Chapter II1

The Depression and the New Deal

During the years of the Great Depression, there was a
greatly increased involvement of Federal agencies in the
Southern Appalachian highlands. Before the administration of
Franklin D. Roosevelt, virtually the only Federal activities
there were a forest resource survey, the purchase and
management of lands for National Forests, and the searches by
“revenuers” for illegal whiskey stills. The New Deal created the
Tennessee Valley Authority, a program for purchase of
submarginal farmlands and relocation of the farm operators,
and greatly expanded public welfare and employment
programs. At the same time, National Forests were enlarged
and consolidated, and new National Parks developed. More
people than ever before were directly affected by programs and
policies of the Federal Government. The extensive social
reform plans of the early New Deal years made dramatic
changes in the mountains, but curtailment of these programs
in 1935 and 1937 left the people of the mountains to slower
and less orderly patterns of change. Some farm reforestation
aid was offered by the Norris-Doxey Cooperative Farm Forestry
Act of May 18, 1937 (which was superseded by the more
comprehensive Cooperative Forestry Management Act of
August 25, 1950), and by the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant
Act of July 22, 1937.!

Agriculture, textiles, and coal are all basic to the prosperity

of the mountain people. These industries were in a period of
decline and stagnation all during the 1920’s. Long before the
rest of the Nation experienced the shock of the New York
stock market crash in the fall of 1929, many mountain areas,
especially the coal fields, like the Nation’s farmlands, had
already entered the Great Depression. With the crash came
further price declines and loss of markets for the products of
the southern mountains. Coal production dropped drastically
and in 1933 the number of miners employed dropped to its
lowest point in 2S5 years.?

The peak of timber production had passed, and large-scale
logging had begun to decline even before World War I.
However, with the Depression, this decline was accelerated by
a rapid drop in prices for lumber and related forest products.?
The major operator, Andrew Gennett, wrote in 1934;

At the present time the lumber business is so disrupted
that none of us know where we stand, and we are
making no engagements of any kind until we find out
what is going to happen.*

Figure 42.—Loading logs onto a truck from a roadside skidway with a steam-
powered rig on rails. Spot was along the Upper Tellico River, Monroe County,
Tenn., south of Great Smoky Mountains National Park, on the Cherokee
National Forest, in 1937. (National Archives: Record Group 95G-354360)
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The market for what lumber remained in the mountains
almost disappeared. In Georgia, lumber production reached its
lowest point in the 20th century in 1932. Over 1,000 sawmills,
most of them small, disappeared between 1929 and 1932.° The
picture was about the same in other southern States.
Production of other forest products, acidwood, pulpwood,
railroad ties, fenceposts, mine props, also dropped
dramatically.

The value of the land itself declined rapidly as well. Some of
this decline was due to the condition of the land. Cutover and
not reforested, farmed to exhaustion, flooded by silted-up
creeks and rivers, the land in many parts of the mountains was
actually deteriorating. But most of the price decline was a
result of the deflationary impact of the Depression. Land
valued for tax purposes at $5 per acre in 1925-26 was worth $3
per acre or even less by 1934, and the possibility of finding a
buyer was not likely even at the lower prices.®
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Figure 43.—Portable sawmill with circular saw powered by oil distillate, cutting
white oak log. Laurel Lumber & Stave Company, Daniel Boone (then
Cumberland) National Forest, Ky., August 1937. Smoke came from a burning
pile of slabs. (NA:95G-365412)

Figure 44. —Erosion-causing cornfields planted unwisely on very steep slopes in
Knott County, Ky., August 1930. Neeley's Fork near Bailey Fork, at head of
Troublesome Creek, between Redbird Purchase Unit and Kentucky portion of
Jefferson National Forest. Note log cabin and zigzag rail fence. (NA:95G-247048)

While large timber interests complained loudest about their
losses in land value, the small landowner was also hard hit. In
the mountains where the Pee Dee River rises west of Winston-
Salem, N.C., over half of the farm property and a third of the
forest land was tax delinquent at the height of the Depression.
In some counties tax delinquency rose to 90 percent.’

The slack in coal mining had put another burden on the
already hard-pressed agricultural lands of the Appalachian
highlands. In eastern Kentucky and adjacent Virginia and
Tennessee, many mountain people had left the farms to go
into the mines. As the coal slump deepened, some returned to
worn-out farms and steep, cutover slopes and tried to get a
living once again from the soil.®







Later, when the Depression began to affect all parts of the
Nation, more people joined the return to the land. For years
the Southern Appalachian mountains had exported people as
well as timber and minerals. Thousands of southern
highlanders had found new homes in mill towns and industrial
cities and were scattered over much of the east-central United
States. Many of these people, finding themselves unemployed
and destitute, returned to old family farms, abandoned or
perhaps still inhabited by elderly cousins, and sought to
resume the life of their forefathers. They rechinked the old log
cabin, repaired the roof a bit, planted a cornfield and garden
patch, and hoped for the best. Those less fortunate “squatted”
in abandoned shacks, old chicken houses and
smokehouses—anything with a roof and walls. They had
neither seed nor tools and little knowledge of farming or
gardening. They survived on relief or they starved.

In the counties where the Daniel Boone (originally
Cumberland) National Forest is now located, the situation was
especially acute. Assistant Regional Forester John H. Hatton,
compiling a report on the “Social Aspects of National Forest
Management” in 1934, described the area:

At the same time the population has increased in the
last four or five years very rapidly, which increase
depends entirely on local mountain farming . . . The
conditions of the valley would not be noticed from the
train but one has only to leave the highway and strike
up one of the very small creeks and he finds whole
sections and districts wherein not a person has
sufficient supplies to support themselves above want
and many are actually suffering from the need of food,
clothing and medical attention. There was a time when
the extremely poor had neighbors who could help
them, but the neighbors’ condition has become such
that they can no longer render aid . . . The people are
of good character, and have a certain amount of
dignity and pride in the midst of direst poverty,
unwilling to accept direct relief until they reach the
point of actual suffering. They all prefer work rather
than charity and especially the form of charity which is
humiliating to them. For a good many years numbers
of the small land owners and tenants after putting by
their crops have sought work in factories of other
States and some among settlements to work tobacco
crops. They had to have this money to pay taxes and to
buy articles for the winter, but the factories have been
closed and other employment has practically ceased.
On top of all this there has been a gradual influx from
the cities and manufacturing centers of about 25% of
the people who were unable to get employment and
have returned to their relatives and friends in the
country.’

Evidence that mountaineers who had earlier migrated to
industrial areas returned to their former farm homes during
the 1930’s is abundant, though exact figures depend on the
definition of Southern Appalachia used. In most of the
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mountain counties farm acreage remained quite stable from
1930 to 1940, but the number of farms rose significantly.'®
This fact explains why mountain people were often reluctant to
sell even very poor farms during the Depression years.

Because poverty, unemployment, and economic decline
existed in the Southern Appalachian highlands to a degree
unsurpassed in other regions of the Naton, the election of
Franklin D. Roosevelt and the rapid development of “New
Deal” programs designed to alleviate the symptoms of the
Depression inevitably had a marked impact on the region.
Even before FDR’s inauguration the leadership of the Forest
Service saw that National Forests would be called upon to play
an important role in Federal plans for relief and recovery.
Forest supervisors were willing and able to put large. numbers
of men to work. They began to plan as soon as Roosevelt was
elected how they wanted to use additional manpower to carry
out longrange plans for forest improvement.!!




Figure 45.—Ramshackle barn used as dwelling

in Estill County, Ky., under special-use permit
from Daniel Boone (then Cumberland) National
Forest. in late summer 1939. Upper Kentucky
River watershed. This county, though forested. has
very little National Forest land. (NA:95G-381247)

Figure 46.—A mountain family in front of their
new log cabin on Balls Fork of Troublesome
Creek. Knott County, Ky., in November 1930.
(NA:95G-250896)
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The role of the Forest Service as a forest resources manager
was greatly enlarged by the New Deal. Roosevelt gave it large
sums for land purchases, which aided economic recovery in
several ways. The Government was virtually the only buyer of
lands; its purchases often helped the selling individuals and
companies out of financial difficulties. The new National
Forest land also provided thousands of jobs, mainly through
the Civilian Conservation Corps, in areas that were hard hit by
the Depression.

It was an ideal time to expand the forests, since land prices
were low, and opposition to Federal intervention had virtually
disappeared. Many who might in other times have opposed the
expansion of the National Forests were happy to unload their
land onto the Federal Government and salvage what they could
from the economic catastrophe.

The largest single beneficiary of the expanded purchases for
Natonal Forests in this period was the Stearns Coal and
Lumber Co. of Stearns, Ky. After it cut and removed all
merchantable timber from its large holding in the vicinity,
mostly for its own mine props, and drift-mining most of the
coal, its president, Robert L. Stearns, Jr., appeared before the
National Forest Reservation Commission in Washington in
1937 to strongly urge expansion of the new Cumberland
National Forest Purchase Unit beyond the Cumberland River
to the Tennessee State line. Thus the unit would encompass
the extensive Stearns coal lands in McCreary County. Stearns
offered a 47,000-acre piece just logged, for an attractive price;
however he reserved mineral (coal) rights. The Commission
endorsed the expansion of the Purchase Unit and accepted his
offer of the lands. The deed was dated December 18, 1937.
(The Cumberland unit had been established by the Forest
Service in 1930, and the first land purchases had begun in
1933.) It seemed a good deal to both parties. The Forest
Service secured a large addition at a good price—the country
was still in a Depression, and the company had removed all
resources that it profitably could yet still held the rights for the
residual coal, subject to Forest Service regulations on land
reclamation for surface disturbances.'?

The Forest Service, because of its already established role in
the Highlands, was to play a very important part in the New
Deal, but other New Deal agencies and programs came into
the area and left their mark on the land and people as well.

The Agricultural Adjustment Administration (AAA) arrived
in force in some mountain districts in 1934. The mountain
people were most affected by the Land Policy Section, which
sought to acquire ‘‘submarginal” farm lands and resettle the
former owners or tenants on more productive farms. Much of
the land being farmed in the mountains was clearly unable to
produce an adequate living for its users, and thus could be
labeled “submarginal.”’ The Land Program was shifted to the
Resettlement Administration, then the Farm Security
Administration and later the Bureau of Agricultural
Economics, where limited funding reduced it to minor
importance.
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The Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) with its sweeping
powers to reconstruct the watershed of the Tennessee River
also had considerable impact on its area. The mountains at the
river’s source shared to some extent in TVA programs. Land
was purchased, creeks dammed, lakes formed, and power
plants built. Mountain communities were disrupted and
rebuilt.

Two other New Deal programs—the Civilian Conservation
Corps, and the concurrent development of Great Smoky
Mountains National Park and the Blue Ridge Parkway—were
so important that they are covered in separate chapters.

Submarginal Farm Relocation Projects: Stinking Creek

The early New Deal programs for economic recovery in
agriculture were contained in the Agricultural Adjustment Act
of 1933. The act created the Agricultural Adjustment
Administration (AAA), charged with finding ways to raise the
prices of staple agricultural commodities.

One method of raising prices was to curtail production by
removing land from agricultural use. While some of this would
be only temporary, the AAA provided an opportunity to
remove poorer land permanently from agricultural use by
purchasing it for other uses, such as park lands, forests, or
wildlife preserves.

Land deemed unsuitable for productive farming was
classified “submarginal.” This classification was based on (1)
an estimate of the yield per acre that could be obtained from
the most appropriate crop, and (2) whether capable farmers
could expect to make an adequate living from the land. Since
neither of these criteria was clearly defined, and both were
subject to change, the definition was flexible.*?

With the energy characteristic of the early days of the New
Deal, the AAA’s Land Policy Division quickly began efforts to
move people off eroded and unproductive mountain lands. The
mountains, with their serious social and economic problems,
seemed an ideal place to start purchasing land so that it would
be removed permanently from agricultural use.

Because submarginal land purchase was shifted to various
agencies during its life span, records are less complete than
those of more permanent Federal activities. Efforts to trace the
development of specific submarginal land purchase programs
in the mountains are often unrewarding. However, in one
location selected, the development of the program can be
traced. In the spring of 1934 a University of Kentucky
agriculture professor recommended four counties where most
land being farmed was submarginal and where 80 to 90
percent of the families were on relief. He pointed out that the
people of Knox, Clay, Leslie and Bell Counties were
accustomed to cash income from employment off the farm
which was no longer available.!* There was no way that they
could make a decent living from their lands alone, even in
more prosperous times.

Since local leaders in Knox County gave evidence of some
support for Federal purchase of submarginal land in their
county, plans for land acquisition in the county began in the
spring of 1934. The Stinking Creek watershed in Knox County



was designated as part of a proposed Kentucky Ridge Forest
Project which included purchase areas in Bell and Harlan
Counties as well. Since there were no plans to establish State
forests in Kentucky at that time, it was hoped that the land
could be turned over to the Forest Service as part of the
proposed Cumberland National Forest.!* The only drawback to
this plan, from the viewpoint of local political leaders, was the
fear of loss of county tax revenue if the land remained in
Federal ownership.

The people of Stinking Creek accordingly began to receive
visits from land acquisition agents in August 1934. Some of
these agents had become familiar with the mountain country
and its people while engaged in their previous jobs—locating
and destroying moonshine whiskey stills during Prohibition.
The identification of Federal agents as destroyers of one of the
most profitable businesses in the mountains may have helped
to intensify the suspicion with which the land purchase
program was greeted. Some land purchase agents had to spend
much time explaining the purpose of their new jobs.

The people were understandably cautious about the new
program, wondering whether they would get a fair price for
their land, and if they would be able to get a new farm near
those of their friends and neighbors. The mountain man would
agree that things were pretty bad where he was, but often
concluded, “I am afeard I would not be satisfied to make a
change.”!®

This caution, as one field supervisor pointed out, was not
based on ignorance. They read their newspapers carefully and
the men discussed Federal programs with considerable
awareness. They knew that New Deal agencies had a lot of
money to spend. As with most of the Southern Appalachian
mountaineers, the Stinking Creek people were generally shrewd
and careful traders, used to driving a hard bargain to get the
most for what little they had to sell. In most cases their land
was their most valuable possession. In the past it had been the
basis of their economic security. They were in no hurry to sell;
each waited to see what his neighbors would do."".

The people were emotionally attached to their homes and
anxious to remain close to their relatives and neighbors, but
emotional attachment does not seem to have been the most
important factor in their reluctance to sign options to purchase
agreements. A 1934 survey of the 631 families in Knox County
whose lands were included in the Kentucky Ridge Forest
Project found that 157 families were unwilling to resettle, 93
were willing to move within the county and 381 were willing to
move anywhere.!®

However, they realized that resettlement plans were vague
and that the money they would get for a poor mountain farm
would not buy a better farm unless they were to receive
Government help in obtaining the new land. Also, those who
held the best land along the creek, and whose actions were
most closely watched by their neighbors, soon realized that if
the Government were to purchase most of the land, then the
tracts remaining in private ownership would increase in value.
No one wanted to sell first and see his neighbors get better
prices for their land later.

The situation was further complicated by the Kentucky
custom of separating ownership of the surface of the land from
ownership of the minerals beneath the soil. Land acquisition
agents were not sure whether they could buy land without
acquiring the mineral rights, usually to coal, and the
additional right to use a portion of the land and the timber on
it for mining. Many mountain people had sold the mineral
rights to their land years before and retained only rights to the
surface. Usually even the surface rights were limited by the
right of the subsurface owner to extract the minerals by any
necessary means. In February 193S it was finally decided that
the Federal Government could take options for surface rights
while allowing others to own the coal and timber needed to
remove the coal.!’

The people of Knox County, moving with caution, missed
their chance to sell their land to the Federal Government.
Other mountain landowners in neighboring Bell County had
been quicker to sign options to purchase agreements, and
when funds for submarginal land purchase were cut, the
available money went to those who had previously agreed to
sell.

The land actually acquired was not contiguous to the
Cumberland National Forest, as it was finally established, but
the Federal Government retained the 14,000 acres of Bell
County land as a demonstration area or ‘“‘Land Utilization
Project.”” The new Resettlement Administration, which
acquired management of the AAA submarginal land program
early in 1935, determined that the land could best be used for
growing timber. The Forest Service was responsible for
managing the land as a demonstration of good timber land
management for the area. This Bell County forest land was
later transferred to the State of Kentucky. It is now known as
Kentucky Ridge State Forest. The Forest Service chose to
concentrate its purchase efforts farther west in the Cumberland
region.

Most of the originally proposed Kentucky Ridge forest area
was never purchased.?® So little land had actually been
optioned that the purchase of it was given a very low priority
when land acquisition funds were reduced. It was considered
more important to complete projects where larger consolidated
areas could be acquired.

Several other land utilization projects involving watershed
improvement and retirement of submarginal land were
proposed but never undertaken in eastern Kentucky.” The
evidence is incomplete, but it is possible that political pressures
resulted in the spending of limited funds in other areas of the
State, where a few of the proposed projects were completed.

One long-term result of these abandoned land purchase
plans, combined with the actual land purchases for the
Cumberland National Forest, has been the persistent folk
belief that during the New Deal the Federal Government had a
secret plan to buy all the mountain land in eastern Kentucky.
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The story surfaced in the summer of 1979 during a study of a
proposed wilderness area in the Daniel Boone National Forest
(now the name of the Cumberland). Oldtimers in the area still
fear that the Forest Service is a partner in a “creeping federal
land grab.’’??

The fate of the families who lived in the Bell County area
actually purchased for the Kentucky Ridge Forest indicates
that the mountain people on Stinking Creek may have been
wise when they decided to hold onto their land. In September
1936, a resettlement report showed 115 families on the land
purchased by the Federal Government. All but one of the
families were tenants. Only 30 families qualified for rural
resettlement. The report noted that the project area contained
no farm land and that it was difficult to find good farm land
in the area at a price the Government would pay. The people
were right when they wondered where they would be able to
find farms to replace those they were asked to sell.

Of the remaining families at Kentucky Ridge, S were judged
mentally deficient, 1S physically unable to farm, and 25 were
held to be “morally unfit” to receive help from the rural
rehabilitation staff. The report concluded that:

the remaining heads of families (40) competent to
assume obligations, are a stranded industrial people,
with no experience in the management of agricultural
units . . . to be rehabilitated in industrial locations.?’

The classification of mountain families as ‘‘stranded
industrial people” illustrates the problem the Resettlement
Administration had in dealing with them. Agriculture
specialists did not see the mountain people as farmers. A corn
patch and a garden scratched out of a mountain slope were
not, in their eyes, a *‘real farm.”” Therefore, as rural
rehabilitation, resettlement, and subsistence homestead
schemes were shuffled from one agency to another during the
middle period of the New Deal, it was easy to forget about the
mountain people. By the end of 1936, agricultural resettlement
projects in the Southern Appalachians were in limbo. Formal
plans were largely abandoned. The Park Service and the Forest
Service were left with the responsibility for the people who had
been living on the lands they now owned.?* The Park Service
moved everyone off its lands. The Forest Service allowed
people to remain as tenants.

In the Kentucky Ridge purchase area, in 1938 the local
project manager was required to move the remaining people
off the Land Utilization Project lands. Finally, in April 1939,
he was able to report that 116 families had moved themselves
without any Government aid. One family had been moved
“through the efforts and personal expense of the project
manager.” He considered all these families to be “‘in the direst
need of assistance,” but saw little hope of any Government
help for them.? Two additional families had moved onto the
Government-owned land between 1936 and 1939.

The final result of submarginal land purchase and relocation
programs in eastern Kentucky was the purchase of a few
mountain farms and the eviction of the former owners and
tenants. There was only one resettlement project in the area,
called Sublimity, covered later in this section, and few of those
whose lands were purchased by the Federal Government
actually moved there.

In North Carolina the story was different because of the long
established Pisgah and Nantahala Forests in that State’s
mountains. Both forests were expanded and consolidated
during the 1930’s. One important justification of these forest
developments was the contribution made by the National
Forests toward stabilizing the local economy. The Forest
Service would provide part-time work for local farm and small
community dwellers and would also make possible the
continuation of employment in wood-using industries by
regrowing forest on the cutover land.?®

The AAA Land Policy Section in North Carolina tried to
work closely with the Regional Forester to plan its land
purchase programs. In 1934, under pressure to move quickly
in the purchase of submarginal farm lands, land policy agents
obtained information on the number of farms and acres of
farm land within the forests and related purchase units. The
Regional Forester stated that:

Under the Forest Service purchase policy no valuation
is placed upon improvements such as houses, barns,
and fences, since they are of no value in the future
management of the National Forests. For this reason,
ordinarily small tracts which contained cultivated lands
and improvements could not be purchased even though
the cultivated lands were submarginal because the
Forest Service could not offer a high enough price.
Furthermore, under the policy which has been in
effect, it would probably have been unwise to purchase
a large part of the farms listed because there were no
provisions made to take care of the people living upon
them and in many cases these men would not secure
enough for their lands to allow them to purchase good
farms elsewhere.?’

He included a table showing 3,774 farms which could be
added to the Pisgah and Nantahala National Forests and 2,255
which could be made part of the Cherokee National Forest in
Tennessee. The Regional Forester offered the assistance of the
Forest Service in locating farms and negotiating for their
purchase, since the Forest Service was eager to acquire small
farms within existing forests and purchase units.

Since the AAA Land Policy Division was not to keep the
land it purchased, but had to find a State or Federal agency to
administer and develop it, buying land for the National Forests
simplified the job, both in locating land to be purchased and
in disposing of the land after acquisition.

In spite of the obvious dovetailing of interests between the
Forest Service and AAA Land Policy, negotiation of a working
agreement between them took over a year. Decisions had to be
reached about who would survey and value the farms and how
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to determine which portions would be paid for by the Forest
Service and which by the AAA. The development of the Blue
Ridge Parkway also affected the land situation in the North
Carolina mountains. An additional complication was provided
by the desire of the Cherokee Indians to benefit from the
Parkway and Great Smoky Mountains National Park. Since
the Cherokee Indian Reservation is located between the
Nantahala forest and Great Smoky Mountains National Park,
the land interests of the Indians were affected by Federal
purchases.

Not until May 1935 was a Memorandum of Understanding
signed between the Forest Service and the AAA Land Policy
Section, by then under the new Resettlement Administration.
The memorandum was too late to produce any results. In July
1935, the Land Policy Section Director for the region informed
the Regional Forester that funds for land purchase had been
greatly curtailed and the priorities of his organization had been
changed. The Land Policy Section would therefore have to
drop out of the land purchase plan just agreed upon. “We are
reluctant,” he wrote, “to break faith with the people who have
optioned their land, but there appears to be little we can do
about it.”’?® Many of the farms were later acquired by the
Forest Service through its regular land acquisition program.

In April 1935 the Resettlement Administration headed by
“braintruster’’ Rexford Tugwell had been given control of the
rural rehabilitation and land programs. Funding remained low.
In all, only 4,441 families, nationwide, were actually resettled.
Early in 1937 its successor with much of the same staff, the
Farm Security Administration, took over. Again funding for
the agency was low. The only project related to the Southern
Appalachians was Sublimity, in Kentucky, discussed later.?

Later in 1937 the work was transferred to the Land
Utilization Division, Bureau of Agricultural Economics. It
developed several land plans for the North Carolina mountain
areas during the period 1937 to 1939. Since relocation
programs were not being funded adequately by the Federal
Government, the plans were developed on a different premise
than the submarginal land program first set up by the AAA.
After 1935 it was assumed that little or no money would be
available for resettlement.

An important element of the plans was the part-time
employment provided by the National Forests. A great effort
was made to work out plans which would make it possible for
the greatest number of mountain people to remain on their
lands. This desire conflicted with sound economics and good
farm management practices, but the land-use planners
justified their approach by concluding that the people were
there, most of them wanted to stay, and there was a real need
to improve their economic lot where they were. Studies showed
that in North Carolina, as in Kentucky, mountain people
enjoyed a comfortable standard of living when they were able
to combine subsistence farming with part-time employment off
the farm.*

Most of the studies remained in administrative file drawers.
Funds were not available to carry out Federal development
plans. The financial, political, and social problems they
addressed were too complex for quick solution. The
submarginal land and the relocation programs were curtailed
before they were able to have much positive impact, but a few
of their goals were achieved by the Forest Service as a
byproduct of expanding the Southern Appalachian National
Forests.

The Tennessee Valley Authority

The most famous and in many ways the most important of
the New Deal development programs was the Tennessee Valley
Authority. While the impact of TVA on eastern Tennessee as a
whole was very great, most mountain people were on the
fringes of the development during the 1930’s. TVA made its
presence felt most strongly in the mountain valleys that were
flooded by its dams, including many small farms. The
Tennessee River and its tributaries rise in the Appalachian
Highlands, so mountain people in Tennessee, Kentucky, North
Carolina, Georgia, and Alabama encountered TVA as a land
acquisition agency.

Unlike the Forest Service, TVA could not wait until people
were ready to sell, since dams could not be completed until all
of the land they would flood was acquired. To speed up the
process of land acquisition, TVA developed its own procedure.
As soon as the engineering staff had determined what land
would be needed, the Land Acquisition Division sent out field
appraisers to inspect the property. The recommendations of
the field appraiser were reviewed by a committee of three, who
decided upon a fair price. A TVA employee then submitted
the price to the landowner. If the proposal was not acceptable
to the landowner, condemnation procedures would be started
immediately. This was called the “no-trading policy,” since
TVA would not negotiate over price with the landowner.* The
method was efficient, and in most cases fair, but it gave the
mountain people an impression of arbitrariness. They were
allowed no scope for their customary bargaining.

More problems arose when the farmer attempted to find a
new farm home. The owner of a small farm with a cabin and a
few rough outbuildings would get little for it. If he wished to
remain nearby, he would be competing with others who had
also lost their homes the same way. For example, about 3,000
families were moved out of the Norris Reservoir area. Vacant
farms were often almost nonexistent even before the TVA
purchases. In many cases the displaced mountaineer soon used
up the money he had received for his land in higher daily
living expenses, and his family was without both land and
money.*?

TVA land acquisitions also markedly decreased the limited
amount of good farm land available in the mountains. As one
wife put it, “Now the dam water will cover all the bottoms and
leave just the hog ridges for farming. That dam will just about
ruin this here country.”?*?



One major objective of TVA land acquisition was ‘‘to leave
the people . . . at least as well off as they were before TVA
entered the picture.”’?* This modest objective was met in some
cases, but efforts to assist in the relocation of individuals and
communities displaced by TVA activities were not always
successful. Pressure to get the dams built limited the amount
of time that could be spent in planning relocation projects,
and funds for relocation assistance were limited.

Some TVA programs had positive effects on mountain
people. TVA demonstration farms and reforestation projects
helped to improve the use of the remaining land. Electricity
generated at TVA power plants reached into some of the
mountain communities, making possible a more modern way
of life, including labor-saving equipment for both housewife
and farmer.?**> TVA encouraged and promoted many programs
for the economic improvement of all parts of the Tennessee
River watershed. However, the affected communities identified
TVA most clearly with dam construction and the trauma of
land acquisition.

In the long run many mountain people have reaped their
share of the economic development brought about by TVA.
Economic developments during the war years and continuing
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Figure 47.—Nantahala River Gorge above junction with Little Tennessee River
and Fontana Lake, the Tennessee River Authority power and flood control
reservoir built during World War Il which borders Great Smoky Mountains
National Park. Note Winding Stair Road at right, and road, railroad, and town
in valley. Nantahala National Forest, Swain County, N.C., 193S.
(NA:95G-310077)

expansion of the potential of the Valley area first recognized
by TVA have contributed further economic benefits to the
region. However, these benefits have rarely affected mountain
communities directly, since people had to move to urban
industrial centers to participate in most economic
opportunities. The social and political changes that New Deal
planners hoped TVA would bring failed to happen on a
significant scale. TVA remained chiefly a producer of cheap
fertilizer and electric power.

The TVA lakes also contributed to the slow conversion of
the mountains from a place to live to a vacation or recreation
area. Today children and grandchildren of mountain people
who live and work in Chattanooga or Knoxville are affluent
enough to own a piece of land for a second home. They spend
their weekends and vacations in the mountain area where their |
families may once have lived.?®



Figure 48.—Swimming and boating at Lake Winfield Scott, Tennessee Valley
Authority power and flood control reservoir in the Blue Ridge Mountains of
North Georgia between Dahlonega and Blairsville. Located on the Chattahoochee
National Forest, it has tent and trailer camping and picnicking facilities, and
private summer cottages under special-use permit leases. (Forest Service photo
F-458534)

New Deal Expands National Forests
In june 1933 President Roosevelt signed an Executive Order

: providing $20 million to purchase more land for National

Forests in the East. This was the beginning of extensive forest
expansion during the New Deal. While much of this money
was used to develop new National Forests in regions that had,
at that time, few significant publicly owned forest areas, the
older National Forests of the Appalachian region were
consolidated and enlarged as well.” Expansion of these forests
provided employment for a small army of surveyors, timber
experts, land purchase agents, and their attendant assistants,
clerks, and secretaries. They rented or purchased locally
everything from office space to mules, and were therefore

. welcome in the small towns where they made their

headquarters.

Although the purchase process was time-consuming, the
Federal Government paid for the land it optioned. Since the
National Forest Reservation Commission (NFRC) had to
approve land purchases for National Forests, there was an
unavoidable delay of 6 to 8 months, and sometimes it was a
year or more, before legal issues related to a land purchase
could be settled and payment actually made. These problems
remained as serious as they had been when the initial
purchases were made 20 years earlier. For this reason, it was
until 1935 and 1936 that the economic impact of payments for
forest purchases was actually felt. Hundreds of small
landowners received their payments, thus bringing some cash
into the local economies. Timber, pulpwood, mining, and land
investment companies also benefited from Federal purchase of
lands for which there was otherwise no market.

New National Forest land meant increased employment for
local mountain people, chiefly through the Civilian
Conservation Corps. Emergency Conservation Work, the
parent agency of the CCC, provided $10 million from its funds
for forest purchases in the East in 1934. Robert Fechner,
director of the program, had concluded that money spent for
increased eastern forest purchases would spare CCC the
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Figure 49.—The National Forests, and Purchase Units (diagonally shaded areas),
of the Southern Appalachian Mountains in 1934. Large areas are shown
contemplated for addition to the National Forests, which would more than
double their acreage. There is a new Purchase Unit in Kentucky, the
Cumberland, which became the National Forest of that name in February 1937,
and a new one in southwestern Virginia, the Clinch, which later became a
Ranger District on the Jefferson National Forest. The new Sauratown Purchase
Unit in North Carolina was cancelled within a year. The Shenandoah National
Forest was renamed George Washington in 1932 when the National Park was
formed in the same vicinity. The Natural Bridge National Forest was transferred
to the George Washington in 1933. The Enoree Purchase Unit in South
Carolina, plus the Long Cane (not shown) later became the Sumter National
Forest. (Forest Service map and photo)

Figure 50. —The National Forests and Purchase Units of the Southern
Appalachians in 193S, showing the new Purchase Units in Ohio and Indiana for
the first time. (U.S. Geological Survey map; Forest Service photo)
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problems and costs of transporting men from the East to the
sparsely populated Western States where most National Forest
land was located. One major purpose of this purchase fund,
then, was to create employment.?®

The total allotment for land purchase in 1935 was $15
million, but available funds dropped sharply in 1936. An
average of $3 million per year was available nationwide from
1936 to 1941. The demands of wartime then brought about
another drastic drop in forest purchase funds.

Since CCC labor was available to develop picnic areas and
camp grounds, the Forest Service gave increased consideration
to the acquisition of lands which would expand the recreation
potential of the eastern forests. Harold Ickes, Secretary of the
Interior and a member of the NFRC, believed, like other
Interior officials before him, that all Federal recreation areas
should be managed and controlled by the National Park
Service. The role of the Forest Service, he said, should be
confined to growing trees. In spite of his determined
opposition, many land purchases were made which added to
the scenic beauty of the National Forests and improved their
facilities for hiking, camping, hunting and fishing.

In most cases the recreation benefits were played down and
timber and watershed management functions of the land to be
purchased were emphasized, largely to avoid Ickes’ opposition.
For example, the highest-priced piece of land in the Nantahala
was purchased from the Gennett Lumber Co. in 1936 and
1937. This tract, which became the Joyce Kilmer Memorial
Forest, contained a magnificent stand of virgin timber. In
justifying the high purchase price, the Forest Service carefully
calculated the value of the timber, though there was no
intention ever to cut this unique stand.?®* The value of the tract
for scientific study was also pointed out.

Most of the lands acquired were cutover or heavily culled,
and purchase prices of badly damaged land were sometimes
less than $2 per acre. These purchases fit more closely with the
older Forest Service practices of getting the most land for the
money and of restoring land best suited to timber production
to its natural use. The purchase of damaged lands also
provided work for the CCC and would contribute in the long
run to watershed management, another original National
Forest purpose.

Benefits to Counties Vary Greatly

While owners of land were often glad to see the Forest
Service in the market for major purchases, two issues were
raised which led some to view major expansion of the National
Forests with alarm. One group was led by Austin Cary, a
pioneer in the development of sound forestry practices for
southern forests, especially the coastal pinelands used for
turpentine production. Cary had been employed by the Forest
Service for many years, but had never accepted the idea of
large-scale Federal ownership of land. He wanted only small
experimental tracts in Government ownership and believed,
like Carl Schenck before him, that private forest owners could
be convinced to manage their lands responsibly.‘°



Figure 51.—Construction work on State Route 106 on Scaly Mountain between
Highlands, N.C., and Dillard, Ga., in summer 1937. Job was done under the
Federal Emergency Relief Administration (ERA), which became the Works
Progress Administration (WPA) in 1938. (NA:95G-352573)

Cary served as a focal point for those who feared a
Government takeover of the forests. A delegation from the
Society of American Foresters, which addressed NFRC at its
January 22, 1936, meeting, recommended that the Forest
Service be permitted to purchase lands only if they were not
likely to be properly developed by private owners. The key to
much of their argument was a desire for special credits to
permit forest owners to survive their present economic
problems without having to sell their land. A Forest Service
representative pointed out in response that the purchase
program planned by the Forest Service would leave 90 percent
of the forest lands in the Eastern United States in private
ownership. Federal domination of timber growing did not
appear to be a serious threat.*

Another issue raised at this meeting was far more important
in its implication for the people of the Southern Appalachians.
This was the problem of removal of land from the tax base of

already hard-pressed counties. The Forest Service was well
aware of the problem, especially in the areas of the mountains
where it was acquiring new land. Forest Service payments to
local governments in the past had been a percentage of
revenue from the sale of timber. Much of the land now being
acquired would take several generations to regrow, so the
counties could expect no funds in the immediate future.

In response to the criticism that it was bankrupting the
southern mountain counties, the Forest Service prepared a
group of careful studies of the finances of representative
counties. One of the counties studied was Macon County,
N.C., a rural, mountainous area included in the Nantahala
National Forest. In 1936, when the study was made, 43
percent of the area of the county was in Federal ownership and
the rest, except an area of about 1,000 acres in the towns of
Franklin and Highlands, was included in the area of proposed
additions to that forest. It would require many years to restock
the forest in Macon County, since its American chestnuts had
suffered fatal damage from the Chinese blight and other
species would have to be developed to replace them. The
principal forest-related occupation in the county in 1936 was
the salvage of dead chestnut stumpage.
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Although the State of North Carolina had taken over the
major portion of school and highway costs, the county was, in
effect, virtually without funds. Services were minimal, and the
rates of tax delinquency very high. The condition of county
records was so poor that an exact picture of its financial
situation was impossible, but the report concluded that the
county had probably gained more than it had lost through the
presence of the National Forest. Benefits included road
construction and maintenance, development of recreation
areas, free-use permits granted to county residents, use of
Forest Service telephone lines, and employment on the forest.
The report estimated that the county had received directly
$12,500, chiefly in money spent for roads, and that it could
have collected, at most, $8,000 in taxes from the Nantahala
National Forest lands if they had remained in private
ownership.*?

Another representative mountain county was Johnson
County, Tenn. It was also completely rural, but its farms were
somewhat better than those of Macon County. However, tax
defaults were common, and the county was also in debt. About
21 percent of the county had been purchased for the Unaka
National Forest (now the northern Cherokee). Almost all of the
rest was included within the planned future Forest boundaries,
but in 1936 it did not seem likely that more land would be
purchased soon. The report, which was less thorough than the
study of Macon County, concluded that the county had lost
about 33,300 in taxes and gained roads worth $8,250 per year
in the years immediately preceding 1936. Other benefits such
as recreation areas and employment of local residents were not
estimated in this report.*?
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Figure S2.—A natural area seen from Rattlesnake Rock, Cherokee National
Forest, Tenn., in 1937. White pine and other conifers are mixed with northern
hardwoods. (NA:95G-352605)

While Johnson County would undoubtedly have liked more
tax money for operating expenses, the presence of the forest
did tend to reduce many county expenses. The principal
county expenditures were for law enforcement, roads, and
schools. For the 21 percent of the county land already in the
National Forest, no county funds were spent on roads, and the
need for both schools and law enforcement was low because
few people lived there.

In spite of the conclusion that local government had
generally not lost much or even had gained by the presence of
National Forests, the Forest Service and other Federal land
agencies continued to work on a plan for reform of the method
of payment to local government. The problem was that income
from the 25 percent payment plan fluctuated too greatly for
counties to use the money in their financial planning, and that
some counties got no money because National Forest land was
not yet productive.** It proved impossible to come up with a
new plan satisfactory to all concerned and it was to be many
years before a basic change was made in the payment method.

While large tracts were purchased in the Southern
Appalachians during the Depression, it was the purchase of
smaller tracts to consolidate the Forests which had the most
visible impact on the mountain people. The files of the NFRC



for 1935 and 1936 bulge with the records of hundreds of
individual land purchases, some as small as 8 acres, many less
than 200 acres. These acquisitions benefited the forests by
improving fire control, game management, prevention of
pollution and trash problems and in many other ways. Local
governments benefited since they no longer had to worry about
providing schools and roads in the areas. (They generally had
made no provision for sanitation.) The more affluent small
landowners benefited by acquiring cash to start over elsewhere
on better farm land. Tenants and the poorer landowners were
a serious problem. Many of them remained and became
tenants on the forest.

Figure 53.—Rocky Face Mountain, overlooking forested Mill Creek valley, near
Dug Gap in Armuchee Ranger District, Chattahoochee National Forest, near
Dalton, Ga., in 1941. (Forest Service photo F-411617)

Figure 54.—New Wild Acres Hotel near Mt. Mitchell, N.C., on Pisgah National
Forest, operating under a special-use permit in March 1930. (NA:95G-238080)

Many Small Landholders Pose a Problem

The acquisition of these small parcels of land was often a
complex process. First, as two decades before, few of the
landowners had a clear idea of the location of the boundaries
of their land. Even where boundaries were indicated by a creek
or a road, the owner often had no idea of the exact number of
acres he held. The Forest Service could not tell a mountain
man how much money he would receive for his farm until it
had been surveyed, since the purchase price would be
determined by establishing the value per acre and multiplying
by the number of acres. Many people felt cheated when the
survey showed that they held fewer acres than they thought,
and the payment for their property was therefore smaller than
they had expected. On the other hand, nearly as many small
landowners were pleasantly surprised to discover that they held
title to more land than they realized. For example, an elderly
farmer in Madison County, N.C., claimed 40 acres when he
agreed to sell. Survey showed that he actually possessed 106
acres.*
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A sample of SO purchases made in 1935 for the Cumberland
National Forest in Kentucky revealed only one case in which
the amount of land claimed by the seller agreed with the
amount a survey showed that he possessed. Many of the
differences were large in proportion to the size of the tract
being sold. The numbers of overestimates and underestimates
were about equal.*® Purchases for the Unaka and Nantahala
Forests in North Carolina, Tennessee, and Georgia all showed
similar discrepancies—occasionally quite large—between the
number of acres claimed by the seller and the number of acres
determined by survey.*’

These confusions over land boundaries were one facet of
another complicating factor. Many of the mountain people did
not have clear title to their lands. Inheritance, previous sale of
a portion of the land, and inadequate local recordkeeping all
contributed to this problem. A landowner often wished to sell
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Figure 5S.—Point Lookout, a special-use roadside stand concession on old State
route 10 on Pisgah National Forest east of Asheville, in March 1930.
(NA:95G-238161)

land with title defects. Since the Government could not
acquire the land unless the title could be cleared, this had to
be done by “friendly’”’ condemnation.

In contrast to the land acquisition policy of TVA, the Forest
Service continued to follow its established rule of never
condemning the land of an unwilling seller. Most of its
condemnation cases were solely to clear title. The land was
acquired at a price previously agreed on. Occasionally there
was conflict over the amount to be paid for a piece of land,
but land was never condemned when the owner did not want
to sell at all.

Consider, for example, the case of Homer Frisbie, at times a
guide to hikers in Bear Creek Cove, near Hangover Mountain,
Graham County, N.C. Frisbie lived with his family in a two-
room log cabin on his 3-acre “farm.” He had a 2-acre corn
field, a garden including potatoes, beans, and rhubarb, and
livestock—one cow, four calves, one pig and “about fifty
chickens.” Frisbie supplemented his food by hunting and
fishing.



’

Frisbie, however, did not exactly ‘““own’’ his land. County
records revealed that Frisbie and his wife held a 1/30
undivided interest in a 98-acre tract optioned by Sam Sparks
and others. Since the owners of the other 29/30 interests
‘wanted to sell, a “friendly”’ condemnation suit had been filed.
Frisbie became alarmed and obtained the help of visitors who
wrote letters on his behalf, including a Chicago attorney.

One solution was for Frisbie to remain on his 3 acres and
farm it with a special-use permit, but losing title to the land.
Frisbie refused, wanting either to retain ownership or to obtain
title to some other suitable land. North Carolina law stated
that a condemnation without Frisbie’s consent would be void,
since he was using the tract as a home. The Forest Service
might have agreed to allow Frisbie to retain title, but his plot
was the last piece of a tract of nearly 30 square miles that the
Forest Service had put together to establish a wildlife
management area and to preserve its wildness. The tract
contained the largest stand of virgin timber in the Nantahala
forest. The Forest Supervisor was, naturally, eager to move
Frisbie out.

Frisbie finally agreed to accept a 9.7-acre tract of Federal
land in exchange. Settlement of the case took about 9 months,
extensive legal correspondence, and the consideration of
diverse interests. The value of the Frisbie land so acquired was
only $35.00¢¢

One wonders what would have happened if Homer Frisbie
had not received legal help. But in another case, stubbornness
won out without legal help.

In 1934 Mrs. Hester Jane Truitt, a widow, signed an option
to sell her land and cabin, in Swain and Macon counties,
N.C., for $1.7S per acre. She was assured of help in finding a
new home to buy when she received payment. Title to the

99.4-acre farm was clouded, requiring condemnation. There
were delays, and payment was not ready until March 1937. By
then Mrs. Truitt realized that she would not get relocation
assistance, and she could not find a new farm to purchase with
the money she was entitled to. So she simply refused to accept
payment and remained where she was.

In November 1940, 44 months later, an attorney for the
Justice Department Lands Division visited Mrs. Truitt to see
why she had not accepted payment. A portion of his account
of the visit follows.

Mrs. Truitt, whom I judge to be about 65 years of age,
lives on the condemned property with her daughter,
whom I judge to about 35S years of age. Leaving my car
at the nearest road approach to the premises, I
climbed a rugged mountain trail about three-fourths of
a mile up to Mrs. Truitt’s cabin. The cabin is located
in a small field, possibly three and one-half acres in
total area, in which were a few scragly fruit trees, a pig
pen, and a crude cow-shelter, and apparently two acres
of corn stubble. The ground indications were that the
corn had been cultivated largely by use of the hoe. I
saw three head of cattle and several chickens about the
place. Every pound of supplies used in the house or on
the land that comes from the outside has to be carried
up the path by which I climbed . . . The whole
appearance from a physical appraisement looked about
as hopeless to sustain human occupants as any I ever
came in contact with; and my own origin was in the
rugged Blue Ridge Mountains.

Figure 56.—Bent Creek Forest Camp, overnight public recreation site on Pisgah
National Forest near Asheville, N.C., in March 1930. (NA:95G-238168)
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Mrs. Truitt said she had been waiting a long time for
my visit and she wondered what kind of man would
come there to tell her that she must leave her home
that she had helped to clear out of the woods with her
own hands and where she had reared a large family of
children. She just wanted me to tell her what kind of
government I was working for, which through its
(forestry) representatives promised her and her
neighbors if they would petition for the establishment
of the Government Forest they would be paid enough
for their lands to enable them to get better placed in
the valleys; and that after she so petitioned, would
send me around to offer her less than one hundred
dollars after taxes for the home she had occupied for
forty years. What kind of home would that amount
buy for her and her daughter, who had many years to
live after she, Mrs. Truitt, would be gone, she asked?

The conclusion of the matter was that she flatly
declined to touch a cent of the award; and said that
when she moved from those premises she would be
carried feet-foremost.*°

It was finally decided to remove her tract from the
condemnation and return the $173.95 to the U.S. Treasury.*°
Lacking both an influential advocate and a legal leg to stand
on, Mrs. Truitt nevertheless retained her land through sheer
stubbornness.

While Mrs. Truitt actually retained title to her mountain
farm, so that her daughter could also continue to live there
after her death, some elderly residents sold the land to the
Forest Service but reserved lifetime rights.

They continued to occupy their homes until they died,
although the Government immediately acquired title to the
land. The price paid for the land was reduced in such cases,
and the occupants became subject to forest regulations on
burning and trash disposal. Since the Government held title to
the land, no State or local taxes would have to be paid. In
some cases the Forest Service required that no change be made
in the use of the land without the district ranger’s permission.
A cash payment plus the right to remain in their homes gave
some financial security for such older residents in their last
years. Life interests were granted only to those over 65, thus
ensuring that complete control of the land would pass to the
Forest Service before long. Examples occurred in all of the
Southern Appalachian forests, but the number was small.*!

Forest Service as Landlord; Sublimity Project

As early as 1934, Forest Service administrators realized that
their extensive program of forest land purchase would create
problems for people, especially tenants and squatters,
occupying the land. Many of these people were trying to make
a living from unsuitable land only because they had no place
else to go.
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A policy established in September 1934 stated that all
persons occupying land acquired for the National Forests could
continue to live there by paying a *“‘special-use fee.”” This fee
generally would be slightly less than the taxes payable on the
land if it were in private ownership. Holders of special-use
permits for residence and cultivation would be subject to land
use requirements intended to minimize damage to the land,
including restrictions on fires, trash disposal, timber cutting,
and whatever else the district ranger thought necessary or
enforceable.*? -

At that time it was hoped that rural resettlement programs
might find new and better homes for many of these people.
With the end of that hope, the Forest Service became a more
permanent landlord. Even in 1934 provision was made for
isolated pockets of good farm land within National Forests.
Permanent authorization of special use for such areas was
permitted, as long as this did not interfere with forest
management.*?

The mountain forest that had the greatest number of tenants
was the newly created Cumberland National Forest in
Kentucky, where purchases began in 1933. The one
resettlement project, Sublimity, intended to provide better
homes for those who had been displaced by the establishment
of the forest, was a very limited success.** The Sublimity
Forest community was planned, constructed, and managed by
the Forest Service with funds provided by the Resettlement
Administration and later the Farm Security Administration.

Forest work needed by Sublimity residents to supplement
their farm and garden income was never adequate. The high
standards set for housing and social services made the cost per
family prohibitive. Families carefully selected from a number
of applications became disillusioned with the project and left.
Between 1937 and 1945, 103 families lived in the project. The
average period of occupancy was 18.8 months, and the average
rate was 73 percent or 48 of the 66 homes in the community.

A 1947 Forest Service report on the project, written after it
had been terminated, recommended that the ‘“‘establishment of
rehabilitation communities on or in connection with national
forests be discouraged.” The author of the study concluded
that Sublimity had been useful as an experiment, but that
organized, managed communities were not workable either
socially or economically. Socially, ‘‘improvements” in the
peoples’ lives and attitudes were difficult to make and required
constant supervision to maintain. Economically, the project
closed with a net loss of $73,870, an unacceptable cost for a
small project.s®

One forest officer commented, “Sublimity to me was a
nightmare, much more depressing from a psychological point
of view than World War I1.”’>* No one wished to repeat the
Sublimity experiment, including the local people who refused
to apply for homes there or voted against it by simply moving
out.

Lumber and shingles from dismantled CCC camps were used
to improve some of the Sublimity homes. Longrange plans
were made to improve homes, outbuildings, and the farmland
itself, but funds for this work were always very limited. Forest
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Service personnel felt a responsibility to the people, but they
were uncomfortable in a “social work’ role.

What type of structures should the Forest Service
provide its tenants? What should our standards be?
The TVA, so Richards told us, has spent from $400 to
$1500 for each set of improvements owned and rented
by the Government under similar conditions under the
TVA. Forest Service expenditures on cases sampled
during our trip were from $35 to $122 per case. These
expenditures resulted in placing the properties in as
habitable a condition as the general run of
improvements occupied by the better tenants and the
smaller owners in the same neighborhood. Should we
attempt to raise these standards? Should we provide
something besides bare board walls inside the house
and floors as well as ceilings that the housewife will be
especially proud of? Should we be so *“‘extravagant” as
to provide bright colored paints for the exterior of the
dwellings? In addition, what kind and what use of
incentives should be used to encourage these people to
raise their standards? Such problems are over the head
of the average forester but are quite probably everyday
matters to the trained social worker. For this reason,
we would join the Region in suggesting the assignment
of a sufficient number of trained social workers to this
field until a satisfactory plan and procedure for
handling these cases has been developed.®’

Figure 57.—Mountain farm family at their cottage in Currens Valley, Smyth
County, Va., Jefferson National Forest, in November 1939. (NA:95G-390771)

Dealing With Forest Residents

While Forest Service officers may have been uncomfortable
in their roles as “landlord,” they were more at home in dealing
with local people in other ways. Technical personnel, clerical
workers, and unskilled labor were usually local residents. The
district ranger (or his staff, if any) was the “boss” for these
workers, a role in which the forest officers were generally
comfortable and quite successful.*®

Forest Service officers also dealt with people who requested
special-use permits. The poor squatters and tenants mentioned
earlier occupied their homes and land under special permits,
sometimes free, sometimes paying a small fee. Similar permits
were issued for a multitude of uses from resort hotels and
industrial developments to cutting firewood or fenceposts. A
Forest Service report in 1940 concluded that:

It is probable that all of this special use business is so
much taken for granted that it has little influence on
the attitudes of people except when they are refused
some desired privilege. Such disapprovals result in
more or less hostility and resentment.*®

Forest officers understandably wanted to turn the problems
over to someone else.
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Figure 58.—Successful hunters with their buck deer after a special Forest
Service-regulated hunt on Pisgah National Forest, N.C., in fall 1939.
(NA:95G—397105)

Figure 59.—Guide Bud Graves of Tellico Plains, Tenn., holding his dogs as he
waited to be checked into hunting area for Forest Service-regulated wild boar
hunt on Cherokee National Forest in fall 1941. (Forest Service photo F-414169)

Figure 60.— This 300-pound Prussian wild boar was the largest taken in the fall
1944 hunt regulated by the Forest Service in Tellico Wildlife Management Area,
Cherokee National Forest, Tenn. Hunter was L. W. Galloway of Kingsport,
Tenn. (Forest Service photo F-433225)
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Some hostility and resentment also stemmed from the
establishment of wildlife management areas where hunting was
restricted, since local residents often were accustomed to
hunting as a supplement to their food supply. Hunting has
never been prohibited on National Forests, but the forest lands
are subject to State laws regulating hunting and fishing. Limits
on the hunting season and on the hunters’ bag are often
resented, as are hunting license requirements.

Active game management in the Appalachian highlands
generally dates from the 1930’s, so this was a new source of
problems at the time. The purpose of the controls was to
improve hunting and fishing in the forests and preserve the
possibility of such sports for the future. Game animals had
been shot out or starved out of much of the newly acquired
land and restocking had to take place. However, there was
good hunting in the better forested older areas. No Federal fee
was charged for hunting and fishing in the National Forests,
but about this time residents were required to obtain a State
hunting or fishing license for the first time, which was an
annoyance to many.

Fire control and land acquisition remained the two principal
areas of activity where forest officers came in contact with local
people. Fire prevention publicity, organization of fire crews,
investigation of man-caused fires for prosecution—these tasks
occupied much of the time of many forest officers.

Figure 61.—Blackened spots where boy is standing show how a farmer's land-
clearing brush fire got away in a high wind in 1942 to burn 2,000 acres of the
adjoining Cherokee National Forest, the margin of which is visible in foreground.
(Forest Service photo F-419862)

Figure 62.—A local farmer serving as a fire warden for the USDA Forest Service
on the Daniel Boone (then Cumberland) National Forest, Ky., in August 1940.
The Forest Service furnished such wardens with a telephone in their homes, to
report forest fires. (Forest Service photo F-400243)
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Figure 64.—The National Forests and Purchase Units of the Southern
Appalachians in 1940, showing the consolidations of 1936. The forests and units
in North Georgia had been combined to form the Chattahoochee, those in
Tennessee to form the new enlarged Cherokee, and those in South Carolina to
form the Sumter. The Unaka was divided along State lines among the Cherokee,
Pisgah, and Jefferson National Forests in 1936. The units north of the Ohio
River are Purchase Units, except the Shawnee, which had just been established.
National Parks are also shown. (Forest Service map and photo)

C
B v Because of the extensive land acquisitions in the 1930’s,
r ; . related activities occupied relatively more time and led to more
e . L e il o individual contacts with people than in recent years. It was a
R : B:C b ii;"o; L ™, RRSENEEN "-\q‘j long, drawn-out process. As in the early years, after a
18 : & iy %' 4:'.4-"1'* } ""_'w-rf_g;;‘ .‘\:,,‘G\-’{;.;,“ purchase area was established, forest officers would interview
iy (L T \ it | ARV j_'__"_:\ i landowners in the area regarding their interest in selling their

land. Since prices offered were generally not high, much
discussion would result. The forest officer would also have to
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explain the Forest Service pr‘ocess of land acquisition and
forewarn the seller of the possibility of delay in consummating
the purchase. Once an option was obtained from a willing
seller, a survey crew would retrace old survey lines, conferring
with all adjacent landowners to help locate the corners and
check the accuracy of the survey. A crew would then come in
to inventory the timber and classify the soil to determine the
value of the land for forest purposes. The relations of these
crews with local people could be touchy.

In the early states of such work, forest officers are in
danger of being mistaken for ‘revenuers’ and most take
some pains to make their identity known to residents.®

Further negotiations often would result, sometimes over a
considerable period of time. If the landowner decided to accept
the final offer made to him, a final survey would be made to
establish permanent corners and mark lines. The results of this
final survey could lead to trouble if the lines were not where
the owner thought they should be. As we have already seen,
this was often the case. Still another source of trouble
remained.

Final payment is made to a man for the land he has
sold. Much ill will results from preposterous delays in
making final payment because of highly technical legal
demands from legal authorities regarding title,
squatters on land, etc. Although Forest Service has
fought for years for a more rational handling of title
work, little real progress has been made until just
recently.®!

Figure 65.—Tallulah (until 1931 called Clayton) Ranger Station, Clayton, Ga., in
193S. The District was then part of Nantahala National Forest. The Georgia
portion of the old Nantahala was transferred to the new Chattahoochee National
Forest on July 9, 1936. (NA:95G-310056)

On large tracts of land purchased from absentee owners there
were often squatters who had been there for years and had, or
thought they had, some claim to the land. Numerous
grievances arose out of all these situations.

One Week on the Job With a Ranger

A Memorandum of Inspection from the Cherokee National
Forest shows how some of these interactions with people fit
into the weekly routine of a district ranger.®* Hiwassee District
Ranger J. W. Cooper, accompanied by the Assistant Forest
Supervisor, E.W. Renshaw, toured his district in mid-April
1938, handling a variety of problems. The first stop on their
tour was Hiwassee Beach, where the operator of the beach (a
special-use permit holder) had requested that the Forest
Service install a telephone. The ranger pointed out that the
Forest Service could only install telephones needed for fire
control purposes, but he suggested that the local residents
might want to build their own telephone line. They could use
the existing Forest Service telephone poles if they wished.

The two officers then checked the complaint of the man who
had protested that Forest Service telephone line maintenance
had destroyed trees and shrubs close to his summer cabin.
Cooper concluded that the CCC had probably done a little
more clearing than was necessary when they built the line in
1935, but nothing could be done about it.

The next day Cooper spent several hours with a junior
forester who was conducting a *‘visible area study,” to help
plan lookout tower locations. Cooper and Renshaw then
proceeded to the Tumbling Creek area to investigate a
boundary dispute with a landowner who claimed that an
Experimental Project crew had placed a weather observatory
and a weir (for stream observation) on her property. Relations
with this woman had become “rather strained.” There was
much difficulty in checking the boundary, as the line had
never been painted and the corner marker had been destroyed.
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Ranger Cooper and Assistant Supervisor Renshaw then
returned to a nearby Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) camp
where they found that a crew had been out fighting a forest
fire. The next day they went to the site of the fire to
investigate. They found stumps and logs still burning, so they
called the crew back to put it out, and then checked the site
for clues. Clear evidence remained that the fire had started
from a campfire built by fox hunters. The ranger backtracked
on the hunters and found the farmer’s yard where they had
parked their car. The farmer identified it. Through the car’s
license number the hunters were traced and eventually a
conviction was secured.

A district ranger, dealing with land acquisition, timber sales,
fire suppression, telephone lines, lookouts, information,
special-use permit complaints, and a host of other issues, was
the backbone of forest administration. He generally had the
greatest influence on the image held by local people of the
Forest Service. During the week described above, the ranger
interacted with a recreation facility operator, two vacation
home owners, a CCC camp, and a group of fox
hunters—possibly not local since they had come by car and
thus the neighboring farmer was willing to give evidence
against them. This list raises questions as early as 1938, about
the kind of people who lived near, or used, National Forest
land. There is little interaction with a traditional mountain
community; rather, the ranger was dealing with people who
had a recreational interest in the forest. The farmer, who was
the only fulltime resident, was extremely helpful in the
investigation of the origins of the forest fire.

Conditions varied somewhat from forest to forest, and in
parts of the same forest. Perhaps at another time of year the
contacts would be different. A ranger in Kentucky, where the
Cumberland National Forest had a large number of tenants,
would probably have been interacting more with a community
of mountain people at that period. The pressure on the land to
provide the necessities of life was apparently greater in the
Cumberland then than in some of the longer-established
forests along the crest of the Appalachians.®?

Figure 66.—Blue Ridge Ranger Station office and warehouses near Blairsville,
Ga., when new in 1938. Station was moved to Dahlonega in 1952 and name was
changed to Chestatee. Chattahoochee National Forest. (NA:95G-386658)

Figure 67.—Ranger explaining use of anemometer (wind gauge) in forest fire
control to businessmen from London and Berea, Ky., at Bald Rock fire tower,
Sublimity Ranger District, Daniel Boone (then Cumberland) National Forest, in
June 1938. (NA:95G-365420)

Figure 68.—Steel lookout tower secured by steel cables, topped with an 8- x
8-foot lookout house and walkway on all sides, on Chestnut Mountain,
Armuchee Ranger District, Chattahoochee National Forest, south of Dalton,
Whitfield County, Ga., completed in 1941. (Forest Service photo F-411612)
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Chapter IV

The Civilian Conservation Corps

In 1933, shortly after his inauguration as President, Franklin
D. Roosevelt sent to Congress an urgent request for legislation
to put unemployed young men to work in conservation jobs.
FDR and others had been considering such a program for
several months and when Congress passed the Emergency
Conservation Work Act on March 31, 1933, they moved swiftly
to get the program started. Just S days later Robert Fechner
was appointed Director of Emergency Conservation Work to
head the program. The first Civilian Conservation Corps camp
was occupied in less than 2 weeks. By July, 300,000 men were
in CCC camps all over the United States.*

At first, the Forest Service was the sole CCC employer; later
it employed at least half of the men. Its camps were the first
established and often the last closed down, some of them
existing from 1933 to the end of the CCC in 1942. In contrast,
other camps were usually dismantled and moved when they
completed a project, often in less than a year. The Forest
Service, which for years had been short of funds and
manpower for tree planting, timber stand improvement,
recreation development, building telephone lines, firefighting,
road and trail building, and scores of related jobs on the
Forests, had responded eagerly to the opportunity. Forest
supervisors promised to put young men to work as soon as they
could be recruited and brought to the forests.

Other agencies supervised significant numbers of CCC
camps in the Southern Appalachian Highlands. One was the
new Soil Erosion Service of the Department of the Interior,
headed by Hugh H. Bennett, also created in 1933. Enrollees
planted trees and shrubs to help hold the soil in place and
built small dams to help lessen floods, mostly on private lands.
These camps are difficult to trace, as they were often
temporary, and moved to a new location when their work was
completed. At the strong urging of a coalition of agricultural
and forestry groups, Roosevelt transferred SES to the
Department of Agriculture in March 1935 and had it renamed
Soil Conservation Service.? The National Park Service had
many CCC camps in the Great Smoky Mountains National
Park (16 in 1934 and 193S) and along the Blue Ridge
Parkway. Other CCC camps worked on new State parks. The
tasks performed by these camps were similar to those of the
National Forest camps with the exception of timber stand
improvement. The Tennessee Valley Authority provided work
for men in about 20 camps in Tennessee and Kentucky
building check dams and planting trees. TVA camps did their
work both on TVA-owned lands and adjacent private land.

The Army, experienced in handling recruits, was given the
job of processing the young men and operating and
maintaining the camps. There was no drill or military training,
but Army Reserve officers at first had to maintain discipline,
arrange leisure-time activities, and provide suitable food,
clothing, and shelter.

The CCC had an especially strong impact on the southern
mountains and their people, so it is appropriate that the first
CCC camp was located in an Appalachian National Forest.® As
we have already seen, the CCC was indirectly responsible for
. the enlargement of the Southern Appalachian National

Forests. The desire to find more places for the CCC to work in
the East accelerated the process of acquiring more land for the
forests, and $10 million in additional forest purchase funds
came directly from the budget for CCC, Emergency
Conservation Work. The CCC program was so successful and
met so much approval nationwide that when emergency
authorization for the program expired in March 1937,
Congress passed new legislation continuing the program and
giving it a more permanent status. Many hoped that CCC
would continue after the Depression was over. As it turned
out, CCC lasted only for a little over 9 years. Enlistment
declined in 1941 as war industries attracted young workers.
The CCC was disbanded starting in 1942, soon after the
United States went to war.

Many Camps in Appalachia

CCC camps, usually with 150 to 220 enrollees each, were
clustered thickly in the National Forests of Southern
Appalachia.* The arrival of so many young men in the rural
mountain counties created tensions, especially since the first
CCC recruits were chiefly unemployed youth from the larger
towns and cities of the States in which the camps were located.
Accustomed to different standards of behavior and a different
way of life, they were considered “‘foreigners’” in the
mountains, though many of them were still in their native
State. Later this picture changed as the CCC recruited more
young men from the neighboring farms and small towns.
However, in lightly populated counties with lots of forest, local
boys were often outnumbered in the camps. In the middle and
late 1930’s many boys came from heavily populated and
urbanized New Jersey and New York, States with more
unemployed youth than their forests could keep busy. These
boys, many from tough big-city neighborhoods, found the
southern mountains and people as strange as the natives found
them.

Initially, CCC enrollees were unmarried, 17 to 21,
unemployed members of families on relief or eligible for public
assistance, not enrolled in school (the CCC was not a ‘‘summer
job”’), in good physical condition and of good character. The
few World War I veterans accepted later usually had separate
task-oriented camps. Both blacks and whites were enrolled,
but were rarely in the same camp. The mountains had no
black camps, because CCC administrators concluded large
groups of young black males, would not be welcome. It was
also more convenient to locate black CCC camps where there
were lots of prospective enrollees.

Each camp had one to three reserve Army officers and
technical personnel responsible for work supervision, including
foresters, engineers, and experienced foremen. There were also
a few local experienced men (L.E.M.), usually men who
previously had worked for the Forest Service.
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Hiring of technical personnel was at first under political
control. The Project Supervisor for each camp was selected
from a list of men approved by the local congressman. These
jobs were much sought after since they paid quite well for the
time, $1,200 to $1,800 per year. At first some project
supervisors made more money than the local district ranger to
whom they reported, but salaries were evened out later on.
Eventually many supervisory personnel became Forest Service
employees subject to Civil Service regulations. Even in 1933
and 1934 political approval for project superintendents did not
cause serious difficulties. A former Forest Supervisor on the
Nantahala recalled that because so many well-qualified men
were unemployed, it was not difficult to select them from the
congressmen’s lists. This particular Forest Supervisor also
remembers little difficulty in getting political approval for his
own candidates for CCC jobs if there was no one suitable on
the approved list.®

Many of the early enrollees did not work out because of the
nature of most CCC work. An early inspection report from a
camp on the Pisgah National Forest reported 41 *‘elopements”
(unauthorized departures) from the camp during the late
summer and early fall of 1933. The reasons given were the
isolation of the camp and the hard outdoor work, unfamiliar to
the former cotton mill hands sent in the camp’s first allotment
of young men.*®

By 1936 there had been a shift to enrollees more familiar
with outdoor labor. A survey made in January 1937 showed
about one-fifth from farms and a third from small towns (less
than 2,500 population). The shift seems to have been a natural
and sensible one, and in part reflects the extension of relief
and other welfare programs to some rural and semi-rural areas
during the New Deal. There were no relief programs in most
rural counties before 1933.”

One Project Supervisor at a National Forest camp observed
another very definite change in the enrollees during the years
1933 to 1938. He wrote that during the first 2 years of the
CCC most of the enrollees he worked with were young men in
their early 20’s who at one time had been employed. Some of
them had useful skills, such as carpentry or truck driving. He
thought that these early enrollees were willing workers who had
been demoralized by unemployment, but could be organized to
work well without extensive training.

By 1939 the CCC camp was receiving a different type of
young man.

The majority of present day ‘“Rookies’” might be called
products of the depression. From 16 to 22 years old,
most of them quit school before completing the
grammar grades, except for a few who attended
vocational school from 1 to 3 years. Many admit they
have loafed from 1 to 7 years and don’t really know
how to do anything.®
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The effects of the Depression on school budgets and on the
morale of young people had been devastating. For many
enrollees, developing the physical strength and mental
concentration necessary to do a full day’s work was the most
important part of their training in the CCC.

Many Enrollees Were Illiterate

For other enrollees the CCC provided an opportunity to
acquire education. CCC education reports reflect serious
efforts, usually successful, to teach illiterates the fundamentals
of reading and arithmetic. For mountain boys especially, basic
education filled a real need. One camp in Kentucky reported
in 1940:

Due to the fact that practically all men enrolled in the
company from seven local surrounding counties where
educational facilities are limited, a major emphasis
must be placed on Literacy Education. Twenty-five
men enrolled in the company during the past year had
never previously attended school. Sixty others were
illiterate.®

Teachers for those in need of basic education were sometimes
provided by Works Progress Administration (WPA) funds;
sometimes other enrollees served as instructors. The use of
enrollees as teachers was possible because there was a wide
variation in educational background among the young men. In
1939 a camp near Morehead, Ky., reported sending eight
young men to Morehead State College. Four enrollees were
attending the local high school.*®

The education the boys needed was not always available.
The educational advisor from another camp in Kentucky
reported that 76 men in his company had completed the 8th
grade but no high school instruction was available. He was
tutoring 11 men whom he classed as ‘‘semi-literate.”!*

Academic classes were not the most important part of the
CCC educational effort. A nationwide education report for
1937 stated that about 60 percent of the classes in CCC camps
were vocational because *‘. . . job training and vocational
courses were the most popular in the camps . . . and had the
strongest holding power.”’'? Only 33 percent of enrollees
nationwide attended academic classes.

Work Projects Under Forest Service

The Forest Service was responsible for job training related to
the work projects. The camp Project Superintendent was
responsible for training in each camp. Forest Service staff,
especially district rangers, were instructed to help camp
supervisory personnel learn to use the education method
recommended by the Forest Service. This method, generally,
was to break each job into a number of simple steps and then
coach the enrollees through the task step by step until they
understood how to do it.*?

A carefully prepared little pamphlet, *““Woodmanship for the
CCC,” was printed by the Forest Service and usually issued to
each enrollee.'* It went through a number of printings and was
always in demand. “Woodsmanship” explained clearly, with



many illustrations, how to use an axe or crosscut saw safely,
and how to recognize potential hazards such as poison ivy.
Other materials were developed to teach enrollees the basics of
firefighting. Always the emphasis was on safety.

CCC boys were given some training and valuable experience
as truck drivers, rough construction workers, operators of road
and trail-building machines, cooks, and tool clerks. Some
received special training as truck mechanics. Young men also
developed leadership skills as leaders and assistant leaders of
work groups. In the later years of the CCC many of the Forest
Service technical personnel supervising CCC enrollees were
former enrollees themselves.

A 1939 report from a camp in Tennessee listed the jobs that
former enrollees reported that they had obtained as a result of
training acquired in the CCC. These included filling station
operator, skilled foundry worker, laborer, many truck drivers,
mechanic, grocery store helper, railroad worker, sawmill hand,
auto assemblyline worker, rock crusher operator, clerk in a
laundry.'* In come cases references from project supervisors
helped former ‘“Three C-ers’ to get jobs by assuring
prospective employers that they were honest and hard working.
Job placement was important since CCC enrollees could
remain in the Corps for a limited time only, 6 months to 2
years.

Figure 69.—Camp Woody (F[Forest Service]-1), first Civilian Conservation Corps
camp in Georgia, at Suches, Chattahoochee (then Cherokee) National Forest, in
1934. (Photo courtesy of Milton M. Bryan)

Pay for CCC enrollees seems very low by present-day
standards—3$30 per month. This limited amount would buy
many necessities in the 1930’s, when a loaf of bread cost S
cents and a quarter would often buy 10 pounds of potatoes.
For these young men $30 plus food, clothing, and shelter
seemed a reasonable wage. Regular enrollees were given $S per
month for spending money; the remaining $2S was sent home
to their families. In this way many became breadwinners for
parents and younger brothers and sisters. Regular CCC
enrollees at first signed up for a period of 6 morths, after
which they were allowed another term. Later, they were
permitted to continue in the Corps for 2 years.

In addition to their wages, CCC enrollees received food,
clothing and shelter at the camp.'® Records of weekly menus
indicate that the CCC boys ate well. Certainly the quantities of
food were planned to satisfy appetites developed by hard
outdoor labor. The quality presumably was affected by the
skill of the camp cook, but since fresh fruits and vegetables,
milk, and meats were purchased from local merchants and
farmers, quality and variety were available. Staples such as
flour and lard came from Army Quartermaster Corps.

The camps themselves were usually roughly built collections
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of wooden buildings, often unpainted. One building, or
sometimes a series of small cabins, provided quarters for the
officers in charge of the camp, for the project supervisors in
charge of work, and the camp educational advisor. The largest
building in a camp would be the kitchen and dining hall, with
a recreation room either in the same building or nearby. The
boys were housed at first in tents, then in rough wooden
barracks, sometimes with bathroom facilities attached. Some
camps had separate bath houses. There would usually be
several sheds for trucks, road machinery, and storage. The
buildings were heated in winter by wood- or coal-burning
stoves. Buildings at these camps hastily constructed of green
lumber in 1933 were in bad repair by 1940, but other camps
were more solidly constructed, especially later buildings built
by the CCC boys for their own use. Some of the more
permanent camps had classroom buildings and athletic fields
for leisure time activities.

Weekly Recreation Visits to Town
Most of the camps were close enough to towns to permit

weekly recreation visits. Such visits were welcomed by the boys
and by local merchants as well. Theater owners could count on
a good audience for the motion picture when the CCC came to
town. Some camps were actually located on the outskirts of
small towns like Hot Springs, N.C. Other camps in the most
rugged mountain districts were almost inaccessible. In 1939 an
inspector noted that one camp near Laurel Springs, N.C., was
18 miles from the nearest telephone. The camp was also
without telegraph or radio communication. Consequently, he
recommended the construction of a telephone line to be used
for fire control and to obtain assistance in emergencies.'’

A rough idea of how many boys were affected by the CCC
can be obtained from table 3, which gives some enrollment
figures for 3 years and indicates as well the size of the CCC at
its beginning (1934), peak enrollments at the height of the
program (1937), and declining enrollments (1941). Declines
were not so great for the Southern Appalachian States,
especially Georgia and Kentucky, as they were in some areas
of the country, but by the end of 1940 there were fewer camps
and the remaining ones were below strength.'®

Table 3.—Civilian Conservation Corps: Numbers of Residents and Nonresidents Enrolled in Camps in Each of Five Southern
Appalachian States; Residents of These States Enrolled in Other Regions, 1934, 1937, 1941

State 1934 1937 1941
Kentucky

Total residents enrolled in CCC camps (nationwide) 4,495 5,571 5,414
In Far West (beyond Great Plains) 1,068 669 587

In Appalachians 820 1,224 660

In other regions 2,607 3,698 4,167
Out-of-State residents in Kentucky Appalachian camps 0 725 740

Tennessee

Total residents enrolled in CCC camps (nationwide) 5,779 7,649 6,831
In Far West (beyond Great Plains) 0 43 827

In Appalachians 1,086 2,282 1,994

In other regions 4,691 5,324 4,010
Out-of-State residents in Tennessee Appalachian camps 3,248 126 143

North Carolina

Total residents enrolled in CCC camps (nationwide) 6,820 8,542 6,219
In Far West (beyong Great Plains) 0 116 118

In Appalachians 3,839 1,355 684

In other regions 2,981 7,071 5,417
Out-of-State residents in North Carolina Appalachian camps 448 1,306 561

South Carolina

Total residents enrolled in CCC camps (nationwide) 3,802 6,258 4,466
In Far West (beyond Great Plains) 0 192 185

In Appalachians 588 603 452

In other regions 3,214 5,463 3,829
Out-of-State residents in South Carolina Appalachian camps 0 241 158

Georgia

Total residents enrolled in CCC camps (nationwide) 6,899 6,654 6,556
In Far West (beyond Great Plains) 0 381 1,143

In Appalachians 2,359 776 565

In other regions 4,540 5,742 4,848
Out-of-State residents in Georgia Appalachian camps 184 96 124

Source: National Archives, Washington, D.C., Record Group 35, Records of the Civilian Conservation Corps, Station and Strength Reports.
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Two examples serve to illustrate further the impact of the
CCC on the young enrollees. In 1934 a young Tennesseean, B.
W. Chumney, enrolled. He intended to go to college later, but
needed a job to earn expenses. However, his temporary job
became a career. He remained on the Cherokee National
Forest until his retirement in 1977. For the first 7 years he was
employed by the CCC, though his duties in timber
management and fire control remained similar when he was
shifted to regular Forest Service employment in 1941.

Chumney participated as a fire dispatcher in the application
of many new firefighting techniques, from the use of radio
dispatching in the 1930’s to helicopters and flying water
tankers in the late 1960’s and early 1970’s. During his career
he saw the Cherokee National Forest grow from a patchwork
of eroded, cutover slopes to the magnificent and valuable
stands of timber that comprise much of the forest today.

The Cherokee became Chumney’s hobby as well as his job.
He is a recognized expert on the history of the forest and has
devoted much effort to collecting information about it. A
staunch believer in Forest Service management practices,
Chumney has preached fire control, timber stand
improvement, and careful timber cutting to his neighbors and
acquaintances for more than 40 years. Practicing what he
preached, he used his savings to buy timber land which he
managed carefully according to the practices he learned in the
Forest Service.'®

For other young men, the CCC provided only a few months’
employment in the outdoors, but often with much benefit. One
case history from the “Summary of Social Values 1933-1934”
tells the story of Johnny S., a North Carolina tenant farmer’s
son who spent 6 months in the CCC. Johnny’s family lived in
an isolated area. The children (Johnny was the oldest of 10)
had little schooling and almost no contact with the world
outside their family. Johnny learned to read and write a little
at the CCC camp and developed enough skill in the woods to
get a job near home when he returned.

The county welfare director concluded his report:

Johnny has been home for some time now and all
reports from him are that he “is holding his head
high.” He helped his father make a crop this year and
received a share of it for his own. He made a great
deal of money and bought a secondhand car. The
neighbors say that he takes the family to church every
Sunday and is now helping them to see beyond the
little road that stretches in the front of their door.?°

Johnny returned to his native area and even to his father’s
occupation, tenant farming, but for him, as well as for those
who found new careers through the CCC, the experience
provided a widening of outlook and opportunity for new skills.
Johnny’s brief experience away from home, according to the
County Welfare director, marked the change from boy to man.

These two examples illustrate the wide variety of young men
who found employment in the CCC. Anyone, from a semi-
literate squatter to the Forest Supervisor himself, may have
been a “Three C-er.” And, most important, this shared

experience helped the Forest Service for many years to build
trust and friendships in the mountains. As the generation that
served in the CCC retires and dies, this nostalgic common
bond is being lost.

Large Camps Close to Towns Cause Some Friction

Most CCC camps sent truckloads of young men into the
nearest town once or twice a week for recreation, often a visit
to the local movie theatre. The boys were usually free to
wander about town and spend their limited pocket money in
the stores. Sometimes they attended services at local churches,
though often neighboring clergymen were invited to conduct
services at the camps and there were official chaplains assigned
to groups of camps. After 1937, when the CCC became a more
permanent organization and increased its emphasis on
education, some boys attended local high schools and, in a few
cases, colleges. CCC boys were also taken on recreation trips to
see local landmarks, and to other camps or nearby towns to
play baseball games.

The degree of social impact a camp had varied greatly from
place to place. Smaller, more isolated camps might go almost
unnoticed except by those who were employed there or who did
business with the camp. Larger camps, and those very close to
towns, made their presence felt continually, sometimes with
unfavorable results for all concerned.

The most notorious case was Camp Cordell Hull, Tennessee
F-S, Unicoi County.? This camp illustrates most of what could
go wrong. In spite of the many problems, however, the camp
remained in use throughout the life of the CCC, since there
was much work to be done in the area. The camp also had an
unlimited supply of pure drinking water (often a problem at
other camps) since it was located on the site of the Johnson
City waterworks. Because of its convenient location, much of
the time the camp housed two companies of CCC—about 400
young men.

During the period of most serious trouble, 30 to 100 of the
regularly enrolled young men were local, from Unicoi or
neighboring counties. Thirteen local skilled men were
employed by the Forest Service as supervisors for various
projects.

A routine inspection of the camp in January 1934 reported
all was well and that relations with the surrounding community
were ‘“‘very favorable,” but as the weather improved in the
spring, conditions deteriorated rapidly.

According to the military men assigned to run the camp, the
locals used it as a ready-made lucrative market for prostitutes
and moonshiners. The camp commander blamed lax local law
enforcement for the situation and refused to cooperate with the
local sheriff when he came to arrest CCC enrollees at the
camp.
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Local people did not want drunkenness in the camp, but at
the same time turning in moonshiners was against their
custom. As a former county sheriff put it:

There is some in the [CCC] camp that sells liquor. I
can throw a rock from my barn and hit one of

them . . . I am personally acquainted with him, and it
would hurt his feelings if I said anything about it.?*

It would appear that the situation was also exacerbated by
factionalism within the camp, for when a formal complaint was
filed against the Army officers in charge, one of the
complainants was the educational advisor. The complaint
alleged misbehavior of the enrollees and failure of the officers
to cooperate with local law enforcement officials. Other
complainants were four neighboring residents and the county
sheriff.

When the Army investigator from Ft. Oglethorpe, Ga.,
came to sort out the situation in July 1934, evidence indicated
that the Army officers and the sheriff were all to blame.
Testimony he collected showed that the four local residents
had been enraged by the remarks yelled at local women and
girls by CCC boys driving past in trucks. They also complained
that CCC boys had disrupted two church services.

The county sheriff reported two serious incidents. The first
resulted from a fist fight at a “‘wiener roast” in Unicoi. A CCC
boy pulled a knife, seriously wounding a local boy. The knife-
wielder was arrested, but escaped from jail and was hidden by
his friends at the camp for several nights until he could
arrange to get away. The local boy was believed to have started
the fight.

The other was a “‘highway robbery”’ incident. A Johnson
City man had picked up three CCC boys who were
hitchhiking. He had a jug of whiskey which he offered to share
and apparently all four had quite a bit to drink. The
complaint contended that the boys then knocked him out (they
said the whiskey did it) and took his car, which was hidden
near the CCC camp. The CCC boys claimed that the incident,
while regrettable, was really far less serious. Feeling against
the sheriff was running high in the camp at that time and the
camp commander refused to let him search the camp for
suspects.

The CCC enrollees and their commander were angered by
what they perceived as the sheriff’s ‘““double standard”—
arresting them for drunkenness, but ignoring the illegal
whiskey sales which caused it. The sheriff blamed moonshining
on ‘‘bad times” and said wherever men congregate they will
manage to get liquor; to him it was a normal occurrence.??
The citizens also testified that there had been some troubles
with local girls who hung around the camp. As one
neighboring resident put it:

It seems that all hours of the night they are out, and if
I understand it right there has been quite a few girls
that has happened with bad luck. That is a misfortune
to our community.?*
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The people of Unicoi County seem to have been reluctant to
assume responsibility for the behavior of their own citizens
toward the CCC camp, expecting the Army to prevent serious
trouble by disciplining the enrollees. The Army officers, on the
other hand, had to try to control about 400 vigorous young
men without using military discipline. It was a difficult task,
certainly not made easier by the ready availability of
moonshine whiskey and other distractions. It is not clear how
the camp commander was to control their behavior when on
leave.

Perhaps the most remarkable aspect of the whole
acrimonious affair was that no one wanted the camp removed.
All the complainants agreed that it was ‘“‘a good thing for the
county.” The sheriff even protested that the camp commander
had tried to get him in trouble with the local merchants by
refusing to let the boys go into Erwin, the county seat. (The
commander did later let local enrollees take a truck to Erwin
to vote against the sheriff.) The camp was considered
beneficial because of its contribution to the local economy.

Testimony also was unanimous that the Forest Service had
nothing to do with the enrollees’ misbehavior and was not
responsible for the trouble. The complaint was entirely against
the Army. The Army investigator concluded that nothing
further needed to be done, since the camp commander had
already been replaced, and he hoped for better relations with
local citizens. No further serious disturbances were reported
from Camp Cordell Hull. The personnel changes and increased
efforts to keep the boys busy after working hours helped to
improve community relations.

Although the Forest Service was not held responsible for the
CCC'’s drinking problem in this case, it appears certain that a
few temporary local employees who could not resist the chance
for easy money in the bad times were often directly involved in
moonshine distribution. In many camps the whiskey was
covertly brought in by local experienced men (L.E.M.) or
technicians. District rangers tried to eliminate men who were
habitually drunk or who sold liquor to the enrollees. As the
Supervisor of the Cherokee pointed out to a trail building
foreman he had been forced to fire:

Regardless of the excellent caliber of an employee’s
services, the Forest Service cannot condone drinking by
its employees on the job and at CCC camps.
Instructions have been repeatedly issued to all
employees cautioning him in this respect.?*

Even firing a local foreman who peddled moonshine on the
side was not as simple an issue as it might seem. The Forest
Service was committed to doing its best to relieve
unemployment in the mountain counties. Forest supervisors
and district rangers were very anxious not to have *“outside”
CCC enrollees push local men and boys out of the available
jobs on the forests. If a man was fired, often he could not find
a job. Many local men had been employed by the Forest
Service before CCC was established and firing them gave the
impression that they were being pushed out of work by the
CCC.*



Though for obvious reasons documentation of the practice
does not exist, conversations with former district rangers and
indirect evidence suggest that illegal stills were frequently
overlooked as long as they did not cause fires and the owner
did not harvest timber illegally to fuel his still. Such tolerance
would maintain local goodwill and prevent trouble.
Moonshiners may have been surprised by the ban on sales to
CCC men.

Enrolling and employing local men contributed directly to
the drinking problem. The more local men there were in a
CCC company, the more connections they had to obtain
moonshine. One company commander in Kentucky noted in
193S that some men had to be discharged and others
disciplined for over-indulgence.?’

Both drinkers and sellers became angry about efforts to
control the use of liquor. Moonshiners saw the CCC camps as
one of the best places to get hard cash for their product,
though both the Army and the Forest Service tried to
discourage them. According to one report, when a camp first
opened at Pine Ridge, Ky.:

. . . the Moonshiners used to come on pay day and ask
the camp commander to collect their booze bills for
them. When they were ordered off the grounds they
got sore on everybody.??

While the liquor problem never disappeared entirely, it did
become less serious in the later years of the CCC.

In the early years of the CCC, the Forest Service was
troubled by the requirement that they release even the most
satisfactory of the local experienced men after only 6 to 12
months of employment. Supervisory personnel were not subject
to these time limitations, and this caused resentment. In 1935
the Forest Service secured the approval of the Director of
Emergency Conservation Work to keep the L.E.M.’s employed
indefinitely where they were needed. It had been pointed out
that many of the L.E.M.’s were former part-time Forest
Service employees who had depended for work on the forest for
years.?

Best Enrollees Get Forest Service Jobs

The Forest Service was able to arrange regular jobs for
outstanding enrollees as well. A 1937 report on jobs for former
CCC enrollees stated that the largest number had found jobs
as machine operators or truck drivers; the second largest
category of regular employment was with the Forest Service. In
January 1937 the Forest Service reported that a Civil Service
position, that of junior assistant to technician, had been
created just for the CCC boys. Those who placed highest in the
exam filled the available positions.*® The agency was able to
reward the most competent and interested CCC boys with
permanent good jobs. The promise of more permanent jobs for
their young men greatly helped to build local support as well
as high morale in the camps.

Another way in which the CCC sought to create good
feelings among its neighbors was by various kinds of festivities
held to celebrate the ‘““birthday” of the CCC in April of each
year. There was even competition to see which camp could
hold the most original party. They often included a picnic,
open house, tours of work projects, and entertainment by
enrollees. Some camps used these parties to preach the
message of fire control, since the CCC camps were heavily
involved in firefighting. Other camps used the parties as
recruiting devices, seeking to convince young men visiting the
camp to join the CCC. The parties were well publicized locally.

At one such party, the *“CCC Fox Chase and Barbecue” at
the 200-man Camp Old Hickory, near Benton, Tenn., on April
S, 1938, 1,500 people from Reliance, Archville, Greasy Creek
Caney Creek, Etowah, and Cleveland joined the families of
Cherokee National Forest personnel to feast on barbecued beef
and pork, with trimmings. A foxhound show judged by a
prominent citizen drew 68 mixed entrants, but a planned fox

chase was cancelled for lack of a fox.*!
In 1938 Camp Old Hickory had been in existence for S years

and local residents were thinking of it as a permanent fixture.
They were certainly familiar with the work it had done. If a
family from a neighboring town decided to picnic in the
Forest, they would drive on a stretch of road built by the CCC,
and use the rest rooms and picnic tables built by the CCC as
well. The caretaker at the picnic ground would be a trained
CCC enrollee. If a farmer adjacent to the Forest started a fire
to burn brush, it would be reported by a CCC youth manning
a fire tower. If the fire threatened to spread into the Forest, it
would be extinguished by a CCC crew trained in fighting forest
fires. And if the farmer had misjudged the wind, and the fire
began moving toward his house or barn, he could call for help
from the CCC fire crew.??

Major Work Is in Fire Control, Road, Trails, Campgrounds

Much of the work of the Civilian Conservation Corps was
related, directly or indirectly, to the control of forest fires in
the mountains.** Ever since the first land acquisition in 1912,
the Forest Service had been convinced that control of fires was
essential to the improvement of the forests. This was contrary
to local practices of burning to remove debris, encourage
forage growth or kill insects and snakes. Though much of this
deliberate burning had been stopped as a result of Forest
Service educational efforts, mountain people were often
careless with fire when they burned brush on their own land.
Hunters, fishermen, and campers sometimes failed to put out
their fires. Finally, arson as a form of malicious mischief or to
get work was popular in some mountain areas.**

The existence of the CCC gave the Forest Service a pool of
manpower that could be trained to fight fires and was quickly
available when fire broke out. The final report prepared when
the CCC was disbanded concluded that ‘“During the nine and
one quarter years of the Corps, CCC enrollees became the first
line of fire defense.’’** All were given basic firefighting
instructions and indoctrinated in the Forest Service dictum
that fires should be prevented.
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CCC youths built fire observation towers and manned them
during the months of high fire danger. The towers, located
high in the mountains in carefully chosen locations, made it
possible to spot fires quickly and send in a fire suppression
crew before they became large enough to cause serious
destruction. Such towers were used until the mid-1960’s when
most of them were replaced by light patrol planes.

Fire towers had telephone and, later, radio connections to
district ranger offices to report fires. The construction of
telephone lines was another important CCC task. The

telephone lines not only made reporting fires quicker, they also

made possible the rapid assembly of firefighting crews where
needed. Forest Service telephones were also available for use
by local people in emergencies. This was much appreciated in
areas where few people had private telephones. In some areas
lines for private telephones were installed on the telephone
poles put up by the CCC for Forest Service lines.

One of the biggest jobs undertaken by the CCC in the
Southern Appalachian forests was road and trail construction.

The enrollees built high-quality roads in some areas to open up

the forest for timber harvesting or recreation, but many of the
roads they built were of the type known as truck trails or *“fire
roads.” These single-lane dirt roads could serve as firebreaks,
but more important, they made it possible to bring truckloads

of men and equipment quickly to the site of a forest fire. With
the modern advent of new fire-control techniques, many of the

old “fire roads” have been abandoned and others have not
been maintained for lack of funds, but for 40 years the truck
trails built by the CCC were a vital element in forest fire
protection.

Because funds for road building had always been scarce in

the mountain counties, the CCC roads were often an important

benefit to small local communities and to isolated farmers. In
Harlan County, Ky.:

The CCC built the road from Putney to the Pine
Mountain Settlement School, primarily, of course, for
fire protection. Its construction has resulted in rather
heavy traffic consisting mostly of forest products
finding their way to market. Before this road was built
there was no means of getting out to the railroad. The
School has been considerably enlarged and improved.?¢

By this time, 1941, the market for timber had recovered, and
local residents in areas newly opened up by transportation
improvement could get a good price for forest products.

Many Recreation Facilities Built

Although it was not their original purpose, the “fire roads”
did much to open up the forests to recreational use by hunters
and hikers who still gratefully use them today. The
development, especially after World War II, of four-wheel-
drive vehicles such as jeeps made these trails even more
popular. CCC men also built trails for hiking, especially short
ones to spots of particular natural beauty of interest, often
providing bridges and steps for visitors also.
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Figure 70.—Beulah Heights fire tower, a temporary structure of southern yellow
pine with a 7- x 7-foot cabin, built by Civilian Conservation Corps enrollees.
Daniel Boone (then Cumberland) National Forest, Ky., shown in April 1938.
(National Archives: Record Group 95G-365411)

Valuable work was done by the CCC on the famous
Appalachian Trail, the Maine-to-Georgia trail which follows
the crest of the Appalachian Range. In the Pisgah National
Forest about 60 miles of the trail were maintained by the CCC
from 1933 to 1942. One section, from Hot Springs to
Waterville, N.C., was relocated and 26.2 miles of new trail
built. In the Chattahoochee National Forest about 100 miles of
the trail were maintained, a new shelter was built, and a
spring was improved. The CCC maintained 93.4 miles of
Appalachian Trail in the Cherokee National Forest and
constructed several new shelters for camping along the Trail.?’

Since road building and automobile ownership were making
the forests more accessible for recreation, the Forest Service
put some of the CCC boys to work building campgrounds. A
campground might include shelters, toilet facilities, picnic
tables, fireplaces, parking lots, and water supply systems. The
CCC also built and erected signs to direct visitors to the
facilities and to points of interest. Bathhouses were built at



Figure 71.—Hayes Lookout, Nantahala National Forest, N.C., a low wooden
enclosed structure with a 6- x 6-foot cabin, built by Civilian Conservation Corps
enrollees in 1939. (NA:95G-396050)

Figure 72.—A Civilian Conservation Corps enrollee tempering a pick head in an
open forge at Lost Creek CCC Camp (F-26), near Norton, Va., in Clinch Ranger
District, Jefferson National Forest, in June 1938. (NA:95G-367179)

some good swimming areas. The first caretakers and lifeguards
for the facilities came from the CCC ranks.

In the newly purchased areas of the forests another CCC
task was razing ‘‘undesirable structures,’’ the cabins and
outbuildings left behind by former owners or occupants, to
prevent their use by squatters. In some cases windows and
roofs were removed and the uninhabitable cabin was left to
decay slowly. In later years only a few foundation stones and
the base of a chimney remained to mark the site of a former
mountain home.

The CCC was often referred to by the press as ‘‘Roosevelt’s
Tree Army.” Tree planting was a much-publicized CCC
activity. In the Southern Appalachian most of the tree planting
was done by the TVA camps to control erosion and to beautify
the margins of the lakes created by damming the rivers. The
CCC planted seedling trees raised in TVA nurseries on private
land if the owner promised to maintain and protect the infant
forest. As woodlands planted by the CCC began to grow
successfully, they gave needed encouragement to the TVA
forestry program by showing that reforestation could work.>3®

There was no extensive planting of young trees in the
National Forests of the Southern Appalachians. In most cases
natural reproduction encouraged by the heavy rainfall could be
relied upon to restock cutover lands within forests.* CCC
crews did much timber stand improvement work, removing
diseased or damaged trees and less valuable species to give
more room for the development of desirable timber. Such work
often greatly enhanced the value of a stand of trees, increasing
the quantity and improving the quality of saleable timber.
CCC boys helped combat deadly tree diseases, notably white
pine blister rust. The crews learned to recognize and destroy
the currant and gooseberry bushes which serve as an alternate
host for the blister rust fungus. They also helped fight the
bark beetle infestations which often severely damaged timber
in the forests.

Federal administrators who placed emphasis on the
educational role of the CCC sometimes argued that too much
time was spent working.*° Would it not be better for illiterates
to spend more time learning to read? Whey should classes be
confined to evening hours when the boys were often tired and
ready to relax? The CCC position varied but work generally
was considered by most important part of education for the
CCC enrollee. ‘“Book learning” definitely took second place.




Benefits to Local Areas

Throughout the life of the CCC, there was continual debate
about the quantity and quality of work accomplished.*' Since
CCC enrollees had to be trained for the work they performed,
they naturally accomplished less than would a crew of already
skilled laborers. Some Forest Service employees, especially
project superintendents, argued that it would have been better
to use the money spent on the CCC to employ local skilled
workers to do the jobs performed by the CCC on the forests.
In spite of efforts to employ as many local people as possible
through the CCC, there was always some feeling that the CCC

Figure 73—A 26-year-old white pine plantation thinned and pruned the previous
summer by Civilian Conservation Corps enrollees to encourage fast quality timber
growth. Nantahala National Forest, N.C., in 1940. (NA:95G-396044)
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took jobs away from them. In truth, there is some doubt
whether the Forest Service, Park Service, TVA, SCS, or State
agencies that employed the CCC would have been able to get
funds to have the same work performed by ordinary wage
labor. CCC labor was cheap, even though the boys might not
accomplish as much as skilled workmen.

The quality of work done by the CCC naturally varied from
site to site; much depended on the vigilance and skill of the
project superintendent. There were cases of loafing and of
slovenly work performance, but these were balanced by
examples of hard work resulting in well-built trails and
buildings. The Forest Service and other “‘employing agencies”
tried to encourage the enrollment of young men who would
make good workers. They sometimes accused the local welfare
and employment offices of enrolling the “‘worst first,” because
these young men appeared to be more in need of help. Many
young men who enrolled in the CCC required job training and
had little or no work experience. However, most of them
learned the skills they needed and became good workers.
Others left. Efforts were made to reward those who worked
well with promotion to crew leader or to skilled jobs. Where
there were large numbers of repeat enrollments, work output
tended to improve because less training was required.

One advantage that the CCC had over many New Deal
“make-work” projects was the the work was ‘“‘real.” Good
project superintendents and district rangers made sure that the
enrollees were told why the project they were working on was
necessary. For example, they were shown how their particular
truck trail or telephone line fitted into the plan for fire control
in the district.

Although the CCC presence in the Southern Appalachians
was sometimes disruptive, on the whole the program brought
the mountains multiple benefits. The CCC employed thousands
of local men, providing wages, education, and a sense of
accomplishment. Thus, perhaps more than any other New
Deal program, the CCC contributed much to human dignity in
a time of dire economic need.

In addition, the CCC altered the landscape of the Southern
Appalachian forests and parks. The fire towers, trails, roads,
and campgrounds it built and the trees it planted, thinned,
and protected were improvements that controlled fire,
enhanced the forests’ beauty, and made the mountains more
accessible.

The overall impact of CCC camps on local communities,
society, and culture can best be evaluated by a comparison.
Even before the turn of the century mountain communities
had been influenced by the temporary presence of logging or
construction camps. Thus, adaptation to the presence of
camps similar to those established by the CCC was not new.
Railroad building, logging, and mining all brought large
groups of “foreigners,” chiefly young males, into the
mountains. The impact of these groups on mountain culture
and society was chiefly economic and often temporary. These is
no evidence that the impact of CCC camps was any greater, or
more lasting, but the program did ease conditions at a very
critical time.
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The Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF),
established in September 1964, was the principal Federal step
taken to meet these perceived recreational demands.” The
Fund, administered by the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation,
could be used for Federal acquisition of lands and waters—or
interests in lands and waters such as scenic easements. The
properties would be used to create National Recreation Areas
in the National Parks and in the National Forests and to
purchase private inholdings in the National Forests *“‘primarily
of value for outdoor recreation purposes’ including
wilderness.® The ORRRC report had stressed the need to
rectify the imbalance between the abundance of Federal
recreation lands in the West and their scarcity in the East. The
Land and Water Conservation Fund was to address the need.’
Within the Southern Appalachian forests, LWCF monies were
used in the Mount Rogers National Recreation Area in
southwestern Virginia, the Wild and Scenic Rivers System, and
the Appalachian Trail. The Mount Rogers NRA was perhaps
the most visible and most controversial use of LWCF funds in
the region.

National Recreation Areas (NRA’s) were first conceived and
established by the President’s Recreation Advisory Council.
The first NRA’s created in 1963, were administered by the
National Park Service, and were principally based on a large
reservoir, such as Lake Mead above Hoover (Boulder) Dam on
the lower Colorado River. NAR’s were defined to be spacious
areas of not less than 20,000 acres, designed to achieve a high
recreational carrying capacity, located within 250 miles of
urban population centers. Each was to be established by an
individual act of Congress.!® The first National Recreation
Area in the Appalachians was the Spruce Knob-Seneca Rocks
NRA, established in September 1965 in the Monongahela
National Forest in West Virginia. The Mount Rogers NRA,
centered on Whitetop Mountain and Mount Rogers—the
highest point in Virginia—was established in the Jefferson
National Forest on May 31, 1966."

Mount Rogers National Recreation Area

The Mount Rogers NRA was originally conceived as an
intensely developed recreational complex of 150,000 acres with
a 63-mile scenic highway, campgrounds, and nearby reservoirs.
(Two of these reservoirs were part of the proposed Blue Ridge
Project on the New River, to be discussed later.) Mount Rogers
was expected not only to help satisfy future regional demands
for outdoor recreation, but also to provide an economic boost
to the economy of southwestern Virginia. As the Secretary of
Agriculture stated in congressional testimony on the NRA:

The counties involved [in the NRA] are in areas of
continued and substantial unemployment and a
relatively low rate of economic activity. A national
recreation area will benefit this situation both
immediately and in the long run through the inflow of
funds and accelerated development and intensified
administration and the upbuilding of a permanent
economic base oriented to full utilization of all the
national forest resources.!?

However, the scope and intensity of development originally
planned for Mount Rogers were not realized. The Forest
Service finally shifted its priorities away from encouraging
more motorized recreation such as those activities enabled by
reservoirs and scenic highways, to more active, ‘‘dispersed”
recreation, such as canoeing and backpacking'? This shift is
reflected in recreational use data by type of activity for two
representative Southern Appalachian forests, the Cherokee in
eastern Tennessee and the Chattahoochee in northern Georgia.
For both forests between 1968 and 1980, automobile traveling
declined somewhat, not in volume but as a percentage of all
recreational activities. In the Cherokee, the decline was from
18 percent to 1S percent; in the Chattahoochee, it was from 22
to 19 percent. On the other hand, hiking more than doubled
as a percentage of all recreational activities: in the Cherokee
from 2.4 to 8 percent, in the Chattahoochee, from 4 to 8.9
percent.'*

The legislation establishing the Mount Rogers NRA provided
for acquisition of such lands, waters, or interests in them, by
purchase, donation, exchange, transfer, or condemnation, as
the Secretary of Agriculture deemed ‘‘needed or desirable.”!*
The Land and Water Conservation Fund was to be used as the
source of acquisition monies. The final Forest Service-
developed plan for the NRA called for Federal ownership of
123,500 acres within the approximately 154,000-acre NRA
boundary. By 1966 much of the desired acreage had already
been acquired; some 58,000 acres were deemed ‘‘needed or
desirable” to complete the future NRA.'¢

The defined “need” was based on the premise of protection,
as the Secretary of Agriculture explained to Congress:

To fully develop and assure maximum public use and
enjoyment of all the resources of this area, there will
need to be come consolidation of landownership. The
present ownership pattern, particularly in the
immediate vicinity of Mount Rogers, precludes effective
development for public use. Acquisition of
intermingled private forest and meadowlands and of
needed access and rights-of-way is essential to fully
develop the outdoor recreation potential by protecting
the outstanding scenic, botanical, and recreational
qualities of the area . . .!7

Of the approximately 58,000 desired acres remaining in private
lands, the Forest Service estimated acquiring about 32,000
“during the next several years.”” Of the other 26,000, it was
hoped that scenic easements could be used for a good portion,
although the exact amount of land to be acquired or easements
obtained could not be estimated. However, no scenic
easements were obtained during the next 1S years. At the end
of 1981 the first easement was acquired, 20 acres along a road
in the Brushy Creek area, and another easement on a similar
small tract was in the process of being acquired. The new plan
for the NRA places strong emphasis upon scenic easements.'®
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Between 1967 and early 1981, approximately 25,000 more
acres in 312 separate transactions were acquired for the Mount
Rogers NRA. The lands selected for acquisition were generally
in stream and river valleys where developed recreation facilities
(campgrounds, roads, trails, parking, and picnic areas) could
be located, and where the Forest Service generally had not
previously acquired land. The acquisition process proceeded
gradually over a 15-year period, dependent upon the funds
available for purchase {mostly from the Land and Water
Conservation Fund) and the operational plans of the Forest
Service staff, and influenced by the local peoples’ reactions to
such acquisition.!®
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Figure 111.—Hereford cattle grazing in mountain pasture adjoining Jefferson
National Forest near Taylors Valley, Washington County, Va., between
Damascus and Konnarock, close to the Tennessee State line and the present Mt.
Rogers National Recreation Area administered by the Forest Service, in
November 1966. White pine and northern hardwoods are visible on nearby slopes
and ridges. (Forest Service photo F-515652)

Of the 312 tracts, S1, totaling about 7,100 acres, were taken
for the NRA through condemnation. Of these S1 tracts, 20 had
full-time residents, 1S of whom did not want to sell at all.
(Five agreed to sell, but wanted more money than the Forest
Service offered.) The majority of the condemnation cases were
filed between 1972 and 1975, in preparation for specific
development projects. Most tracts were in western Grayson
County, in the area of Pine Mountain, where a ski resort was
planned under special use permit, and Fairwood Valley, where
resort accommodations and camping facilities were planned.



The Forest Service acquired the Pine Mountain lands to keep
the area free from extraneous commercial development and
thus maintain a natural camp setting. Resort to condemnation
was minimized by Public Law 91-646 (1970) which liberalized
relocation assistance benefits to displaced landowners who were
living on their properties. However, some still resisted.?® Many
residents of the Mount Rogers area were angry and puzzled by
the rationale for the taking of land. A newsletter of a local
protest group declared:

Nowhere has the Forest Service lost more credibility
and generated more ill will than in its land
condemnation and acquisition practices. Everyone in
the affected area has either lost land or had friends or
relatives who did. These are people who ancestral
homes are here, whose parents, grandparents, great-
and great-great-grandparents have lived here, and until
recently were coerced into selling their land at a
fraction of its worth.

The Forest Service has been condeming land for years,
making sweeps through the area taking thousands of
acres at a time while assuring residents “‘that’s all the
land we're going to buy.” A few months later they
sweep through again enlarging their borders.?*

As a result of their disgruntlement, local citizens organized
to combat the tentative Forest Service development plans. The
Citizens for Southwest Virginia, which formed shortly after the
Forest Service issued the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the NRA in spring 1978, was composed of
citizens from the five-county area affected. They formed a
Board of Directors of prominent citizens whose families had
been in the area for generations. The organization claimed in
1978 that almost 10 percent of the five-county population had
signed their petition of protest against further NRA
development.

Largely as a result of local citizen protest, supplemented by
that of environmental groups nationwide, the Forest Service
modified some of its initial development plans for Mount
Rogers. The proposals for a scenic highway and for a ski resort
were dropped completely. Projections that reservoirs would be
constructed, that an excursion rail line would be built, that
local investment capital would supplement Federal
development proved too optimistic. The regional reservoirs and
rail line were never built; the Mount Rogers Citizens
Development Corporation, created to raise capital for local
development use, failed to achieve its funding-raising goals.
Regional economic conditions, however, began to improve
without such massive development efforts.

The popular mandate, the Forest Service concluded, was
clearly for dispersed recreation at Mount Rogers, with
emphasis on hiking, camping, canoeing, and the like.??

In 1981 some members of the Citizens for Southwest
Virginia were still active. Although in general they were
satisfied with the modified development plans for the NRA,
they were skeptical about a Forest Service ‘““access road” being

built between Troutdale and Damascus on the path of the
supposedly defunct Scenic Highway. Citizens were still uneasy
about Forest Service acquisition techniques, convinced that
local landholders were sometimes intimidated through
harassment and a lack of knowledge of their rights.?* By 1981,
the Citizens for Southwest Virginia had joined the National
Inholders Association, a California-based organization created
in early 1979 to change Federal land acquisition policies
nationwide.?*

The Big South Fork NRA

Another National Recreation Area in the Southern
Appalachians that was still in the preliminary development
stage in early 1981 was the Big South Fork National River and
Recreation Area in McCreary County, Ky., and Scott County,
Tenn. The Big South Fork basin of the Cumberland River,
although rich in coal deposits, had not been extensively mined
or developed, because of the high sulfur content of the coal as
well as the physical limitations imposed by the narrow
shoreline, high cliffs, and generally rugged terrain of the river
basin. The area was largely uninhabited, most of its acreage
owned by the big Stearns Coal and Lumber Co., which had
bought the land around 1900.%¢

Since the end of World War II, the Corps of Engineers had
tried unsuccessfully to win Congressional approval of an almost
500-foot dam on the Big South Fork near Devil's Jump for
hydroelectric power and flood control. The dam was generally
supported by local legislators and was strongly sponsored by
the Kentucky Senator, John Sherman Cooper; it was opposed
by private power companies: the Kentucky Utilities Co., the
Cincinnati Gas and Electric Co., as well as the Associated
Industries of Kentucky.

In 1967 Howard Baker was elected Senator from Tennessee.
During the 1950’s and early 1960’s, Baker had represented the
Stearns Coal and Lumber Co. in litigation and in efforts to
persuade the Forest Service to allow strip mining under
Stearns’ reserved mineral rights. Between 1962 and 1966, he
served on Stearns’ Board of Directors.?” Shortly after his
election to the Senate in 1967, the fate of the Big South Fork
was decided. Baker called various government officials together
to determine the best development strategy for the area; the
plan to develop an NRA was an administrative and legislative
compromise.?®

Authorized under the Water Resources Act of March 7,
1974, the NRA was to encompass approximately 123,000 acres.
Of these, 3,000 belonged to the State of Tennessee, 1,000 to
the Corps of Engineers, and about 16,000 lay in the Daniel
Boone National Forest. All public lands were to be transferred
to the National Park Service—the designated managing
Federal agency—when sufficient private land had been
acquired.? The Federal land acquisition agency, as well as
planner, designer, and construction agent of the NRA, was the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.
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Figure 112.— Visitors listening to forest interpreter on a guided trail walk in
Daniel Boone National Forest, Ky.. in July 1966. (Forest Service photo F-514898)

The Corps’ land acquisition program began in August 1979,
when Stearns Coal and Lumber Co. sold 43,000 acres of
surface rights, and 53,000 acres of mineral rights, in the Big
South Fork area, for $16.5 million. (Although the authorizing
legislation did not require that subsurface rights be acquired
for the NRA, it did prohibit prospecting and mining. Thus,
the Corps of Engineers felt obligated to acquire mineral rights
as well as land.) During 1980 several smaller tracts were
acquired, including those of over half the 38 families living in
the area. By March 1981 about half the privately owned land
remained to be acquired, but the timetable for that acquisition
was uncertain, depending as it did upon congressional
appropriation.*

Local reaction to the development of the National Recreation
Area was mixed. Although at first McCreary County citizens,
having long supported the Corps dam, were generally opposed
to the NRA, by 1978 many were beginning to regard the
development favorably. There was some feeling that the area
might prove a major tourist attraction, even to the point of
tacky overdevelopment, characteristic of Gatlinburg.*
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However, in spite of the promises of local economic boom
assured by NRA promoters, the former Forest Service
employee of McCreary County, L. E. Perry, was scornful:

Some local leaders have been brainwashed to the point
they believe the National Recreation Area . . . is holy
salvation, placidly accepting the fact that not one
major highway leading from Interstate 75 to anywhere
near the Big South Fork is in the foreseeable future,
which is further proof that the people of the region
have been had.*?

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and the National Trails
Systems Act, which also guided recreational development in
the Southern Appalachians, were passed in 1968. The former
established a system of rivers judged to possess ‘“‘outstandingly
remarkable scenic, recreation, geologic, fish and wildlife,
historic, cultural, or other similar values” to be preserved in a
free-flowing state.® Rivers of the system were classified as
“wild,”” “scenic,” or “‘recreational,” depending on the degree
of access, development, or impoundment they possessed; each
class was to be managed according to a different set of
guidelines. The Act designated 8 rivers, all west of the
Mississippi, as the first components of the system, and named
27 others to be considered for wild and scenic designation. By
1980, only two Southern Appalachian rivers had been
designated part of the Wild and Scenic Rivers System—the
Chattooga River, forming the border between northeastern
Georgia and northwestern South Carolna, and a portion of the
New River near the western North Carolina-Virginia border.?*



The Scenic New River Controversy

A 26.5-mile segment of the New River in Ashe and
Alleghany Counties, N.C., was designated a ‘‘scenic river” in
March 1976 by the Secretary of the Interior.*® This designation
was a deliberate obstruction to a development proposed in
196S by the Appalachian Power Co. called the Blue Ridge
Project, designed to provide peak-demand power to seven
States in the Ohio River Valley. The project would have
created two reservoirs—one in Grayson County, Va., the other
in Ashe and Alleghany Counties, N.C.—totalling over 37,000
surface acres. The reservoirs would have dislocated nearly
1,200 people and over 400 buildings. Nevertheless, the project
promoters promised the local population construction jobs and
revenues from reservoir recreational visitation.?®

Citizens of the North Carolina counties affected by the Blue
Ridge Project organized a protest against it. A National
Committee for the New River, based in Winston-Salem, N.C.,
mounted a well-financed publicity campaign with letters,
brochures, and reports.>” By 1973, the commissioners of Ashe
and Alleghany Counties, and the two candidates for governor
of North Carolina, denounced the Blue Ridge Project and
endorsed the preservation of the river.’® In 1974, the North
Carolina legislature designated 4.5 miles of the New River a
State Scenic River. Public pressure was applied at the Federal
level through the Federal Court of the District of Columbia,
which was responsible for the Federal Power Commission
license, through the Congress, and through the Department of
Interior. Although the FPC license was upheld in March 1976,
the Secretary of the Interior designated the 26.S-mile portionn
of the New River as part of the national Wild and Scenic River
System 3 weeks later, in effect revoking the FPC license.*

The Final Environmental Statement prepared by the Bureau
of Outdoor Recreation, although conceding that the scenic
river designation resulted in the projected loss of some 1,500
temporary construction jobs, and a certain loss in projected
increased land values adjacent to the reservoirs, emphasized
the benefits of the scenic designation. These were principally
intangible—the preservation of a unique, free-flowing river, the
preservation of wildlife and of archeological and geological
assets, and the preservation of a way of life in an Appalachian
river valley. The direct recreational benefits from the scenic
designation to the local communities were estimated to be low.
The activity areas to be established along the river were
expected to accommodate annually 50,000 canoeists, hikers,
and picnickers. Private entrepreneurs were anticipated to have
little opportunity for riverside development, due to the
existence of easements and floodway zoning. *°

Incorporation of the New River segment into the Wild and
Scenic River System provoked little local protest. In general,
the scenic designation brought only minor changes to life along
the river. Nearly S years after the designation of the New River
segment, the County Manager of Ashe County summed up its
impact as “‘very little.”’*' The State of North Carolina, which
has managed the 26.5-mile, 1,900 acre river segment,
established a State park along a portion of its banks; a few
canoe rental firms and river outfitters receive seasonal revenues
from recreationists. Overall, however, inclusion of the New
River in the Wild and Scenic Rivers System has had only a
small local impact.

The Wild Chattooga River

The designation of the Chattooga River had larger
repercussions. Public reaction was more outspoken, largely
because most of the nearly S7-mile segment of the river, which
included over 16,400 acres of adjacent land, was designated
“wild”’ and was therefore slated for more restrictive
management, and because the Forest Service sought to acquire
lands along the river to establish a protected corridor.

The Chattooga River portion of the Wild and Scenic Rivers
System was so designated by legislation of May 10, 1974.42 The
designated river segment lay within the Nantahala National
Forest and on the border between the Chattahoochee and
Sumter National Forests. A corridor up to 1 mile wide was
outlined for acquisition along the designated river. In 1974, 47
tracts consisting of nearly 6,200 acres had to be acquired for
the river corridor.*® By early 1981, 85 percent of the desired
corridor acreage had been acquired, mostly through exchange,
and all from willing sellers.

In general, acquisition along the Chattooga River proceeded
smoothly; land management of the area, however, met with
considerable local protest. Because some 40 miles of the
S7-mile corridor were designated *‘wild,” river access was
deliberately restricted in keeping with the guidelines
established by BOR. These guidelines stipulated that
administration of a wild river required restricted motorized
travel, removal of homes, relocation of campgrounds, and the
prohibition of structural improvements.* Consequently, upon
land acquisition, the Forest Service closed several of the jeep
trails that had provided river access. Not all the river jeep
trails were closed, just those the Forest Service judged were
allowing excessive and inappropriate use of the Chattooga that
was not in keeping with its wild and scenic designation.*s

The rationale for restricting access, however, was not
strongly supported or well understc od by the local population.
As an Atlanta newspaper reported:

When the Forest Service attempted to keep the jeeps
away from the protected Chattooga River, the
mountain dwellers torched vast tracts of National
Forest land; if they couldn’t use the land as they
wished, they wanted no one else to use it at all.*¢
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Over the years, as the Chattooga River became increasingly
popular with urban recreationists for white-water canoeing,
rafting, and camping, local resentment mounted. In 1980,
nearly 130,000 visitor-days were spent in watercraft recreation
along the $7-mile river segment; 70,000 were spent in
swimming, and 60,000 in hiking. Altogether, the Chattooga
Wild and Scenic River received nearly a half-million visitor-
days of use in 1980.* With a high frequency of visitors, it
appeared to some local people that the Forest Service was
catering to outsiders who came to the Chattooga to canoe, raft,
and camp. Those who lived in the area often resented the
restriction on using four-wheel drive vehicles. As one Clayton,
Ga., resident wrote to the Forest Service in 1978:
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Figure 113.—Family hiking party at spectacular falls over a bald on upper
Toxaway River near Toxaway Lake, Transylvania County, N.C., Nantahala-
Pisgah National Forests. Spot is southwest of *“Cradle of Forestry’' and Brevard,
N.C., near the South Carolina State line, about 1S miles from the upper
Chattooga River; July 1964. (Forest Service photo F-511344)

Special interest & minority groups, plus
environmentalists got the Government to close off the
Chattooga River, in Rabun County. Look at the river
now & it is more filthy and more trashy, from no one
but people who ride the river, & if any, very few local
people ride the river. Local people of Rabun County
don’t destroy beauty, it’s our home. [sic]*®



The Appalachian Trail )

Another piece of post-ORRRC recreational legislation was
for the full development and protection of the Appalachian
Trail. The Trail, running for over 2,000 miles from Georgia to
Maine, mostly along the high ridges of the Appalachians, was
actually originally cleared and built between 1925 and 1937 by
the Appalachian Trail Conference, a group of Trail enthusiasts
composed of outdoorsmen, parks and planning staff, foresters,
and governmental officials, in cooperation with State and
Federal agencies. Most of the Trail was constructed by
volunteers, on private lands, whose owners gave permission.
Nearly a third of the Trail was built by the Forest Service and
National Park Service on their lands. Both agencies have
helped promote and maintain the Trail.*® In the Southern
Appalachian forests, 441.4 miles out of a total S92, or 75
percent, were ‘‘protected’’ before 1969 with an acquired right-
of-way or scenic easement.S°

The same was not true, however, of those portions of the
Trail not under Forest Service or Park Service jurisdiction.
Over the years, as the Appalachian Trail received increasing
public use, concern for the Trail’s protection and uniform
management mounted, resulting in the National Trails System
Act of October 2, 1968.5! The Act established a national
system of recreation and scenic trails, with the Pacific Coast
Trail and Appalachian Trail as the major components of the
system. The former was to be administered by the Secretary of
Agriculture, the latter by the Secretary of the Interior,
although specific stretches of either trail were to be managed
directly by the agency whose land the trail traversed.

Specifically, the National Trails System Act charged the
Secretary of the Interior with establishing the right-of-way for
the Appalachian Trail, provided that, “insofar as practicable,”
it coincided with the right-of-way already established.*? The
required dimensions of the right-of-way were not specified in
the 1968 Act; thus, the adequacy of Trail protection at a given
location was open to interpretation. Right-of-way purchases
could include entire tracts, strips of tracts, or even easements,
so long as the adjacent land uses were compatible with the
Trail’s scenic qualities.

The authority to condemn lands of an unwilling seller for
the Trail right-of-way was clearly provided in Section 7(g) of
the Act but was to be utilized *‘only in cases where . . . all
reasonable efforts to acquire such lands or interests therein by
negotiation have failed.”s* Further, a limitation was placed on
the amount of land that could be taken—no more than 25
acres per mile of Trail. Most condemnation cases simply
involved clearing title to the land. An example of a tract that
in 1980 appeared likely for such condemnation was the
Blankenship tract along the Tennessee-North Carolina border,
owned by more than 50 heirs. Condemnation would clear title,
but all SO owners had to be contacted before the suit could
begin, and the proceedings were obviously complicated.5*

Until 1978, unprotected stretches of the Appalachian Trail
were acquired by the various jurisdictions with acquisition
authority, but generally—except for the Forest Service—at a

desultory pace. The slowness was due largely to the multiplicity

Figure 114.—Hiker passing new Forest Service sign on Appalachian Trail at
Rock Gap, Nantahala Mountains, in Standing Indian Wildlife Management Area
of Nantahala National Forest southwest of Franklin, N.C., near Georgia State
line, which is much closer as the crow flies than sign indicates. Photo was taken
in July 1960. (Forest Service photo F-494684)

of agencies and States responsible for right-of-way acquisition
and management. This was compounded by the fact that the
two principal Federal agencies—the Park Service and Forest
Service—were unable to develop a uniform approach to Trail
policy, which, in part, was due to differing interpretations of
the 1968 Act.*S The Park Service maintained that a mile-wide
strip on either side of the Trail, that was free of parallel roads,
which had been established in a 1938 Forest Service-Park
Service agreement, was the appropriate right-of-way. The
Forest Service stressed that the Trail right-of-way could not
exceed 25 acres per mile.5¢

In addition, the two agencies disagreed over the funding and
timing of Trail purchases. The National Trails System Act
established a $S-million fund for Trail purchases that the
Forest Service felt it could draw upon. The Park Service
considered this fund to be for State purchases only. Further,
the Park Service imposed acquisition deadlines on the Forest
Service that were impossible to meet, given the time-consuming
nature of surveys, title searches, and buyer-seller negotiations.
Several deadlines were established and subsequently
extended.S” Nevertheless, between 1969 and mid-1977, 110
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miles of the Appalachian Trail in the National Forests of the
Southern Appalachians were acquired. Of the 61 tracts
involved in this acquisition, 4 were obtained through
condemnation: one in the Nantahala, 2 in the Pisgah, and one
in the Cherokee.*® By mid-1981, only 14.3 miles (2.1 percent)
of the 677.0 miles for which the Forest Service has
responsibility in the mountains of four States were
unprotected. Of the 263.5 miles delegated to the National Park
Service, 42.8 miles (16.2 percent) were still unprotected.*® A
summary of the status of Appalachian Trail protection in the
Southern Appalachians in October 1981 is shown in table 20.

Amendments to the National Trails System Act passed in
1978 substantially improved the administration of the Trail
acquisition process and clarified most of the management
problems.®° Substantial additional funds were provided for
acquisition, and condemnation authority was extended to allow
acquisition from unwilling sellers of up to 125 acres per mile of
Trail. In addition, the amendments stipulated that the
acquisition program was to be ‘‘substantially complete” by the
end of fiscal year 1981 (September 30).¢*

Under the 1978 amendments, the acquisition process
proceeded with available funding.®* By January 1981, all but
14 miles of Trail strips in the Southern Appalachian National
Forests had either been acquired or were in the final stages of
acquisition. Most of the remaining private tracts involved
appeared to be obtainable only through condemnation. Some
were held by implacable owners who simply refused to sell.
John Lukacs, as resident of Florida, was one. Lukacs owned
about 1,500 acres in the Cherokee National Forest, near
Johnson City, Tenn., which he planned to develop someday.
The Appalachian Trail cut diagonally across one small corner
of his property. The Forest Service wanted to purchase a strip
of land along the Trail as well as the 11.6-acre ‘‘uneconomic
remnant’’—the corner cut off by the Trail. Lukacs refused to
sell, citing as his reason a spring in the corner remnant. In
1978 the Forest Service referred the case to the Department of
Justice for prosecution.®® Late in 1981 Justice agreed to press
ahead with the suit.

Another long-resistant owner was the Duke Power Co.,
which had several large tracts along both sides of the Trail on
the Tennessee-North Carolina State line in the Cherokee and
Nantahala National Forests. Duke Power finally exchanged its
Nantahala tract for equivalently valued National Forest
acreage. Although the Forest Service needed only a narrow
strip nearly S miles long, Duke insisted on selling the whole
Cherokee tract intact, about 1,70S acres. The Forest Service
made an offer which was refused by Duke, but after another
potential buyer dropped out, further negotiations produced
agreement on the sale price for the whole tract and the Forest
Service set aside funds for it. Completion of the purchase was
expected by early 1982. This would reduce the agency’s
remaining Trail strip to be acquired to less than 10 miles out
of its total Trail responsibility of 677 miles in the four affected
States, less than 1.5 percent.®

Kentucky Red River Gorge

Aside from Mount Rogers and the Appalachian Trail, the
only other location in the Southern Appalachians where the
Forest Service has taken lands from unwilling owners by
condemnation for recreational purposes was the Red River
Gorge of the Daniel Boone National Forest. Named a
geological area in 1974, the Gorge covers 25,663 acres along
the north and middle forks of the Red River, in Powell,
Menifee, and Wolfe counties, Ky. Once part of an ancient sea
and the product of centuries of weathering and erosion, the
area is unusually scenic, with natural arches, caves, bridges,
and rocky outcrops along the cliffs of the gorge. It has been
managed as a special forest unit, both for recreation and to
protect and preserve a unique environment. Lumbering is
prohibited in the Gorge.**

Condemnation in the Red River Gorge has been used to
acquire summer-house lots held by absentee owners along
Tunnel Ridge Road, a high-use portion of the area. Altogether
five tracts involving 45 acres have been condemned, although
several owners have sold under threat of condemnation.®® In
1973, when the Forest Service’s draft plan for the Red River

Table 20.—Protection status of the Appalachian National Scenic Trail in the Southern
Appalachians, October 1981

USDA Forest Service National Park Service, USDI State-owned land
Still Still Still
Location to be to be to be
of trail Protected protected Protected protected Protected protected
miles miles miles

Virginia 303.7 4.4 152.0 42.8 18.6 6.0
Tennessee-
North Carolina 208.9 9.9 68.7 none none none
Georgia 78.1 none none none none none
Total 662.7 14.3 220.7 42.8 18.6 6.0

Source: Land Acquisition Field Office, Appalachian National Scenic Trail, U.S. Department of the Interior, Martinsburg, W. Va.
Tennessee and North Carolina mileage is combined because much of the trail follows the State line. Virginia data includes stretches
not included in the study area of this publication.
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Figure 115.—The static mountain community of Nada, Powell County, Ky., on
old State route 77 which tunnels through the mountain close by and forms part
of the Red River Gorge Loop Drive on the Daniel Boone National Forest. The
modern Mountain Parkway also now passes near the town, and the Frenchburg
Civilian Conservation Center, established 3 years before the photo was taken in
September 1968, is just a short distance away. A scene still common today
throughout the Southern Appalachians. (Forest Service photo F-519027)

Gorge was developed, the Red River Area Citizens Committee
protested the use of condemnation. Since 1973, some Red
River inholders, having observed its use in spite of their
opposition, began to protest any additional Federal land
acquisition. The Gateway Area Development District, for
example, passed a resolution in April 1979 opposing ‘‘further
acquisition of land within the . . . area.”®’

The opposition appears to have been inflamed by the RARE
II proposals to designate nearly one-half of the Red River
Gorge (Clifty area) as wilderness (to be discussed later);
however, the concern developed out of general experience with
Forest Service acquisition policies and procedures. As in the
cases of Mount Rogers, Chattooga River, and the Appalachian
Trail, legislative development and Forest Service management
plans appeared to threaten, with little warning, the pattern of
local landownership. In the Red River Gorge area many people
believed that, although the Forest Service usually aired its
land-management alternatives in public, it often did not
adequately inform them of final land-use decisions. Because
people sometimes felt uncertain of their options, the threat of
Federal acquisition was not entirely removed.®® As long as the
Federal Government was a neighbor, the mountaineer felt he
could never be certain that his land would remain his own.
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Private Recreation Business Is a Major Force

One conclusion of the ORRRC report was that the ‘“‘most
important single force in outdoor recreation is private
endeavor—individual initiative, voluntary groups . . . , and
commercial enterprises.”’*® Indeed, the heightened Federal
attention to outdoor recreational resources and and Federal
legislation passed following the report apparently triggered a
substantial private recreational development, particularly in the
Southern Apalachians. The natural beauty of the region and
its proximity to the population centers of the East were
recognized as assets that had not been fully exploited. National
corporations opened new resorts in the mountains; vacation
home communities spread in clusters outside the National
Forests; the number of retail establishments catering to tourists
increased, and speculators bought numerous tracts of
mountain land, throughout the region, hoping to turn a profit
by subdividing. The impact of these actions was considerable,
not only on the local population but also on the managers of
Federal land.

In its first years, the Appalachian Regional Commission
funded a series of studies to ascertain the potential role of the
recreation industry in the region’s economic development. The
benefits of tourism to the local population had long been
acclaimed by recreational developers seeking to gain support
for their programs. Promoters of the Blue Ridge Parkway and
the Great Smoky Mountains National Park had both predicted
a regional tourist boom.” Nevertheless, although recreational
visitation and tourism in the Southern Appalachians increased
dramatically over the years, by 1960 no such boom had
developed. -

The first ARC study in 1966 concluded that the economic
impact of recreational development on local areas is
“marginal” and should be justified principally because it gives
open-space recreation to people living in metropolitan areas. It
cautioned that recreational employment is seasonal, low-
paying, and undemanding, and that the indirect benefits of
tourism are small. Thus, the 1966 ARC report pointedly
advised, ‘““major public investment in non-metropolitan
recreation resources would rarely be justified solely or even
primarily, for the sake of the economic impact on the local
area.”’’! So the recreation industry, like the timber industry,
was not the solution to Appalachia’s economic ills.
Nevertheless, seemingly ignoring the prudent findings of its
first study, and favoring the rosy BOR report of 1967, ARC
continued to encourage heavy recreational development.” In
1967 the Commission began an inventory and analysis of
selected multicounty sites, 23 of which were labeled of greatest
potential. Twelve such sites were in the Southern
Appalachians, and seven of these, all relatively undeveloped,
were selected for further analysis.”® All seven were near, or
enclosed, National Forests, National Parks, or TVA reservoirs.
Thus, the large Federal landownership in the region was
recognized as a major recreational asset. Private investment, it
was felt, could *““piggy-back’ on the existing recreational
attraction of public sites.
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For example, the Upper Hiwassee River Interstate complex,
a seven-county highland area of northern Georgia,
southeastern Tennessee, and southwestern North Carolina, just
south of Great Smoky Mountains National Park, was credited
with enormous potential because of the Chattahoochee,
Cherokee, and Nantahala National Forests and four TVA
reservoir lakes. However, the area lacked road access,
accommodations, and camping spaces. Although it was
implied that Federal or State funds would be required for
roads and other public services, ARC said private developers
could profitably build hotels, motels, and second homes.”
Similarly, the Boone-Linville-Roan Mountain complex in the
Pisgah National Forest section of North Carolina, just east of
the park, was seen to exhibit ‘‘great potential” for attracting
vacationers, especially skiers.”® Overall, the ARC study
concluded, if the 14 recreation sites were fully developed, by
1985 there would be a $1.7-billion ‘“‘total economic impact.”
Even in the smallest counties where a lower level of
expenditure could be assumed, “‘a sizable amount of private
business development and/or expansion could be expected,
and services would probably be considerably expanded.’’®

In 1960, private recreational development was not spread
evenly over the Southern Appalachians; rather, it was
concentrated in distinct county clusters. The principal clusters
were near Great Smoky Mountains National Park—Sevier and
Swain; in the Nantahala National Forest—Graham, Jackson,
and Macon; the northern Georgia counties in the
Chattahoochee National Forest—Towns, Union, Fannin, and
principally, Rabun; and Watauga and Avery counties, in the
upper Pisgah National Forest, near Boone, N.C., and the Blue
Ridge Parkway. Clearly, the National Forests, parkway, and
National Park of the region were integral to the development
of the private tourist-recreation industry.”’

Nevertheless, physical recreational resources alone do not
explain the locational pattern of the recreation industry.
Hancock County, Tenn., for example, one of the 12 study
counties we chose for more detailed analysis, located north of
Knoxville near Cumberland Gap, had “a mountain
environment, clean air and streams, an uncommercialized and
unspoiled countryside, and a unique county culture
group . . . . Tourists, however, have not visited the county in
large numbers.’’’® Major factors in recreational development
were relative ease of access and a resort history. That is, the
counties with the greatest recreational growth in this period
were those that had a history of tourism and that seemed
unable to attract other economic activities, because of their
remoteness.’® Southern Appalachian counties with the most
lodgings and tourist-related jobs were relatively inaccessible,
lacked a diverse economic base, but had been frequented for
many years by vacationers.



The Federal lands that prévided the regional recreation base
attracted vacationers throughout the 1960’s and 1970’s, most
of them at an increasing rate. Statistics for the fiscal years
1972-80 reveal the general trend, as shown in figure 116.%° The
Chattahoochee and Jefferson National Forests did not show
substantial visitor growth over the 8-year period, and the
Cherokee did so only in 1980, when visitation increased 150
percent over 1979. In the four North Carolina forests, it
increased steadily by 240 percent over the period. In the
Daniel Boone, including the Redbird unit, the peak was
reached in 1976. Notably, compared to all National Forests in
the United States, the Daniel Boone and North Carolina
forests rose dramatically as ranked by number of recreation
“visitor-days’’ reported. By 1980, the Daniel Boone ranked
26th out of 122 National Forest units; the North Carolina
forests jointly ranked eighth.®!

Private Development Varies Greatly

The extent of private recreational development that occurred
during the 1960’s and 1970’s varied considerably from county
to county across the Southern Appalachian region. Some

Figure 116.—Volume of Recreational Visitation in
Southern Appalachian National Forests, 1972-80.
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became the focus for heavy second-home development; others
grew in commercial facilities; others, although remaining
relatively important as recreational concentrations, developed
very little. One area that achieved wide publicity for its heavy,
uncontrolled commercial development is Gatlinburg, Sevier
County, Tenn.—western entrance to Great Smoky Mountains
National Park.®?

During the 1980’s changes in landownership began to occur
suddenly in the Gatlinburg area where for years land had been
closely held by a few families. After 1960 ‘‘outsiders with no
apparent intention of establishing residency . . . increased
their holdings.”’® Most of these ‘‘outsiders’ were northern
corporations, such as Rapoca Resources Coal Co. of
Cincinnati, or national chains, such as Holiday Inn. A very
high number of franchise or chain ownerships located there.**

Investments were made not only in resort attractions (resort
hotels, restaurants, and shops), but in residential land as well.
Individuals and corporations bought acreage all around
Gatlinburg, so that by 1972 almost half the landowners were
outsiders. Many of them bought land for summer or
retirement homes but some, with no intention of settling,
bought for pure speculation. Although in the mid-1970’s
sizable tracts outside Gatlinburg were still in the hands of local
inhabitants, the slightly more distant tracts, upon which higher
capital gains could be realized, were largely in the hands of
outsiders.®*

Although the town was unusual in the Southern
Appalachians in that it had been an established resort area for
several decades, its pattern of land development by outside
investors was repeated throughout the region. Watauga and
Avery Counties, N.C., were heavily developed in the 1960’s,
first by local entrepreneurs. For example, Hugh Morton
transformed Grandfather Mountain into a recreational
complex that included condominiums, a subdivision of Scottish
manor houses called Invershiel, a lake, and the Grandfather
Mountain Golf and Country Club, with a professional golf
course.®® His family had owned some 16,000 acres of mountain
land since the end of the 19th century; when his father died,
Morton inherited the mountain as a parcel of land no one else
in the family wanted. Although a movement was started to
purchase Grandfather Mountain for the National Park Service,
Morton finally decided to develop the land. With the aid of
professionals, he built one feature after anothér. By 1978,
Grandfather Mountain boasted, in addition to traditional
resort facilities, a bear habitat, a nature museum, and a mile-
high swinging bridge.

Later, corporate developments, such as Sugar Mountain and
Beech Mountain, owned by Carolina-Caribbean Corp. of
Miami, followed. Some Winston-Salem businessmen and the
L.A. Reynolds Construction Co. built Seven Devils nearby. All
included golf courses, lakes, tennis courts, and ski slopes, as
well as second homes spread in subdivision fashion across the
hills. #’

Northern Georgia has also attracted heavy recreational
investment, particularly in vacation-home communities. As of
1974, approximately 210 second-home subdivisions were being
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“actively developed” in 12 counties, some as large as 5,000 to
9,000 acres.® On a smaller scale, the Highlands area of Macon
County, N.C. became the site of many second homes whose
owners had permanent residences in Atlanta, Savannah,
Jacksonville, and other southern urban areas.* However,
recreational subdivisions per se did not become a common
feature of the southwestern North Carolina landscape. In the
11-county “‘Southern Highlands” region of North Carolina,
including Buncombe, Henderson, Graham, Macon, and Swain
Counties, there were only 12 second-home development firms
that controlled 30 or more homes or sites each in 1973. Macon
County, had the most, with four.®°

The increase in second-home development throughout the
Southern Appalachians was part of the general reversal of the
heavy outmigration the region experienced in the two decades
after World War II. As discussed in chapter VII, between
1970 and 1975 a distinct change in migration patterns occurred
in all study counties; either net outmigration slowed
dramatically or net inmigration took place. This shift appears
to have applied across the whole region, and must be seen as
part of a national change. In general, over the United States
as a whole, after 1970, nonmetropolitan areas attracted
increasing numbers of people while Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Areas lost population. In particular,
nonmetropolitan places of a recreation or retirement character
attracted heavy numbers of inmigrants. Although the Sunbelt
States were the chief recipients of inmigrants, parts of the
Southern Appalachians previously identified as areas of
recreational development were also among the migration-
destination targets.®!

No Economic Boom Results

However, in spite of the isolated clusters of resorts, the
localized proliferation of second homes, and the reversal in
migration trends, recreational development in the Southern

Appalachians in the 1960’s and 1970’s did not create an
economic boom. Development was initiated largely by
individual or corporate outside investors, and secondary growth
was often limited. Ten years after the initial ARC recreational
study of 1966, reports and statistics of actual results generally
confirmed this study’s conclusion that the net economic impact
of recreational development on the Southern Appalachian
region would be ‘“marginal.”

For example, over the 11-county area of southwestern North
Carolina, almost no growth occurred in the local recreation
industry between 1966 and 1972. Specifically, the North
Carolina Outdoor Recreation Areas Inventory discovered an
actual decline in the number of resorts offering camping and
recreation/amusement facilities between 1966 and 1972. This
decline was most extreme for commercial resorts, which
dropped in number by 25 percent; whereas resorts on
government land actually increased by 60 percent.®

Employment in recreation-related businesses over the
11-county area generally increased between 1960 and 1970;
however, as a percentage of total employment, recreation
business employment showed little gain. Only employment in
construction and in hotels, lodging places, and amusement
services increased, both absolutely and relatively. Employment
in eating and drinking places, gas stations, and real estate
experienced relative declines.” The only real recreation-related
growth shown was in the actual number of firms servicing the
recreation, tourist, and second-home market.® This growth,
however, may more accurately reflect exogenous investment
than it does local capital development.

Over the Southern Appalachian region as a whole, as
represented by the 12 study counties, growth from recreational
development can be partially gauged from the increase in the
number of, and sales from, eating and drinking places. Table
21 shows these increases over the years for which data are
available:

\

Table 21.— Eating and drinking places in 12 selected Southern Appalachian counties: number
and percentage of total retail sales, 1972 data compared to 1954 and 1967

L High proportion of National Forest l

Little or no National Forest

Year Number of eating and drinking places

1954 6 4 11 14 5 2 16 5 44 NA 16 20

1972 12 8 27 19 8 5) 23 14 49 2 27 28
Percentage of total retail sales from eating and drinking places

1967 | 20 10.0 | 34 4.0 1.3 2.4 3.8 22 4.4 D 4.7 3.4

1972 | 3.7 11.3 | 5.4 5.4 2.6 4.5 2.3 2.4 4.1 D 4.6 4.7

D = Disclosure laws prohibit publication for only one or two firms.
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, County and City Data Book, (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1957, 1967, 1972).

162




Although the number of eating and drinking places
increased in both the counties with a high proportion of
National Forest land and those with little or none, the
percentage increase was greater for the former group. For two-
thirds of the former, the number of eating and drinking places
at least doubled, an increase that suggests the rise in tourism
those areas experienced. Similarly, that group of counties
showed a gain in the relative importance of sales from eating
and drinking places between 1967 and 1972; whereas, over the
same period, the relative importance of such sales generally
decreased in the latter group. This differential probably
reflects the failure of the heavily national-forested counties to
build as broad an economic base as those counties without
much such land, as well as their increase in recreational
development.**

Pace of Recreational Development Slows

Although the recreation industry of the heavily national-
forested counties experienced a period of relative growth in the
1960’s and 1970’s, the extent of neighboring Federal
landownership was no assurance of a successful recreation
investment. The pace of development has slowed. For example,
the privately owned Bear Paw Resort on Lake Hiwassee in the
extreme southwestern corner of the Nantahala National
Forest—one of the areas identified by ARC as showing
substantial recreation development potential—suffered major
financial losses during most of the 1970’s.° The resort, a
99-acre complex with 40 rental cottages, built by TVA when
the Hiwassee Dam was constructed, included tennis courts, a
swimming pool, an ice-skating rink, marina, stables, and
restaurants. In 1979 the North Carolina Department of Natural
Resources and Community Development negotiated to buy the
property for a State park. But, as one of the owners lamented,
*“the thing is a loser. There’s no way for us to make money or
even for the state to . . . The property isn’t worth $200,000,
so far as a going concern . . . ”’ The purchase did not take
place.”

Furthermore, whatever growth may have occurred in the
recreation industry in selected counties during the 1960’s and
1970’s, the employment in the industry was repeatedly
acknowledged to be small, sporadic and low-paying.®® In 1975,
in 12 mountain counties of North Carolina, where recreational
development was a feature of the landscape, only 6.6 percent
of the labor force worked in the recreation industry, and then
only seasonally, for low wages.®® As Lewis Green of Asheville
has written, in spite of the promises developers make for the
local economy:

. all that one can see for the little man is
maintenance and custodial jobs. Maids and waitresses.
At the end of the season, the big money goes to
Florida—to return here again to buy up some more old
homeplaces.'®

Even more significant, some feel, is the fact that such
employment introduces *“‘a job orientation no longer directly
associated with the land.” Although in itself such orientation
may not be bad, it “‘serves to undermine the spirit of
independence so long characteristic of the mountain people,
and places them in a position of almost perpetual
subordination to the outside-dominated financial
manipulators.” !

During the 1960’s, commercial and individual private land
acquisition began to alter the mountaineer’s perception of his
land. Land became ‘‘significant as property,” and valued for
financial investment.'°> On the whole, private investment in
the Southern Appalachians during the 1960’s and 1970’s
substantially inflated the price of land. In southwestern North
Carolina, ‘“hilly woodland that sold for $50 to $100 [per acre]
in 195S could have easily been sold ten years later for $450 and
more.”’'?* Such inflation consequently raised property
valuations, causing increased property taxes, and thus a higher
property tax base. Whether such changes were ultimately
beneficial or detrimental is open to some controversy. Edgar
Bingham has described the circumstances that have led to the
inflation of land values:

Buyers from . . . large corporations . . . offer prices for
land which unsuspecting natives find difficult to refuse.
The prices offered are in truth inflated relative to the
value of the land in its traditional subsistence or semi-
subsistence farm use . . . . Many sell, assuming that
they will buy other property within the general area,
but they find that land values overall have gone up
radically, so they either must give up their former way
of life and become menials for the developer, or, as is
often the case, they leave the community altogether.
Even those who are determined to retain their land
find that its value has become so inflated that it is no
longer practical to use it for farming, so either they
become developers themselves or they sell to the
developer. '

This process has been clearly documented in Ashe, Avery,
and Watauga Counties, N.C., where the number of out-of-
State landowners and the amount of land they owned increased
dramatically between 1960 and 1980.'°* A study by the North
Carolina Public Interest Research Group found that outside
speculators increased their landownership by 164 percent in
Watauga County and 47 percent in Avery County between
1970 and 1975.'°¢ One result of such increase is that, as land
values inflated, farmers found it more and more difficult to
pay taxes. By the mid-1970’s, approximately half the farmers
in Watauga and Avery Counties worked at least 100 days per
year off their farms to supplement their incomes. The long-
range predicament is that, as farmland prices escalate, a
farming career ceases to be viable.!°’
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Net Benefits Are Questionable

Although second-home developments and investments in
mountain land increased the property tax base of many
Southern Appalachian counties, the cost of services also
increased considerably. Due to a lack of substantive
documentation, it is not certain whether revenues kept up with
costs. The 1966 ARC study found that resorts and vacation
homes generally strengthen the property tax base. Also,
because the highest single item of public
expenditure—education—is usually not increased as a result of
recreational development, the study claimed that vacation
homes and establishments do ‘“‘yield a profit on the municipal
balance sheet.”'%

However, a mid-1970’s study of the Georgia, North Carolina,
and South Carolina State agencies responsible for recreation
suggested that the cost of providing services to second-home
developments can be more than the increased taxes they
generate, particularly if the developments are not adjacent to
existing population concentrations.'® Specifically, Avery and
Watauga Counties, with very limited road-maintenance
budgets, allowed ski roads in demand for tourist developments
to be maintained, while farm roads suffered. Hospitals, fire
departments, and police all were found understaffed and
underfinanced to handle the temporary vacationing
population.'*® Similarly, in Sevier County, Tenn., three resort
developments studied by the State Planning Office in 1977
were found to have cost the county at least $23,000 more in
services than they generated in tax revenues.'!

In addition, many have claimed that resort and recreational
home development in the Southern Appalachians has brought
environmental degradation similar to that resulting from the
exploitation of timber and coal resources decades earlier.!!?
Problems of erosion, inadequate water supplies, and sewage
treatment facilities have been cited.!!* Some of the degradation
has been clearly visible, as the description of a Rabun County,
Ga., development, named Screamer Mountain, testifies:

Seen from a helicopter, it is as though an entire
mountain had been assaulted by a road-building spider
and left entangled and throttled in a network of gouges
and tracks. Since this development is dense and the
gradients are steep, much of the vegetation is gone;
mud turning to liquid mud in the rain, is left behind.
Since this development constitutes a mountain, it is
visible from all sides. It is particularly worthwhile to
imagine several such developments on the tops of
approximately contiguous hills. These fortresses of
deforestation, frowning upon each other across their
several valleys, would then constitute their inhabitants’
only views . . . . It is hard to see what amenity would
remain.'**
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Such visual blight has occurred largely because most
counties in the region have not had appropriate zoning or land
use controls. In North Carolina, although most county
governments have zoning ordinances, they are generally of
poor quality, and are often set aside or lightly administered
under economic pressures. In addition, development has often
taken place in the unincorporated areas of a county, where
land-use controls have been even more lax.!'®

Big Influx of Temporary Residents

Finally, recreational development has brought to the
mountains a new group of temporary residents, most of whom
have a value systaem and attitude toward the land that are
alien to the mountaineer. Writing of the suburban newcomers,
Bingham has explained:

The effect on the human population [of recreational
development] over recent years has been to replace the
natives with ‘““‘new’’ mountaineers. Mountaineers
without a real attachment to the land and whose
demands or expectations have tended to be in conflict
with rather than in harmony with the mountain
habitat. His automobiles, motorcycles, and the service
vehicles meeting his more elaborate demands clog the
mountain roads and disturb the rural quiet with the
roar of their engines. His ski slopes have cut huge
slashes in the natural cover of the most attractive
mountains, and the most appealing trails and
associated vistas suddenly become off-limits to the
people who have always lived here.'¢

Perhaps the greatest misunderstanding between the old and
new mountaineer is in the matter of trespass. The southern
mountaineer has his own sense of landownership rights.
Holding title to the land is but one type of possession; long
residence in an area entitles one to certain rights as well—for
example, free access for hunting, wood gathering, and berry
picking. This attitude toward the land is based on historical
precedent; in the past, each farmer had his own bottomland
acreage but regarded the forested ridges as common ground.*!’

Thus, although over 4 million acres in the region were in
Federal ownership, local residents still felt free to use much of
that land in the traditional way. As George Hicks has written:

Timber is recognized as private property and one must
buy trees pefore cutting them. Scavenging for fallen
tree limbs to use as firewood, however, falls into the
same category as galax: it belongs to the gatherer. The
same is true for wild fruits—huckleberries, blueberries,
blackberries, and so on.'!®

Although permits were required for some activities—tree
cutting, gathering evergreens, or hunting—the Forest Service
at times overlooked violations. As Hicks wrote of local use of
the North Carolina National Forests, “‘evergreen collectors take
it as a game to evade the forest rangers and Federal officers,
and they declare that the officials have a similar playful
attitude.*!*® A similar “‘game’ has been observed between
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local hunters and Forest Service personnel along the
Appalachian Trail:

“Foot Travel Only” trails . . . [are] being (hopefully, at
least) protected by Forest Service signs designed to
exclude two-wheeled and four-wheeled vehicles. During
hunting season, it seems that the signs are taken down
and hidden; and vehicles enter. Violators profess
innocence . . . claiming they saw no signs excluding
vehicles. To combat this, the Forest Service erects
heavy wooden posts. The posts are cut down with chain
saws, and vehicles obtain entrance. The Forest Service
retaliates with more wooden posts, and this time drives
one-inch thick steel rods diagonally through the posts
and into the ground. And so the battle goes

on . . . each side thinking of new ways to outwit the
other.!?°

Figure 117.—Prominent wilderness leaders who accompanied Forest Service
officials on a 4-day *‘show-me’ trip through National Forests in the Southern
Appalachian Mountains, were here looking over the new Shining Rock Wild
Area, later called Wilderness, from the crest of Shining Rock on the Pisgah
National Forest, N.C., in September 1962, 2 years before passage of the
Wilderness Act. The spot is near the “‘Pink Beds,” ‘“‘Cradle of Forestry,” and
Blue Ridge Parkway, southwest of Asheville and not far from Great Smoky
Mountains National Park. Standing, left to right, were: North Carolina National
Forests Supervisor Peter J. Hanlon; Southern Regional Forester James K. Vessey;
Harvey Broome, a lawyer and co-founder in 1934 of the Wilderness Society. a
leader in the Great Smoky Mountains Hiking Club; William W. Huber,
Southern Regional information chief; Pisgah District Ranger Ted S. Seeley; and
Supreme Court Justice William O. Douglas, a hiking and wilderness enthusiast.
Seated: Ernest M. Dickerman, then director of field services, eastern region,
Wilderness Society, later also Washington representative of Tennessee Citizens
for Wilderness Planning, and (1982) vice-president of Conservation Council of
Virginia; and Charles Rickerhauser. (Forest Service photo F-504012)
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When the new group of vacation homeowners and resort
developers came, they established the boundaries of their newly
acquired property with fences and often “No Trespassing” or
“No Hunting” signs.'?* This exclusion became a source of
misunderstanding and antagonism. Why, the mountaineer
reasoned, was he prohibited from woodgathering or hunting on
lands his family had used for years? Incidences of arson were
traced to such resentment. In Macon County in 1976, an
outbreak of fires struck a sawmill, several patches of woods,
and a tourist attraction called Gold Mountain. A man was
later quoted as saying, ‘““The posted signs burned right off
early. They didn’t last no time.”’*??

Because the mountaineers, the newcomers, and the Forest
Service staff live in close proximity throughout the mountains,
a triangular relationship developed in which the Forest Service
was often perceived by the mountaineers to be catering to the
ways of the newcomers. There was a ‘‘conflict—real or
perceived—between the expectations and desires of forest users
distant from the forest scene and local economic
aspirations.”’'?* The forest officers, following administrative
directives from Washington, felt caught in the middle. In no
case was this situation more dramatic than in the battles that
were staged during the late 1970’s over wilderness.

Wilderness Act Sparks Much Conflict

The Wilderness Act of September 3, 1964 gave Federal
statutory recognition to wilderness designation through the
establishment of a national system of wilderness areas.'?* The
Act was the culmination of 8 or 9 years of intensive legislative
debate and lengthy testimony. The first wilderness bill had
been introduced by Senator Hubert Humphrey in 1956
following the opposition to and defeat of the proposed Echo
Park Dam on the Green River in Dinosaur National
Monument, northern Utah and Colorado. That preservation-
versus-development controversy illustrated both the political
power of militant conservationist groups and the substantial
base of their popular support.!?*

Debate over the Wilderness Act focused on three issues: the
amount of land to be included in the wilderness system; the
addition of lands to the system; and the status of logging and
mining in wilderness areas.'?* Most timber, mining, petroleum,
agriculture, and grazing interests opposed the legislation; the
Forest Service, although a pioneer in establishing wilderness
areas, also was strongly against the bill at first, largely because
its administrative and land-management prerogatives would be
restricted. The statement in the Multiple Use-Sustained Yield
Act of 1960 that ““the establishment and maintenance of areas
of wilderness are consistent with the purposes and provisions
of . . . multiple use,” anticipated to some extent the wilderness
legislation to come.'?” Support for a separate wilderness act
was strong, however, and the Forest Service ultimately acceded
to the popular movement, lending its expertise to the long bill-
drafting and modification process.
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The Wilderness Act defined wilderness areas as places
“where the earth and its community of life are untrammeled
by man, where man himself is a visitor who does not remain.”
Wilderness areas were to be preserved in a roadless, forested,
undeveloped condition. Specifically prohibited in the
wilderness system were motor vehicles (land or water),
motorized equipment, and the landing of aircraft, except
where already established, as well as permanent buildings and
lumbering. In general, hunting, fishing, and grazing (but not
crop farming) were allowed. Where rights had been previously
established, mining and prospecting could continue until
January 1, 1984.

The wilderness system defined by the Act incorporated over
14 million acres of areas that were already being administered
by the Forest Service as wilderness. In 1924 its Southwestern
Region had established the Gila Wilderness Area in New
Mexico. In 1929 the Forest Service had set aside large
primitive areas in the West and upper Great Lakes region for
protection under Regulation ‘‘L-20.” In 1939 the “U”
Regulations formally established a system of wilderness, wild,
and primitive areas. (Later the Boundary Waters Canoe Area
in Minnesota, much of which had been pledged by the
Secretary of Agriculture in 1926 to remain roadless, was added
as a distinct administrative entity.) Lumbering, roads,
commercial establishments, motor boats, and resorts were all
prohibited in the system. Except for size, Forest Service
wilderness and wild areas were the same; wilderness areas were
larger than 100,000 acres, wild areas were between 5,000 and
100,000 acres. Primitive areas were tracts set aside for further
study, although they were administered as wilderness.
Altogether, in 1964, the system encompassed over 14,600,000
acres.'?®

The Wilderness Act included the Forest Service’s 54
previously designated wilderness and wild areas as the sole
initial components of the national wilderness system. Its 34
primitive areas, which accounted for over a third of the
14,600,000-acre system, were to be reviewed over a 10-year
period for possible inclusion. Each area could be added to the
system only by an act of Congress; prior to congressional
action, each area had to be the subject of a public hearing
where testimony from Governmental officials and private
citizens would be taken.

By 1973, only three areas in the East, formerly designated
wild areas, had been included in the wilderness system: Great
Gulf, in the White Mountain National Forest in New
Hampshire, and Linville Gorge and Shining Rock, both in the
Pisgah National Forest. In designating wilderness, the Forest
Service had maintained a strict interpretation of its own
guidelines.'® In the East, where most lands had been
occupied, logged, or burned, only a few select areas of more
than 5,000 acres qualified for wilderness consideration.
However, the 7,655-acre Linville Gorge and 13,400-acre
Shining Rock tracts were not altogether free from the imprint
of man; parts of both areas had been logged and burned about
1900.3°



However, the national movement for wilderness was strong.
Local conservationists expressed dissatisfaction with the
exclusion by definition of all but a few eastern lands from the
wilderness system.!*! Furthermore, the eastern areas that had
been designated wilderness were experiencing a phenomenal
increase in public visitation. Linville Gorge and Shining Rock
had a recreational use of 5,300 and 5,200 visitor-days
respectively in 1968; by 1974, the figures were 21,800 and
12,400 visitor-days.'*? Recognizing the pressure for designating
more areas as eastern wilderness, the Forest Service in 1972
asked conservation organizations and natural resource
associations for recommendations on ways to classify and
preserve wilderness in the East, taking into consideration the
special problems posed by the fragmented landownership
pattern, the fact that most mineral rights were privately held,
and the fact that most rivers and bodies of water within
National Forests were not federally owned.!?

Beginning in 1972, bills were introduced in Congress to
establish a special wilderness system; the Eastern Wilderness
Act of 1975 resulted.'** The bill did not attempt to define
wilderness as such, but catalogued the value of wilderness as,
“solitude, physical and mental challenge, scientific study,
inspiration and primitive recreation.’”” Altogether, the Act
designated 16 eastern National Forest areas totaling over
207,000 acres as the initial components of the system. Five of
the areas were in the Southern Appalachians, as listed in table
22.

In addition, the Act named 17 study areas for consideration
for inclusion in the wilderness system. They were to be
administered as wilderness until a final determination on their
status was made, which was to be no later than 1980. Three
were in the Southern Appalachian forests: the 1,100-acre
Craggy Mountain area in Pisgah National Forest, and Big Frog
and Citico Creek in the Cherokee, totaling 18,500 acres.

Table 22.—New areas designated in Southern Appalachia by
the Eastern Wilderness Act of 1975S.

Wilderness National Forest Acreage
Beaver Creek Danie! Boone (Ky.) 5,500
Joyce Kilmer-Slickrock Nantahala, Cherokee 15,000

(N.C.-Tenn.)
Ellicott Rock Nantahala, Sumter, 3,600
Chattahoochee
(N.C, S.C., Ga)

Gee Creek Cherokee (Tenn.) 2,570
Cohutta Chattahoochee, Cherokee 34,500
(Ga., Tenn.)

Total 61,170

Source: The Eastern Wilderness Act. See also Hendee, Stankey, and Lucas,
Forest Service, USDA, Wilderness Management, (Washington: Government Printing
Office, October 1978), pp. 116, 117, 121,

The Roadless Areas Reviews (RARE)

Before the Eastern Wilderness Act was passed, efforts had
been underway to expand the national wilderness system. In
1971, the Forest Service initiated a review process called RARE
(Roadless Area Review and Evaluation) in which National
Forest roadless areas not included in the previously named
Primitive Areas were identified and rated for possible
wilderness designation.'** The result of the RARE process was
a list of 274 study areas, published in late 1973. Very few,
however, lay east of the 100th meridian.

Although the Eastern Wilderness Act of 1975 established an
eastern wilderness system, public pressure for more wilderness,
and Federal dissatisfaction with the slow process of study and
evaluation before public land use could be allocated,
precipitated another review of potential wilderness sites.'*¢
Another Roadless Area Review and Evaluation was begun in
1977, which immediately came to be known as RARE II.

RARE II was proposed as a national town meeting wherein
the public would help select potential wilderness sites and then
evaluate them. The RARE II process thus built upon and
extended the requisite for public involvement in Forest Service
planning that had been expressed in legislation since 1964.'%’
The evaluation demanded a quick decision: within a year and
a half, each site was to be designated either “‘wilderness,”
“nonwilderness,” or “needing further planning’’—subject to
congressional approval or modification. During the summer of
1977, workshops were held throughout the country to review a
preliminary list of Forest Service-proposed wilderness sites and
to suggest designation of others. On August 6, 1977, a public
workshop was held in Dahlonega, Ga., to comment on
wildernesses proposed in the Chattahoochee National Forest.
At this meeting, the public literally drew boundaries on maps
around areas they favored for wilderness.

After considering the public comments, the Forest Service
selected 2,688 areas nationwide for possible wildernesses. The
criteria for eastern wildernesses were different from those of
western areas; for example, they could contain one-half mile of
improved road for every 1,000 acres. Nevertheless, relatively
few areas were named in the eastern forests, and not even 3
percent were in the forests of the Southern Appalachians.'*®

In June 1978 the Forest Service published its Draft
Environmental Statement announcing the potential
wildernesses, and during the summer and early fall, solicited
public response. Town meetings were held to explain the
RARE II process, to outline the possible wilderness areas, to
clarify wilderness management, and to receive public questions
and comments. Largely through announcements in local
newspapers and other media, the agency openly sought letters,
written comments on pre-printed forms, and visits from the
public.'*®

The size and intensity of the public reaction surprised some
in the Forest Service. Altogether, 264,093 separate responses
(with 359,414 signatures) were received nationwide, ‘“‘the
largest number of comments the agency had ever received on a
Draft Environmental Statement—or on anything else for that
matter.”’*4°
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Mountaineers Protest Strongly

The response of southern mountaineers, although part of the
national reaction, was particularly strong, one-sided, and
widespread. In one sense, the emotions expressed went beyond
their typical and long-standing mistrust of government,
frequently noted by Appalachian scholars; in another, they
were no more than a release of pent-up frustrations and
dissatisfactions with the Federal Government.'*!

From the beginning of the land acquisition program the
Forest Service had filled many roles in relation to the local
population: Buyer, patron, employer, persuader, educator,
disciplinarian, friend. In most of these roles the agency
activated some respect of the relationship and guided it toward
a predefined goal. For example, from earliest days it chose to
crusade against man-caused forest fires. This effort led to
interactions with the local population that varied according to
the personalities of the ranger and careless burner or
incendiarist involved.'*?> The mountaineer’s resistance,
although not always passive, had been generally silent. His
frustrations became increasingly pronounced during the 1960’s,
however. The relationship between Forest Service managers
and both the recently arrived and long-settled local populations
became more and more strained by complexity and distance.

One factor that contributed to the strain was the change in
the defined role of the district ranger. Because of the growing
public demands on the National Forests and the increased
complexity of land management, the ranger was drawn more
and more into an administrative role. He was expected to be
the *“‘whole man,” handling all aspects of land management
and public relations.'*®* To ensure that the ranger performed
his job well, much of the time he had formerly spent training
forest technicians and work crews was transferred to his
district staff. As paperwork multiplied, he had to spend more
time in his office and less in the forest.'**

During the 1960’s, throughout the region, the ranger’s office
was moved from the forest into nearby towns. Such relocation
was done primarily to give the towns an economic boost and to
enhance public access to the ranger, but it proved generally
detrimental to his relationships with the people in his district.
As a Chattahoochee forester explained the problem, rural folk
traditionally came to town only once a week — Saturday.
Thus, if the ranger was based in town and tied to his desk,
people would see him at most only one day out of seven.'**

This distance between the ranger and the rural residents was
even more pronounced in the case of the forest supervisor. The
former ranger assistant, L. E. Perry of McCreary County,
writes with some acidity and apparent disgruntlement on the
remoteness he perceived in the Daniel Boone forest managers:

The office of the forest supervisor of the Daniel Boone
forest was located as far from the national forest as
politely possible, at Winchester, Kentucky, in the heart
of Bluegrass country, amidst horse farms, stately
homes and country clubs. From this comfortable
position the supervisor with a large staff of subalterns
has directed the activities of his district rangers. As the
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forest supervisor he belongs to an elite group of
minibureaucrats because he holds one of about 150
such positions in the United States. On rare occasions
a forest supervisor makes a brief tour of the ranger
stations on the forest but keeps a discreet distance
from the general public, taking great pains to shun all
politicians below the office of Governor or a U.S.
Congressman, and aloof from most corporation
executives or professional people unless circumstances
dictate otherwise.'*

Perry’s description of the role and attitude of the forest
supervisor, if strongly biased and inaccurate, nonetheless
reflects the estrangement the mountaineer sometimes felt
between himself and the Forest Service.

Another factor that contributed to this estrangement was the
replacement in the mid-1960’s of the fire warden system.
Under this system, which had been in existence for decades in
the eastern forests, a fire warden — a local man selected by
the ranger for his leadership and reliability — headed a team
of about 10 citizens who could be summoned immediately on
notice of a fire. Fires were reported to the warden, who is turn
reported to the district ranger.'*” Over the years, however, the
type of person suitable to serve as warden had become harder
to find. Increasingly, such citizens commuted to work in
nearby towns or cities; they were not at home to respond to
fire emergencies or to activate a fire crew.*®

In the 1960’s, aerial detection and special fire crews became
the chief means of fire control, and the need for fire towers,
crews to man them, and local labor declined. Although the
new fire protection system was more efficient and helped
substantially to reduce the size and number of fires, a chain of
communication between the ranger and local community was
broken. “Gone was much of the direct contact with the local
folks and their appreciation of the Forest Service attitudes,
interests and personnel.”’!*° The same was true of local
involvement with timber stand improvement and tree planting,
as during the 1960’s much of this work was contracted out to
professionals. '5°

Thus, it is apparent that during the 1960’s and 1970’s, as
the size of the Forest Service administrative staff increased,
and as mountaineers were contacted less often about its
activities, local resentments towards Federal land managers in
the Southern Appalachians increased. At the same time,
throughout the region, public land acquisition intensified: the
Federal Government had pressed for recreational land even to
the point of taking it by condemnation, and more and more
outsiders had arrived to buy whatever was left. In the eyes of
many mountaineers, its proposal to designate local land as
wilderness was an intolerable last straw.



The Forest Service, howe\'/er, was sensitive to local feelings.
It was specifically asking the people to voice opinions on a
major land-management issue. Such a request was part of a
recently increased Servicewide effort to involve the public in
the National Forest planning process; however, it was not only
new to the mountain people, but also alien to their usual
method of handling community problems:

[It] may be that the methods used by the Forest
Service to elicit public input are not those that fit with
the social and cultural ways of local Western North
Carolina people. Natives of this area have generally
been reluctant to speak in public meetings, write letters
to public officials, or organize to put political pressure
on national government organizations, especially if
there is any division of opinion within their own
communities on an issue.!s!

Reluctance notwithstanding, RARE II sparked an historically
atypical response in the region that often surprised forest
officers.

On-the whole, the mountain people opposed more
wilderness, especially in the Cherokee and Chattahoochee
forests. Even in North Carolina, where out-of-State interest in
RARE II was strongest, about 62 percent of respondents
opposed more wilderness, 32 percent supported more.!s?

Opposition to wilderness was directed at the Federal
Government in general. A citizen of Elizabethton, Tenn., for
example, said simply, ‘“Upper East Tennesseans do not want
anyone in Congress to tell us what is Wilderness. I am opposed
to it.”’!** More often, however, people responding to RARE II
focused on specific sites. Certain areas drew particular
interest—like Blood Mountain in the Chattahoochee, Clifty
area of the Red River Gorge in the Daniel Boone, Southern
Nantahala in the Nantahala and Chattahoochee forests,
Cheoah Bald in the Nantahala, and Citico Creek in the
Cherokee forest. Many people wanted some of the areas to be
wilderness; other areas were almost universally favored for
nonwilderness, and some drew a mixed response.***

Restrictions, Outsiders Seen as Threats

Opposition to more wilderness in the region was based on
several issues: (1) the ban on logging in wilderness; (2) the
threat of losing county tax revenue; (3) the exclusion of
motorized vehicles from wilderness; (4) the “‘invasion’ of the
area’s National Forests by “‘outsiders’; (S) the threat to private
holdings within and adjacent to wilderness areas, and (6) the
rights of the Federal Government versus those of the private
citizen.

These issues were not always clearly understood or
articulated. In spite of the town meetings and press releases,
misinformation circulated widely, even through the local
newspapers. The Watauga Democrat of Boone, N.C., stated in
August 1978 that under RARE II, “There will be no hunting,
fishing, or other recreational use of the [wilderness] lands.”"*sS
Two newspapers in Towns, Ga., implied that the wilderness
nearby was being established for blacks and the unemployed.
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Figure 118.—Homemade sign on plywood made by opponents of expanded
wilderness areas in North Georgia during the Forest Service’s second Roadless
Area Review and Evaluation (RARE II) hearings in the late 1970s. (Photo by
Chattahoochee National Forest)

(There were no blacks in Towns County.) Thus, as one pro-
wilderness resident of Hiwassee, Ga., wrote, ‘‘fear and bigotry
was the reason” for RARE II opposition.!s

Lumbermen throughout the Southern Appalachians strongly
opposed wilderness proposals. As Opel Smallwood of
Frenchburg, Ky., expressed it, *“There’s a world of timber in
there . . . just falling down and will go to waste.”’'” Areas
where the lumber industry was predominant were particularly
opposed. The Shady Valley community of Carter County,
Tenn. for example, had two sawmills employing about 30 men,
heavily dependent on Cherokee forest timber. The timber
operators feared that designating the nearby Beaver Dam
Creek area as a wilderness would force them to close their
mills. The Forest Service’s internal assessments concurred that
one or both mills might close if Beaver Dam Creek was
declared a wilderness.!*®

Similarly, in remote Graham County, N.C., on the southern
border of Great Smoky Mountains National Park, where 75
percent of the labor force was employed in timber-related jobs,
antagonism toward RARE II was strong. Six of the roadless
areas under study, including Cheoah Bald, were in the
county—which is 60 percent in National Forest. In 1977 the
Doyle Brock Bemis Lumber Co. of Robbinsville began
petitioning the forest supervisor’s office in Asheville, and
several citizens’ groups were organized in the area.'*®

The timber interests expressed opposition to RARE II
primarily through lobbying and newspaper campaigns. Long
accustomed to supporting and protecting their interests, they
were familiar with methods of political persuasion. In addition
to writing letters to their district rangers, timber groups visited
their city councils and congressmen, or wrote letters to local
newspapers. The Appalachian Hardwood Council, which
represents many of the South’s largest timber companies, sent
officials to Washington in the summer of 1978 to protest
further wilderness in the southern mountains.'¢°
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Numerous letters to district rangers expressed fear of
counties losing incoming because of wilderness. RARE II gave
many people the chance to express their belief that the Federal
Government had been shortchanging their local governments
for years. Although the Payment-In Lieu-of-Taxes Act had
substantially increased payments to Southern Appalachian
counties with National Forests, some either were unaware of
the increase, or considered 75 cents per acre still inadequate
compensation. ¢!

Probably the most widely expressed opposition to the
proposed wilderness in the Southern Appalachians was based
on the exclusion of roads and motorized vehicles. Although
hunting and fishing were to be permitted in wildernesses,
access was limited to horseback or foot travel. Hunters and
fishermen, accustomed to entering the woods in a pickup or
4-wheel drive vehicle, loudly attacked the restriction. Protests
came from sportsmen’s clubs, such as the Carter County
Hunting and Fishing Club in Tennessee, as well as from
individual sportsmen. As a resident of Lakemont, Ga., wrote,
“I like to hunt and fish, but would like to drive within easy
walking distance.””¢? The letters of protest also came from
mountaineers who use the woods for berrying and gathering
firewood. Quite a few complained that the roadless designation
was discriminatory. A Rabun County citizen wrote:

If roads are closed, only the young, hale and hearty
will be able to use the inner-regions of the wilderness
while the elderly, handicapped and those who are not
well-in-body will have to nibble around the edges. It’s
not right . . . it’s not American.'®?
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Figure 119.—Shady Valley, Tenn., in December 1928, then a cluster of farms
surrounded by forested hills with some fields returning to forest, adjoining the
Unaka (now Cherokee) Nationai Forest. (NA:95G-230401)

Some of the protest against wilderness designation focused
on the outsiders who visit the National Forests. A Marble,
N.C., man, interviewed by CBS News, wondered, ‘“‘People in
Raleigh and Washington, D.C., they don’t have to make their
living here. They don’t have to heat with wood. Where we
gonna’ get heater wood? Where’s these men gonna’ work over
here?’’'¢* Although many expressed concern about the general
overuse of wildernesses, some spoke disparagingly of the type
of people attracted to them. Throughout the region, the
mountaineers made a clear distiction between themselves and
the weekenders who hiked the Appalachian Trail, rode the
Chattooga River, or backpacked near the Red River Gorge of
the Daniel Boone. A Georgia resident wrote, “I used to be
able to drive with my family down on the Chattooga and camp
out. Now it is only open to river riding hippies.”’*¢* Another
Georgia resident wrote, ‘I like to be able to get out and ride
Dune Buggies and 4 Wheel. I don’t like these city slickers and
Hippies taking over.’’!6¢




Private Inholdings Are Protected

Emotions sparked by RARE II also ran high over the
question of private inholdings within designated wildernesses.
The Eastern Wilderness Act provided for acquisition of
inholdings, but put no specific restrictions on the use of
private land within or adjacent to wilderness. The Act
authorized condemnation or exchange when the use of an
inholding was incompatible with wilderness, but it did not
define incompatibility. Since some of the proposed wildernesses
contained several inholdings, the ambiguity created some
alarm. For example, the 11,115-acre Clifty area in the Red
River Gorge contained 2,145 acres in private ownership. Most
was in summer-home lots and vacation cabins, but there was
one permanent resident, the elderly Mrs. Ernie Tyra. Mrs.
Tyra, who had optioned 115 of her 250 acres for sale to the
Government, seemed less concerned about the wilderness
designation than the second-home owners in the area, many of
whom sent written comments to the forest supervisor.!'®’
Although the Clifty area was finally selected for wilderness, it
was determined that the inholdings, if their present use
continued, were not incompatible with wilderness, and that
nothing in the area would change, “except that it [the
designation] will never be changed.”'®

In the Chattahoochee National Forest, the proposed Blood
Mountain and Broad Camp roadless areas stirred inholders’
reactions. When their perimeters were originally drawn, several
summer homes in the vicinity of Lake Winfield Scott, and
private lands with farms, chicken houses, and commercial
enterprises were included. Clearly, some of these would be
incompatible with wilderness. People asked what would
become of these settlements—would their land-use options be
restricted? Would the Forest Service take their land? The
Forest Service, however, was unable to give a precise, definitive
answer.

A public meeting was called in April 1978, in Suches, Union
County, Ga., to which the Chattahoochee supervisor was called
to explain the agency’s intentions. Suches is a hamlet of only a
few families cradled in the hills, but over 200 people were
gathered in the local Woody Gap School. The crowd was
visibly hostile; the supervisor was grateful to have had an
assistant and two local ministers, Baptist and Methodist,
acting as moderators and protectors.!¢®

The meeting passed without violence. Primarily as a result of
the meeting, the supervisor acted to insure that the boundaries
of the areas recommended for wilderness were redrawn to
eliminate all private lands. He published a letter to the citizens
of northern Georgia acknowledging a Forest Service error, and
the validity of local concern.!”

How Much Wilderness?

Finally, some of the opposition to RARE II was based on
the general issue of Federal rights and the particular issue of
how much land and land-use control the Federal Government

should have. “Must the Forest Service be so greedy?”’ a Young
Harris, Ga., woman asked.'’! A Blairsville, Ga., dentist wrote,
“Although I'm an avid environmentalist, I feel that the current
proposed legislation imposes too much upon the citizens’ rights
under our Constitution.”!

Throughout the Southern Appalachians, citizens were not
content simply to write protest letters to their district rangers.
Many of them organized protest groups. Jack Brettler, of
Franklin, N.C., started the Save America Club; Jimmy Rogers,
a Baptist minister with interests in timber, organized the Stop
RARE II Coalition in western North Carolina and northern
Georgia. The Coalition issued “Stop RARE II”” bumper
stickers, which were popular on the mountain roads.'”* By far
the largest and most effective local organization was
SORE—Save Our Recreational Environment. SORE was
formed in September 1977, in Tellico Plains, Monroe County,
Tenn., and was led by the mayor, Charles Hall. SORE boasted
about 2,500 members, but it sponsored many times that
number of protest letters. SORE inundated the Cherokee
forest office with written comments on RARE II. Indeed,
Tennessee ranked fifth nationally in the number of responses
received, more than half of them sponsored by SORE.'"*

The intense, instant opposition to RARE II in the Tellico
Plains area can be explained largely by the concern already
present over the halting of the Tellico Dam and Tellico-
Robbinsville Scenic Highway. Both of these projects had been
stopped by environmentalist protest but were favored by the
local population because they would boost the area’s marginal
economy.'”® The Tellico Dam, a proposed TVA project on the
Little Tennessee River, was halted by a court ruling based on
the threat to the snail darter, an endangered fish species.'’®
The Scenic Highway, which had been approved in 1964, was
opposed from the beginning by environmentalists because its
path traversed a portion of the Joyce Kilmer Memorial Forest,
a remote and pristine area of the Nantahala National Forest.'"”’
The original route was shifted, and one-third of the highway
had been completed through the Cherokee National Forest on
the Tennessee side when it was halted by environmental
opposition.

SORE thus represented a convergence of issues. Moreover,
the success of SORE was partly attributable to the ease with
which local residents and vacation homeowners could work
together. In contrast to the situation in northern Georgia and
southwestern North Carolina, many second-home owners in the
East Tennessee mountains had roots there. Although they lived
in Chattanooga or Knoxville, their families had come from the
mountains, and they felt at home there. They drove the same
cars, and looked and talked the same, as the full-time local
residents. Thus, the two groups worked easily together for a
common goal: no more mountain wilderness.'’®

Considering the high level of emotion, concern, and
involvement generated by RARE II, it is not surprising that
antiwilderness protest threatened at times to become violent.
The level of hostility at RARE II meetings was often high. In
Franklin, N.C., in early August 1978, the Forest Service
presented an ‘“‘information meeting,” which brought *“a
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caravan of cars and pickups, heavy log-loaders and tractor-
trailer rigs” to town.'”® Citizens had previously agreed to
refrain from verbal comment at the meeting. However, when
one unidentified man yelled, “YWe don’t want no more damned
wilderness,” the mayor of Franklin, claiming to be a protestor
himself, led a walkout.!®°

The most widespread threat expressed was burning the
forests, should they be designated wilderness. For example, in
the Chattahoochee National Forest in the summer of 1978, a
plywood roadside sign was posted that read, “You put it in
‘wilderness’ and we’ll put it in ashes.”’*®* Such threats were
verbal as well as written, and became a popular subject of
local newspaper editorials and analyses. April 1978 was a
month of unusually numerous fires across the Southeast,
attributable in part to unseasonably dry weather. Some of the
fires, however, were called deliberate.!® That month, the
Asheville Citizen-Times in an editorial discussed reasons for
deliberate forest burning. Acknowledging the Southern
tradition of burning the woods for the purpose of clearing land
and eliminating rodents, snakes, and insects, the article also
cited revenge and ‘misguidance’ as motivations. * ‘Big
government,’ . . . an unresponsive society . . . foresters,” all
were cited as targets of vengeful burning.!®* (Ironically, that
very month, in McCreary County, Ky.. the Forest Service was
embarrassed when a debris-burning fire it had set to clear a
100-acre plot flattened by a tornado spread out of control,
aided by very dry brush and gusting winds, until it had
covered 1.400 acres in the Daniel Boone National Forest. %

However, although there were threats and hints of violence,
there were almost no violent acts documented. Rangers on the
Cherokee observed that, even at the height of the RARE II
conflict, the number of incendiary fires remained about the
same as for the previous 10 years.'®* In both the Pisgah and
Nantahala forests, although the total number of man-caused
fires (accidental or deliberate) in 1978 was greater than in
1977, it differed little from that of 1976.'*° In general,
mountain people were striving to control the forests for the
uses most important to them—hunting, fishing, gathering,
fuel, and timber. In spite of the threats, there was no hostile
intent toward the forests themselves.'®”

By the end of 1978, the wilderness recommendations were
announced—only 89,000 acres in the Southern Appalachians,
a large portion of which was the Southern Nantahala area of
the Nantahala and the Chattahoochee National Forests. Other
sizeable designations were the Brasstown Bald area of northern
Georgia and the Clifty area of Kentucky. In Tennessee, only
one roadless area, the Bald River Gorge east of Knoxville, was
recommended for wilderness—less than 4,000 acres.
Considerably more land was slated for nonwilderness status
than was put into the further planning category. In the
Cherokee forest, only 38,100 acres were assigned to further
planning; in the Chattahoochee, more than 93.000. Further
planning areas are to be managed as wilderness until their
status is finally decided.!®®
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With the announcement in early January 1979 of the
outcome of the RARE II process, the public furor subsided.
However, the issues raised during RARE II remained alive,
and only partially resolved. The RARE II outcome obviously
could not please evervone, and, as expected, some of the
groups that contributed heavily to the public response were not
pleased with the results. In Tennessee, where only Bald River
Gorge was committed to wilderness, environmentalists were
outspoken in their disappointment. In Tennessee and North
Carolina, the Wilderness Coalition, the Sierra Club, and other
prowilderness groups vowed to exert strong pressure for the
areas under ‘“‘further planning” to be designated wilderness.'*°

In some mountain areas, people continued to protest any
land being designated wilderness; and some felt that too few
areas were designated nonwilderness. Jack Brettler, of the Save
America Club in North Carolina, expressed disappointment
that the Harper Creek tract, which contains uranium deposits,
was recommended for further study.'®® Antiwilderness forces of
Robbinsville, N.C. were upset that three out of the six sites in
Graham County were designated wilderness, and vowed to get
the other three assigned to multiple use. “We’re going to fight
just as hard for those areas as if there were six. We're going to
fight full steam.”**! In northern Georgia, many mountain
communities expressed concern about the acres set aside for
further planning. As the Towns County school superintendent
said. “People are afraid that the federal bureaucracy will take
a little more each year, and you lose more and more.”’'*?

Mining Issue Is Unresolved

A potentially more explosive issue was not addressed by the
RARE II process and remained unresolved: mining in National
Forest wilderness areas. Shortly after the Wilderness Act was
passed, the Chief of the Forest Service expressed concern that
this issue could cause ‘‘some of our most difficult
administrative problems.’’!** Under the Wilderness Act and
Eastern Wilderness Act, mining was permitted in designated
wilderness areas, according to terms of preexisting leases and
permits, until December 31, 1983.'°¢ (In the eastern National
Forests, mineral rights under one-third of the land are not
owned by the Government; either they were reserved by the
seller when Federal acquisition occurred or they were already
outstanding in third parties. In the Daniel Boone and Jefferson
forests. where coal deposits are known to exist, even more of
the subsurface mineral rights are held by private interests. For
example, of 85,000 acres on the Clinch Ranger District of the
Jefferson, 55,000—or 65 percent—have privately held mineral
rights.)

Although the Forest Service has been unable to dictate the
extent of mining in parts of the Southern Appalachian forests,
mineral extraction prior to 1975 was limited. and most was
through deep mining, which generally did not jeopardize other
forest uses.'* However, as strip-mining of marginal lands
became more economically feasible, the threat of major land-
use controversies grew. In the late 1970's, such a controversy
erupted over strip-mining in the Beaver Creek wilderness of the
Daniel Boone National Forest.



In 1975, the Greenwood Land and Mining Co., which
operated four deep mines in the Daniel Boone forest,
purchased rights to 5,000 acres of coal under the Beaver Creek
wilderness in McCreary County—rights that had been reserved
when the land was sold to the Government in 1937.
Greenwood applied for a permit to prospect for coal at 27
sites, 22 of which were in the wilderness. The prospecting
would have involved th euse of motorized equipment and
excavation. Ultimate recovery of the coal would require some
contour stripping.'?

The Forest Service denied the permit, on the basis that the
prospecting was not compatible with wilderness management.
Greenwood filed suit in U.S. District Court in November 1976;
the court ruled in favor of Greenwood, but, commenting on an
issue beyond the immediate suit, added that strip-mining could
not occur on public property.!*” Meanwhile, the Forest Service
began planning to acquire Greenwood’s interests in the Beaver
Creek area, as the mining company appealed its case. Neither
initiative had been settled by early 1982.'%%

A similar case in the same county had a different outcome.
In 1976 the Stearns Coal and Lumber Co. applied for a permit
to strip-mine 15 acres of National Forest land on White Oak
Creek. The Forest Service denied the application, citing the
Secretary of Agriculture’s Rules and Regulations of 1911 with
which Stearns’ reserved rights had to comply.!®*® Stearns
“wholly rejected” the premises of the Forest Service denial,
and took the case to court for resolution.?°® In 1978, the
Kentucky State Supreme Court upheld the Kentucky tradition
that, in the case of a broad form deed, mining rights take
precedence over surface rights, even if the surface owner is the
United States Government and the surface is ‘“public
property.”

The case went to Federal court, and in early 1982 was still
unsettled. The outcome of the case will have repercussions not
only in McCreary County, where Greenwood Land and Mining
Co. is seeking to traverse and possibly strip within the Beaver
Creek wilderness, but throughout the Daniel Boone and other
eastern National Forests. The most decisive recourse for the
Forest Service would be acquisition of or exchanging other
land for the mining rights to such land—either a very
expensive solution.

By early 1982, Congress had not yet acted to establish the
recommended new wilderness areas in the Southern
Appalachians. In the meantime, public use of most of the
areas that had been previously designated wilderness was
increasing substantially. In only 3 years, between 1977 and
1980, the estimated recreational use of the eight wildernesses
of the Southern Appalachians increased by over 13 percent.?®!
The pressures on the forests of the region, from backpackers,
Federal recreation developers, and the mountaineers, seemed
focused on wilderness areas. Yet the issues surrounding
wilderness—particularly strip mining and the acquisition of
inholdings—remained unresolved.
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