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ABSTRACT

The coal industry is considered by many people, even
by a large number who know little or nothing about it, to
be of great importance to the economic survival of people
living in the Appalachian Mountain region. Some of these
people have only recently been made aware of the problems
connected with this controversial industry. There are two
ways to get coal from the ground. One method is by strip,
or surface mining, and the other method is by deep mining.

Several of the most active members of Save Our
Cumberland Mountains, Incorporated were at one time
employed in deep mining or related fields. The mountain
people who are the backbone of the organization have strong
feelings concerning the economic, social, and environmental
impacts of the different methods of mining.

In order to understand the reasoning behind the
actions taken by these mountaineers, it is necessary to
discuss the development of the coal industry in the state
of Tennessee. The families of many of the mountain
people have been involved in the coal industry for gener-
ations. No one can call Save Qur Cumberland Mountains,
Incorporated an organization of "outsiders" who are just
out to stir up trouble. On the contrary, many of the orga-
nizations members are people who are very directly suffering

because of the ravages of strip mining in East Tennessee.



Much of the coal that is taken from the ground when
mountains are ripped asunder and water tables are destroyed
goes to the Tennessee Valley Authority for use in the pro-
duction of electricity. The mountaineers do not understand
why a government agency that they believe was designed to
improve their lot in life would sanction the destruction of
land, water, and roads in mountain communities.

Before Save Qur Cumberland Mountains, Incorporated
and other environmental organizations began to publicly
criticize the Authority, the great public utility had stood
virtually unchallenged for a number of years in its power
to ignore pleas by individuals who called for reforms in
the policies of the giant public corporation. Save Our
Cumberland Mountains, Incorporated has been relentless in
applying pressure in various attempts to bring about needed
changes in the stiff bureaucracy that is the Tennessee
Valley Authority of today. The small organization has also
struck out at the ineptness of the state and federal govern-
ments for their mishandling of policies which directly
effect members of the group and local communities every-
where. Save Our Cumberland Mountains, Incorporated is
performing a service to the country that should be remem-

bered by the people of the United States.
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PREFACE

Tennessee 1s a state that has much natural beauty
and many natural resources. There are times when efforts
to exploit the bountiful resources lead to irreparable
damage to the natural beauty. Without a doubt, one of the
most devastating methods to get at many natural resources
is strip mining. Strip mining for coal has become a major
industry in Tennessee. The problems connected with strip
mining for coal have led to strong opposition by people
against the process in many areas of Tennessee.

This opposition led to the development of an
organization whose purpose was to combat strip mining. The
organization which goes by the name of Save Our Cumberland
Mountains, Incorporated is very aggressive in its struggle
to 1imit the destructiveness of strip mining.

Many of the people involved in this environmentalist
group have at some time been involved directly or indirectly
in the mining industry in Tennessee. These people believe
that the use of the deep mining process should be increased
and that strip mining should be phased out.

The group tends to blame the Tennessee Valley
Authority for the rapid growth of strip mining in Tennessee
and for the decline of deep mining in the state. 1In order
to understand this argument, one must review the history of
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the coal industry in Tennessee. Chapter one briefly out-
lines the development of the coal industry in Tennessee up
to the time that the Tennessee Valley Authority came to
dominate Tennessee's mining industry.

The Authority naturally wanted to buy coal at the
cheapest possible price. Chapters two and three discuss how
this drive for low coal prices increased the growth of strip
mining and caused many small deep mines to fail to meet the
competition. Strip mining quickly equaled and eventually
surpassed deep mining in coal production in Tennessee.

All factors, however, did not favor strip mining.
Chapter four considers the positive and negative features
of strip mining. A number of the original members of Save
Our Cumberland Mountains live, or have lived, in areas
that have been torn by strip mining. Thus, the problems of
strip mining that are discussed in chapter four are well
known to the members of the group and are used by the group
in arguing for stronger controls on strip mining.

Chapter five explores the activities which led
directly to the creation of Save OQur Cumberland Mountains.
Chapter six describes the actual formation of the organi-
zation. This chapter also discusses some of the early
activities of the organization and the reaction of the strip
miners of East Tennessee to the early activities of the
group.

Chapter seven relates some of the more recent

actions in which the group has been involved. This chapter



includes a brief description of a few of the organizations
criticisms of the Tennessee Valley Authority. Save Our
Cumberland Mountains is not opposed to the Tennessee Valley
Authority, but the group does feel that the Authority needs
some reforms. The group is interested in bringing about
reforms in many areas of the federal, state, and local
governments.

Chapter eight summarizes the paper and discusses the
importance of Save Our Cumberland Mountains, Incorporated
as a grass roots organization.

The author would like to commend a number of people
for the great aid that they gave him in this project. The
project would not have been undertaken at all had it not
been for the encouragement and advice of Dr. Preston J.
Hubbard. Dr. Hubbard's assistance was invaluable as the
project progressed. The author also appreciates the con-
structive criticism and understanding shown by Drs. Went-
worth Morris and Milton Henry throughout the course of the
project.

A great deal of appreciation goes to Mr. J. W.
Bradley who is the President of Save Our Cumberland Moun-
tains, Incorporated. Mr. Bradley discussed his organization
and its work at length with the author, and he also made
available to the author many important records and other

materials of the organization. Mr. Bradley is an extremely

energetic person who is constantly working in the many

activities supported by Save Our Cumberland Mountains,
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Incorporated.

The author would also like to say a deep thanks
to Mr. William J. Prater. Mr. Prater was working as an
organizer for the United Mine Workers of America during
the time that he became affliated with the Save Our
Cumberland Mountains group. Because of Mr. Prater's asso-
ciation with the group, some people suggested that the
organization was being sponsored by the Union. Mr. Prater
has asserted that this allegation is not true and that his
interest in Save Qur Cumberland Mountains was purely per-
sonal, The author can substantiate that Mr. Pratert's
opposition to strip mining began long bhefore Save OQur
Cumberland Mountains was formed. Besides openly discussing
his affliation with the group, Mr. Prater gave the author
a file that he had maintained on the activities of the
environmentalist organization,

Finally, special thanks must go to my beautiful
wife, Donna, for the great efforts she has put forth to

ald the author in every way possible.
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Chapter 1
BACKGROUND

While the United States is not a utopia, most
Americans would say that it is a country in which a good
deal of importance is imparted to the idea of individual
freedom. Many people say that the only limit placed on
individual freedom of choice should be when one person's
choice encroaches upon the rights of others. This limited
rule of choice is very prevalent in the section of the
United States known as Appalachia. The mountain people of
Appalachia are commonly known for two characteristics:
their independence of mind and their poverty.

The independence of mind which is found among the
mountaineers is something of a heritage from their fore-
fathers. Only the most independent and determined people
could expect to survive in the forlorn wilderness that was
the Appalachia of the colonial period of American history.
Through the course of American history, Appalachia has
continued to be one of the few areas in the United States
in which survival was the paramount issue of life. While
many sections of the country were becoming industrialized,

Appalachia remained basically agricultural. For a few,

agriculture brought the good life; but for the masses Of
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people in Appalachia, farming only allowed a subsistence
level of life. ©People started moving away to the indus-
trialized sections of the north. There were many people,
however, who refused to leave the homes which had belonged
to their fathers and grandfathers before them.

In the mountain sections of Tennessee, many of the
people began to get involved directly or indirectly in the
one local industry which showed at least some promise of a
future. This was the coal industry. Besides creating
jobs, this industry led to problems which would eventually
instigate the formation of an organization known as Save
Our Cumberland Mountains, Incorporated. This is basically
a grass roots community action organization whose members
are demanding changes which they say will bring a better
life to their community and country. Many of the people
who formed the core group of Save Our Cumberland Mountains,
Incorporated had been either actually involved in coal
mining at some time or had been in some way affected by
the coal industry and its problems. Thus, in order to
understand the problems that led to the formation of SOCM,
Save Qur Cumberland Mountains, Incorporated, it is neces-
sary to review the history of the coal industry in Tennes-
see,

wWhile the growth of the coal industry in Tennessee

has been fairly steady in the last few years, it was rela-

tively erratic in the first years of its development as a



significant industry in the state,.t An early peak in coal

production in Tennessee was reached in 1907 when nearly
seven million tons of coal were mined.’ Between 1910 ang

1914, however, production within the state declined consi-

3

derably.” Some of this decline was purportedly caused by

the development of hydroelectric power sources in the area
of Tennessee.4

After World War I, coal production in Tennessee
was very erratic and began to fall off steadily after 1928
until a low of 3,500,000 tons was mined in 1932.5 Between
1932 and 1942, however, coal was mined at increasingly
higher production levels.6 A new peak of 8,000,000 tons
was reached in 1942.'7

In 1933, the Tennessee Valley Act was passed. The
mine operators, of course, saw the passage of this Act as
a threat to their business. About the time that TVA, the
Tennessee Valley Authority created by the Tennessee Valley

Act, became an important producer of hydroelectric power,

lWilbur A. Nelson, The Southern Tennessee Coal _
Field, State of Tennessee’Deparfment of Education Division

of Geology Bulletin 33-A (Nashville, Tenn.: 1925), p. 8.

- try of Tennessee,
Edward T. Luther, The Coal Industiry
State of Tennessee Departﬁenf of Conservation anH’Commeiiie
Division of Geology Information Circular No. 10 (Nashv "

Tenn.: 1960), p. 3.
3

Nelson, loc. cit. tIbid.

6 7
5Luther, op. cit., P« 2. Ibid. Ibid.



there was a fall in coal Production in Tennessee,
According to an official State Source, "In the years
between 1942 and 1949 Tennessee's coal production, con-
trary in part to the national trend, declined steadily."8
Any detrimental effect that Tva may have had on
the coal industry of Tennessee did not last long. Even by
the late 1940's, the use of electrical power in the Tennes-
see Valley area had increased to the extent that TVA had to
begin developing steam plants in connection with its hydro-
electric plants to insure production of enough power to

9

cover the demand. TVA began to buy coal for the steam

plants which were used when power demands exceeded the

capability of the hydroelectric plants..®

The Authority
reported that "in the fiscal year 1949, approximately 16
percent of the system generation was produced at steam
plants.“ll
The continued rise in demand for electricity in
the Valley area put to rest arguments from a number of
people that TVA would produce "unusable surpluses of

power."12 The agency has asserted that "there has never

8Ipid. “Ibid.

loAnnual Report
(1949), p.” 50.

1l

of the Tennessee Valley Authority,

Ibid.
Tennessee Valley Authority,

12 )nnual Report of the
(1950)’ P- 14.




been 2 substantisl surplus of generating capacity in the

i X
region since TVA was established . ni? A8 & mabber of fhch,

TVA has had to work fast to keep up with the power demands

placed upon it.l4

By 1952, TVA had entered the coal buying business
as a major customer in Tennessee, as well as other areas.?
In 1952, the Authority signed contracts for about forty
million tons of coal to be delivered to its steam plants
over a ten year period.16 TVA realized that in the future
it was going to have to rely more and more on coal to pro-
duce power.17 Thus, it became necessary for TVA to take
actions which would insure a sufficient supply of coal
over a long period of time at the lowest possible price.
At the time, TVA apparently decided that the best method
that could be used to achieve the goals stated above was
to enter into long term contracts with coal companies.

The long term contracts handed out in 1952 were designed
to encourage the coal operators to use the most modern

18
mining methods in extracting coal from the ground.

31b1a.

14Annual Report of the Tennessee valley Authority,
(1951)$ P- 11. -

15Annual Report of the Tennessee Valley Authority,
(1952), p.~27. -

16

Ibid. *'rbpid.

181y, op. cit., P. 25



Since several of the major TVA plants were located rela-
tively close to Tennessee coal fields, a number of large
contracts were given by TVA to Tennessee mining firms,:?

One thing that favored Tennessee coal operators
was that Tennessee coal is of relatively high quality.zo
"TVA purchases coal on the basis of the heat content mea-
sured in British thermal units; in effect, TVA buys heat
rather than tonnage.“21 The state government of Tennessee
was also interested in aiding the development of the
state's coal fields., 1In 1951, the Tennessee State Legisla-
ture appropriated $200,000 "for an active 2-year program
to explore coal resources with particular reference to TVA
needs."22

During the 1950's, the Authority generally contin-
ued to buy increasing amounts of coal until 1957 when TVA
had amassed a hundred day supply in excess of its day to
day needs.23 Because of increases in the wages of miners
and other factors, there was an increase in the price of
coal in 1957.%4 nrhe average cost per ton was $4.51, as
conpared with $4.36 the year before."’” 1IVA cut back in
its coal buying operationms in the last part of 1957.26

The Authority did not directly relate the cut back in

22
19:piq. 207pid.  “lIbid. Tbid.

23Annual Report of the Tennessee valley Authority,
(1957)’ p' 33. -

26 . 34,
241via.  2O1viad. VA, 0ps Cif.s Be 3




puying to the increase of the cost of coal. 1Instead, the
Authority asserted that the cut back "resulted frog the
completion of the stockpile buildup plus the favorable
nydroelectric supply situation."?? yhatever the reason
for the buying cut back, one of the first results of it
was a general lowering of the Price of coal.28 This
decline in the price of coal in Tennessee, thus, could have
only been looked upo% with favor by TVA. At this point, TVA
had the ability to alter the price of coal and to control
the direction of growth of the coal industry in the state.
The coal industry and TVA had become inseparably
bound. It is at this point that the people of SOCM say
that TVA began making mistakes leading to much environ-

mental destruction which has not been corrected.

28

271114, Ibid.



Chapter 2
THE DEVELOPMENT OF STRIP MINING IN TENNESSEE

In order to keep the price of coal down, TVA
encouraged the operators who had contracts with the Au-
thority to mechanize their mines and in other ways pro-
mote efficiency which would lead to cheaper coal produced
at a faster rate.l Many of the mines in Tennessee that
had TVA contracts had not kept abreast of mechanical
improvements which would have allowed them to mine coal
much more efficiently.2 Early in 1958, TVA began to with-
draw from a number of contracts with mines in the middle
Tennessee area.3 The basic reason for this action by TVA
was that these Tennessee mines, in their state of tech-
nology at that time, could not compete with the large,
highly mechanized strip and deep mines in West Kentucky
and other areas.4 Because of the difrerences in the cost

of production, transportation, and labor, TVA found that

it could buy coal cheaper in West Kentucky than from mines

lAnnual Report of the Tennessee vValley Authority,
(1958)’ p' 54-
2

The Nashville Tennessean, February 19, 1958, p. 2.
1958.

3Putnam County Herald, January 9,

4.Tennessean, loc. cit.
8



in Tennessee which were closer to the TVA steam plants.5
Many people in Tennessee simply could not under-
stand why TVA would have to go out of the state to buy a
fuel that was so plentiful within the state. The cancel-
lation of these contracts, which put several hundred peo-
ple out of work, led to an uproar of proteét from local
.papers in middle Tennessee.6 Some of these papers had
never opposed TVA on any issue hefore.7 Even Governor
Frank G. Clement castigated members of the TVA board for
their role in cancelling the contracts..8 TVA gave a ques-
tionable response to Governor Clement's charges:
Chairman Herbert D. Vogel of Tennessee Valley
Authority . . . informed Gov. Frank Clement that a
contract covering coal mined in Fentress, Putnam,
Overton, and Cumberland Counties 'expired by its
own terms' and cannot be extended unger competitive
bidding requirements to the TVA Act.
Since some of these contracts had been signed in
1951 to cover a ten year period, it is apparent that the
"terms" Vogel spoke of were clauses that TVA had in the
contracts which allowed the Authority to cancel the con-

tracts under certain conditions.

In any case, TVA was required by law, with some

51pid.

6The Nashville Tennessean, January 12, 1958.

7Crossville Chronicle, January 9, 1958.

8Putnam,County Herald, January 6, 1958, p. 1.
I1bid.

loPutnam County Herald, January 9, 1958.



10
exceptions, to buy coal from the lowest bidder.ll The

1owest bids, of course, came from mines that were highly
mechanized.12 TVA also signed some contracts with coal
operations that were going to use new or "experimental"
machinery or mining methods.13 The agency awarded a con-
tract to "a company in Tennessee for coal to be produced
¢srom experimental operation of an underground auger."14
1t was felt that this "could lead to economical mining of
mTennessee coals where underground mining has virtually
ceased because of poor roof conditions."15 Deep mining,

nowever, continued to decline within the state.

January 6, 1958, P- 1.

11Putnam county Herald,

14 1vid.
L3pya, loc. cit. Ibid.



Chapter 3
EXPANSION OF STRIP MINING IN TENNESSEE

While the deep mine fields of middle Tennessee
were falling behind the competition, strip mine operators

were beginning to develop comparatively efficient oper-

ations in east Tennessee.l Strip miners were able to take

about 17.27 tons of coal per day from the earth for each
man working while deep miners could only average 6.47 tons
a day.’> This increased production by fewer men would lead
directly to another step in the competition between deep
and strip mines in Tennessee. Small mines that could not
compete would be forced out of business.3
Strip mine operations grew rapidly in the Tennessee
Valley area. By 1960, there were "some 250 active or
completed strip mines in east Tennessee."4 Most of these
strip operations were under contract to TVA.5 In 1960,

TVA, in conjunction with the Tennessee Department of

Conservation and Commerce, did a study of the problems of

1The Nashville Tennessean, February 19, 1958,
21pid.  J1bid., PP. 53-54-

4TVA Annual Report, (1960), P- T4.

51pid.
11



6 12
strip mining.

Recommendations were
mations, dispersal of gta
revegetation of new strip
abandoned strips.7

deYeloped for road recla-
nding water in the strips,
8, and the reclamation of

TVA continued to buy ever larger amounts of strip
_ 8
mined coal. Western Kentucky operators, especially the

peabody Coal Company, were getting an increasingly larger
share of the TVA contracts.- In 1960, the Peabody Coal

Company got a contract with TVA "for 65 million tons of

coal to be delivered to the Paradise steam plant over a

10 ’

period of 17 years." By 1961, western Kentucky oper-

ations delivered more than twice the amount of coal to TVA

11

facilities than Tennessee mines did. At least part of

this growth in trade between TVA and western Kentucky was

the result of an agreement by the Authority with the L&N

12

Railroad system. This agreement was "worked out by the

1&N Railroad and TVA to bring coal from the Western
Kentucky fields to the Colbert Steam Plant in northern

Alabama."13 This contract was also to extend over a period

14

of seventeen years.

The southeast Tennessee coal fields were struck a

6
8

Ibid.  'Ibid.

0. Omia. Omia

TVA’ opo Cit" P'

llTVA Annual Report, (1961), Pp. 45.

12

TVA, op. cit., P 44.
131p1a. T4Ibid.
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pard blow by the agreement, 1> A group of southeast

rennessee coal operators fileg suit against several

organizations, including TVA, for allegedly conspiring

"to control production and price of all coal in the entire

: 16
southern Appalachians,n IVA was eventually dropped by

the judge as a defendant in the case, but the allegation
showed the disenchantment of many Tennessee coal operators
with the Authority.17 This was not the only proolem that
southeast Tennessee coal operators had with TVA. The
operators claimed that TVA contracts did not pay them
enough to enable the coal companies to pay their men union

wages and still make money.18

TVA disputed this claim and
stated that if the southeast Tennessee coal mines were
properly mechanized and efficiently operated, they would
19

have no trouble maintaining operations. A leader among
the small coal operators then demanded that TVA establish
an experimental mine and show the small coal companies how
to operate efficiently enough to compete with the huge

western Kentucky mines.2C TVA did not respond to this

15The Nashville Tennessean, January 7, 1961,
b. 11 col, 6.

161514,

17The Nashville Tennessean, June 16, 1961, p.

18
P. 34,

19Ibid.
2OThe Nashville Tennessean, February 20, 1961.

25-

The Knoxvwville News-Sentinel, February 9, 1961,




” 14
challenge. It was well known that one of the largest

operators in southeast Tennessee hag mechanized according
to standards recommended by TVA, but the company had still
not been able to meet TVA production requirements; and its
contract with the Authority had been cancelled.22

In 1963, TVA began to feel Pressure from another
direction in Tennessee. Tennessee Senator Estes Kefauver
oegan to call for "direct action by the Tennessee Valley
Authority to remove the 'scars' left by the strip mine
operations from the landscape of Tennessee and neighboring

n23

states. Up to that time TVA had taken the stand "that

restoration of stripped land should be regulated by state
laws and . . . Elad] confined itself to studies and demon-

4 As strip mining continued to grow

stration projects."
in Tennessee, the practice "left thousands of acres of
denuded, eroded and wasted land in Scott, Morgan, Campbell,
Anderson, Fentress, Overton, Claiborne, Marion, Grundy, and
Bledsoe Counties."25 There began to be demands that some-
26 VA

thing be done about the ravages of strip mining. T

21The Nashville Tennessean, May 28, 1961, p. B-l.

22The Nashville Tennessean , February 20, 1961,
p‘ l, 001. 3.

23The Knoxville News-Sentinel, June 25, 1963.

241p14.

25The Knoxville News
p. C-1.

26

-Sentinel, March 15, 1964,

Ibid.
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had run tests which showed that the price of reclamation

would be "about $50 an acre or about one cent per ton of
coal mined."27

In the mid 1960's, 7va began to take more positive
action concerning strip mining. "IVA introduced recla-
mation provisions into its coal contracts beginning in
1965.“28 The state of Tennessee also got into the strip
mine control picture by passing a law regulating strip
mining in 1965.29 By the early 1970's, however, people
living in areas that were being heavily strip mined began
to blast both the TVA reclamation provisions and the
Tennessee regulation law as being practically unenforced.30
There was a growing concern around the nation about the
problems involved in strip mining. Many people were
debating whether or not strip mining for coal should be

allowed.

2T1p14.

28The Nashville Tennessean,
P. B-1l. ——

29The Nashville Tennessean,

September 19, 1971,

January 22, 1972, p. 1.

3OThe Nashville TennessSealn, September 19, 1971,

P. B-1.



Chapter 4
STRIP MINING: YES OR NO

One of the great concerns of society today is the
possibllity of a shortage of the energy needed to keep the
world's industrial complex running. There is widespread
interest in the possibilities for development of various
energy sources. (Coal is a major fuel that is receiving
much attention. Coal is one of the most abundant fuels
available to the United States today. While almost every-
one realizes that coal is not the long-run answer to the
energy problem, there are high hopes that coal may be used
as one of the major fuels during the interim in which other
fuels are being researched and developed.

There are about three trillion tons of coal
resources in the United States.l Not all of this coal,

however, is available for use.

Of these total coal resources, someé 50 percent,
or 1.5 trillion tons of bituminous coal and lignite,
are considered to be recoverable reserves (i.e.,
minable under current economic conditions and with
present technology, Or tecBnology that may be available
in the forseeable future.)

At the present time, the most important methods of

lU S Congressional Record, 93rd Cong., 1lst
. .y

Sess. (1973), CXIX, No. 18756.

2Ibid.
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extracting coal from the earth are deep mining and surface

o PEPLR LRCEE. I8 the Past, deep mining has been the

principal source of coal, but ip the last few years, there
has been more and more competition frop strip mining,
Strip mining now accounts for at least fifty percent of all
the coal that is mined in the United States each yea.r.3
There are several Teasons for the rapid growth of
strip mining as compared to deep mining, According to a
recent report to Congress, "Although there are deep reserves
of coal, present underground technology does not exist Eo
reach ia because of the . . , depth or thickness of the
seams."4 Strip miners, however, have been blessed with
technological developments which have allowed them to dig
deeper and deeper to reach coal seams.5 Some of the
stripping machines are capable of moving over three hun-
dred tons of dirt every time the shovel sinks into the
earth.6 While big machinery enables strip miners to reach
coal, it also increases the expenses of stripping companies.
The heavy equipment . . . need[ea to do it makes
the initial investment bigger than in underground

mining f] . . . the experts . . . [Estimate costg at
one—t%icrll to one-half more capital for a strip mine than

ther
for a dee it mine of comparable size . . . the o
side of tﬁeppicture is this; Labor cost[§] in operation

3Ibid., p. 18765. ‘Ivid.

5The wall Street Journal, May 24, 1971, P. 1,

col-

6Harry M. Caudill,
Ihe Reader's Digest, DecembeT,

ngan We Survive Strip Mining?,"
19739 PP- 65-690
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are so much smaller ip stri i
P [miningd tha

;iioﬁs'fér %Oztiip operator) can mi?e a t:ntgz ‘?itgifts
0 a $1 less [than a deep mine cany "7

Thus, even though his initial investment is higher, the
]

gtrip operator can look forward to better profits

Because of the great profits, there has been an increasing

number of people opening strip mine operations.® These
gtrip mines have been much more efficient at getting coal
than deep mines. "Coal experts figure that they can
recover about 95% of the available coal in surface mining,
compared with 55% for stuff that is deep mined,n? In
addition to being cheaper to operate and more efficient
to excavate, the strip mine is much safer for the men
involved in operating it. Available sources indicate that
"both the fatal and nonfatal accident rates at surface coal
mines are less than half those at underground mines."lo
Strip mining, however, is riddled with drawbacks,
some of which cast deep shadows on any advantages and

potentialities that this method of extracting coal may
have, The chief problems with strip mining revolve around

7"Strip Mining: Getting Bigger, Going Deeper,"
Business Week, June 26, 1954, PP. 166-174.

1970, p. 1,

8The New York Times, December 15,
gel, 1. e——

9"Surface coal," Business week, August 11, 1951,

P. 64,

ngtrip Mining, Reclamation, and

1ODavid B. Brooks, Forests, March, 1966,
Xorecss

the Public Interest," American
PP. 18-19. —
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Many times these
factors are so closely related that it would be nearly

economic, ecological, ang moral factops

.impossible to point to any one of tpep as being the most
important in a given situation,

While the problems surrounding strip mining have
just recently begun receiving widespread national attention,
the people of east Tennessee, large sections of Kentucky,
and other extensively strip mined areas have viewed the
harsh realities of surface mining for some time. Howard
H. Baker, the senior Senator from Tennessee, has described
strip mining as "an environmental disaster."ll Senator
Baker, who paradoxically manages a large section of Scott
County, Tennessee, that was being strip mined as recently
as 1971, has stated that strip mining must be stopped in
northeast Tennessee.12 The Senator is afraid that the
Cumberland Mountains in Tennessee will be completely
ravaged if stripping is not stopped.13 "'The strippers

are moving very fast,' Baker said. 'They know something

is going to happen.'"14

A Reader's Digest article by David Nevin entitled

"Phese Murdered Mountains" gives a vivid description of

what happens when strip operators tear into a mountaing

nThe Strip Mine Scandals,
1972, p. 10.

September 20, 1971,

llRichard Starnes,
Cont'd,m pield & Stream, November,

12The Nashville Tennessean,

13Starnes loc. cit. 14Tennessean, loc. cit.
’ .
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From the air you can see the
stretchigg fgrtﬁiles into the blu
low wounds O e miner's cuts clearl )
their sides. Sometimes the cuts enciicgzrge%oiitain
leaving a lonely island of trees on top; sometimes .
in a sort of cosmic contempt, the miners simply whéck
off the entire mountaintop and leave it a mesa.

Rock containing sulfur often is exposed, and it
oxidizes. Rainwater washes it into a mild solution
of sulphuric acid that collects in reddish pools. It
seeps.into the water table and ruins wells. It runs
down into the streams. The fish die and the grass
along the banks surrenders and the trees fail to leaf
that spring.

The spoil banks leak yellow silt into the streanms,
gradually covering their stony bottoms. Then the
creeks send floods of acid water over the fertile
bottomlands and coat them with the sterile silt. 1In
many places today, only cattails and other marsh 15
plants prosper on what was once the best garden land.

timbered ridges
ing haze, the yel-

Even the bleak description written by Nevin does
not illustrate the full impact of mountain strip mining.
once a mountain has been strip mined, the earth is very
unstable, and there is a very real possibility of a land-
slide.16 These landslides destroy timber, cover small
country roads, and are a clear danger to people living at
the base of strip mined mountains.17 Another constant
fear of people 1living in strip mined areas is flooding

18
caused by silt from the strip mines f£illing streams.

h
There are many stories among the mountain folk about the

155avia Nevin, "These Murderedenountains," The
Reader!s Digest, June, 1968, Pp. 92796
September 15, 1971,

16The Nashville Tennessean,
p. 1, Col. l.

17Ibid., p. 8 col. 1- e
T ’

l8The Nashville TennessSeal, geptembe .
B 1, vol, s —_—
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serious damage to life, limb, and Property that has been

directly related to strip mining 19 1, addition to these

problems, there have been many instances of strip miners?
plasting with 1little apparent concern for the people in

the communities around their mineg,2° Although many

people complain to officials, little is done to prevent
these excesses of the strip operators,2t

In answer to these criticisms, the strip operators
argue that they bring needed revenue and jobs into blighted
areas, and they say that the land they strip is generally
useless anyway.22 While these arguments may appear to have
a grain of truth in them, they are very deceptive, and the
deception can be discovered by looking a little deeper
into the facts. One example of the weakness of the strip
operators' argument can be found in their claim that much
of the land that is stripped is already useless and that
stripping does not hurt it much. This claim by the strip
miner is weak from both the ecological and economic view-
points. "It is far poorer after they are through and state

23
noney has to go to fight the blight that is left."

191114,

<0 ssean, December 5, 1971,

The Nashville Tennesse€an

211bid., p. 2-4, col. 1. |
22“Louisville- Law or License," Saturday Review,
May 22, 1965, p. 44.

238atur@gz Review, loc. cit.
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The most widely discusseqd conflict between the

gtrip operators and the general public revolves around the

question of whether or not land can pe reclaimed after it

nas been strip mined. An estimate has been made that

nthere are 71,000 square miles in the U.S. that have been
or could be bulldozed for coal—an expanse larger than

pennsylvania, Connecticut, and New Jersey."24 When one

considers that strip mining, especially in mountainous
areas, actually affects a much larger area than that being
immediately mined, it is easy to understand why there is
wide concern about the possibility of restoring the mined
lands.

As of January 1, 1972, there were four million
acres of land disturbed by surface mining, of which
1.7 million acres (43 percent) were disturbed by
surface mining for coal, 1.3 million of these acres

in the eastern coalfields.,_Only about half these
lands have been reclaimed.25

Generally, reclamation of strip mined lands has proven to
be very expensive. One source asserts that "In the few
cases where adequate reclamation has been tried the cost

has been great enough to negate the value of the coal

mined."26 In many areas, reclamation has been a sham.

Reclamation consists of seeding strip mine sites

Scars the Land,"™ U. S.
1972, p. T6.

cit., p. 18756.

24"Battle Over Mining That
News & world Report, September 25,

25Congressional Record, OP.
for Pleasure and
“gtolopas 229-231.

26
James Branscome, .
Profit," Gommonweal, December 3s 1971, PP
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with grass, trees, or le
gumes and b
Girean, What usualiS IS TETHEr than onsing 1t downc
dies and the silt dams PPens is that the vegetatéan

up and break,
Tenne i
n SSee, strip operators have found ways to

avoid having to do any reclamation at all:

I

Many operators have
no intention of reclaimiilready demonstrated they have

business and reappeari a
ataks igapowerless i ﬁ%l 8 another company that the

damage.

another method used by Tennessee strip miners to avoid
reclamation is to forfeit the bond which operators have to
give the state as security that they will reclaim the
2 .
land. 9 The low bond requirement of the Tennessee strip
mine law is only one indication of that law's weakness.
The vague language of the law makes it possible
for a strip miner to put off reclamation for three
years——and by that time he may be gone and forgotten.
The only reminder is the devastation left behin%othat
has to be repaired out of the taxpayer's purse.
Because of the ravages of strip mining, there has
been a strong reaction against it in some areas. "In the
Fast, West Virginia has already banned stripmining in 22

of its counties, and there is talk of outlawing it

entirely.n L fThere has also been a reaction against strip

tining in parts of Tennessee. Even before 1971, activities

Were taking place which would lead to 2 unified movement

——

col. 1.
27Ibid. 28nennessean, OP. cit., p. 4

29

31
o4,

Ibid. ~°Tbid.

1972
woonfrontation," Eorbes, November 15, 1375
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by @ group of people, not only égainst strip mining, but

2180 against other social injustices that they saw facing

their community and state.



Chapter 5
CATALYST FOR ACTION

Many individuals in the mountain sections of

Bast Temnessee had opposed strip mining almost from its

inception in their area, It wag only a natural reaction

for them when they found that their garden areas were
being covered by silt in which nothing would grow and

that their wells were being polluted by strip mine runoff.
These people complained to their families, friends, and
neighbors; but there seemed to be little else they could
do to stop the onslaught. Even a small strip operation
represents a tremendous amount of money when compared to
the financial means of the average Tennessee mountaineer.
In the mountains, as is the case almost anywhere else,
money is power.

Strip miners could afford to ignore individual
claims of injustice since the operators knew that there
wes little chance that the person upon whom they had
transgressed could afford to challenge them in open court.

Sometimes an individual would take the law into his own

- justice.
hands in an attempt to bring the strip miner to Jus

in a desperate move to save

This "taking to the bushes"

limited
Property and life could, at best, only have

25



26
success since the law woylg then be 8quarely behind th
e

operator. Thus, the machinery which woyulg be necessary

effectively to challenge the power of the strip operators

was not present.

In 1971, a combination of factors brought together

a group of people who were ready to take unified action to
correct some of the economic, social, and political ills
that they saw facing their communities, state, and nation.
The spark which started the fire of action was a small
group of Vanderbilt University students who were spending
the summer working with the Vanderbilt Health Coalition, a
group of activist students, in East Tennessee.1 John
Gaventa, Ellen Ormond, and Bob Thompson, who were all
working out of Vanderbilt, and Heleny Cook, who was from
Sarah Lawrence College, decided to investigate to see if
the Tennessee land tax laws were being properly enforced
in the areas in which the students were working.2 The
students were interested in finding out just what
valuation was being placed on the mineral resources of a

five county region in East Tennessee.3 There are laws in

Tennessee which "require taxing minerals as part of

e i 1ization Report"(Tennes-
Marie Cirillo, "Tax Equa
See: Report to memberé of SOCM, September 16, 1971),

P. 1. (Xeroxed)

°See socM papers of W. J. Pratirigi g} gécﬁfadleyv
SPecifically the Tax Equalization Co§g7i v 5o,
Nashville, Tennessee, September 16, ’

3Cirillo, loc. cit.
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4
"
property value. The students knew that something was

awry when they "observed the poverty within the counties
while knowing that these same counties produced more

than mo
wealth st Tennessee counties.n? The wealth of

these counties in coal resources is shown by Table 1
which gives the total "minimun» tonnage which is expected
to be taken from this five county area.

Table 1

Recoverable Reserves of the 5-County Area*

County Total Recoverable Reseryes
Anderson 128,748,000
Campbell 288,622,000
claiborne 80,767,000
Morgan 84,641,000
Scott 79,750,000

" J. W. Bradley,
See SOCM Papers of W. J« Prater or
Specifically the Tax Equalization complaint by SOCMiII
Nashville, Tennessee, September 16, 1971, Appendix ’
p. 15.

coal reserves are not being ignored

These massive

by the coal industry. In 1970, over gix million tons of

ty area.® This
coal were taken out of this f£ive coun

4Prater or Bradley Papers loc. cit.

6
5Cirillo, loc. cit. Ibid.
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represents a tremendous amount of wealth in this area of

the country. When the students checked the tax assessments

on this extremely profitable property, they found "glaring

1
discrepancies." "The state had failed to abide by its own

law regarding equal taxes to all, [éna the land holding
companies were paying little on some land and nothing on
other property."8 This is a very disgusting fact when one
considers how badly these communities needed the revenue
that would come from just taxation of this property. To
the knowledge of the author, no public official had ever
stepped forward to demand that these companies pay their
fair share of local and state taxes. Tables 2 and 3 on
pages 29 and 30 show the percentage of taxes paid by these
companies as compared to the amount of land they own.

Thus, while these land companies owned about 34%
of the land area of these five counties, they accounted
for less than 4% of the total land tax appraisal. A Table
of the nine major companies cited by the students and a
description of their holdings is located in Appendix 1
page 57,

After the completion of their research, which was

of
aided by the advisement of Professor Lestor Salamon

eople in
Vanderbilt, the students spoke to a number of peop

orrect
this five county area about doing gomething to ¢

t together
the situation.9 nphe students suggested tha

8 9Ibid.
Teirillo, loc. cit.  Ivid.



29

Table 2
Summary of "COmpany" Ownership*

County Total Acreage Company Acreage as
Percentage of
Total**

Anderson 214,400 30%
Campbell 288,640 43%
Claiborne 284,160 17%
Morgan 344,960 38%
Scott 348,160 41%

Total 1,480,160 sic 34%

* > J. W. Bradley,
See SOCM Papers of W. J. Prater or
Specifically the Tax Equalization Complaint by SOCMiII
Nashville, Tennessee, September 16, 1971, Appendix "
p“ 140

o e. "Most of the
According to the above source,
Company land is ingthe coal fieldﬁ and 80% of the coal
field is owned by nine companies.



Table 3

30

Summary of Appraisal for Taxes

Total Property Appraisal
(1970)

Company Appraisal as
Percentage of

Total

Anderson $211,098,990 1.05%

Campbell $ 65,226,670 7.33%

Claiborne $ 50,272,000 2.38%

Morgan $ 37,373,620 6.45%
Scott $ 34,963,950 10.5%
Total $398,680,272 sic 3.6%

i Prater or J. W. Bradley,
See SOCM Papers of W. J.
Specifically the Tax Equalization Complainz bgngginill,
Nashville, Tennessee, September 16, 1971, APP

P’ 14.
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gation board for a hearin ."10
g The studentg then arranged

for a meeting between tpe local people ang lawyer Gilbert
er

S. Merritt of Nashville, Tennessee, in order to wet the
(S

igsue of the complaint settled.ll' At the meeting, which
occured in September, 1971, My, Merritt told the people
that there would be a "rjigkn factor, but "that a turtle
never moves until it sticks its neck out."12 The lawyer's
mention of risks was not just for theatrical effect. The
coal fields of East Tennessee are known to be areas where
violence is almost a way of life. There could be no doubt
that the coal operators would deeply resent any move to
make them pay a fair share of the area's taxes. The
petitioners would be pitting themselves against a small
group of very powerful men.

Mr. Merritt then discussed the various routes that
could be taken to rectify the tax problem, and the group
decided that the best approach would be to petition the
State Board of Tax Equalization in an attempt to get the
Board to correct the improper taxing procedures.13 On
September 16, 1971, a petition signed by thirteen Peofle

4

from the five county area was presented to the Board.

The petition received wide publicity in Tennessee news-

121p1q. P1vid., p. 2.

rs Ask 'Fair' Tax
September

101414, 1lrvid.

Jr., "Petitione

il
43111 Preston, hville w_s_e_a_n_,

Bite on goal Assets," The Nas
17, 1971, . 1.



Papel‘s and th
g e n.umber of petitioners grew from hi
t rteen

to about four hundred > Some o0f the student
people P ———— 2 8 and local
petition, 1% might be possible "to form sos e
to try to better life in these five count - °§§anization
ies." These
people had decided that it was time to unite in an att
empt

to affect needed changes in their communities

President of Save

155 ¢atement by J- ¥-
IncCe.s Petros, Tennessee, March

gur Cumberland Mountains,
Ts 1974,

16Ibid.



Chapter 6
SOCM CHALLENGES STRIP MINERS

In the late fall ang early winter of 1971, the
vanderbilt students and other community workers began to
help a group of people in the East Tennessee coal fields
organize and structure a community action organization.t
The people were interested in finding a name for their
organization which would represent their sentiments and
also have initials that would catch attention.2 The group
eventually agreed that the organization should be called
Save Our Cumberland Mountains which could be shortened to
SOCM.3 The first meetings of SOCM were chaired by Mr. J. W.
Bradley of Morgan County, Tennessee; and the vice-chairman
was Mrs. Lola King of Campbell County, Tenneseee.4

The new organization continued to work on the tax
equalization question, but they were unable to get the
results that were sought although the state government
Even though

5
did begin to tax a few companies more heavily.

this first action by SOCM was not as successful as the

group wanted, it did get the organization quite a bit of

president of 3Save Our

£ J. W. Bradley, ril 11,

1
Statement © Inc., Petros, Tennessee, Ap

Cumberland Mountains,
1974,

5
21p1a.  Ibid. 41pga. °Ipid.

33
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publicity, which helped spread the word or tpei activiti
es.

soci's activities were reporteq in the state's capital b
y

william Greenburg who was, at that time, a reporter for

the Nashville Eggggggggg. Greenburg hag worked with some

of the future members of SOCM, including J. w Bradley
. ’

while doing research for hig articles on

6
1971." Greenburg received wide acclaim,

strip mining in

as well as

denunciatlon in some areas, for a series of articles in
the Tennessean which described many of the problems of
strip mining. Strip mining was becoming a major issue

in Tennessee at this time. Many People who had not
realized the extent of the problem were beginning to take
interest. By January, 1972, the members of SOCM decided
to call a meeting and announce a bill that would be intro-
duced to the state legislature and call for an immediate
ban on strip mining in Tennessee.7 On the evening of
January 20, 1972, the members of SOCM, and other interested
people, met at Lake City Elementary School to discuss the
bill in an open forum.® The meeting was well publicized,
and several high ranking state officials were invited to
attend, but by some quirk, almost all of the important

officials had engagements elsewhere which could not be

6Ibid.
to
7William Greenburg, "Many Invitsgéngg’Piggé?ep. .
Show Up," The Nashville Tennesseau, Jan
nnessee
8The Campbell Ccounty Times, LaFollette, Te ,

Janvary 26, 1972, p. 1-
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There can be 11it%1e doubt about the tension

that was felt by everyone who attended tnig meeting

proken.

A
group of strip mine operatorg attended the meeting to

otect their inter 10
pTr ests, The strip mine owners were

veconing alarmed by the growing stremgth of SooN ang by
the general anti-strip mine sentiment that seemed to be
springing up around the country,

At the meeting, a few individuals stood up to make

narsh statements concerning their experiences with strip
11

mining. The stories of death and destruction such as
were told at this meeting can be heard in many mountain
communities of Appalachia. The basic difference was that
the people in SOCM were bonding together publicly to vent
their feelings about strip mining, These people made their
statements knowing how powerful the strip operators were
in their communities. Their courage could not be doubted.
'We have been forced to take the stand to ban
stripping,' said Billy Christopher* of Petros. 'It
is not by choice that we take this stand, but because

the strip mining industry has not regulated itself [}
and laws 13 control it have been demonstrated to be
1

useless.

This was probably the sentiment of many of the

9Greenburg, loc. cit.
1OThe Campbell county Times, loc. cit.
114,

20
12The Nashville Tennessean, January 21, 197

this
*)\ gong written DY Billy Christopher for
Deeting is in Appendix II, Pa&e 58.
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One of the speakers at the meeting was William
J. Prater, who was at that tipe g field representative
for District 19 of the United Mine Workers of America.
Mr. Prater not only struck out at the strip miners

for their destruction, but he also lambasted TVA for

puying strip mined coal to the detriment of the deep mine

industry.13

Many of the people of SOCM, a number of whonm,
as has been noted, have at some time been coal miners,
believe that TVA made a serious mistake by not working to
aid the development of deep mines, which will have to be
used to get around ninety-seven percent of the coal and
which many environmentalists believe is easier to control
from a pollution viewpoint.14 Thus, the arguments made

by Mr. Prater against strip mining and TVA found, for the
most part, a very receptive audience in the crowd that had
gathered for this meeting.

A small segment of the audience, however, did not

like the course that the meeting was taking. The strip

mine owners who were present wanted an opportunity to

defend their business. In addition to saying that land

was being reclaimed, or at leas? reclaimed to be suitable

for future use, the operators warned that without strip

—

former SOCM and UMWA

l3statement of W O Prater'December 18-20, 1973.

Organizer, Lewisburg, Pennsylvania,

14Bradley, loc. cit.
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mines, TVA could not meet the power needg of the Valley

unless there was a tremendous rise in

15 the cost of elec-

tricity. The statement that without 8trip mined coal
there would be a high rige ip the cost of electricity was
refuted by a couple of people who stateg that "figures
issued by TVA estimated the rate of increase per family
at 30¢ per month if strip mined coal were no longer

available."16

The group voted to endorse the strip mine ban bill

’
which a state legislator, Representative William Blakely
of Scott County, had stated that he would sponsor before

the state government.17

Considering the strength of the
influence of the strip mine operators in the state legis-
lature, there was virtually no chance that the ban bill
would be passed even if it was introduced for discussion
by the legislature. Probably, the most important effect
the ban request had was in demonstrating that a growing
number of people were willing publicly to take a stand in
opposition to the destruction being wrought by strip
mining.

The day after the SOCM meeting, "Governor Winfield

Dunn unveiled a new strip minme control bill . . . which

t
he said would give Tennessee the 'best law on this subjec

lsThe Campbell County rimes, loc. cit.

16Ibid.

t.
17The Nashville Tennessean, 1oc. ci
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M group wag suspicious
of any strip mine control legislation that might be intro
duced by the Dunn Administration.19 .

in the United States.u.lB The S00

The group's suspicion

proved to be well grounded by later revelations. Knoxville

News-Sentinel reporter Dana-Ford Thomas wrote an article on

uary 20, 1972
pebruary 20, 1372, which castigated the Dumn Administration
osing a s
for proposing & strip mine control bill which Thomas said
nwas written by stripminers, for stripminers, and &mﬂ
the lobbying effort on Capitol Hill . . ., [vag) being paid
for with money from atripminera;"zo Reporter Thomas had
discussed the origins of the Dunn legislation with a strip
mine operator who apparently did not mind letting the
public know from where the bill came.
This miner said he and others from East Tennessee
met several times with the commissioner [; Conservation
Comnissioner William Jenkins}) and members of the

department, and that it was out of thege discussions
that the legislation was put together.¢l

A strip mine control law was passed in Tennessee in 1972,

but it was not the cure-all that Governor Dunn had

Promised.22

Within a month after Dunn had announced his strip

mine control bill, a couple of U. S. Senators decided to

. ll
18Th.e Nashville Tennessean, January 22, 1972, P

19The LaFollette Press, January 20, 1972, p. 1.

2.
20The Knoxville News-Sentinel, February 20, 197

211h1d.

22Bradley, loc. cit.
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get @ first hand view of tye desolation caugeq by strip

mining in Tennessee,

senate subcomiitiss of (izouiss) Clalman of the
and another member of that subcammi::::?lgeipdﬂgggis'

Bellman (Ro Okla, sa
forestland peppergé wizhngmerous instances of

snake-like around mountaing?§3coal seams winding

At best, howeve{, the Senators were treated to a narrow

pro-strip mine view of the Problems caused by tearing a
mountain apart to get coal. J. w. Bradley, the President
of SOCM, asked to go on the tour with the Senators, but

he was told that neither environmentalists nor strip mine
operators would be allowed to go on the trip.24 while it
was true that no mine operators were allowed directly to
take the helicopter tour with the government officials, the
strip mine owners were represented on the trip in more than
one way. A local newspaper reported that the "TVA con-
ducted the tour of Tennessee, with Al Curry, who directs
the agency's strip mine reclamation program, briefing the
party in flight by radio while the passengers listened on
earphones."25 It would be presumptuous to think that TVA
would do anything but cast as good a light as possible on

strip mine operations with which the Authority had important

contracts, Thus, the strip mine operators almost assuredly

23QU1n Ccounty Advertiser, Oaszidge, Tennessee,
February 17, 1972, p. 1, cO0iSe 1& 2.

24Bradley, loc. cit.

l COl. 70
25Advertiser, op. cit., P ’
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fair, o
received s Or even favoranie, Tepresentation from some

of the officials leading the tour

The operators also had
another ace up their sleeveg,

"TVA arranged that the helicopters land on only

furee 81tes In Tenmessee-al) mining operations which are

being reclaimed under 7Tya contract,n26 While this again
shows TVA's desire to show the Senators only selected
sites, it is also important from another viewpoint, At

two of the sites selected by TVA, the strip operators

were waiting for the tour to land.?! qne of the operators,
Jack Walls, "was prepared not only to give a speech at the
. . . 8ite but also to serve the party coffee and donuts."28
It could be argued that the operators had every right to
meet the party which was, after all, landing on their
property. It could also be argued, however, that since we
live in a democratic society, the people who live at the
base of the mountain and have to suffer the consequences

of what occurs on the mountain should be allowed to give

their views on the problem to any federal officials

visiting the area. In any case, this was one eign ol ¥hh

strip miners concern for the bad publicity they had been

receiving, SOCM was determined to keep the strip mine

Problem in the public eye.

rip miners had already agreed to unite in

Several st

28

Ibid., p. 2, col.
Ibid.
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their efforts to offset tye Pressure being put thei
on eir

pusiness by SOCM. On Pebruary 11, 1972, S0cM nelg
a

meeting at Jellico Elementary schoo) in Jellico, Tenn
’ essee

29
to elect officers, A number of 8trip miners showed up

and demanded that they be alloweq to attend the meeting.30
william J. Prater informed the miners, led by Junior
Thacker, who is a well known 8trip mine operator and
businessman, that the meeting was only open to members
of SOCM.31 The strip miners finally agreed to meet in
another room in the same building.32 Thus, while socM
members elected new officers, 8trip miners formed a new
organization which they called Save Qur Jobs,>>

Within a few days of its organization, the pro-
strip mining group met again.34 The strip miners left no
doubt about their intentions at this meeting. "About
200 strip mine owners, operators, workers, and equipment
company owners ., ., . vowed to retaliate against efforts

to get strip mining banned in East Tennessee."35 SOCM
President J. W. Bradley states that he understood that

M Meeting,"

2
9"St1‘ip Miners come UniDVited to SOCl, cols. l'

ghe LaFollette Press, February 17, 1972, P.
» & 3, -

301pia. Olprater, loc. cit.

n
32"Strip Miners Come Uninvited to SOCM Metting,

The LaFollette Press, loc. cit.

33Ibid.
34The LaFollette Press,

February 24, 1972, p. 1.

351vid.
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(nese people agreed
to fund a state wide 1
obbying ef
fort

su ort
in PP of Strip minin 36
2.5 ymile tn
e strip min
ers

were worrying, SOCM
was on th
e move.

of Save

esident
April

i
our Cumb statement of Je W, Bradley, Pr
1].. IQ7Aer1and Mountainss Incss PETEOB Tennessees




Chapter 7

HIGHLIGHTS oF RECENT SoCM ACTIVITIES

S0CH had the strip miners worrieq, The group was

not alone in its fight to do Something about the problems

which were involved in strip mining, as has been stated

pefore, individuals and organizations across the United
States were beginning seriously to turn their attention
to the question of strip mining in the early 1970's,

.SOCM found one nationally known individual who
was willing to visit East Tennessee and view firsthand
the ravages caused by strip mining. 1In February, 1972,
Senator Fred Harris of Oklahoma visited Campbell County,
Tennessee in order to tour some of the strip mined areas
of that county.1 Some members of SOCM had requested that
the Senator visit the area.2

Members of SOCM . . . who hosted his tour . . .

showed him not only the mutilated land but also the

ho
anguish and bitterness of native mountain people w
feel they are vi%tims of the rich and powerful strip

mining industry.

Senator Harris was clearly upset by the things he saw —

L] 1‘
1The LaFollette Press, February 24, 1972, P
s L
2The campbell County Pimes, March 1, 1972, P ’
cols. 4-7. e
3Ibid.
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that was before Congresgsg which calleg for at least
ast a

temporary ban on strip mining,4

landowners.” At this meeting, the Senatop severely

reproached the strip miners for tpe damage which their
business had done to the land and the people.® Senator
Harris did not place all of the blame directly on the strip
miners. He also laid some of the blame for the horrible
conditions he saw to the coal buying policies of Tva,”
Thus, at least one U. S. Senator went directly to the
mountain people to show his concern for the problems they
must face because of strip mining.

On May 25, 1972, SOCM received a charter from the
state and became Save Our Cumberland Mountains, Incor-
porated (hereafter designated as SOCM, Inc.)8 Soon after
this in the fall of 1972, SOCM, Inc. began to request that
IVA require trucks hauling coal to TVA steam plants to
carry only loads which met state tonnage laws.’? The group

had found that TVA regularly accepted trucks at its steam

—

41via. STbia. SIpid.  'Ivdd.

W. Bradley, president of SOCM,

8‘
Statement of J. Abril 11, 1974.

Inc., Petros, Tennessee,
" . & Dean
9Letter from J. W. g i zogMI’)e}.’grclse Fund to

H11 Rivkin of the Appalachian Resear;etros Tennessee,
TVA Board Chairman Aubrey J. Wagner, '

fugust 25, 1972,



10 |
of Tennessee. — SOCM, Inc. felt that v, being a federal
a

agency, should not accept trucks which carried loads that
were in violation of state weight laws, 1l SOCM, Ine.
filed sult against TVA and toox the case all the way to the
i1 SiZSupreme Court, but the Court decided in favor of
TVA. Since this suit, the state, which hag done 1ittle
about the problem before, has been somewhat stricter on
overweight trucks, but the strip miners 8till succeed in
sending many overloaded trucks to 7ya,l> SOCM, Inc.'s
chief concern in this case was that overloaded trucks
ruin roads which the taxpayers of the state have to pay
for to get repaired.14

SOCM, Inc., did not let this rebuff slow the
organization's efforts. The group did find that it was
very expensive to finance activities such as this court
case.15 In 1973, the Ford Foundation agreed to grant
fifty thousand dollars to the East Tennessee Research
Corporation, ETRC, which was actually an offshoot of SOCM,
Inc.16 "SOCM, Inc. could not recelive funds; therefore,

n
ETRC was set up to receive funds and start projects.

——

11
bid.
1OStatement of Bradley, loc. cit. i

A= 131p1a.  41bid. 151pid.
cit.

Ibid.
16Bradley, March 17, 1974, loc.

17Ibid.
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groups if
possible.t®

In November of 1973, SOCM, Ine. joined with other

environmentalist organizations to bring suit against the
water Quality Control BDivision of the State Department of
public Health.? Under the state of Tennessee's 1972 strip
mine control law, the strip mine operators were required to
file for a permit from the Water Quality Control Division
before they were given a permit to strip mine 20 The law
did not require that an operator's water quality permit
request be "acted" upon.21 SOCM, Inc. was successful in
this suit, and the Water Quality Control Division was
required to enforce water quality standards in areas that
were being strip mined.22
No one can deny the importance of maintaining a
high level of water quality. This is an area in which

strip miners are very vulnerable. Siltation and acid

runoff are both serious problems relating to water quality

that can be directly traced to strip mining. While the

water quality suit was an initial success, SOCM, Inc. has

t
found that the Water Quality Control Division has still no

—

loc. cit.

laBradley, April 11, 1974,
April 17, 1974-

19The Ccampbell county Times,

22
2074, 2lrbid. Ibid.
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peen checking the strip mine giteq Sufficiently, ang t
» an he

organization filed another suit in April of 1974 to bri
0 bring

about proper enforcement of the law.23

In another move relateq to water quality, socMm
’ ’

Inc. helped sponsor a series of Water Quality Workshops

in Oak Ridge, Tennessee in 1974, fThege programs were

aimed at educating people to the importance of maintaining
nigh water quality and aiding people to understand their
legal Tights concerning water quality. In relation with
these programs, people were invited to attend various
activities such as a strip mine tour led by J. W. Bradley,
President of SOCM, Inc. The writer went on a tour led by
Bradley on June 9, 1974. Bradley showed the people who
attended the tour a silt dam and explained that the struc-
ture was temporary at best, and he said that it could very
possibly cause a local flood if it broke. Everyone noticed
the absence of life in the stream which flowed from the
mountain that had been strip mined. The author has seen

many examples of such streams in various areas of East

Tennessee, Bradley took the group to a fire watch tower

on top of a mountain. From this position, one could see

tiful
the muddy slabs that strip mining had made of once Deal

realized
mountains, The author was deeply saddened when he

. uld in all
that the devastation being observed that day wo

cancer through the heart of

Probability soon creep like 2

——

231p14.
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Already tpe cancer, which
2t one time could only pe Seéen from remote county roads
’

a once grand chain of mountaing,

nas spread to much traveleg areas that at one time would

One of the
few areas of hope for saving these mountains is through the

pitter struggle being waged by SOCM, Inc. and other environ-
mentalist groups to restrict 8%rip mining vefore it is too
late.

J. W. Bradley has been to Washington, D. ¢. several

times lobbying for a strong federal strip mine control

pi1l.24

At this time, there is hope that some kind of
federal bill will be passed. While the proposed federal
bill is not all the organization hoped for, it would at
least be a federal bill which could be expanded later.25
In late June of 1974, SOCM, Inc. again attacked
TVA.26 SOCM, Inc. charged that TVA had been for a long
period of time, knowingly buying coal that was "layer
loaded" on the trucks delivering 1t.27 Stated simply,
"layer loading" means that high quality coal is pz:ced on
top of bad quality coal and sold at a high price.”™ J. W.
Bradley states that TVA continues accepting this low

has admitted
Quality mixture of coal even though the agency

—

251pid.
24Bradley, loc. cit. I

26
54, & 5.

2T1p1a.  281vid.

, 2a, cols.
The LaFollette Press, June 20, 1974, P '



go being aware that it s pejng cheateq,?9 "=

SocM s Inc,

pelieves this 0 be one of the reagong IVA has hag
ad to

raise 1ts prices to such an extent Tecently 30 The

puthority has not been getting the BIU's it paid fo a
r, an

+he low quality coal3;1as led to "increaseq maintenance or
srequent shutdowns."

The people of SOCM, Inc. have been involved in
interests other than tax equalization ang strip mine
control. J. W. Bradley asserts that SOCM, Inc. is
interested in bettering community life for everyone in
East '_I?en:nessee.-j’2 It was for this reason that in May of
1974, the organization requested that the Governor of
Tennessee join a suit being filed by several states in an
attempt to get federal funds, that had been designated for
states to build highways with, which have been impounded
by the Presiden‘l:.33 The Governor's reply to SOCM, Inc.
was s0 noncommittal that it did not even mention the
impounded funds.34 Since the Governor refused to respond,
SOCM, Inc. has "filed a motion asking the court to let them
join--as representatives of the citizens of Tennessee=-

35
in a suit which has already been filed by ten states.”

29Bradley , loc. cit.

511vid.

Ome LaFollette rress, loc. cit.34 I
3 bid.

32BI'adley, loc. cit. 331vpia. I

see
35The LaFollette Press, LaFollette, Tennessees

My 11, 1974, p. 1, colt 5-
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Chapter 8
CONCLUSION

One of the healthiest signs that democracy is still
very much desired and even demanded in the United States
ig the development and growth of community action organi-
gations such as SOCM, Inec. The mountain people who make
up the backbone of SOCM, Inc. are fighting for the
survival of their communities. Anyone who would take the
time to visit the mountain regions of East Tennessee could
easily see that strip mining is a major problem in that
area. Great sections of the mountains have been ripped
asunder, and huge sores bleed acid and silt into once
beautiful mountain streams. The results of this pollution
are all too well known. SOCM, Inc. is working day and
night to stop the forces of devastation that have run
ranpant in the mountains of Tennessee for so many years.

The President of SOCM, Inc., J. W. Bradley, lives

at the base of a mountain that has been strip mined in

Petros, Tennessee. Mr. Bradley is an extremely active

i ~
Person, and he is constantly lecturing to groups, showing
byin
films, guiding tours through strip mined lands, lobbying
; ays

in the state and national capitols, and in other way
us SOCM, Inc. activities.

SPbreading the word about vario
5,



;2

members of SOCM, Inc. should work through every avail bl
able

channel to improve community life at every opportunity,
There can be little doubt that $0Ck, Tn.rs
various efforts have caused some people deep consternation.
gtrip mine operators are constantly being botherea by
socM, Inc.'s repeated revelations concerning the operators!
yrongdoings. Strip miners, however, are not the only
individuals who are irritated by SOCM, Inc.'s activities,
state and federal officials who are not fulfilling functions
that SOCM, Inc. members think are important find themselves
challenged in the courts or in open public forums.
In the opinion of the author, groups like SOCH,
Inc. are an important, if not essential, part of our
society. These groups strengthen community life and nelp
keep errant officials in line. A local organization such

as SOCM, Inc. represents the feelings of the people of a

local community better than any national organization ever

could.
A group of mountain people in East Tennessee are
fighting for their rights as citizens of America. The
Inc.'s

rest of America would do well to listen to S0CM,

call for justice under the law.
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APPENDIX I

Holdings of Nine Ma

jor
County East TJ Companies

in Five-

oal Creek Mining and Manufacturing ¢ '
gffiliates Poplar Creek Coal angd Ilg”onogg;gzﬁyaiﬁgg with its
gap Coal Company owns 64,199 acres in Anderson, ¢ s
Morgan, and Scott Counties, » Campbell,

The company i
165 shareholders throughout the Unitle)dngt;ieg?ntr011ed by

rennessee Land and Mining Company, a family t
py E.L. Spetnagel of New Preston,,ConnectiZutzugfrﬁsmggagzg
acres in Anderson, Campbell, Morgan, and Scott Gountles

Koppers Company, a multimillion dollar Pittsburg
corporation, controls 50,771 acres in Campbell and Scott
counties. Tennessee Valley Authority owns the mineral
rights beneath.

American Association. a British limited corporation owned
by the London Foreign and Colonial Securities, Limited
owns 50,661 acres in Claiborne and Campbell Counties.

Ford, Faust, and Cheely, a family trust of Knoxville,
Tennessee owns 37,206 acres in Morgan and Scott Counties.

Payne-Baker lands, managed by U.S. Senator Howard Baker,
whose mother owns one-ninth interest. The rest is owned
by the Paynes of Pennsylvania, relatives of Mrs. Baker.
Together they own 37,206 acres in Morgan and Scott
Counties.

Stearns Coal and Lumber, owned by a family from Stearns,
Kentucky retains 26,390 acres in Scott County.

ed land among the
2 family in LaFollette,
11 county.

Francis Brothers, the only locally ow
largest company holdings is owned by b
Tennessee. They own 23,676 acres in Campbe

d
Blue Niamond Coal Company which has been ahigaisoggé‘_an
°Perator for many years throughout Appalac s in campvell,
Quartered in Knoxville, and owns 20,131 acr®

Claiborne, and Scott County.

———

OCM.
b d Equalization complaint by S

57
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APPENDIX II

NATURE'S LAMENTATION
by Billy Christopher

You all have heard of the 94 hammer,
And 16 tons of Hard Rock Coal;

But have you heard of the Stripper's Shovel,
And how it makes the Mountains roll?

Bulldoze away the trees and topsoil,
Drill and Blast away the stone;
Dip out the coal and load that tandem,

Leave the spoil; The Stripper's gone.

A million years to make a mountain,

A hundred years to grow a tree;

A few short days with a Big Bulldozer,
Will send it all down to the sea.

They say that man must have Black Diamonds,
To make the steam that makes the "juice";

But strippers harken unto wisdom,
To get an egg, Don't kill the goose.

Chorus:

Stripper, Stripper! Spare that tree,

Alas, he did not heed;
58



perhaps a tree shall grow again,

put a mountain has no seed.

o8
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