oo ShYRLR

Z BIEY Bea N3 304 342.8383 | SO ViR ATRETY. ST
£ows, lAMiA SOm . CrRARLESTON, WERT VAMNA 1830:

17 Jan. 2000

Dear John—

Enciosed is what is mighty cless tej w:wmnmw y. (Of
L wiit not readi any of the fostnotes. ) .

[

And{ 30 hope your wite decides to coma, because o much-of my opinions are
rooted in wclolqu Y rather than scisromics.

Sincerely,




. i1}

be back today -~ with his wife if possible.

“Oh, the hills, the beautiful hills , . .”

Today, the hot-button environmental Issue in West Virginia is
mountaintop removal to mine coal. In the 1972 w?émndwn‘ 1 voted for the
aboiltion of surface-min{ ng. I hated what it was doing t:n the hills of
southwestem West Virginia, where vou and I live,

I have changed my mind. I think the arguments against mountaintop
removal are even weaker than tie arguments against strip-mining before

the Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 1977, commonly called
“Smack~Ruh”. 1 West Virginia has a copy-¢

at version for coal mining. *

On January 9, we heard John Taylor's heart-felt arguments against
mountaintop removal. Two days iater, I called John to make sure he would -
T undertogk to send him an
advance copy of this paper, so as to sharpen our dialogue.

This gape'r deais only with the ten southwestern coal counties of our
State. The coal mined here Is the best in the world, whereas the northern
coal field hag the severe problem of high suiphur content.

Now I want to show you part of a video given to me by John Payne,
an environmental engineer with Pocahontas Land Corporation. Pncahqms
is the largest landowner in West Virginia. * ,

1'd show the whole video if we had mere time, but we don‘t.

" 30U.8.C. §§ 1201 et seq.

2 W. Va. CODE 88 22-3+1 et seq.
3 Pocahontas in the land-owning subsidiary of Norfoikk Southern

Corporation. Norfolk Southern itself resultéd from a merger of two |
major railroads; the Norfolk & Western and the Southem.
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Four weeks ago, John Payne and I toured & mountsintop removal
project in Mingo County. lohn‘s video was mostly made this past Summer.
1t covers the land we toured this winter, You'll be seeing two permit areas,
The first, which is older, Is going through reclamation: the second and
newer permit area is still active. They cover about a square mile,

[START THE VIDEO] | ‘ .
Obviously, the big trees ara undisturbad forest. -
Medium green means the reclaimed land in the older permit

area. -

Light green means hydroseeding for erosion control during the active

mining work.,

0:20 We are coming to views of valiey fiils,

Note the white drainage channels on either side. Note also the !

horizontal drainage benches connecting the white channels.

1:00 Darker is the older permit area reclaimed, and Hghter or sendy is the

active new permit area.

2:03 Hereis a coal seam -~ more or less horizontal, like all the other

sedimentary rock In southwestern West Virginia.

2:25 This is the preparstion plant -~ to clasn the coal for shipping.

the cleared land.
&8:40  Talk about beautiful!

[STOP WHEN THE PANORAMA OF UGLINESS 15 OVER.] |

]
»



. The project I toured isn‘t anywhere near the biggest, but it's plenty

big encugh.

The new permit areaa will remove eighty-nine mitlion cubic vards
“banked®; that is, as it was in the hiil. It result In & hundred thirty
mititon cubic yards of fill, which will be mostly valley-fili, but partly to
return the hﬂlsides to what the law calls “approx 'te-nﬂmnal
contour”, | ’

All three stages of Yeager Alrport moved onty nine miflion cubic
yards ~- less than one-twentieth of the active partﬁfme Pocahontas

descruction of the Murrah Faderal Bullding in Oklahoma took one and
a half tons ~- five percent of the explosive used deily in the work I ,,

sa“‘n -

* * * % *. ok *
s !

The time has come to talk about Judge Haden’s decision on

mountaintop removal. * The plainttffs brought sult to rein in mountaintop
rermioval, and they won, Judge Haden ruied that federal and State

regulations prohibited what is known as valiey-fill placet

- within one

hundred feet of any part of a “parennial stream” or an *Intermittent

stream”,

A perennial stream Is one that never runs bone dry. An intermittent

stream is one that either drains a square mile or more of watershed, or lies
helow the local water table for part of the year. The “or” part means that

4
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Bragg v. Robertson, Civil No, 2:96-0636 (8.D. W. Va,, 20 Oct. 19989).
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after a spell of wat weather, the stream Is fad by ground-water as weil as
runoff from rain and snow. © '

Judge Haden didn® invent the hundrad-foot buffer zone. It was
already in the reguiations of both the Office of Surface Mining of the United
States Department of the Interior (*OSM”) and the Divisioh of
Environmentatl Protection of the Wast Virginia Bursau of ;:he Environment
(“DEP"). The rutes aliow variances -~ but not if the land disturbance will
“adversely affect the water qumtity and qguality or other anvironmental
resources of the stream”. * Judge Haden heid that covering over part of a-
stream necessarily wrought such adverse effects.

To sum up, Judge Haden heid that OSM and DEP had always
misinterpreted their own rules, and had to stop it.

¢ The OSM and DEP definitions of “perennial” and “Intermittent”
streams are identical, as follows (30 C.F.R § 701.5; 38 C,S.R. § 2):
'
*Perenn/al stream means & Stream or part of 3
stream that flows continuously during all of the

calendar vear as a result of ground-water discharge
or surface runoff, * * * ¢

*(a) A stream or reach of a stream that drains
a watershed of at least one square mite, or

“*(b) A stream or reach of-a st i that Is below the
local watertable for at teast soma part of the year, and

obtains its flow from both surface runoff and ground water
discharge."

8 Judge Haden quoted (mtmeo at 6-7) from a yerpit application which:
affirmed that the *normal fiow and gradient of tha stream will be
adversely affected”, and that “Fish migration and celated environ-
mental vaives wﬂi be adversely afféited”. He found as a fact that

“buffer zone variancas, without required findings, were granted for
numerous valley fills.”
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 OSM and DEP had decided that vailey-fill was okay If it only filied part
of a stream. 7 Judge Haden ridiculed the argument. “This interpretation,”
he wrote, “. . . leads to the reductic ad sbsurdum that miles of stream could
be filled and deeply covered with rock and dirt, but If some stretch of water
downstream of the fill remains undiminished and unsufiled, the stream has
been protected. The regulations provide otherwise.” s

That's all he did, but that was plenty. In general, environmentaists

went bersark with joy, while coal companies and the United Mine Workers
simply went berserk. '

A question confronts us now: should the buffer zone rule be ¢changed?
I think the answer is Yes. However, before I get to my reesons for '
change, 1 want to discuss the non-legal argumants for the rule as is.

7 A gemra? rute of administrative law ig that judges will defer In close
cases to an administrative interpretation, especiaily one of long

standing. Judge Haden acknowledged the rule but found his way
arcund it. Mimeo at 6-7.

There are other plausibie arguments to support the OSM and the
DEP, but they are compiicated, and the Judge rejected them. Asl
read his decision, there were two keys to his reasoning. Mimeo at 16-
22,

First, Judge Haden emphasized that the buffer-zone rule said
nothing about parts of a stream.

Second, Judge Haden looked to the definitions in the
reguiations. The perennial stream definitions referred to “a stream or
part of a stream®. The intermittent straam definitions referred o a
“stream or reach of a stream”. '

s M meo at 16-37.




~ As-1s Argument Number One: valisy-filis of perannial and
intermittent streams destroy wildilfe. ‘

I think this is a sily argument. Even If a salamander or minnow or
watercress Is an endangered spacies, saving It is not worth the cost --
either sociological or economic. * 1know of the philosophy that the web of
life is seamless, and that public poiicy shouid forbid the u:mm:ion of any of
God’s creation. My rébuttai-has always been a question: who mourns the

- axtinction of smalipox germs?

In other words, 1 believe that people wiil a&wm be more important
than Insignificant species whose only value is spiritual.

As-1s Argument Numsher Two: the Basting necessary for
mountaintop removel dameges nearby homes. K

‘This argument Is not siily, but I'd bet that me
rare. |

As you know, most of my legel career wes with Columbia Gas. 1 had
to jearn about what Is known as vibration damage.

Some vibration damage is by shockwaves in the air. One of the
telitales is that the facing windows go first. If you dont have window glass
biawn out or cracked, the surrounding wail wont be hurt by shockwaves
through the sir. |

Some vibration damage Is by shockwaves through the earth. It's the
kind of camage an earthquake causes. If the buliding doesn't have the

orious claims are very

8 As far as we know, endangered species do not inhabit the streambeds
threatened by motntaintop removal. You can bet the plaintiffs have
looked for ‘em, but they didn‘t cite any. 1f they do, and If that stops
even one project, I belleve it'li be a new proof of the wrong-
headedness bf the faderal Endangered Species Act, 16 U.S.C. § 1531
et seq.
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tales of earthquake damage; it hasnt been hurt by blasting shockwaves
through the aarth,

Mistorically, invalid cialms grsatly outnumber the meritorisus claims
of vibration damage. Anyone startied by an explosion or a blast
immediately looks to ses what's hurt, and most find bad stuff they had
never noticed. Y _

Blasting companies commenly have their personnel visit evary
building the blasting might conceivably damaga. They te!! the landowner
what's gonna happen, and go through the building with the landowner, and
make records of the settling cracks and other flaws, Th  tell the owners

You know what? The number of blasting clalmu drops oﬁ'te zlich after this
kind of advance education.

In West Virginia, the most recent addition to Smack-Ruh is that
surface mine operators must make “pre-biast surveys” * w inventory the
defects in “man-made dweliings-or structures” within haif a mile of the
surface mine parmit area, or within seven-tenths of a mite from the blast
site -~ whichever is greater.

Based on my experience with Columbia Gas, I ﬁdtﬂt that biasting
claims against surface mine operators will go way down,

A

As-Is Argument Number Threa: mountaintep removal either
damages or destroys water walls.

I dont know how many water well claims have been made. However
many, I predict the number wilf dedlm': as radically as the other blasting

1 1999 W. Va. Acts c. 120, adding §§ 13ammtow VA, CopeE §8§
22-3-1 et seg,
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" claims. The pre-blast survey must Include detailed analyses of water
suppties, particularly of water welis.

As-1s Argument Numbar Four: the coal companies are at fault
for not recruiting new Industrial and commercinl projects to the
reciaimed aress. _ _ ‘

I think this is another sm argument. 1 doubt If anyone wiil put
Toyota factorias or chemical plam or professionat mm Arenas on
reclaimed mountaintop removal sites,

To sum up, I don’t think much of the As-Is arguments. If you
haven't, I’ tell you straight out: I think they’re ali embroidery of ancther
As-1s argument -- an argument that the opponents never used In front of
Judge Haden, S

The cryptic As-Is argument is this: uniess you're in the construction
business, mountalntog removal is 'ugly. On January 9, John Taylor spoke to
this, and quoted from Genesis to Revelation to suggest thet mountaintop

' ants of God. 1 can't imagine anyone
doubting his sincerity, but I disagree with his position.

Ugliness is an undeniable objection to mountaintop removal, but it
has nothing to do with pollution of the earth. So I disnviss it as a matter of
taste which should not govem policy.

removal violates the

" As far as 1 know, the existing sites are host to one public school,
and one regional jail. There are aiso u few smatl-town malis
and houses arld other buildings on ofd Mrp-mine benches, That
is small beer indeed.



Now yotii're ready for my arguments in favor of mountaintop removal,
and indeed any kind of modern coal mining. They arent any newer than
the As-IS ArgUMeNts, but I think theyre better.

For lack of time, I have greatly condensad all of my arguments except
the fifth. 1 have put them In footnotes so that John Taylor could see them.

Snyder's First Argument: the reclamation of mountaintop
removal projects effectively stabilizxes the disturbed areas.

Smack-Ruh has three stages for the release of & surface mine
reclamation bond. Phase 1 comes after the area has been regraded; Phase
2 means that the area has been revegetated; and Phase 3 requires a
waiting period of two years or more, untli revegetation is proved to have
been successful. '

1 saw an interesting little vatiey at right angles to the hollow below
where we were standing in Mingo County -~ maybe haif a mile away.

On the south side of the little vaitey, two ugly highwails defaced the
mountain ~- eéch thirty or forty feet tall, foliowing the contours as far as
you could see. They were laft after an old strip-mining job, done before
Smack-Ruh.,

On the north side, there was a similar strip-mine reciaimed four or
five years ago. I could see two strips of different vegetation than on the
rest of the hill. On this side, the coal had bean strip-mined after Smack-
Ruh, and returned to what Smack-Ruh calls “approximate original contour”,
and then revagetated.

The difference was astonfshlhg -~ at least to me. 12

2 Since Smack-Ruh in 1977, all surfsceé mining -- mountaintop
{continued...)
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Snyder’s Sacond Argumant: recisimed mum&ntop- can be,
and are baing, reforested for hardwoods as well as softwoods.

James Burger Is a professor of forest soll sclence at Vifgima Tech, He
has co-authored at least flve papers advocating surftca l:nine reclamation to
grow new forests. In 1994, he ;expl;'ilneﬁ his advecacy: “Most of the

2 (..continued) "
removal, strip-mining, augur-mining, and underground mining
surface use -> has several constraints. Hera are some of the
most important.

° During the mining activity, flow controis and catch-basins
are required to prevent downstream siitation. Before
Smack~Ruth, strip-mining siited up a I»ot of streams like
Coal River. No morel

® The slope of the face of a vaiiey-fill cannot exceed forty- |
five degrées. Many natural stopes tn West Virginia are a |
lot steeper. For example, on elther side of the ridge of
Bee Mountain in Boone County (where the fire tower used
to be), the slopes are at least sixty degrees, maybe
seventy -~ and fully forested.

¢  Permanent drainage systems must be built into the area.
As you saw on the video, drainage channels are
constructed on each side of the face of a valtey-fill. You
also saw the horizontal benches connecting the drainage
channels. They're sioped to carry run-off from raln and
snow 1o ihe channeis.

Thése drainage systems prevent guilying on the face
of the reciaimed slope. They aisd encourage faster and
better ravegetation. Thus they limit downstream siltation
forever.,
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reclaimed surface-mined Iand In the Appaischian region cannot reallstically
be used for anything [-- ] other than growing trees.” =3

1 think that statement Is as true a3 a value Judomant ran ka fo. the
ten coal countles of southwestern West Virginia. 4

Unlike the revegetation we see on the Intergtate &;m Appatachian
Highways. new forests are valuable to landowners.

On the project‘l toured, Pocahontas requires meMﬁon not only
with grasses to stabilize the soil, but also with seedlings of trees. The
company will get two hundred seventy-five “stems” per acre. On the older

13 JOHN L. TORBERT, JAMES A. BURGER, & JAMES E. JOHNBON, COMMERCIAL
FORESTRY A8 APOST-MINING LAND USE 1 (Virginia Cooperative Extension
Pub. No. 480136, 1964).

14 Burger co~aythored a 1998 article with wiiiam Maxey. They
begin with a statement that I wouidnt have dreamed of before
my Pocahontas tour:

.- Land reforestation[,] after being drastically
disturibed by surface mining[,] can produce high-value
commercial forests while providing watérshed protection
and wiidiife habitat.”

Burger and Maxey attacked the Smack-Ruh administrators for
discouraging new forests, They wrote that appropriate reclamation
"would result in a commercially-harvestable hardwood forest in about
-« . [sixty] years, and a commercially-harvestabie pine forest in about
. . . [thirty] years.” James A. Burger & Willlam R. Maxey, Maximizing the
Value of Forasts on Reclaimed Mined Land, GREEN :LANDS 37 {Spring 1998},

On June 4, 1998, Maxey did a good deed: taking advantage of
his position as the State Forester of West Virginia, he executed a
“memorandum of understanding” with DEP that encou rages surface
mine reclamation for commercial forests. Its “Planting Plan
Guidelines” cover the grading of the reciaimed land, the selection of
the soil, the soll nutrients and ground covers, the species of the trees,
and the p%anth;‘ng and handiing of seedlings.
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reclaimed area, 1 saw hardwoo

saplings up to three feet tall -- white oak,

nlack oak, red oak, birch, sycamore, and others. The very few softwoods

Included white pine, Virginia pine, and lobloily p‘gm up to five or six fect

tatl.  The tress, in other words, doubled the cost of revagetation.
pocahontas 15 not being noble. It's being mm Once the coal is

gone, new forests are the only ferge-scaie way for Pocshantas to make
meney off its land. Poczhontas prefers hardwoous -- ~ because they make
more morey than softwoods. **

mined. ' ‘ | |
On my tour, one of the feliows told me-why Pocahontas had chosen
mountaintop removal rather than underground mining. The former will

18 premiurmn Energy budgeted six hurndred detines pnr- for
revegetation ~~ three hundred to to hydroseed the and
another three mmmtmawmﬂmm The trass,
in short, double the cost or reclamation,

Moreover, David F
another $150 per acre ﬁofr npla

r betioves that he wiil hava to spend

ing of trees to rmeet the Phase 3

hond relesse (o the Pocahentas SURNGRIGS. A reardy landowner lets
his cattie and horses on the reclaimed jand, and they have esten most
of the tree seedlings on 2 third of the land planted to meet the Phase
2 ravegetation requiremant. I saw six or eight horsas and a dozen or
so catile, and David has seen as many as twenty horses and thirty
head of cattle,

No one has objected to the landowner’s trespassing. 1am
certaln that the reason Is that Pocahontas and Mingo-Logan and
Premium. Energy are afraid the landowner would escaiate his efforts ~-
not with cows and horses, but with dynamite.

% The heart of the projétt you saw on thevideo has & master plan
beyand mere rmm Five hundrid scres will become a

gof course. shontas and its coal lesses are each paying ten
cents per tan of coal to mn& the cost of the course.,
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recover ninety-sight percent of the coal, whereas the Istter would only
recover seventy parcent.

That'fs'- ane hsi! of a diNerence.

Snyder's Fourth Argument: cosl mw a fot of
paople, directly and indirectly.

At the end of 1998, the ten counties had twelve thousend four
hundred mining jobs. About thirty percent were in surface mining.

Two weeks age, John Tayior suggested that underground miners could
take care of the demand for cosl. In 1972, Jay Rockefalter ran for Govamnor
on that argurmant, and both he and the strip-mining n jost. They
even |ost in southwestern West Virginia ~ the very ﬁiam where the voters
know the most about cosl mining of all kinds. These counties are full of
what used to be caled yelow-dog Democrats, and yet they voted against
the abotition of strip-mining and heiped to deféat Rockefeiler.

Tha number of miners is going down. The fewer the miners, the
fewer the peopie that the sconomy will suppert in the ten counties. This is
Bad for tha miners, and for their families, and for sil others nearby, and for
Waest Virginia as a whole. |

Snyder's Mifth Argument: mountainiop removal will help to
mmmmhmﬂnMMMMNmthm-
tarm sclution to poverty in the tan countias. _

This is a direct countarpunch to As-Is Argument Number Four, which
blames the coal companies far 1aying off the miners and yet falling to
establish new industry. I've sald the As~Ig point is silty, and It's aiso wrong.
John Liewellyn Lewis, the legendary prasident of the United Mine Workers,
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had his grand vision in the 19208: machinery could work as wall for coal
miners as for the amployees at Ford Motor Company, by substituting fewer
_ high-pay 1obs for more low-pay jobs, *

For thrae-guarters of a century, the United Mine Warkers have
cooparated with the cosl companies to bring In Wbaﬂ;&r machinery, and
ever-petter standerds of living for the miners,

I want to show you two tables to Hiuminate what ait of you know in
general about West Virginia‘s declining population,

Tabde 1 has two curves. ‘The blue curve s the witatton of the ten
southwestern coal countles from 1950 mmughim, and tha green curve is
the population of the twenty-six counties that have had littie or no coal
production for the same period.

In 1950, as you can see, the southwestern countiss had many mote
pacple then the twenty-six non-coal counties. But in 1998, the "
southwestarn counties lost a fourth of their peopla; whereas the non-coal
counties gmw about fifteen percent,

At first biush, this feoks {lke a good development.,

Table 2 shows how awful the situstion resily is. The blue curve Is
the same blue curve as on Table 1 ~- hundrads of thowsands of popuiation
in the southwestern counties. The pink curve is tens of thousands of

miners.

7 ROBERT H. ZIBGER, IOt L. LEwS at 30-31 (1988), oting Lewis’s
own book, THE wmmmm(mm

® The figures are basad on saveral of the annual WesT VIRGINIA
B BOOKS, the 1995-96 WEST VIRGIMIA STATISTICAL ABSTRACT, and
tha records ofithe West Virginia Office of Mine My Health,

and Training.
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This Table 2 suggest to me that & healthy sconsmy in the ten
counties will support aight to tan pesple for every miner. Look at the 1950 .
figures -~ elght hundred thousand people, snd eighty thousand miners. Ten .
to one, * |

Look at the huge Immm“ﬂwm-mm-r

thousand peaple, and tweive thousend four hundred miners. Forty-seven to
one. Even If my eight-to-ten generaiization is off by helf, 3 that st leaves
more than two-thirds of the Mpiei’ln ten counties weighing down the
others, ' '

The core problem Is t3o many peopls. Way teo meny people. Some
coal people say that mining in West Virginia will be over by the year 2035
or so. ¥ Some of the envirohmentalists are orgasmicaily happy with such a

® 1 resitzd that the eighty thousand miners were working a three-
gy week under the labor contract between the Urnited Mine
Workers a@the mm:;:dmrm Cons MMn.m
However, the popuistion had as yet changed vary little from
1848, when the three-day week began,

miners in 1950.

¥ The short-term predictions come from the coml industry, but 1
dan’t know what evidence the predictors used. The 1998 Bius
Book at 842 tabuiated aimost 54 billion tons of “estimate
recoverable reserves” remaining In Wast Virginta. Even If the
current annual production 180 mitiion tons could be doubled,
the production would take 2 hundred and fifty vears to exh?;s;ﬁ ed.)
: nued...
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prospect. In the name of God, what do they propose for the unneeded
people? |

I want to offer five proposals. They may not sensible in political
terms, but they're senstble to me, They’re&asw to hast.en the
depopulation of the ten countias -- and yet make a battar life for the people
most affacted. ‘

Propossl One: the State should systematical
houses in the coal flalds. | 3

y degtroy dacrepit

One mechanism would be a rigorous enforcemeant of housing
standards. The law on the books already gives this power to counties as
weil as cities, ® and the State should give ‘em money to beefup
enforcement.

Some homeowners will be unable to afford to upgrade. In such cases,
the State should pay the value of the house less the cost of demolition, give
refocation assistance, and let the homeowner keep the land subject to a
permanent essement prohibiting the erection of any buikdings. =

Propesal Two: the State should make annuai assistance grants for a
period of years to low-income famiiles who choose to retocate outside of
west Virginia. If they cama back, they'd lose their entitiement.

2 { ..continued)
the reserves., However, as Parker Smith pointed out in the
discussion of the first nﬁition of this paper, such reserve
statistics are notoriousty unraliable.

2 w.va. Cobe 6§ 7-1-3n (countias), 8~12-13 [cities),

4 W.VA.C §6 11-22-4 through -6 prescribe an analogous system to
control outdoor advertising along highways, -
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Propessi Threa: the State should offer free coliege education at
State-supported schools to the coal-fleld kids whose famifies move out and
stay out. Monetary grants should be made for those who want to attend
UG, or Virginia Tech, or wherever. And I cant think of any good reason why
simiiar assistance shouldn® be given to childiess: mia and single aduirs
who go to colisge, excapt that the sssistance would be th the form of ioans
to be forgiven over a ﬂvmrpeﬂod it the fotks heft and stayed away,

The primary alm of my educational propasal is to ancourage people to
move. An #nciliary goal is to. show the chiidren who return to college in
‘West Virginia that thay might come home it thay can get good jobs,

Propesal Four: the State should condemn the land of stubborn
peopie in the way of a permittad surface mine profect, pay ‘em the cost of
relocation as well as the vaiue of their property, and then sail the -
-mdamrred lshd to the permit or its landowner, The permittee and the
fandowner would guarantee to relmburse tive State for its costs and
expenses, |

Here in Cherleston; the Urban R Fity hes cleared an
astonishing amount of Fun-down acreage. * I propose an anatogue for the
coal flelds, Sure, some folks would have 1o move. So what? Who would
countenance that every urben renewal project in the hetory of Charleston
should have been blocked because one-tanth of one - percent of the populsce
didnt want to mova?

®  W.Va, CODE §§ 8-24-36 et seq. is the State law on urban renewsl.
Municipaiities. have the right to use it o not.
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WM a famity should heva the right to g for
assistance under two or more of the sther preposals,

To tell the truth, Ve just about Given up on the Fosstbiities of
progressive govermnment in Waest Virginia. 1 do not belleve welt develop the
political guts to lead to the kind of depopulation we nesd In the coa! fields.
Tt happen, but more siowly end maore painfufly thén it cught to.

The principéé argument agalnst subsidize epopidation is that we'll
lose the very folks we want té keep, The most seif-ratiant of the laid-off
mirers 2re long gonre, and the most self-reliant still around would be the
first wave of SpRICBNtS Under my proposais, Almost every kid with a grain
of sense already leaves the southwestern con! fields a5 so0n s formal
education ends, The foliks that are left, oid and Young sitke, will be less and
lass able to go elsewhere. But by jingo, we shaukt hetp the ones we can
heip. .

“Oh; the Mila, the besutiful hills.” Indeed they are heautiful. None
the jess, theyre not as beautiful as children with resason to hope for a batter
life. The State of West Virginia sught to be woriing on the social policies to
help those children to move out and get a better iife,

Instead, we are. distracted, and our poiltical leaders are distracted.
The State adds more and more bhand-aids for fewer and fewer citizens, and
all of us fuss -~ fuss about how pretty our hills. shal! be,

anhils\pers\St Johns 2080.0nh the hitis

.
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