the Commission statt,

Concentration

Within the broad mandate to promote the developinent
of the Region on a comprehensive and coordimated basis,
the Comnussion was mstructed by the Act to concentraite
1ts nvestments 1n those areas having sigmficant potental
for future growth. The discussion contained in Chapter 111
suggests two conclusions.

Furst ot 1s clear from an analysis of project activity that
the states have i fact been uble to make the difficult
deastons required to designate areas elgible for concen-
trated mvestment and to use them as a basis for project
location  Second. the studies of selected growth areas
suggested that concentration of vestment does n fact
have a positive effect on the development process m two
ways, (a) directly, through its impact on the attractiveness
of an aiea as a site for private ivestment and (b) indirectly,
through the positive psychological impact on local atizens
and community leaders.

The Highway System as a Framework for Development

The requirements just discussed — comprehensiveness,
coordination and geogravhic concentration were Cx-
phcitly incorporated 1n the Act and have generally been
met by the Commussion in 1ts project activity. A final
standard for comparing Commussion projects agamnst the
expectations for them 1s not mentioned exphcitly n the
Act but rather 1s found in the underlying assumption that
the lighway system should serve as a framework for future
Appalachian development.

If this assumption 1s accepted, one can argue that the
Commission should use the system as a framework for its
own project investments. As noted n the section on the
highway system this has been the case. Some 69 percent of
all the Appalachian project funds that can be assigned a
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specific location have 1n fact been concentrated within five
miles of one of the lugh qualty mghway routes 1n the
Region.

This 1s. of course, 1n part a result of the tendency of

designated growth arcas to be located on the highway
system In any case. this concentration of Commission
projects and the simlar clustering of private investments
dlong the Inghway system indicate that the system 1s
becoming a framework for future development 1n
Appalaclna,

In concluston, the studies of Comnussion investments

and mvestment policies on which the preceding discussion
was based suggest that the Comnussion has generally done a
good job n following out the basic mandates of the
Appalachian  Regional Development Act, and the policy
assumpuons underlymg 1t. The impact of these investments
on the development of the Reglon remains to be assessed.,
however. While there are good reasons why this 1s not yet
possible, provistons should now be made to msure that such
long-term evaluation will be possible as Comnussion pro-
grams mature to the point that their impact can be felt and
measured.
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The fuactional isolation of programs at all levels was also
4 major problem, Highway programs were not related to
education. education had htile operating relationships to
health. and so forth. Policy was largely set within a
vertically orgamzed set of functionally speciahized orgamza-
tons legislative  subcomnuttees, bureaucratic agencies
and dinetele groups There were few general legislative or
executive checks. Governors tound themselves with few
choices 1n budgeung funds to meet their view of state
government-wide priorntes

The ongins of the Commission approach can be seen as 4
response not only to the general problems of f “eral grant
admmistration but also of the specttic problems of earlier
ceonomic acts - the Area Redevelopment Act (ARA).
1961, and the Accelerated Public Works Act (APW), 1962,
were discussed tn the first chapter.

The basic problem was and is that there 1s not enough
money to go around The functional isolation and luck of a
strategic or policy mput at either the federal or state levels
meant that an area's economic and community develop-
ment tended to consist of a number of projects that may or
may not have been related to each other. This phenomenon
came to be known by the chiche “projectitis,” shorthand
for a4 system 1n which no one was sure 1f the projects
supported by all federal grant-in-aid agencies were the most
urgently needed. or 1f the community needed five things to
overcome 1ty problems, whether the other four would be
provided with federal md or by the commumty uself This
happened even though federal grants frequently required
areawide comprehensive plans, Indeed. many communities
had to supply several different kinds of “*comprehensive”
plans to different federal agencies which usually did not
read cach other's plans or make any effort to sec that they
were consistent.

The Appalachian governors were dissatisfied with the
results of existing economic development programs i their
states, espectally since these programs were enacted in part
as 4 response to the mountain problems so vividly brought
o1t dunng the 1960 campaign.

The Appalachian program. both in the legislative and
administrative development. 1s an attempt to solve these
problems.

t1 To overcome the problem of the functional isolat
and the lack of a coordinated approach or coherent strate oy
within the regular tederal aid efforts. the Comnussion 1s to
provide a broad gauge link between the federal agencies. the
states and the localities. It has been given much more
tlexibility 1 the use of 1ts tunds than is usually the case
with federal grants-in-aid in that 1tis possible to redistribute
approprniations withir the non-lughway funds with only
broad Congressional hntations.

1+ To overcome the defect of too narrow an approach to
economic development, the Commussion was given much
broader programmatic concerns than had been the case
with the previous economic development programs. 1t was
not hmited to pubhc works, but inctuded health, education
programs and other human service activities.
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i To combat the problem of insufficient scale of single
town or county eftorts that had haunted economic develop-
ment activities, the program was to encourage multicounty
planning and development districts that could serve as the
focus tor the local actions of not only the Appalachian
program. but also other federal and state community
development efforts.

. To overcome the problem of fractonalizaton n
program adminmistration, the Comnussion s to work all of
these program features into an administrative system The
staff, through the role of the federal cochairman, i to
concentrate on g program coordination and brokerage
effort. within the federal government m Washington The
Commission atself 15 the link with the states At the state
level, the state 2 palachian representative, as the governor's
designate. - to e together the state actions mto a single
coordmatec  wogram. The local development district 1y the
te with the localities Its role 1s intended to ehminate the
dual problems of functional solation (the education board
doesn’t talk to the mayor) and balkanizaton (the aty
council doesn’t teil the county supervisors that they are
planning an area sewer system and vice versa) Both the
states and the local development districts (LDDs) are to
focus on tymg pnvate development eftorts mto the system.

+ Finally, to meet the problem of lack of state-level
pohey mvolvement, the Commission 1s to be an experiment
in tederaism. The governors ot the Appalachan states are
given an equal voice vith the federal government n
formulating and executing program policies.

This. then, 1s the Comnussion 1dea a single coor-
dinated adnumistrative system hnking public and pnvate,
federal. state, and local commumty development cfforts,

The above provides us with a set of standards by which
to judge the actual operation of the Appalachian Regional
Comnussion at the federal, state and local levels dunng 1ts
first five years of operation. Moderate success can be
repotted but there. admuttedly. 15 a great deal lett to do.
This 1s not to say the program has fallen sliort. Government
operations do not change overmght. Functional ngdities
within government are a major obstacle that have thwarted
many hinds of government changes. The objectives set forth
in the previous paragraphs might be summiarized for our
evaluation 1n the form of several questions to be asked
about the program at each level of government,

FEDERAL LEVEL: How well does the Comnussion
function in providing a strategy for coordination of federal
programs 1n the Appalachian Region? This needs to be
divided mto those functions where the Commussion’s own
funds are involved and those where the tederal government
but not the Commission has made a programmatic input.

STATE LEVEL: What role has the states played n
coordinating activities at the state level? Have they been
able to ue together formerly isolated functional programs?
Have they been able to provide a focus and a strategy
through state level plann:ng? Have they served as a link
between the localities and federal grant-in-aid agencies?
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Multicounty or local development district level- How far
advanced 15 the LDD program” Are the districts functioning
well as a tie between the states and the local governments
ot the area” Do they function as arecawide planning
agencies? As arecawide economic development units? Are
they the only areawide coordination and planning umt or
one of several competing units?

These arc the basic questions the Comnussion’s program
evaluation attempted to answer. The following pages are a
review of the findings at the federal level (which includes
the functiomng of the Commission itself). as the state level
and at the local development district level.

The Federal Level

A discussion of the Commussion’s role in coordinating
federal programs in the Appalachian Region needs to be put
into perspective. First, 1t would be unrealistic to expect
that a umt without direct program control could get alt of
the federal agencies marching to a single drum. Even though
the Commission’s appropriations average around $200
milhon a year and cover a very broad range of concerns, the
federal government spends over $12 bilhon in Appalachia
every year and 1t 1s involved 1n everything from post offices
to potatoes. This examination of the mmpact of the
effectiveness of the Commusstion as a coordinating umt in
Washington will concentrate on those programs most
directly needed to make the Commussion's own community
development and human resource programs a success. The
evaluation conducted by the Commussion in the past year
paid particular attention to the Commission’s relationship
with Economic Development Admimstration (EDA), the
Office of Economic Opportumity (OEO), and the other
federal agencies whose grants were supplemented with
Appalachian program funds under the Section 214 pro-
gram.

A second condition affecting the Commussion’s role as a
coordinating agency 1s that 1t was created in an era when
coordination had become a salve for all the problems in the
federal system. New coordinating comnuttees and other
devices were being created at a rapid chp in 1965. In other
words, the Commisston had competition. This chapter will
review how the Commussion’s activities fit mnto these
coordination efforts, examne the ties with EDA and OEOQ,
and 1ts ties with other federal agencies.

POLICY LEVEL: Coordinating Committees

One device that was used frequently 1n the mid-1960s to
attempt to achieve coordiation among the efforts of
cabinet agencies was the coordinating comnuttee. The hope
for these committees was that they could elmnate the
prublems of overlap, duphication, and even conflict 1n
federal grant-n-ad agencies by bringing together the chiet
officers of the agencies mvolved to hammer out comprehen-
sive poheies. The prenuse was that, 1f achieved, policy level
coordinatton would be translated 1nto more compatible
action at the bureaucratic level. Four high level umts of this
type were associated with the Appaltachian program, three

of them pnor to the passage of the Act 1n 1965 As such,
they are somewhat outside the scope of our current
evaluation and will be mentioned only briefly The tourth
commuttee was created atter the passage of the Act and was
intended to be the primary mstrument for policy cooidina-
tion.

The first of the three groups created prior to 1965 was a
federal 1nteragency committee neaded by the assistant
adnmmistration of the ARA. It was to work with the
Appalachian governors m planning a long-range program tor
the Region. Lattle was accomphshed, 1n part because the
actuadl departmental representation from the tederal govern-
ment was generally below the assistant secretary level and
lacking 1n authority and prestige to actually shape the
actions of the agencies they represented

Next was creation of the President’s Appalachian Re-
gional Comnusston (PARC) wlich enjoyed high level
representation and considerably more Presidential nterest
and support. It fed directly to the development and passage
of the Appalachian Regional Development Act of 1965.
The third multiagency body was the Federal Department
Planning Committee for Appalachia (FDPCA) estublshed
after PARC for the purpose of assuring a smooth transition
between the President’s group and the actual Appaltachian
Regional Commussion. Ht was successful in this undertaking.

After the passage of the Act, the President established
the Federal Development Committee for Appalachia
(FDCA) 1n March 1965. The membership of this comnuttee
was the same as that of the FDPCA, with the Comnmussion’s
federal cochatrman as ex officio chairman.

As was the case in most, if not all, coordinating
committees, the FDCA was given no substantive powers.
The federal cochairman was not required to do anything
through the comnuttee, nor was the comnuttee given any
specific powers other than to review and advise. Given these
inherent weaknesses and the relatively narrow scope of the
interagency problems that arose, 1t 1s not surprising that the
FDCA was used more as a medium for transmtting
information to the membei agencies than as a vehicle for
pohicy discussions. The Commission dealt on a one-to-one
basis with mdividual agencies when specific problems arose.

The FDCA met sporadically during 1965 and the early
part of 1966, beroming effectively moribund by the end of
that year. On December 28, 1967 President Johnson signed
Executive Order No. 11386 abohshing the Federal Develop-
ment Commuttee for Appalachia and creating in 1ts place a
Federal Advisory Councit for Regional Economie Develop-
ment (FACRED) to deal with regional development 1n the
Title V regions and 1n Alaska, as well as in Appalachia.
Strice the concerns of this committee are considerably
broader than the Appalaciian Regional Commussion, an
assessment of its effectiveness 1s beyond the scope of thiy
study.

These federal committees were estabhshed at a tune
when 1nteragency coordinating comnuttees were a popular
vehicle for attempting to make sense out of the rapidly
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prohterating federal grant-an-aid system At the time of the
“Creative Federalism” Hearings before the Senate Subcom-
mittee on Intergovernmental Relations in November 1966,
there were over 20 separate commitiees or councils for
courdinating two or more grant-in-aid programs. In view of
their gencerally poor performance, the lack of significant
results from the FDCA should be neither surpnsing nor
particularly disappointing. (Although much more success-
ful, PARC’s Job was not so much to influence the member
agencies o allocate more of their own funds to Appalachia
as 1t was to develop a comprehensive development program
which would use additional appropriations.)

In general, such committees share one basic defect the
lack of deciston-making powers and mechamsms for resolv-
ing disputed 1ssues. Hence, there 1s no icentive for
compromise. Onc root of this problem 1s the fact that no
admimstratively estabhshed comnuttee can infringe upon
the legislative powers and responsibilities of any agency or
departnient. Since the line between legislative mandate and
adnumstrative discretion 1s sometimes rather vague, the
resourceful department or agency head can use such a
clause as a shield to ward off any attempts to :,ordinate
him 1n a way n which he does not wish to be «-.ordinated.

In summary, 1t appears that the experience with federal
coordinating commuttees for Appalachia has not been
partcularly useful: in this respect, 1t has been httle
different from many of the other such committees formed
m the last decade. As long as policy coordination is left to
negouiation among equals 1n committees with no substan-
uve powers, and 1n the absence of any clear direction or
pressure from Congress or the White House, 1t is likely that
future interagency committees will have equally disappoint.
ing results.

Appalachian Regional Commission — Economic Develop-
ment Administration Relations

The year 1965 saw the passage of the two acts intended
to sumulate economic development n lagging areas. the
Appalachian  Regional Development Act and the Public
Works and Economic Development Admimistration Act
(PWEDA), the latter of which created both the Economic
Development Administrauion (EDA) and the Tile V Re-
gronal Action Planning Commussions).

There arc substantal simlantics in the two pieces of
legslation

0 both were intended to help depressed arcas participate
more fully in the nation’s economy

1 both were provided substanuial public works funds
(the Appalachian Act also had programs)

7 both encouraged the formation of multicounty
planning and development distnicts

U both were mfluenced although in different ways, by
the growth center idea. 1t 1s a central strategy for the
Appalachian program. The usage i the PWEDA 1s much
more lmuted. Where a development district has been
formed, a town not normally chgible for aid can be
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designated as a growth center which can receive investments
designed te help the people m the adjacent depressed arca

The EDA and Appalachian programs were to comple-
ment each other m the Region. One would expect to see
close working uties and a cooperative eftort, especially since
the Commusston had estimated that Appalachia would get a
third of EDA project awards.

Such relationships did not materialize. Durnng the first
three years of operation, a substantial flow of memoranda
between the two agencies suggested bases for lnking
program policy 1n Appalacina but little substantive coordi-
nation occurred. The authors are not to be faulted for lack
of sincenity 1n the positions offered, however. for 1t must
have become obvious rather quickly that, in addition to the
stnnlariies between the two programs, there also were
major differences including different development strateges
and a different posture vis-a-vis the states.

The Commussion’s history i carrying out the require-
nent to concentrate 1ts investments 1n areas having substan-
ual potenual for growth are covered n the second chapter.
EDA, on the other hand. used strategies aimed more at
dispersion of funds. For a ume the agency formally used
what was called the “worst-first” strategy. This term was to
plague the EDA, cven though the ntenton was to give
highest priority to the areas with the highest unemploy-
ment rates and the lowest per capita incomes. Although the
rhetoric of the two agencies was always further apart than
actual project investments, EDA could never bring tself to
formally e into Comnussion growth center pohcy because
1t felt that this would exclude much of the terrmory the
agency was supposed (o serve.

EDA’s reluctance to adopt the growth center concept
was also augmented by ditferent concepts of the role of the
states 1n the two programs. All of the acuon under the
Appalachian program 1s not only channeled through the
states, 1t 15 imtated by the states. The Commission’s
proposals to EDA would have meant that the agency would
have had to surrender 1ts control over what nvestments
were made and where, to the governors of the states
mvolved. EDA could not.

In cffect. the two agencies had different chentele groups.
With the Appalacinan program 1t was the states, with EDA,
the local areas.

Contnibuting to these differences was a considerable
amount of bureaucratic nvalry. Both agencies are com-
peung for leadership 1n the federal effort to combat area
econoimic development problems.

When the Appalachian program began, 1t had substanual
administrative ties with EDA and the Department of
Commerce. In the begmmng the Commussion did not
approve 1ts own projects, 1t merely recommended them to
other federal agencies. The Appalachian Office of the
Econonuc Development Adnmunistraton handled formal
approval of funds for supplemental grants, development
distnicts and planning and research. This was a continuing
source of friction. The two agencies disagreed as to whether
the Appalachian office’s functions were merely nunisterial
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or whether the office could vverrule the Commussion.

In June of 1967 passage of a set of amendments to the
Appalachian Regional Development Act severed the Com-
mussion’s formal ties with the Department of Commerce,
and hence with EDA. After this event, formal attempts at
policy coordination declined drastically.

The absence of formal policy agreements does not imply
that there was no significant contact between the agencies
during the years since the 1967 amendments. The Comnus-
ston and EDA have developed very good working level
relationshups concerning the development distnct program,
including Appalachian review of proposals tor EDA techni-
cal assistance. A stmilar good relationship exists in the area
of data services and information systems Finally, EDA has
been providing the Comnussion with copies of project
apphications for comment.

Recently, the two agencies have once again begun
conversaitons to explore the possibilities for cooperation in
their investment strategies. Furthermore, the subsidiary
1ssue of coordinated designation of growth centers has also
been resolved by the tact that 35 of 38 “growth centers”
designated by EDA 1n the Appalaclian Region are con-
taned 1n growth areas delineated by the Appalachian states
in their state development plans. Since these major policy
1ssues have thus been cffectively resolved, it muay be
possible tor the two agencies to develop some useful forms
ot cooperation concerning investments 1n these centers.

Coordination Berween the Appalachian Regional Commis-
sion and the Office of Economic Opportunity

The second major prece of legislation winch would seem
to have major similarities in nussion to the Appalachran Act
1s the Economic Opportumty Act ot 1964.

Although the Appalachian Regional Development Act
was heavily orniented towards providing pubhce facilities in
the Region, the 1964 PARC report, which suggested the
creation of the Comnussion, explicitly recognized the nced
tfor substantial investment i the people of Appalachia.
PARC recommended a number of education, health and
weltare programs not included m the Appalachian Bill
because the Adminstration and Congress behieved that
these needs could best be met through the new Economic
Opportumty Act.

Although program responsibilities were to be divided
between the two agencies m this manner, 1t was felt that
there should be close interagency cooperation and coordi-
nation The federal cochatrman of the Comnussion was
made 4 member of the new Economic Opportunity Council
which mcluded most members ot the cabinet and other
high level officials.

Here agamn, in spite of a similanty of mission, close
cooperation proved difficult, not so much due to burcau-
cratic ditterences as to the vastly different structure of the
two programs. These differences soon became apparent.
The first concerned the dej-ce of coordmation and co-
operation possible between the Commussion’s local develop-
ment districts and the commumty action agencies (CAAs)

being established by OEO. The Commussion felt that the
creattion ot LDDs. CAAs and EDA’s economic develop-
ment distnicts 1n the same areas would put a sertous
overload on the supply of local leadership unless it were
posstble for one council to handle all three functions

OEO was rather skeptical of this approach. and telt that
combining the functions of the CAA with those ot EDDs
and LDDs would result in preoccupation with economic
development. As a result they tended to favor separate
CAAs. This feeling was motivated 1n large part by the behief
that the local and cconomic development districts repre-
sented the established power structure which, OEQ felt,
was to some extent the cause of many of the problems of
the poor.

A second difference which soon became apparent in the
staft discussions between the Commission and OEO related
to the different strategies being followed by the two
agencies. The Commission was placing heavy emphasis on
creating jobs 1n the Region for Appalachians by concen-
trating investments 1n a relatively few arcas having sigmfi-
cant growth potential. This implied that a certain amount
of migration and rescttlement would continue.

The Comnussion felt that the OEO policy of providing
service to poor people wherever they were located would
tend to impede necessary resettlement (the same objection
that was raised aganst the “worst-tirst™ policy of EDA).
OEOQ, on the other hand, felt that the Conmamssion’s
concentration on cconomic development would benefit
pnmanly the estabhishment and would have only indirect
impact on the problems of poverty, and that in any case.
the Commission’s approach was far too “‘smokestack”
ortented and did not take nto account the sertous soctal
obstacles to development.
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The third ditf ~nce was between the Commussion's
statutory and pl phical comnutment to working for
change through states and local governments, and
OLEO’s feeling that the ecstablishment was part of the
poverty problem through 1ts lack of responsiveness and the
lack of a commitment to solving the problems of the poor.
Such a basic difference over the very mechanism by which
the programs would be impiemented made cooperation at
the Washington level difficult.

Given all of these difficulties, major mtiatives for
coordination of the twc programs wvirtually ceased after
mid-1967. Now that the Commission has moved strongly
mto the area of “human resource development™ 1n its
Youth Leadership and Cinld Development programs, discus-
stons betweeen the two agencies concerning possibie coord-
nation have been resumed. In retrospect, 1t 1s not surprising
that so httle was accomplished. If no other problems had
existed, the dufference in constituencies of the two pro-
grams ~ould probably have been enough to have kept them
at arm’s length. Although the long-term identification with
“the establishment™ and OEQ’s chosen role as champion of
the poor aganst this same structure made separate paths
almost nevitable.

Coordinating the Program with Other Federal Agencies

(Although one mught have expected closer working
relationsinps with EDA and OEOQ because of the surface
similarity of mission, 1 fact) the most essential working
relationships for the Commussion were with federal agencies
other than EDA and OEO. These ties were brought about
by the supplementary grant program, Section 214, and the
statutory provisions giving federal agencies responsibility
for adminmistening grants once approved by the Comnusston.
(Sec the Appendix for a list of the formal adnunistrative
ties.) Close cooperation with the Federal Highway Adminis-
tration, Soil Conservation Service, and Office of Education
was crucial to the success of the program and here the
record of working together 1s much more substantial.

These relationships with other federal agencies must be
viewed 1n twa lights

3 the Comnussion was to have a very small staff and to
avord becoming nvolved v actual program operations. Its
role was to cease once a grant was approved and the grant
admuustration was to be handled by a federal agency

11 the Act gave the Comnussion a broad mandate for
making program and policy suggestions to all federal
agencies to gude thewrr activities within the Appalactuan
Region

While the Commission has developed very good working
refationships with the agencies responsible for administering
Appalachian grants, these relationships have primanly
concerned the Comnussion’s own funds  The record of the
Commission 1 influencing programs and funds of other
agenaics has been more mixed

The most significant successes. which clearly demon-
strate the potential of the Comnusston as an advocate and
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broker for the Region, have occurred .in the areas of
educatio, and housing While expertences are described m
some detal 1n the relevant sections of Chapter 1V on
functional programs, the most important features bear
repeating here.

The creatton of the Commission’s housing program
(Section  207) provides 4 good cxample of how the
Comnussion can enhance the benefits flowing to the Region
from other federal programs. In 1966 the Commission stafl
determined that federal housing programs were being
under-utithzed 1n Appalachia because of (1) lack of nsk
capital or “front money” for the prelinunary planning and
other activities neceded before these programs could be
used: and (2) shortage of the local technical ability to
orgamze and manage housing projects. To remedy the first
problem the Commuission recommended the creation of the
Appalachian Housing Fund, a front money loan pool. The
recommendation was ncorporated 1 the Appalachian
Regional Development Act in Section 207, and indirectly
led to the inclusion of a bastcally sinmlar program 1n
national housing legislation.

To improve local ability to use these loans, the Commus-
ston worked closely with several states in creating state
housing corporations or technical assistance programs

As a result of these two activities, Section 207 loans of
$2.5 million are beng used to plan 7,093 housing units
with a total construction cost of $98 miilion.

In education, the Comnussion has demonstiated its
ability to work closely with another federal agency. the
Office of Education, to focus its interest and resources onto
the Region’s educational problems. As a result of the staff
efforts, the participation of Appalachta in discretionary
education programs has increased significantly.

The experience 1n these two areas has demonstrated
that, at a very small cost in staff time and program funds,
the Commussion can directly and significantly increase the
respunsiveness of agencies of the federal government to the
problems of Appalachia These successes appear to be based
largely on the following factors

(1) Because the Commusston 1s part federal and part
state, the staff has a “neutral” platform from which to
operate  As a result, Commission staff has found 1t
possible to act as “friend 1n court” to both sides of the
federal-state partnership.

(2) The small size and informal structure of the staff,
and the receptivity of the Commussion leadership, has
meant that ideas are usually given a heaning,

(3) Since the members of the Commussion are appuinted
dire.tly by, and are responsible to, the chief executives of
the member governments (the President and the governors
of the 13 Appalachian states), it 1s able to make decisions
quickly without having to clear them through intermmable
layers of bureaucracy

Further, the Commussion has enough money to be
credible to other agencies This credibility 1s enhanced by
the flexibihity of the Comnusston’s funding, in particular 1ts
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Section 214 supplemental tunds and the Section 302
research and demonstration tunds

Successtul as statt activities have been. they have not yet
been extended to cover the tull range of program areas The
reasons are not haird to tind During the early years of the
program, mghest priornity was understandably given to
getting the Commussion’s own  programs underwdy as
quichly as possible and to developig crediility and
support  Even after this had been accomplished. however,
the contmung operational demands of the Commuission’s
ongoing programs 1 most cases took precedence over
ettorts to mfluence the programs ot other agenaes 1n such
cases the small size of the Comnussion’s staff proved to be 4
problem

Less mnovation and less effective mteragency tes are
paradoxicatly tound s those programs where the Comnus-
ston has substantial funds ot 1ts own, 1e.. health, and
natural  resources and  environment  In contiast, the
“*success stories” are to be found n those areas n which the
Con aasston was imtially given no basic funds. 1 ., housing
and education (other than vocational education), and 1n
which professionals had the time to study other federal
programs

The State Level

The 13 Appalachian states, as has been pointed out
many times 1n this report, are not merely voting members
of the Comnussion, they play the key role in program
admir.stration within each state. They are each responsible
tor their own program design and strategy and for
coordmating Appalachian activities with other undertakings
of the state government, and they are the link between the
actions at the local level and the federal programs

In carrying out these responsibilities, cach state has
developed an adnunistrative structure patterned to 1ts own
needs. In the process, some of them are developing
orgamzations and procedures capable of aiding broad
gubernatorial program managemeni beyond the confines of
the Appalachian program atself. In examimng the role of
the states, 1t cannot be said too strongly that we are not
measuring what they have done agamst some set of
standards that were set for them m the 1965 legislation.
That law did not speafy how the states were to organize
themselves to carry out the Appalachian program. Indeed,
this would have been contrary to the spint of the Act. It
would have been paradoxical for a federal law to say that
the states and the federal government were equal partners
and then to have the federal partner specify precisely how
the state partners were to operate. Instead, the states were
granted the major role in admimstenng the program within
their borders. It was up to them to decide how to organize
and carry 1t out.

With this degree of latitude, one could expect that quite
different arrangements would be used within each of the
states. There 15 a considerable difference among the 13
Appalachian states 1n regular state organization, program
activities, and distnbution of powers and responsibilities.

(For example. 1n a farly straightforward matter of local
roads, one state constructs them directly . counties do ths
i another. and 1 a third. local roads are constructed by
municipal subdivisions below the county level )

Therc are two key concepts to be discussed under the
state role the governor's authonty, and planning 45 a4 w4y
of providing tor program cooramation and n verall
strategy. Although the Appalachian Act ot 1965 ¢ atans
only mimmum spectfications about how the state i to
exercise 1ty role n the program, those nummal positions
clearly lay out the concept of program control at the state
level. The law specifies that the governor or fus designee o
some other person appointed by state law shall be the
member of the Appalachnan Regional Commission. (Thus
tar only governors have served as the offiagl state
members )

1t also provides the key concept that all appheations will
be reviewed, evaluated and approved by the state member
prior to bemg submutted to the Commussion for tunding.
Some discussion took place m legislative hearings about
allowmg applications to come to the Comnussion by many
routes  that 15 to allow local governments to apply tor aid
directly, with the state only “advising”™ on 1ts views Tlie
decision to require state level approval first 1s sigmficant tor
1t gives the governor basic and unambiguous mtluence over
the program. The concept 1s further augmented by another
provision which says that no state will be required to accept
any of the programs under the Act it they do not wish to
do so

Since all of the governors have chosen to be the
members (and therr legislatures have supported them), these
brief provisions have given them control over the execution
of the program 1n their states The mportance of this 15
that the governor’s own role within the state may not be
nearly so broad 1 scope In spite of the organization charts
and the basic cvie textbooks, governors face many hmita-
tons, both consututional and operationdl . in acting as chret
exccutive officer. In mny cases independent boards and
comnussions exercise substantial control over myajor state
programs mcluding health, education, and mghways kven
where he 1s legally the chief executive, the governor's
day-to-day role 1n program adnmumstration may be quite
linuted. However, because of 1ts requirements for state level
coordinaion and  program and project approval. e
Appalaclian program gives the governor an entree mto
many of the functional areas where legally or operationally
his role may have been quite limited in the past.

The Appalachian Code’s strong comnutment to stale
level planning provides the governor with « vehicle for
exerasing this role. The Code (the agreement between the
federal government and 13 states on how the program
would be admumistered) requires the preparation of state
Appalachian development plans and functional plans for
child development, land stabilizauon conservation, and
eroston control. An annual health demncastration area plan
1s also required. These plans are submutted by the governor
and represent not only what will be done with Appalachian
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funds. but also with the state and loca! funds required to
match and carry out the balance of the program. The state
development plan 1s to provide for a carefully coordinated
program of public investments to develop the Appalachiar
portion of the state.

The Code akso specifies that the plan cncourage coordi-
nation of all federal, state. and local programs for
Appalachian development and not merely deal with the
activities of the Comnussion All projects submitted for
approval .der the mining area program (Section 205),
housing assistance (Section 207), vocational education
programs (Section 211), research, techmcal assistance and
demonstration program (Section 302), and the supple-
mental grant program (Section 214) must conform to the
plan.

The two concepts must be kept in mind 1n examining
how the states have orgamized: the role of the states 1n
providing central coordination and program management,
and the role of planning in carrying out this activity .

Patterns of State Organization

Administrative arrangeinents ath 1 the states for par-
ticipating in the Appalachian program have fallen into four
major patterns: placing the primary program responsibility
n a program development office (Alabama and Kentucky)
or a similar office for federal-state relations (Tennessee and
West Virgima) within the executive office of the govemnor;
assigning  responstbility to a department of finance or
administration (North Carolina and Virginia), assigning the
function to the sta'. »lanning agency within he office of
the governcr (Georga and New York), and placing the
responsibility 'n an independent line department for eco-
nomic development or local affairs (Maryland, Ohio, and
Pennsylvania). The lines between the four categornes are not
always sharp.

The Mississippt Division of Appalachian Development is
essentially a division within the governor’s office with some
relationship to the office of coordinator for federal-state
programs. It is physically located within the Appalachian
Region of the state. In South Carolina, the coordinating
and policy administrative responsibility resides with the
governor’s admunistrative assistant who 1s the state represen-
tative nd the program administration and staffing responsi-
bility 1s assigned to the South Carolina Appalachian
Regional Comimission which covers the entire Appalachian
portion of the state and 1s located 1n Greenville.

In most statvs, the state representative 1s the head of the
agency vi1th major responsibility for the Appalachian
program w:tiun the state and the alter~ate 1s either one of
his deputies or the heau of the unit within his agency with
the most direct responsibility for the program. Some
governors have wvirtually delegated authonty over the
program to the state representative and the administrative
agency mvolved. Others participate directly in major policy
decisions such as those involving areas of program concen-
fration and new directions for the program. A number
regularly review and participate in the setting of specific
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project prorities for the program and most become
nvolved 1n policies regarding the major projects in their
states.

In those states where the state representatives are top
adminmistrative assistants to the governors, there has been a
tendency for them to concentrate on major pohcy detern-
nations and become involved 1n administrative detals only
In connection with problems. The state representatives who
are heads of program development o7 federal state relations
offices tend to become more involved on 4 continuing hasis
in the program admimistration aspects of the Appalachian
program and policies regarding 1t However, they do not
2ppedar to have as central a position in relation to the
governor nor the same coordinating policy position regard-
ing other agencies as do the governors® assistants. The same
general conclustons can ix. drawn regarding the state
representatives who are heads of Appalachian units within
other agencies.

The internal agency orgamization and size of staff
assigned to the Appalachian program vanes constderably
from state to state (see Table 15). The size of the
administrative staff associated with the program ranged
from as few s a single project director and sccretary to as
many as a director and rive or six program specialists in
those agencies where the Appalachian responsibility 1s
assigned jountly with other economic development aid.

The choices made by governors and state legislatures in
the Appalachian Region 1n assigning administrative respon-
sibihty for the Appalachian program huve vaned widsly.
The place of a program in the admimistrative structure 1s
probably primanly a function of how the state had
admimstered economic development functions historically.
But it also provides and indication of perceptions of its
importance and status. Thus, whether a program 1s admin-

astered o a line department as an independent agency or as

part of the goven-or’s office affects the way it 1s viewed by
the legislature, by other administrative agencies, ard by its
constituents and the public. Potentially, the influeace of
adm'nistrative arrangements on increasing the effectiveness
of the Appalachian program has been greatest 1n states
where 1t is located, either in the governor’s office, in a
special federal-state relations office, or in a department of
administration since such an arrangement places admimistra-
tive responsibility for the program and the funds flowing
througit 1t in a close relationship to the governor’s
munagement activities. On the other hand, in states where
responsibility has been assigned to a line program agency or
a scparate office geographically isolated from the state
capital, it would be expected that the program would be
admimstered primanly as a special ec- nomic development
grant program for a particular region ¢: the state.

Whle these conclusions are generally true, of course
there are a number of factors other than the assignment of
major responstbility for program administration which may
become overniding in their significance.

Several factors affecting the program in addition to
histonical structure are also apparent. The relatively small
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TABLE 1§

SUMMARY OF STATE ADMINISTRATION OF THE APPALACHIAN PROGRAM

Controlling State Agency
k Also Responsible for
" Suze ot -
State . Sute Federal
Adminsstrative Representative’s Agency With Program . Appalachian Oftice State
State Arrangement Primary Job Responsibihity ! Staft Location State Planmng Relations
Alabama Program development Oirector, Alabama Alabama Oevelopment 2 Montgomery Yes Yes
section within Oevelopment Dffice Office
Governor's office
Georgia State Planning Agency State Planring and Bureau of State Planning 2 Atlanta Yes Yes
Commumty Affairs and Community Affa.rs
Officer
hentucky Program devel ypment Adminmistrator, Ky Kentucky Program 3 Frankfort Yes Yes
section within Program Oevelop Development Dffice
Governor’s offi » Office
Maryland Dept for E- snomic fnsurance Man Beall, Maryiand Oepartment of Eco 3 Annaoohs No No
Development Garner, Geare, Inc and Community Oevelopment
Mississipp: Admimistrative Section Director of Appala- Appalachuan Oevelopment 1 Tupelo No No
within Governor’s Office chian Oevelopment Office
New York State Planning Agency Assistant Oirector Dtfwe Planning 2 Albany Yes No
Dthice of Planning Coordination
Coordination
North Carolina Oepartment of Ourector of Oepartment of 3 Raleigh Yes No
Administration Administration Admimistration
Ohio Dept For Economic Oirector, Ohio Oept. Oepartment of Development 2 Columbus Yes Yes
Development of Oevelopment
Pennsyivania Cept for Economsc Special Assistant for Department of Commerce 8 Harnisburg No No
Development Interstate Reiations
South Carolina Independent Dwvision Executive Assistant Appalachian Regional 4 Greenville No No
within Governor’s Office To The Governor Planming and Oevelopment
Council
Tennessee Federal State Relations Coinsel to the Dftice of Urban and Federal 2 Nashville No Yes
section within Governor Aftars
Governor's Office
Virgima Oepartment of Commissioner of Dftice of Commission of 2 Richmond Yes Yes
Admimistration Administration Administration
West Virginia Federal-State Relations Oean, W Va Office of Federal and State 4 Charleston Yes Yes
section within University Center Relations
Governor's Dffice of Appalachian
Studies and
Oevelopment
o N7
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TABLE 16
MAGNITUDE OF THE APPALACHIAN PROGRAM IN RELATION TO THE TOTAL STATE CONCERNS

{1n Thousands of Qollars)

% 0f Total % 0f Average ARC
Population % Of Population Total Land Area % Of Total Land Expenditure Total State
Total Appalachan State For All Of Land Appalachian State Area For All Per Yoar Expenditure
State Population Portion Total Appalachian Area Portion Total 0f Appalachia 19651970 1969

Alabama 3.444,165 2,131,278 621 117 50,708 24,599 485 126 9,126 1,167 542
Georgia 4,589,574 813,596 1717 45 58,073 10,804 186 55 7,209 1,402,368
Kentutky 3,218,706 876,467 212 48 39,650 16,942 427 87 30,043 1,208,439
Maryland 3,922,399 209,349 53 1 9,891 1,546 156 8 6.976 1,284,778
Mississippt 2,216,912 418,644 189 23 47,296 10,313 218 53 6.239 779157
New York 18,190,740 1,056,367 58 58 47,83 11,806 247 61 19,989 9,028,225
North Carolina 5,082,059 1,037,212 204 517 48,748 11,885 244 61 11822 1,552,274
4 Ohio 10,652,01, 1,129,350 106 62 40,975 13.734 335 71 13,495 3,153,022
Pennsylvania 11,793,909 5,930,303 503 326 44,966 36,625 815 188 24,507 4,313,831
South Carohina 2,590,516 656,219 253 36 30,225 3,947 131 20 7,356 780,772
Tennessee 3,923,561 1,733 612 442 95 41,328 19,238 465 99 15,065 1,113,043
Virginia 4,648,194 470,094 101 26 39,780 9,398 236 48 13,189 1,484,863
West Vrginia 1,744,237 1,744,237 1000 96 24,070 24,070 1000 123 36,501 739,448
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amount ot funds available and the geogr e coverage of

less than the whole state reduce the administrative 1mpact
of the program on 4 total structure of state government (see
Table 16). That 1s. where only 4 small area of the state 1s
mvolved or where the dollar impact on the state budget 15
mimimal, one would hardly expect 2 governor to structure
his office management around the Appalachian program.

In view of the fact that only one whole state, West
Virgnia, 1s included n the Region and that Appalachian
lunds are only a smali part of most state budgets. the
willingness of many of the governors to assign responsibility
for the program to one of their top assistants and to place
the program 1n their owr: offices 1s indeed encouraging.

Weak coordination among programs, of course, persists
at the state, as well as the tederal, level but surprisingly 1t
has been overcome many times i carrying out the
Appalachian activiies. One could not expect a small and
temporary actuvity such as the Appalaclnan program to
completely reverse the patterns of the past.

The State Appalachian Development Plan and Project
Package

The state Appalachian development plan and the ,roce-
dure for developing 1t, along with the project package, 1s
mtended to be one of the maor focal ponts of
Appalachian program admimstration within the states. The
plan 15 to embody the major policy for the Appalachian
Regron of the state: o identfy the program prionties and
major strategies; define the critena for idenufying and
designing those areas with growth potentisl, develop an
ability-to-pay formula to apply to local apphcants for
spectfic project support, and, in its project package, provide
a hist of specific projects for the ensuing fiscal year.
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In pracuce. the state development plans essentiatly have
had three components a varymg amount of economic,
soctal, and resource analysis. major policy and pnornty
deternminations and guidelines, and the project package
lisung The plan document, in some cases, provides a
general discussion for the Appalachian Region of the state,
in others. the state discussion 1s broken into district
analy=s. In stll other cases cases the plan itself mcludes
entirely separate district sections.

To a lesser extent, the plans reflect such pnonty
deuisions as the developmert of vocational and techmeal
training, proviston of medical and health facihities accessible
to the people who need them, prowvision of speciahzed
educationdl services on a mulucounty area basis, or
providing access to 1solated groups of population. Other
types of policy issues dealt with m the development plans
are the definition of potential growth areas; the application
of ability-to-pay critena to applicants for assistance: and
general principles for location of different types of projects
cither 1n growth areas or n proxinuty to those needing the
services

The preparation of the main body of the plan has been
accomphished 1n a number of different ways within the
states. Although the state representative and the
Appalachian development office staff 15 always involved at
some phases of plan preparation, the involvement 1s
frequently quite limited.

In order to mmplement the Comnussion decision to
require state development plans 1n the carly years of the
program, 1imost half of the states contracted with private
consultants or universities to prepare the maal state
development plan. This established a pattern and produced
procedural results that have been difficult to reverse. The
Appalaclhian program staff has complete responsibility for
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the plan 1n only four ot the states Tne Appalachian statts
I many states after contracting for an imtial state
development plan, continue to contract tor all or part of
the revisions

This way ot developing the plans has resulted 10 a
fragmentation and relative 1solation ol their preparation
from the ongomng policy and program development activi-
ties. Planning 1s less effective where this has happened. The
projects are suppuosed to be drawn from the plan and be an
ntegral part of 1t. Separation of planmng from actual
program operations tends to result 1n plans with a strong
cmphasis on economic, soctal, and resource analysis some-
times not directly related to specitic program policy and
objectives.

The Commussion’s Code may have contributed to the
diviston between the project package and the development
plan The plans are duc at the beginmng of the calendar
year, the project packages are duc the July 1 following.
Dafferent staft are f.equently involved 1n project pacakage
development than those involved with the plan. In those
states where the Appalachian staff develops the plan, there
1s usually less fragmentation and nore integration of
program policy and admunistration with the state develop-
ment plan.

In virtuaily all of the states, the procedure for develop-
ing the project package 1s the main operating responsibility
of the Appalachian sgencies. Appalachuan agency heads,
project coordinators, and staff specialists work with the
state program agencies, local development districts, and
local applicants in 1dentifying projects for funding.

The imtal responsibility for assembhng project hsts
usually 1s assigned to the project coordinator or, 1n some
cases, to the Appalachian agency director. Inchgible proj-
ects are winnowed out and potentially eligible projects are
identified through a continuing process of discussion and
negoti tion among representatives of the vanous agencies
and local governments. Proposals are reviewed to make sure
that they meet basic ARC cnteria, conform to state
Appalachain policies; are within the range of potential
funding responsibilities, meet basic program agency require
ments and plan pnionties; and where necessary, have been
reviewed and given a pnonty by a local development
district.

The prgject coordinator will draw on the staff resources
of program speciahsts and other during this process. When
an mmtial tentative list has been assembled, 1t 15 reviewed
and discussed with the Appalachian agency director and the
state representative, At this stage, the governor’s major
phornties are hnown. In some states, the governor particr-
pates directly i a final decision regarding project prionties
for tunding, m others, he 15 represented by the state
representative,

By the tume an actual grant application is recetved 1n the
state Appalachian program office, considerable preliminary
review and development effort has already gone 1nto 1t.
Usually only 1outine adnunmistration, rather than tough
decistons. are required from this pomnt on.

Thus far the preparation ot the development plans and
project packages has been dommnated by the practical
requirements of running a grantan-aid program To only a
limited extent has it produced a process and documents
cmphasizing the basic objectives of bunging all ot the
program components together so the governor and the state
legislature can make intormed pnionty decsions on what
they aintend to do with therr himted resources. The
procedures for developing the plan have been only m-
perfectly coordinated with the policy development. and the
plan frequently 1s a reflection of deaistons already made
rather than a method for giving direction to the decistons
The way m which the plans have been developed both
reflects this disperston and fragmentation and contubutes
toat

In the Unmited States, planning has too often been devond
of any policy content. 1n this context one can be
encouraged by the extent to which the Commussion with its
member states has required the Appalachian state plans to
address basic poliy ssues. Although in some cases the
policy and prionty decisions are merely nserted with
insufficient relation to the detaled background analysis,
but as policy positions nonetheless, these decistons are the
heart of the planning effort because they reflect what the
state 1s deciding to do wath ats financial resources.

The Local Development Districts

It was not possible, 1n the foregoing analysts, to draw
any sweeping conclusions about the program’s successes
and failures at the state and local level after only five years
of expenence. The local devetopment districts present an
even more senous problem of evaluation. In many cases
they have been 1n operation for less than two years.
Substantial progress has been made 1n organizing districts.
They now cover a significant portion of the Appalachian
Region, but 1t ss still too soon to report on the success of
these 1nstitutions as vehicles for program coordmnation and
admimistration at the local level. Consequently. this pre-
mature cvaluation will review the basic teatures of the
program as cstablished 1n the legistation and the
Appalachian Code, and then describe the local development
orgamzations that have been created as a result. Fmally,
some features of the present program which seem to speak
well for the future, and some which might possibly restrict
the effectiveness of the local development districts, will be
dealt with Friefly,

Like so many features of the Appalaclnan Regional
Development Act of {965, the local development district
program was a response to problems that had been observed
i previous economic and community development efforts

v Commummties with  severe  ccononue  problems,  par-
ticudarly rural comnuouties, usually lacked the techmcal
personnel needed to take advantage of grant-in-aid pro-
grams.

U Feonomie development programs had heen carried oul
on too small a scale with cach town or county working on
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us own Such planring as was done frequently focused on
something less than a cohesive or coherent economie area,
There was a need for an arcawide approach and arcawide
comprehensive planning

Tied mto this, cconomuc development and idustrial
development was  charactenized by ntense competition
rather than cooperation at the local level Communities a
Jew mules apart were competing with others for grants and
new dustries when there was too hitle of cach 1o go
around  This compention consumed 100 much of the
himuted funds and energy of derpessed communiies

At the ume the President’s Appalachian Regional Com-
mnssion was created, there was considerable discussion m
planning and local government cireles about the need to
move toward an areawide approach to development. The
emphasis was on organizations that encompass the eco-
nomic subareas of a state. usually several counties. PARC
recommended the creation of such organizations but set
torth only nunimum standards tor what they should be.
Under these standards the LDDs were.

1o be mulncounty and mudnipurpose planming unirs

sto anvolve  local  partnapation, particularly  cinzen
participation

v 1o be professionally staffed

* o use exsting local units wherever possible

1o be state and local entines and not creatures of the
Sederal government

The 1965 Act icorporated this concept but with
approprately mimimal stipulations. 1t specified that one of
the functions of the Comnussion was to encourage the
formation of LDDs 1t specified that to be certified to the
Comnussion, local development districts must erther be
nonprofit corpurations or nstrumentalites of state and
local government  Fnally, 1t provided for admnistrative
grants to support these LDDs for up 1o 75 percent of their
costs for three years. This time limitation was later
removed. So far. more than $6 mullion has been made
avatlable tor the development district program at the local
level.

The Appalachian Code provision dealing with develop-
ment districts also are few  They ree ge.

Cthat districts have full-tme staffs, competent to plan and

carry out the Appalachan development program

+ that the professional staff to meet standards approved by
the state representative and the Commission

< that the states coordmate and, hopefully, combme
Comnussion grants with those of the Econonne Develop-
rient Administranion 1o support the 1,0Ds

4 thai the LDDs coordinate Appalachian plannmg cfforts
with other planmnng underway

The law and the Code then provided a farrly broad
framework tor encouraging the estabhishment of local units
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to aid 1 economic and community development. Some of
the states already had begun the creation of a network of
multicounty planning and commumty development organi-
zations, notably Georgia and Kentucky The clear intent of
the PARC report and all the legislative Instory of the
program was that the Commussion should use these existing
organizations wherever possible and not encourage the
creation of a duphicate set of community development
organizations,

Establishing such local development orgamizations was
complicated because several other preces of federal legisla-
on encouraged and provided money tor the creation of
focal commumty development orgamizations  These m-
cluded Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD) grants tor Councils of Government, EDA grants for
cconomic - development  districts.  Department  of  Agri-
culture’s local panels and orgamzations, and the Com-
munity Action Agencies sponsored by the OFO. Many of
these units had the same program concerns but did not have
the same ties to state and local government. Coordination
of these umts posed 4 potentially major problem but, as
was repurted earlier m this section, the Comnussion and
EDA worked out an arrangement so that the two Jgencics
did not duphicate efforts.

Since the states would be establishing the districts. the
Comnussion relied on them to reduce the nstances of
multiple orgamzations covering the same area and the same
program concerns. This position was later enforced by
Bureau of the Budget directors to effect coordination
among area planning units natwnally.

While local development orgamzations that could be
certified did exast 0 some of the states. the Commussion
recognized that there would have to be a state level
program to develop these organizations 1n most cases. For
this reason, the Appalachian program permitted the states
to constitute themselves as local development distriets and
received the funas directly durg the period when they
were definmng and organizing local development districts,
The states had two immediate tasks (1) setung boundaries,
and (2) providing state enabling legislation where none
existed  The boundary seting was a sometimes difficult
process of balancing local wishes with established econonne
and social communities and exisung political and planning
boundaries.

Patterns for LDD Operations

Over three-fourths of the Appalachian states have erther
estabhished or taken steps to create such a statewide system
of officially designated planning area boundaries and
distnict orgamizations. Fifty are operaung n Appalachia at
the time of this writing. This 1s far ahead of the rest of the
Urited States

There are three kinds of districts.
1 regional  planning agencies  established by statute

(Georgia, South Carolina, Tennessee, Mississippt, North
Carolina, and Virginia).
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11 Councils of Government orgamzed under the nonprofit
corporation statutes ( Alabama)

vCnonprofit - corporations (Alabama  (some), Kentucky,
Ohio, Pennsylyama. and West Virginua) 3

While West Virgina did make legal provisions tor the
districts and did organize. they are not currently operating

Almost three-fourths of the local development district
commisstons consist of a mix of elected officials and private
citizens appointed by the elected officuls  (Provision o1
direct representation of minority groups is rare and this will
doubtiess be one of the conunumg issues about the LDD
program ) LDD boards are responsive to local needs in the
same way that the local government structure is responsive
to those needs. If the local governments are poor leaders.
the district will probably not be able to overcome that
weakness.

Conceptually it 15 ditficult to see how the LDDs could
move very much m advance of *he attitude and capacity of
the areas” local governments. The LDD depends upon these
governments for 4 portion of 1ts local support, and the
LDD's main busmess 15 planmng cconomic development
services that are rendered by these umts of local govern-
ment snd ading the construction of facalites that are
actually built by these units of local government

Funding Patterns — One of the most useful indices of
the role of the local development districts, therr scale. and
their utlity as local coordinators and brokers s therr
budgets. Where do they get their funds? From how many
sources? How large 4 budget to they have? The proportion
of state and local fundmg to tederal funding 1s a key to
assessment of worth given to the districts + Averages are. of
course. somewhat msleading and we offer the following
statistics only to give the reader a quick pattern of district
funding.

Table 17 lists LDD total operating budgets, averaged by
state and for the Appalachian Region as a whole. It shows
that the average total operating budget ' approximately
$175.000. The larger budgets typically are found 1n
Tennessee, Pennsylvama. Georgia and Scuth Carolina. The
smaller budgets tend to belong to distr cts m New York,
North Carohina, Mississippt and Ohio

This tabwe also shows what proportion of LDD total
operating budgets are Appalachian tunds  The average
Commuission contribution 1s half of the total consohdated
budget. Appalachian grants are proportionately larger m
Mississippi. New York, North Carolina and Kentucky. and
siatler n Georgia, Virginia, South Carohina, Tennessce, and
Alabama. The average Commssion grant to an LDD s
S8(..725 a year. which must be matched on 4 three-to-nne
basis i cash or “in-kind.” Although most LDDs receive
financual support from more than one federal agency. only
10 distnicts m Anpalachia receive a greater proportion of 1ts
te. ol operating funds from another tederal agency.

Six of the states contribute to the support of the distnet
prograin. These are Alabama. Georgia. Kentucky , Penn .-
vanta. Tennessee and Virgima, The average contnbution of

those states to a district’s budget 1s about $21.400 Al Tocal
development districts require that participating pohtial
jurisdictions supply part of the local share

The district. theretore, 1 not solely a creature of the
Appalachian  Regtonal Commussion  To the extent that
having muluple funding sources mereases dan agencey’s
capacity (o withstand the vaganes of local. state. and
federal fundmg requirements and appropriations. the
aistricts i six of the Appalachian states (Alabama. Georgla.
Pennsylvania, South Carolina. Tennessee and Virginw)
would tend to have a stable operating base

What the Districts Are Doing — This analysis ot local
development district activities is based primarily upon what
the districts say they are domng or, more precisely. how they
say they spend thetr staff time. A questionnaire, sent to the
district directors i December 1970, listed siv ditterent
dctivities in which statt might be involved and asked the
directors to supply information about the amount of staft
tme spent wn cach category The survey results are also
shown i Table 17.

In the Appalachian Region as a whole. the LDDs spend
more tme (31 percent) doing reglonwide planning and
research than anything else This figure somewhat
illusory, however. Very few of the LDDs ..e actually
mvolved in preparing comprehensive arcawide plans Muost
of their planning comistz of the funcuonal planning
necessary to establish the district’s chigibility for varrous
kinds of federal grantsan-aid. This 1s not to mdict thewr
cfforts. Too often comprehensive planning agencies have
been established with no foundation n actual admmistia-
ton of government programs and services. In these cases
the units develop plans for activities that they have no
capacity or responsibility for carrying out. Such plans have
little fluence over the government otficials who make the
decisions about what 1s actually done On the other hand,
the LDDs. with a base in functional planmng. are able w0
establish credibility for their work at the local and create o
set of relationships on which they can build in workmng
with their local government-. With this base they can. and
should. move on to broader planning activities

The LDD staffs spend 27 percent ot their ime develop-
mg and reviewing projects for grants from the Commission
or federal agencies. Another 1| percent of their time 1
devoted to techmical assistance.

This technmical assistance work in developing projects was
onc of the program objectives for the LDDs. They are not
passively reviewing and passing on to the state projects that
were developed by the local government. Instead. they are
n most cases actively developing project ideas. helping local
governments prepare the applications, and following up
with the state and federal agencies involved.

Looking at the individua! states, many spend n ore time
in project development and review than m plannmmg This 1s
partucularly true of states where the districts have small
hudgets and where they have been largely relying o the
Commission and their {ocal governments for funds.
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Relationships with the State — Although the LDDs exact
tunctions and relatonship to the state governments vary,
they run the tull range of developing pohicy, planmng.
developiug project proposals, and setung priorities

District participation has been more  significant 1
policy-mahing tor the new Appalachn programs such as
housing. youth development. regional education service
agenaes and sohid waste disposal In several states a good
relatioaship among the Conmussion. the state representa-
tves” otfices, and the development district has evolved
through which new programs are proposed. tested as
demonstrations, and m some  cases established as new
district programs.

Increasingly. the districts are providing a local input nto
the Appalachian state development plans prepared under
the direction of the state representative m each state The
district mput has been accomplished primanily by con-
tributing to formulating Appalachian development pohicies
and programs  which are  mcorporated into  the state
development plan,

Nonetheless. the local development districts still are
more actively nvolved in the closely related activities of
developmg project proposals and establishing priorities for
them for subnussion to the state Appalachian otfice These
district prionities may torm the basis tor developing the
pruject package appendis to the state development plan.

The Commission as a Government Agency

A few words should be said concermng the ctfectiveness
ot the Commusston tself as an orgamzation |t serves as a
limk between the states and the federal government. How
eftective has the Comnussion been as a decision-making
body? Tlus 15 a cntical test for any government mstitution
or agencey. a propensity for deadlock 1s a fatal flaw.

The expenience of the last six years shows that the
Commsston has been able to come to grips with major
policy questions, and to resolve them. This s a particularly
significant conclusion m view of the obstacles that were and
are readily apparent,

Perhaps the major potential problem lay m the formal
structure ot the Corrnussion itselt. At the tune of the
passage of the Act. many people felt that the proposed
voung mechamsm (atfirmative vote trom the federal co-
chairman and a majonty of the state representatives to
approve any action) could casity lead to deadlock. Yet this
has not occuned. In fact. the federal veto has never be~n
formally ¢ .creised, although its existence has allowed the
federal cocharrman to insure that basic federal pohcies are
observed

A sccond obstacle to effective decision-making by the
Commussion has been the farly rapid turnover in member-
ship due to regular elections in the Appalachtan states, Over
40 governors have served on the Comimission since 1765,
Since this tarnover has been substantial and unpredictable,
it has definstely slowed the rate at which the Commission
has been able to matare as a policy-making body.

A final ditficulty faced by the Commission was the Lt
that there were no precedents to look for gudance Sinee
the Commission was a new and untried 1des many doubts
concerning its ettectiveness had to be allayed betore great
confidence would be placed i it as a tederalstite deasion-
making mechanism

In spite ot these ditticulties the Comanssion has not
merely survived. but has been able to take the ditticult
policy  decisions that were necessary 1o carny - out an
etfective program Perhaps the mostimportant of these was
the nttial allocanion ot program appropriations among the
states. While the PARC report recommended that every
state be guaranteed some particpation - every program,
there was no formal provision to that ettect m the 1963
Act Without some limits to the amount that any state
could recetve under cach pregram. the potential tol
deadlock would have been very great, sinee the states would
have been m direct competition with cach other over every
project This eventuahty was avorded by the unanimous
adoption ot the allocation formulae

A sccond basic policy decision was the adoption of the
requirement that cach state should prepare an annual
Appalachian development plan which would. among other
things. dehineate arcas that the state considered 1o possess
sigrficant potential for future growth Under the require-
inents of the Act. these areas were to be the foar tor
Appalachian wvestments This dea of growth areas and
growth centers was pohtical dynamite tor a4 governor.
handled mcorrectly. 1t could put him i the awhward
position of appearing to say that some towns and cousties
would not grow In any case. 1t required him to say that
some dreas m the state would not be chigible for assistance
under the Appalachian program

In spite of these difficulties. the Comnussion members
accepted the responsibility of designating such areas and
adopted a detatled set of requirements concerning the
concentration of certaz types of mvestments. Sigmficantly.
subsequent suggestions by some states that these require-
ments be refaxed have not received support from a majonity
of the state representatives.

The Commussion avoided choosing the path of least
resistance in other arcas as well. For example, the Com-
mission adopted stricter guidehnes for its own vocational
education funds than those estabhished by the Office of
Education for the national program. At a time when
vocational agriculture donunated many state vocational
cducation programs in spite of tae drastic dechne in
agricultural employment opportumties, the Comnussion
adopted the requirement that the courses to be offered n
any Appalachian-aided project must be directly relevant to
current or projected job needs. The resulting nmpact on the
direction of vocational education in Appalachia has heen
discussed in Chapter 1V As a final example, the Com-
mussion has encouraged and supported the marked shift of
emphasis towards human resource programs documented 1n
Chapter 1.

In spite of these tre.ds, there 1s some indication that the
Commussion should be more concerned about maintaining
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is ability to handle ditficult policy questions, A state
representative during his iterview  tor the evaluation
commented  that he would have asked one question
neglected by the interviewer “What 15 1t that makes 4 state
representative: want to come to an Appalachian Regional
Comnmussion meetmg”™” The mterviewer asked him for his
own answer to the gquestion He said that in his expernience
taere had been a recent detentoration i the level of
participation in - Appatachian Regional Commussion meet-
mgs It was to be expected that the governors would come
only on the rare ceremonial occasions. but over recent years
there has also been a decrease in the number of tunes state
representatives actually attended the mectings. It was
becoming more and more frequent for the alternates or
even staft be'ow the alternate level to be sitting at the table
representing certain states.

This, the state representative continued. was because
Commussion meetings were beconung cut and dried and
nvolved hittle policy level action. Instead he felt there were
endless discussions of the same topics and that the decisions
were frequently precluded by the executive committee or
by the staff. Although this view and the causes could be
disputed, a review of Commissior meeting nunutes does
indicate that many times the most controversial topics are
put off until the next meeting. It 15 clear that the
Comnussion  should be concerned about s continued
eftectiveness.

Conclusions

In the beginning, thus chapter posed the question, *Why
have commissions?” The hope was that the comnussion
mechanism would provide a way of overconing some of the
severe problems that had dogged the admimstration of
recalar grant programs:

O overlap, duplication, and a lack of coordination
U lack of a state policy role

U lack of a comprehensive and ratwonal strategy, which
brought about a scattering of project funds and a resulting
reduction in the benefits flowing from federal project
investments

Development programs. to be successful, had to be
linked together n a common strategy at the federal, state,
and local levels. In addition to the problems common to all
federal aid programs, the nation’s ccononuc development
programs had had their own special problems. They had
been too narrowly focused on public works.

This chapter has reviewed the efforts at coordination at
the federal. state and local levels. the attempts to foster
coherent development strategies, and the efforts to infuse
state policy into the program. How well has the Commus-
sion done?

Anyone who expected the Appalachian Regional Com-
mussion to develop and execute a regional solution to the
arca’s problems will doubtless be disappomted. But Con-
gress did not authorize such a program and the Commisston’s
experience has confirmed that. with the exception of the
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hghway program, there 1s no regtonal set of actions that
would solve Appalachia’s problems. This agamn rases the
question “*‘Why then have comnussions””

It 1s nearly impossible to convinee anyone of the worth
of regronal commusstons who does not grant that states and
their governors should have a policy voice n the manage-
ment of the federal system. If a person believes that
functional bureaucracies at the federal, state and local
levels can solve Appalachia®s problems. then that person
cannot be convinced of the value of regronal commissions.
The burcaucratic solutions have been tried. however. and
they did not work.

With the common ground of the state and gubernatorsal
roles granted, how well did the comnussion experiment
work?

The Appalachian Regional Comnusston can repoit niore
than modest accomplishments 1n 1ts own activities and n
the responsc at the state and district level. New and broader
program managemenit techniques are being tried.

What the Comnussion has succeeded in doing during the
first five and one-half years of the program is to discover
what devices offer genuine hope for solving the problems of
the federal system and which devices are fanciful.

Federal

At the federal level, the coordinating committee of
cabinet officers or assistant sccretaries 1s a hollow device.
The same 1s true of legislative admonishments to coor-
dinate. Even substantial amounts of money are not suf-
ficient inducements to get agencies together: 1t may really
divide tiem. The Commission’s most successful efforts at
coordination have been in functional areas where 1t had
cnough money of its own to be an honest broker, but not
oo much to be overwhelmed with operational problems.
The most important ingredient of these successful coor-
dination efforts has been providing the Commussion staff
with the time to do an adequate job of working with the
federal agencies.

State

At the state level, the Commussion has been able to
conduct a varied experiment because the states the msclves
chose different administrative patterns to carry out thor
roles. The results at the state level have been surpnsing.
both in the amount of involvement of the governors and
their top assistants and also in the degrec of experimenta-
tion with :mproved administrative mechanisms and coords-
natton of development cfforts beyond the Appalachian
program itself.

Imually, the program legislation and discussions about it
emphasized miceting the immediate, pressing needs of an
cconomically-depressed area. Quite naturally, most states
originally decided to cither assign the program to an
cconomic development agency or establish an :ndependent
office for the Appalachian program reflectin, 4n cconomic
development emphasis. Program administration stressed
getting the flow of aid started.
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In more recent years. however. there has been an
encouraging trend toward placing the program n a broad
administrative  framework  Almost three-fourths of the
Appalachian states have now housed responsibility for
administration  of the Appalachian program in a central
management agency close to the governor. either an office
of federal-state relations, a program development office. or
a department of admmsstration n the office of the
governor or the state planning agency The Appalachian
program assignment has generally been accompanied by
responsibilities for other program planning and coordina-
ton activities such as law enforcement assistance. health
planning, poverty. and outdoor recreation programs. This
represents substantial progress toward meeting the objective
of mproving state level program coordination by giving the
governors the tools they need to overcome fragmented and
dispersed administrative responstbilities within their own
state governments. In these cases the state development
planning process also offers the potential of being useful in
broad policy and budget decisions.

This method of handhing the Appalachian program
should not be expected to vccur 1n every state. There are a
number of factors which tend to lessen the mfluence of the
Appalachian activities within some of the states. In several
states only a small portion of the land area or population
are mcluded n the Appalachian Region. Parts of three
other states are both in the Appalachian 2nd another
regional commussion. Furthermore. the money flowing
from the Appalachian program is a retruvely small portion
of the state budget. Frequently very little state budgeted
money 1s involved 1 matching Appalachian  grants;
therefore, the financial impact of the Appalachian program
upon the state budget 1s nummal.

There have been other accomplishments at the state
level. In a number of funcuonal areas, the program has been
successful 1n ¢reating an Appalachian development strategy
and pnorities which influenced program decistons of line
agencies. This 15 particularly true 1n most vocational
education and health activiues

Appalachian growth strategics have been developed and
prionities established Policy has been set and projects and
prograins underway. Each of the states has a development
plan. although 1n some cases the plan followed rather than
shaped the program policies.

Here again the results achieved under the Appalachian
planning program are good when compared with experience
through »ut the nation. Planning should parallel and com-
plement the state budget. but rarely does. State planning
elsewhere 1n the nation has scldom been used as a
management tool. instead 1t tends to concentrate on
encouraging local planning and conducung land use and
resource studies.

Budgeting. on the other hand, concentrates on the things
to be bought 1n the coming year. It 1s therefore rather
surprising that the Appalachian states have been able to
achieve the results they have in using the development plan

to structure and coordinate major financial resource
decisions

Local Development Districts

Dunng the five and one-halt year period of the
Commnusston program. signtficant progress has been made
cstablishing distnicts  The first three years under the
Appalachian program were spent laying the groundwork for
the distniet program at the state level Enabling acts and
state technical assistance were needed in many cases As of
January 1, 1969, 29 districts could be cerufied, By 1970
there were a total of 50 locally organized and operated
development districts 1n 11 of the Appalachian states

Under the combined mmtiatives of state and local
government and accompanying federal action. over three-
tourths of the Appalachian states have either established. or
imuated action to establish. a statewide system of distrects
to provide a method of relating local governments directly
to state and regional development and planning policy
determmnation. In all but two of the Appalachian states
(West Virgima  and  Maryland). locally  organized  and
operating development districts exist. They cover all of the
Appalachian poruons of seven states (Georgla. Mississippl.
North Carohna. Ohio. Pennsylvania. South Carolina and
Virgmia) Six of the states offer a state financial support
program for districts i addiion o the Appalachian
funding. Sigmficant progress has been made n estabhshing
the local government cooperative base for participation n
the Appalachian program

It is difficult to generalize about the effectiveness of the
local development districts 1n working with the states n
admimistrating the Appalachian program because of the
wide range of performance even within one state Four
states have either no districts or the districts are too new o
give a clear mdication of their potential In several other
states. a number of distncts have only recently become
firmly establhished and statfed.

The full potential of the distnict at the local level m a
-vordinated network of comprehensive planning agencies
has not yet been realived. This is partly because state
comprehensive and coordinated  planming 1s sull n a
formative stage also. The local development districts have
been acuve n the preparation of functional plans and. to a
more limtted extent. arecawide comprehensive plans.

As mught be expected. 1t 15 1n the development of
specific  project propasals that the local development
districts have been most effective. They provide a means by
which local governments can cooperate i development
projects tc meet arcawide nceds within the framework of
Appalachian regional development objectives and strategy.

In summary, the development district program has becn
operational for less than three years. The variety of state
approaches has provided an opportunity to see which kinds
of arrangements offer the most promise for success. Clearly.
both state and local financial parucipation are essential to
promoting good coordination and policy linkages. Also. the
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more federal tunding sources, the better A district with
only one mumum amount of local funds and rehant solely
upon the Conmnission tor the remaining 75 percent of ity
operating money would tend to have a narrow and unstable
program The state and local governments Just do not have

enough ot 4 stake 1n 1t There are enough examples of
districts that serve a broad local coordinating and program
development role 1o Jusaty considerable faith in the
distnicts as a way of overcoming the problems of Jocal
balkamization

APPENDIX |

GROWTH CENTER DELINEATION

I Alabama: The 1970 Alabama State Plun dehneates both
primary and secondary growth regions contamng grow th
poles (urban centers of ndustry. commerce, and admimis.-
traion) and growth pomts (lower order service and
employment centers). Pnimary growth regtons may contam
both growth poles and pomnts. while secondary regions,
which are smaller and more 1solated. contan only points
This delineation 15 a result of a gradual evolution beginning
with the simple selection of growth areas with no differen-
tiation between them. Recently, Alabama has been moving
toward the recognition of interstate growth areas which are
dependent on out-of-state dommant centers,

2. Georgia: Georgla has used the same approach ot
delmeating ciies and growth cornidors throughoat the
existence of the program. The <rties are further classified
mto areas of gh and medium potential. No hinterland
areds or interstate areas are defined.

3. Kentucky: Kentucky has submitted only ore plan
(1967) which 1denufies complexes of centers at fiv2
different  levels (metro. primary, secondary, teruary,
satellite). Each local development district Kentucky
contams one or more such yenters. The plan does not
dentily inter:tate growth arcas

4 Maryland: Although Maryland did not specily growth
arcas n s first plan, the second plan (1967) wenufied
primary and secondary growth centers (ciues) and their
assoctated hinterland. The plan does not discuss nterstate
growth arcas,

5. Mississippi: In 1ty first regular plan approved by the
Commission m 1969 (Mississippr was not included 1n
Appalachia unul 1967), Mississippr defined primary and
secondary growth centers and their associated lunterlands.
Again, no interstate areas were taken nto account.

6. New York: New York has, in general, matained s
onginal (1966) growth area delination., including primary
and secondary growth areas having a center and a hinter-
land. The secondary areas were subsequently upgraded 1o
primary areas. This plan does recognize interstate growth
arcas.
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7. North Carolina. North Carohina's il plan n 1967
identified thres levels ot growth cities primary secondary.
and urban. Subsequent plans have not altered this pro-
cedure. although the number of growth citres has con-
sistently ncreased  Nerther interstate growth areas nor
hinterlands are discussed.

8. Ohio: Ohiu's approach to the defimtion of growth dreas
has evolved from an imtsal designation of growth areas n
combination with primary and secondary centers to the
narrower  designation of only primary and secondary
growth aues Laier plans alyo recognize the influence of
dommant aseas outside Appalachian Ohio

9. Pennsylvania: Iniually, Pc nsylvania classitied all s
Appalachain  counues according to their relauve growth
potenuial. In 1968. this was changed to the designation of
“economue acuvity areas™ (a municipality or group of
municipahities and their associated hinterlands). These arcas
are.m no way ranked. The defimton of cconomie activity
drcas does tahe nto account of the mfluence of vut-of-state
dominant areas

10. South Carelina: South Carolina has become -
creasingly sophisticated in 1ts . on of growth arcus
Imtally, such arcas were 1dentificd as growth corndors and
were located along the principal interstate hthways. In
subsequent plans, primary a.cas and their urban centers
were designated growth areas. The influence of arcas mn
other states 1s not considered

1. Tennessee: Tennessce's first plan defined growth cities
and ranked ‘hem as primary, secondary or tertiary. No
hinterlands were designated except for the Tr-Cities arca
(Bnistol, Kingsport, and Johnson City), the Knoxwilic areas
and the Chattanooga and Cookville areas. Interstate areas
re recogmzed only in the case of Bristol, Tenn.-Va.

12. Virginia: The approach used by Virgmia has been to
define primary growth arcas around major highway cor-
ndors and labor shed arcas. No specific mention 1s made of
the central cities. However., the names of the arcas imply
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the dommant centers (e g . Duffield-Wise) Interstate in-
Huence 1s recognized m the case ot Brstol. Tenn -Va,

13 West Virginia In 1ty imual plan. West Virgima denu-
tied supplemental (primary). developmental (secondary).
and complementary (hinterland) 1nvestment areas This was
changed shghtly 1n 1970 when the areas were designated as
developmental (primary), complemental (secondary ). and
supplemental (tertiary). Interstate mfluences are tahen mto
dccount

The wminal approach used by Tennessee was considered
satsfactory by the state and the Commmsston A mathe-
matical model was developed which. i analyzing vanables
(populanon size, proxinuty to regional centers and mter-
state systems. percent change in per capita imcome. ete ).
produced 4 “growth coetficient” representing the relauve
growth potenuial of a ey Usmg this approach. cines were
classified as pnimary. secondary. or tertiary growth cities
Regional centers were selected separately based upon therr
donmnance 1 the area. Use of this model permmtted
penodic updating of the growth arcas by simply cntening
new data.

An cxamination of the bnef discussions carher in this
Appendix demonstrates that Alabama and South Carolna
experienced the greatest change n approach to growth
center designation. Alasbama has moved from simply
defimng growth areas along county boundaries to an
approach nvolving the designation of centers and their
hinterlands. The new approach takes into account the vast
rural areas while still adhering to the basic theory of
concentration in dominant centers. South Carolina evolved
fro=1 the simple defimtion of growth corridors along mayor
highways to a more complex system of primary and
secondary areas.

Maryland’s approach demonstrates the importance of

tahing account ot the particular Characteristies ot ts
portion ui the Region m designating growth centers Tt was
recognized  that although Garrett: County had a hmited
putential for industnal development. 1t did have con-
stderable potential tor development as ¢ recreation ared
Theretore. 1t was defimed as ¢ secondary grow th ares with a
dommnant center m the Oakland-Deep Creeh Lake area
Cumberland  and  Hagerstown.  with  obviousdy  hghe:
potenual for more tradittonal growth, wete designated as
primary.

Kentucky recognized that “growth potennal™ m s
Appalachian portion was highly himited. especially m the
coal mnng areas ot eastern Kentuchy  Therefore 1t
developed a4 service complex hierarchy to improve the
dehivery of urban services to this densely populated but
relauvely rural area

Although New York. Pemnsylvama. and Virginia each
followed an scceptable approach m definmg growth areas.
none of these stztes specifies the relative growth potential
of their growth centers

West Virgnua and Ohio recogmzed the need for greater
concentration of development effort and thus sigmbicantly
reduced the number of growth areas over the penod of the
program.

Recogmamg the mmportance of Atlanta (external to
Appalachian Georgia) to ats Apnalachian region. Georgia
took this city and its role as a transportation center mto
account n ats plan. Major nterstate lnghways extending
from Atlanta were designated as growth corndors. Geo gia
has also differentiated between high and medum growth
potential cities in a method similar to that used by
Tennessee.

Mississipp1, hke Alabama, saw the need to take account
of 1ts large, relatively isolated rural areas Consequently.
cities providing services to these areas were designated as
secondary growth cities while primary growth areas were
selected around the major cities.

APPENDIX 1I

Federal Agencies with Administrative
Responsibilities for Appalachian Regional
Development Act Programs

Section
of the
Act Subject Agency

201  Development Highways
and Access Roads

Department of Trans-
portation

202 Demonstration Health
Projects

Department of Health,
Education and Welfure

203  Land Stabilization and
Conservation

Department of Agri-
culture

Section
of the

Act Subject Agency

204 Timber Development Department oi Agn-

culture

205 Mining Area
Restoration

Department of the
Interior

206 Water Resource
Survey

Department of the Army
(Corps of Engineers)
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Section
of the

Act Subject Agency

207  Housing Assistance Department of Housing

and Urban Develop-

ment
211 Vocational Education Department of Health,
Education and Welfare
212 Sewage Treatment Works Environmental Protec-

(not currently funded)  tion Agency

Section
of the

Act Subjec; Agency

214 Supplemental Grants (any Federal agencies

providing basic funds)
302 Research, Planning and  (none)
Development Districts

APPENDIX 11l

West Virginia

Nime counties are included 1n the demonstration arca
Fayette, Logan. McDowell, Mercer. Mingo. Monroe, Raleigh,
Summers and Wyoming,

Population 354,678

Staff Director.

Dr. N. Allen Dyer

Executive Director

Southern West Virgima
App. Regional Demon-
stration Health Program

Route 2. P.0. Box 382

Blueficld. W. Va. 24701

Total 202 Funds: $11,042,057 Date Designated- November

29,1967

Dr. Daniel Hale, Charrman
The Southern West Virgima
Regional Council, Inc.
Medical Arts Bulding
Princeton, West Virginia
24740

States Representative: Willlam A Loy

This demonstration project has engaged i a homted con-
struction of health faalities including two county health
centers, an extended care facility and a county satellite
health center. Services 1n the nine-county area include
carly diagnosis of heart disease 1n children, nutntion serv-
1ces, Public Health staffing and consultation, mental health
services offering prevention, therapy and rehabilitation to
the handicapped, dental services, a German measles vacci-
nation program, and a regional rehabilitation program for
the handicapped. An occupational health planning progiain
to train manpower, protect persons froni health hazards
and assure adequate medical care encourages job opportun-
1ties 1n the arca,

WEST VIRGINIA

Section 202 Projects approved before 8/31/70

PROJECT DATE 202
ARC NO. Planning and Operating Grants APPROVED OBLIGATION GRANT PERIOD
0629-1 Planning and Admin. Grant 1/25/68 $199,960 2/1/68-1/31/69
0629-1 Planning and Admin. Grant - supplemental 1/31/69 25,375 2/1/68-4/30/69
0629-1 Planning and Admin. Grant - continuation 5/23/69 76,640 5/1/69-12/31/69
0629-05 Coordinated program of screening, referral and follow-up for 6/29/68 123,327 8/1/68-7/31/69
children with heart disease for early detection of congential
defects of schoolage children 1n nine-county areaor appalachia
* 79.05 Coordinated program of screening, referral and follow-up for 6/30/69 145,837 8/1/69-7/31/70
children with heart disease - continuation
0629-06 Establishment of 24-hour referral and health information 6/29/68 117,551 8/1/68 7/31/69
service for residents of a nine county area to avail them of
appropriate health services on short notice.
629-06 Continuation of 24-hour referral and health information 6/30/69 268,819 8/1/69-7/31/70
service, ™
98 ‘




ARC NO.

0629-08

0629-09

0629-016

0629-016

0629-017

0629-017

0629-018

0629-019

0629-020

0629-020

0629-021

0629-023

0629-025

0629-02A

0629-028

0629-02C

0629-0138

0629-013E
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PROJECT
Pianning and Operating Grants

Solid waste disposal and sanitary fandfili program to
establish environmentai control of a heaith probiem carried
by open dumping

Comprehensive mental heaith services including prevention,
therapy and rehabilitation on a regional basis

Vaccination program. increase of satellite clinics for residents
of remote areas to provide immunization and heaith
education

Continuation vaccination program, increase of sateiiite
chnics

Maternity and child health program, to raise the standard
of care for mothers and offspring by increasing services and
expanding existing preventive health programs

Continuation maternity and chiid heaith program

Home health services including skitled nursing and
therapeutic services for persons requiring medical
attention but not for hospitalization.

Regional pubiic health staffing and consuitation program
to support locat public heaith staffing patterns and to
expand their services

Development of public health education program for
residents of the area to make them aware of the bas'cs
of personal health practices and of health services
availabie to them,

Continuation of development of public health education
program.

Dental health program, staffing equipping, operation of
dental health chinics in each of the 3 sub-regions of the area
for ali children ages 5 to 14 years,

Development of manpower and training program for

health reiated fields, recruitment and training of professionai
and allied health personnel to alleviate shortage of manpower
In area health programs.

To expand tuberculosis control program; to expand
diagnostic and treatment services of an existing public
health program

Extended Care Facility, Bluefield, Mercer County construction
of a 50 bed nursing home for residents of the area,

Extended Care Facility, Weich, MdDowell County construction
of a 50 bed nursing home for residents of the area

Extended Care Facility, .uilens, Wyoming County construc-
tion of a 30 bed nursing home for residents of the area.

Sateilite Public Health Center, Fayettewiile, construction
of afacihity to provide out-patient heaith services to rurai
residents of the area,

Satellite Public Health Center, Union, construction of a
facility to provide out-pdtient health services to rural
residents of the area,

DATE 202
APPROVED OBLIGATION GRANT PERIOD
6/29/68 403,051 8/1/68-7/31/69
9/19/68 592,359 8/1/68-7/31/69
6/29/68 245,860 8/1/68-7/31'69
6/30/69 229,296 8/1/69-7/31/70
7/1/68 180,625 8/1/68-7/31/69
6/30/69 774,239 8/1/69-7/31/70
6/29/68 130,104 8/1/68-7/31/69
7/1/68 607,451 8/1/68-7/31/69
6/29/68 50,245 8/1/68-7/31/69
6/30/69 107,152 8/1/69-7/31/70
6/29/68 429,690 8/1/68-7/31/69
6/29/68 112,050 10/14/68-10/13/69
6/29/68 72,485 8/1/68-7/31/69
6/29/68 374,072
6/29/68 386,072
6/29/68 273,027
7/31/68 129,372
7/31/68 135,234
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ARC NO.

0629-015A

0629-0158

ARC NO.

0629-05

0629-018
0629-033

0629-019
0629-09
0629-1
0629-025

0629-1
0629-021

0629-016

0629-09
0629-030

0629-036

0629-01)

0629-029

0629-015
0629-015

0629-037

0629-013C

PROJECT
Planning and Operating Grants

Expansion Public Hea'th Center, Beckley, to add 10,000
sq ft of <pace to an existing public heaith facility

Expansion Pubhic Heaith Center, Biuefield, to add 10,000
sq ft. of space tc an existing public heaith facility

WEST VIRGINIA

Sec ion 202 projects approved before 8/31/70

PROJECT

Program for Chiidren with Heart Disease (Service and
equipment continuation increase).

Home Health Services-continuation

Nutntion-Counties of Mercer, Monroe, Fayette Summers,
Wyoming, Raleigh, McDowell, Logan, Mingo to provide
education and counseling on health and associated
nutrition subjects.

Public Health Staffing and Consultation continuation.
West Virginia Mental Health increase
Planning and Administration Grant increase.

Tuberculosis Control Program continuation
{Disease prevention and control)

Planning and Administrative Grant continuation

Dental Health Program continuation (Outpatient and
other services)

Vaccination Program (revise 1) German Measles
(Disease prevention and control)

Mental Health Services Program continuation

E stablishment of Regional Comprehensive Rehabilitation
Program;outpatient and other services to assist the
handicapped of a nine county area.

Establishment of Regional Occupational Health Planning
Program, outpatient and other services for the area to

protect persons from health hazards in their working en-
vironment, facilitate placement of individuals, assure adequate
medical care for the occupationally handicapped and to
encourage personal health maintenance.

E stablishment of Emergency Care Communication and
Transportation Program to provide a coordinated program
for patients needing institutional in-patient care without
the ability to transport themselves to the proper facility.

Establishment of Grant for provision of water supply and
sewage disposal by Public Service District.

Raleigh County Public Health Center Expansion overrun.
Mercer County Public Health Center Expansion overrun.

E xtended Care Facility at Montgomery General Hospital,
Montgomery, construction of 44 nursing care beds to be
coordinated with a modernization of hospital facilities.

Summers County Satellite Health Center, Hinton, construction
of a regional out-patient facility man area which cannot
support a complete health center.

DATE 202

APPROVED OBLIGATION GRANT PERIOD

7/15/68 300,443

7/15/68 303,283

DATE 202

APPROVED OBLIGATION GRANT PERIOD

8/22/69 $ 14,200 8/1/69-7/31/70

9/05/69 393,695 8/1/69-7/31/70

10/02/69 132,404 8/1/69-7/31/70

10/02/69 491,806 8/1/69-7/31/70

12/17/69 117,568 8/1/68-1/31/70

1/09/70 22,016 5/1/69-12/31/69

3/17/70 103,935 2/1/70-1/31/7

3/19/70 200,000 1/1/70-12/31/70

3/23/70 464,872 2/1/70-1/31/71

4/08/70 58,750 8/1/69-7/31/70

6/03/70 442,19 2/1/70-7/31/70

7/06/70 61,260 7/1/70-6/30/71

7/06/70 57,533 7/1/70-6/30/71

7/31/70 522,287 9/1/70-8/31/71
24872 7/1/70-6/30/71

11/10/69 143,640

11/10/69 72,855

7/31/70 761,598

8/18/70 133,136




