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WATERSHED DEVELOPMENT-1961

JUNE 27, 1961

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON PITBLIC WORKS,

SUBCOMMITTEE ON WATERSHED DEVELOPMENT,
Washington, D.C.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:05 a.m., Hon. Frank
E. Smith, chairman of the subcommittee, presiding, in room 1302,
New House Office Building.
Mr. SMITH. The subcommittee will come to order. As a courtesy

to two of our colleagues who have to attend a Rules Committee meet-
ing we will ask Mr. Trimble and Mr. Thor-nberry to make statements
about their projects prior to the testimony of the Soil Conservation
Service so that they won't be late for their committee meetings. Mr.
Trimble.

STATEMENT OF HON. SAMES W. TRIMBLE, A MEMBER IN CONGRESS
FROM THE STATE OF ARKANSAS

Mr. TRIMBLE. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I
am grateful for this opportunity to speak to you about a project
which is in the district that I represent. It is the Muddy Fork in
Washington County. I have a written statement here which I would
like to submit as my statement and say to the committee that this is a
good project, in our judgment. The local people are willing to as-
sume the full responsibility which is set out in the project itself.
Thank you very much.
Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Trimble. Your statement will be in-

cluded in the record at this point.
(Prepared statement of Mr. J.W. Trimble follows:)

STATEMENT OF J. W. TRIMBLE, MEMBER OF CONGRESS

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am grateful for the opportu-
nity you have given me this morning to make a statement in behalf of the Muddy
Fork small watershed project in Washington County.
The people in the area affected have been working several years for the proj-

ect. When completed it will make a fine contribution in the way of saving and
using efficiently our soil and water.
The city of Lincoln, Ark., is bearing about $100,000 of the cost of one of the

reservoirs. This will enable it to have a better source of water. The Arkansas
Game and Fish Commission is bearing about $100,000 of the cost of one of the
other reservoirs so that it can establish a fish management project and fishing
can be made available to the general public. These sums are in addition to
other costs which will be borne by the local people.
There is widespread local support for the project. The people in the sur-

rounding towns are for it as well as the farm people in the area.
1
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It is my urgent hope this great committee can approve the project. I shall
be grateful for every consideration you can give it.
Thank you.

Mr. &sum Mr. Thornberry.

LOWER PLUM CREEK WATERSHED, TEXAS

STATEMENT OF HON. HOMER THORNBERRY, A MEMBER IN CON-
GRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee,
I want to express my appreciation for the opportunity to appear in
support of the lower Plum Creek watershed project which has been
submitted for your approval by the Department of Agriculture and
the Bureau of the Budget.
I have a prepared statement here I would like to submit for the

record in lieu of any further testimony. We have a project here that
is being sponsored locally by the Hays and Caldwell County Soil
Conservation District, the lower Plum Creek Conservation District
and the city of Lockhart, Tex.
I have had an opportunity to observe the activities of the citizens

who are interested. They are fully aware of their responsibility
and will make their proper contribution. I will appreciate the con-
sideration of this subcommittee on this project.
Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Thornberry. Your statement will

be filed.
(Prepared statement of Mr. Homer Thornberry follows:)

STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN HOMER THORNBERRY

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am grateful for this opportu-
nity to appear before this committee in • support of the lower Plum Creek
watershed which has been submitted for your approval by the Department of
Agriculture.
As you perhaps know, this project is located in the 10th Congressional District

of Texas which I am privileged to represent.
This project consists of an interrelated combination of land treatment measures

and structural measures, and while I will not go into the details of the project—
it is my understanding that the gentlemen from the Soil Conservation Service
will do that—I do want to point out that this project would solve numerous
watershed problems, including (1) flooding of crops and pasture, other agri-
cultural improvements and nonagricultural facilities such as roads and bridges;
(2) erosion to upland and flood plain land; (3) sediment deposition on the
fertile flood plain; and (4) provide additional facilities for fish and wildlife
within the watershed area.
The Department advises that the benefit-cost ratio shows that this project

will return $1.30 in benefits for every dollar cost.
I feel very strongly that 'this project is justified and, therefore, respectfully

urge that it be approved by your committee.
Thank you very much.

Mr. SMITH. We have with us this morning a representative from the
Soil Conservation Service. I would like, Mr. Brown, if you are going
to testify for the Service, I would appreciate your setting up the
projects first and then we have a number of the Members of Congress
here today who want to make statements in behalf of their projects.
Is Mr. Forrester here?
Mr. FORRESTER. Yes, sir; I am here, Mr. Chairman.

1=1
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Mr. Smrrx. We would like to ask Mr. Forrester to make a statement
if he wishes to at this time on behalf of the Bull Creek watershed, and
then we will have testimony from the Soil Conservation Service.

BULL CREEK WATERSHED, GEORGIA

STATEMENT OF HON. E. L. FORRESTER, A MEMBER IN CONGRESS
FROM THE STATE OF GEORGIA

Mr. FORRESTER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I sincerely appreciate
the privilege of coming before this fine subcommittee and endorsing
the project known as Bull Creek. Mr. Chairman

' 
this project is

sponsored by the Pine Mountain Soil Conservation District and the
county of Muscogee.
I am sure that the chairman and the members of the subcommittee

probably know that Muscogee County is the dividing line between
Georgia and Alabama, and the• Chattahoochie River runs between
Harris County and Muscogee County in Georgia and Congressman
George Andrews' district which is on the west side over in Alabama.
This project is one that I don't believe I have ever seen more enthusiasm
exhibited down in the section than has been the case by the citizenry
generally on this particular project.
This project will involve $1,849,326 to come out of Public Law 566

funds and $466,035 to be supplied by local funds.
They had a bond issue election down there a few days ago and the

election went overwhelmingly in favor of the approval of the bonds
for the project. We are ready to come in. We consider it one of
the finest things that has been submitted so far as our people are con-
cerned for a number of years and I sincerely hope it will have the
approval of this committee and the sooner they get started on the
project it will mean payments to at least 1,000 homeowners and hun-
dreds of acres of land down there in the urban community of Columbus
which happens to be a city of about 115,000 people.
Mr. Chairman, I am enthusiastically for it and I certainly will ap-

preciate the full consideration of this committee on this project.
Mr. SmrrH. Are there any questions of Mr. Forrester?
Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Chairman, I represent Muscogee County in Okla-

homa and judging from the project, this particular project, it is one
of the best projects we have before us today and I am very pleased to
support it not only on the basis of the merits but also on the basis of my
high regard and affection for the gentleman before us here to testify
today.
Mr. SMITH. Thank you. Mr. Brown, are you going to present the

testimony today?
Mr. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Wetzel will present four of the

projects and I will present the other four. Which order do you want
them in?
Mr. SMITH. Out. of courtesy to a number of visitors today could we

have the Bull Creek project first?
Mr. BROWN. Mr. Wetzel will present that, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. SMITH. Mr. Wetzel.
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STATEMENT OF JOHN H. WETZEL, DIRECTOR, WATERSHED PLAN-
NING DIVISION, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Mr. WETZEL. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, it
is a real pleasure to appear before you with the first group of water-
shed projects before this session of Congress. There are eight of
them which we will present the technical information on this morning.
The first one is Bull Creek, Ga., which is located in Harris and

Muscogee Counties. It is directly tributary to the Chattahoochie
River. It comprises an area of about 44,000 acres and the project is
sponsored by the Pine Mountain Soil Conservation District and the
county government of Muscogee County.
The principal problems in the watershed have been very substantial

floodwater damages and sediment damages to the roads and bridges
and to a residential area located down near the mouth of the stream
at about this location on the map here. There are two residential
areas down there developing very rapidly, the Lindsey Creek Park
area and the Fairfield subdivision in this location and there have
been quite substantial damages to the farmland, as indicated in yellow
on the map here. There have been some flood damages to the Fort
Benning Military Reservation which comprises about 10 percent of
the area. The damages to ,the Fort Benning Military Reservation
are in this area as indicated in yellow on this map.
The land use on this watershed is about 12 percent grassland, 4

percent cropland, 48 percent woods, and 36 percent miscellaneous
land, including the residential area.
The two residential areas are suburban areas of the city of Colum-

bus which is located at about this point.
The Federal Government owns about 10 percent of the watershed,

about 4,200 acres in the Fort Benning Military Reservation, and the
remaining 90 percent is in private ownership.
There are about 200 farms in the watershed which average about

135 acres and have an average value per acre of about $400.
The urban area, the value of the land in the urban area ranges

from about $1,500 to $2,000 an acre.
The project as proposed by the sponsoring local organizations in-

cludes the land treatment for the lands in agricultural use which
include contour farm cover cropping, establishment of an approval
of farm pastures, ponds, tree planting, stabilization of 350 acres of
land, and the control of erosion over about 50 miles of seriously eroded
roadbank in the watershed area.
The structural measures include 11 floodwater retarding structures

and I think there is a capacity of about 13,000 acre-feet. The largest
structure is 4,250 acre-feet. One of these structures will be located
on the Federal land. This structure is located within the Fort Ben-
ning Military Reservation.
In addition it is proposed that 12 miles of channel improvement

be carried out at the point indicated by the blue line on the map.
The benefits that will be provided by the project are the urban

areas, the two areas of Lindsey Creek Park and the Fairfield subdivi-
sion which will have protection against the 100-year storm, will be
protected against a 100-year storm that amounts to about 1,266 acres.
In addition there are 90 acres which will have less than 100-year pro-

tection at the very mouth of the stream.
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The Muscogee County government has already taken action to zone
any future residential or commercial construction within the 90 acres
that will not receive a minimum of a 100-year storm protection.
There are about 75 farmers who will benefit from the proposed pro-

gram on the flood-plain lands and between 900 and 1,000 homeowners
will be found in the urban areas.
Then in addition the Muscogee County School Board now owns a

10-acre plot within the Lindsey Creek Park subdivision on which they
are planning to build a county college. They are making plans to
proceed with the construction of the college as soon as the protection
is provided. The overall damages in the project will be reduced by 97
percent as a result of the project.
The costs involved are for the land treatment measure. The Federal

Government will provide $43,500 for accelerated technical assistance.
The local people will provide $160,000 to cover the installation of the
needed land treatment measures on the watershed lands.
The structural measures; that is, the 11 floodwater residential struc-

tures and the stream channel improvement, the Federal Government
will provide $1,768,000 and the local people will provide $282,700.
The local contribution for the structural measures will be made up

of $209,000 to cover the cost of the land easements, the rights-of-way
necessary to build the structures and $69,600 to cover the cost of the
relocation of highways and bridges that are involved in the project,
and $4,300 for the administration of the contracts as required by the
law. The total cost will be $2,315,000 of which the local people will
put up 20 percent or $466,000, and the Public Law 566 will provide
$1,849,000. The benefit-cost ratio is 2.6 to 1 and it is proposed that the
project be installed over a 5-year period.
The Pine Mountain Soil Conservation District and the Muscogee

County government have agreed to be responsible for the installation
and operation and maintenance of the roadside control measure and
the stabilization of the critical sediment in the watershed area. The
Muscogee County government will serve as the contracting officer and
be responsible for the preparation and awarding of the contracts for
10 of the structures as well as for this 11th structure which will be on
the Federal lands.
The U.S. Army has agreed that they will operate and maintain this

structure which is within the military reservation, and the county
government of Muscogee has agreed that they will operate and main-
tain the remaining 10 structures.
The average annual cost of operation and maintenance for the

project will be $13,045. The sponsors, the Muscogee County govern-
ment have already applied for a loan under the provisions of Public
Law 566 to cover part of the cost, particularly the cost of land easement
and the rights-of-way which they will be required to purchase.
I might point out that Highway 80, Federal Highway 80 crosses

the watershed at this point. There will be two bridges relocated on
Highway 80 which the State highway commission has agreed to be
responsible for. Also the Highway 85 Expressway will cross the
watershed at this point and the bridges that are being designed for
this expressway have been designed in accordance with the protection
that will be provided by the structures located immediately above the
bridge sites.

75034-61--2
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Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Wetzel. Are there any questions?
Mr. McFALL. Would you review the part of the Army, Fort Ben-

fling, Ga., in this? There is one structure on the Army reservation?
Mr. WETZEL. This structure here is within the military reservation,

that is right, sir. They have agreed to grant a permit to the Muscogee
County government to construct this structure on the Federal land.
The Army has also agreed that it will operate and maintain this struc-
ture after it has been constructed.
Mr. McFALL. What is the cost of that structure?
Mr. WETZEL. The total cost is $83,000.
Mr. McFALL. Does it drain off land from all federally owned land?
Mr. WETZEL. I would say it drains about 80 percent of the Federal

land. The boundary of the military reservation is this line here.
This shown in here is all military land and this small portion which
looks to be about 20 percent is privately owned land.
Mr. McFALL. Is the Army paying any of the cost of construction of

the dam?
Mr. WETZEL. No; they are not paying any of the construction.

That will be paid entirely out of Public 1,71w 566 funds in that it pro-
vides no protection for the military reservation itself. As you can see
the structure is located almost on the boundary of the military reser-
vation.
Mr. McFALL. Thank you.
Mr. SMITH. Are there any questions on my left? Thank you, Mr.

Wetzel.
The next project we will take will be Camp Rice Arroyo watershed,

Texas. Mr. Rutherford, our colleague, is here with us.

CAMP RICE ARROYO WATERSHED, TEXAS

STATEMENT OF HON. L T. RUTHERFORD, A MEMBER IN CONGRESb
FROM THE STATE OF 'TEXAS

Mr. RUTHERFORD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The Camp Rice
Arroyo is actually in Hudspeth County. To identify and locate it
more properly for the subcommittee, it is the county adjacent to the
county of El Paso, El Paso being the county seat and the El Paso-
Hudspeth Soil Conservation District and Hudspeth County Conserva-
tion and Reclamation District No. 1 and the Hudspeth County Com-
missioners Court are joint sponsors of this project.
I think the members of the Soil Conservation Service can amply

answer all questions that might be directed toward details of this pro-
gram. However, I might say that the planning funds provided for
this program were unanimously approved, $28,000 by the Hudspeth
County Conservation and Reclamation District No. 1.

These arroyos come out of the Finlay Mountains in the northeastern
portion of this Texas county which is a large county in size but thinly
populated and has more or less returned this once very productive
land into more or less a covering of sediment and has returned it to
wasteland.
All of the sponsoring units and certainly I endorse it as well and

ask for your very careful and sympathetic consideration on behalf
of this project.
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Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Rutherford. We will ask Mr. Brown
to speak on this project.
Mr. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, the Camp Rice Arroyo project is lo-

cated in Hudspeth County, a short way down the stream from El
Paso, jointly sponsored by the El Paso-Hudspeth Soil Conservation
District, the Hudspeth County Conservation and Reclamation Dis-
trict No. 1 and has a responsibility for the irrigation project of the
Rio Grande, and also the Hudspeth County Commissioners Court.
This area is subject to severe and frequent cloudburst type flooding
during the summer growing season.
In the past 20 years there have been floods occurring once every

3 or 4 years in this area which have done very significant damage. In
1941 for example there was a flood which damaged this area shown
in yellow on the map which is all highly developed, irrigated land
along the river, and caused an estimated damage of $168,000. Dam-
aging floods have occurred in 1948, 1950, 1953, and 1958.
Under present conditions the direct floodwater damages will aver-

age about $26,769 annually, of which $16,933 are the estimated annual
damages to the crops and pastures, and the remainder of the dam-
ages are those occurring to the irrigation facilities which include
the bridging of the main canal which carries the water on down-
stream, the additional irrigation to the main line of the Texas and
New Orleans Railroad which runs through here and the damage at
this bridge point and also damage to the present U.S. Highway 80
which is one of the main arteries of transcontinental travel.
The land use in this project consists of substantial areas of range-

land above the point of U.S. Highway 80. The total watershed area
is 31,400 acres. This land is under controlled grazing at the present
time and it is in adequate condition insofar as this kind of land can
be treated to permit a doing away with the construction of pro-
posed flood water retarding structures. Six percent of the land down
here in yellow is in irrigation. The total area of irrigated land
amounts to 823 acres. The landownership in this watershed is en-
tirely in private ownership. There are 14 farms in this area which
are directly affected by overflow and the deposition of sediment com-
ing out of this arroyo channel, and there are a number of additional
farms that would be affected by the breaching of the canal which
carries the water further downstream.
In this area the estimated value of the farmland under irrigation is

about $650. The proposed treatment measure in the watershed in
addition to intensification of the grazing control and the proper use
of the watershed area to minimize runoff and sediment by the construc-
tion of a single retarding structure which will control 89 percent of
the watershed area and the structure will have a total capacity of
5,569-acre feet2 of which 1,323-acre feet is reserved for sediment stor-
age over a period of 50 years. I believe I mentioned that there were
14 farms in this area which are directly benefited.
This high line canal serves an additional 90 farms downstream from

this point.
The land use in the benefited area consists of 33 percent upland cot-

ton, 7 percent long staple cotton, 16 percent in alfalfa, 8 percent in
silage and 16 percent in Sudan grass for hay and pasture and 20 per-
cent in miscellaneous crops. The control will be almost 100 percent
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insofar as eliminating damage from cloudbursting storms that occur
in this area.
The structure will cost a total of $397,000, of which 99.5 percent

will be a Federal cost for construction. The easement and right-of-
way cost is appraised at a little over $2,000 out there, this being all
range land and worth only about $10 an acre.
The benefit-cost ratio on this project is 2.6 to 1. It is anticipated 

ithat the project will be installed n the first year after its authorization
as soon as the easements and rights-of-way can be obtained. They are
available now and as soon as the designs are prepared this single
structure can be constructed.
The structure will be maintained by the Hudspeth County Con-

servation and Reclamation District No. 1 which is responsible for the
irrigation facilities that will be added to the current development and
the estimated cost of maintenance will be $650 per year.
Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Brown. Does the new Highway 85

cross that section?
Mr. BROWN. That I am not sure about. This road which is labeled

Interstate Highway No. 10 is probably the one you are referring to
which is now under construction and I believe will cross on a bridge
with adequate capacity so that it would not be affected by it.
Mr. SMITH. Are there any questions on my right? Are there any

questions on my left?
Mr. BALDWIN. I noticed you pointed out the Federal contribu-

tion was 99.5 percent, and in the previous project, the Bull Creek proj-
ect, I noticed the Federal contribution was 86 percent. Is the differ-
ence between the local people putting up 0.5 percent in this case and
14 percent in the other case purely the difference in the cost of the
rights-of-way involved in building the structure?
Mr. BROWN. If you are referring to the project cost for structural

measures which are for flood purposes this is correct. The ratio would
be the cost of easements as against the cost of construction. If you
take a total project cost and there also comes into the picture the cost
for land treatment measures, in this program there is no additional
cost for land treatment measures.
The only remaining need is for controlled grazing which is now in

effect. Moreover if there are other purposes in the project, and we
will have some other purposes such as irrigation, we will have dif-
ferences there. Local organizations make a direct contribution.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. The watershed area itself is benefited, and is

that taken into consideration when you consider the cost-benefit ratio?
Mr. BROWN. In this case, the cost-benefit ratio is figured on the

benefits to the area shown in yellow, plus the farms downstream that
would be benefited by maintaining the canal there.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. There is no benefit in the watershed by increased

land values.
Mr. BROWN. This does not come into this. The benefit-cost ratio

is confined to the effects of the structural measure and we do not
take in any benefits that accrue to the land itself.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. Shouldn't that be taken into consideration? What

is the theory behind not taking it into consideration?
Mr. BROWN. That is a good question, Mr. Schwengel. In the be-

ginning of this program the Secretary was confronted with this
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question and in consultation with the Budget Bureau an agreement
was reached that the value of the land treatment measure on the
farm and on the range always exceeds the cost of input to accomplish
that measure, that is always a favorable ratio of benefit to cost for
the effect of on farm ratio against the benefits. In fact, it greatly
simplifies our problem to confine it to evaluating whether you can
afford to add structural measures to the land treatment and what
additional benefits that would give.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. I think I understand your reasons but I think

we would have a better chance of selling this to the public if we
could bring our total cost-benefit ratio in all these projects and that
phase of the story needs to be told too. Is there a way to accurately
measure that?
Mr. BROWN. Well, there is a way to measure it. We did this a

number of years ago when we were making surveys under the au-
thority of the Flood Control Act, beginning with the Flood Con-
trol Act of 1936 in the old original project. We did make an eco-
nomic evaluation of the land treatment measures and we found with-
out exception that the ratios were very highly favorable

' 
depending

on which economist had the job to do. They might run from 2 to 1
to 10 to 1 to 20 to 1 and some of them got so astronomical that
it raised questions as to whether it was meaningful or not. The
decision was made that this would not be brought out in the eco-
nomic benefits.
In working with the local organizations great stress is given to the

land treatment measure as being the first implement, the basic part of
the program, and in typical agricultural areas the landowners are
approached together and cooperate in carrying out these measures,
not on the basis of the need downstream but on the basis of the
benefits that will accrue to them on their own farm for doing this
work.
Mr. ScHwENGEL. Do you have any special studies or any books or

articles on that phase of the program?
Mr. BROWN. Yes, there is quite a volume of literature on the mat-

ter of carrying out conservation policies, conservation farming
measures.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. For my own benefit I would like to have some of

that literature.
Mr. BROWN. We would be glad to supply you with some articles

and literature on that subject.
Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Brown. The next project we will take

up is the Seven Mile Creek watershed, Illinois. We have our col-
league, Mr. Shipley with us. We will appreciate a statement from
him.

SEVEN MILE CREEK WATERSHED, ILLINOIS

STATEMENT OF HON. -GEORGE E. SHIPLEY, A MEMBER IN CONGRESS
FROM THE STATE OF ILLINOIS

Mr. SHIPLEY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and members
of the committee. I am not qualified to give you any specifics or
details about the project other than that it is needed in my district.
The Seven Mile Creek project is in Jefferson County, Ill., and we
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appreciate very much having this opportunity of appearing here
today in behalf of this work plan. The local people have indicated
a strong interest in this project and in actuality what it will do is it
will solve a lot of flood problems that we have had for a hundred
years through this area, the flooding of the crops and the pastures
and the roads and the bridges, the loss of fertile topsoil, and also the
city of Mount Vernon will be greatly affected by this project because
they have had in the past a real problem in having an adequate water
supply, like so many small towns do have.
This will, of course, we believe, help us in obtaining an adequate

water supply. It will contribute greatly not only to this one .area but
all of southern Illinois. The people here will give you the details on
it. I am very much in favor of this project and I hope that it is ac-
ceptable to this committee, and I thank you very much for giving
me this opportunity.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Shipley has in his constituency a very dear

friend of mine whom I consider a great authority in agriculture, and
I am told that he knows about this and is very enthusiastic about it
and recommends it as a very desirable project, and you of course know
who I am talking about, Dr. Fred Russell.
Mr. SHIPLEY. Thank you very much. I know for a fact that he

is acquainted with it and has been working in this field for a long
time. If there are no other questions, I would like to thank you.
Mr. SMITH. Thank you. We will now hear from Mr. Wetzel on

this project.
Mr. WETZEL. The Seven Mile Creek watershed is located in south-

central Illinois. It is about 81/2 miles long and averages about 3
miles in width. Seven Mile Creek is a tributary to Casey Creek,
which in turn is a tributary of the Big Muddy River and is in Jeffer-
son County.
The watershed is about 18,000 acres and the project is sponsored

by the Jefferson County Soil Conservation District and the city of
Mount Vernon. The Seven Mile Creek drainage District is now being
organized under the State enabling legislation and will be the organ-
ization that will carry out the flood prevention aspects of the project.
There have been very substantial floods within the agricultural por-
tion of the watershed. About every year 61 percent of the flood
plain land—the area in yellow—suffers from one to three floods.
In addition in 1946 a 6.17-inch rainfall in the watershed in 24 hours

flooded this entire flood plain land and caused a complete loss of all
crops of about 1,000 acres of flood land and about 700 acres of the
first terrace land.
Damages to roads and bridges is an annual occurrence within the

watershedand it has been necessary to close two of the county roads
crossing the watershed within the past 2 years due to the cost of
maintaining the bridges across the flood plain.
In addition to the flood problem, the city of Mount Vernon is in a,

very critical position insofar as their municipal water supply is con-
cerned. This town of about 16,000 people is located in this area right
here, about 3 miles west of the central portion of the watershed. The
city of Mount Vernon indicated interest in cooperating in the project
in an effort to determine whether additional municipal water supply
could be included in the flood project.

f
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The land use is 44 percent crop land of corn, soybeans, and wheat;
20 percent in grass land; 12 percent in woods, and 24 percent miscel-
laneous. The entire watershed is in private ownership. There are
210 farms in the watershed area, averaging about 90 acres and having
a value of about $125 for the upper land and $175 for the flood plain
land per acre.
The land treatment measures that will be installed in the upper

watershed on the agricultural land include contour farm, storage,
farm pasture, construction of farm ponds, and a substantial amount of
farm drainage meaures.
The structural measures that have been proposed by the local organ-

ization include two floodwater retarding structures at these locations
and there will be a total capacity of 360 acre-feet. The major struc-
tural measure in the project is this central reservoir which will have
a total capacity of 8,134 acre-feet, of which 2,300 acre-feet will be for
floodwater damage protection and 5,223 acre-feet will be for municipal
water supply for the town of Mount Vernon in this area.
In addition, 41/2 miles of channel improvement have been proposed

in the lower section of the watershed. The area of flood plain that
will be benefited from the floor prevention aspects of the plan is 1,032
acres.
No agricultural area in the flood plain will be provided for, will

receive protection as against a 5-year frequency storm in comparison
to the annual occurrences that have been going on in the past.
The costs of the project for the land treatment measure, the Federal

Government will provide $14,250 for accelerated technical assistance
for the land treatment measures. The local people will put up
$119,000 to cover the cost of installing these land treatment measures
on their own land.
Of the structural measures, the Government—the Federal Govern-

ment—will put up 30 percent of the total cost of $588,000, or $176,000
from Public Law 566 funds. The local people will put up 70 percent
of the cost of the structural measures, or $412,000.
The total cost of the project is $721,000, the local people putting up

$531,000, or 74 percent, and the Federal Government putting up
$190,000, or 26 percent.
The local people's out-of-pocket cost will be $94,000 for necessary

land easement and rights-of-way for the three structures plus $69,000
for the relocation of several highway bridges that will cost $10,000
for the administration of the contracts on the three structures. The
benefit-cost ratio is 1.36 to 1 and it is proposed that the project be
installed over a 4-year period.
As I mentioned, the Seven Mile Creek Drainage District is now in

the process of organization and should be organized within the next
few months.

Under the Illinois enabling legislation the Seven Mile Creek Drain-
age District will have the authority to secure all of the necessary land
easements and rights-of-way and will guarantee the operation and
maintenance of the two flood prevention structures. The city of
Mount Vernon has authority to handle the contracting for the large,
multiple-purpose flood prevention and municipal water supply struc-
ture. They will also provide the engineering services for the final
design of the municipal water supply feature of that structure.
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I might also point out that the local people—the city of Mount
Vernon—has already provided a consulting engineer to assist in the
preparation of the work plan to the extent of the planning that has
been necessary to include the municipal water supply feature in the
plan.
You may wish to know the cost sharing on a municipal water

supply feature in any of the plans that includes municipal water
supply. The Federal Government provides no cost sharing of the
municipal water supply, either in the planning stage or in the con-
struction stage. The local people are required to provide consulting
engineering service to the soil conservation district, to assist in devel-
oping a work plan, and they are required to bear the entire cost of
the municipal water supply allocation in the multiple-purpose
structure.
Mr. ROBISON. Is that the reason for the wide variation in the con-

tributions here of Federal funds being only 26 percent as compared,
although there are different reasons as I understand, as compared to
the 99.5 percent in the Camp Rice Arroyo watershed in Texas that
Mr. Baldwin asked about?
Mr. BROWN. That is right. The city of Mount Vernon bears the

entire cost allocated to municipal water supply and the local cost
sharing has been increased very substantially.
Mr. BALDWIN. How do you compute the breakdown when it is

going to be municipal water supply and no flood control? How do
you determine what the proportion of the cost is?
Mr. BROWN. In this project we used a cost allocation to determine

the amount of the total cost to be allocated to flood prevention and
what should be allocated to municipal water supply. We have had
a change in our Department policy in the last several months which
permitted the use of three methods of cost allocation insofar as a
multiple-purpose structure is concerned. This method of allocation
results in a joint saving to both projects.
Mr. ROBISON. Do you have occasion when you have negotiations

over this with the local interests?
Mr. BROWN. There is not too much opportunity for negotiations.

The benefits from the flood project application are determined in the
benefits from the municipal water supply and then those ratios are
applied to the total cost of the structure with the joint cost being
allocated to both purposes.
Mr. S1VIITH. Thank you, Mr. Shipley. The next project will be

the Fall River watershed, Kansas. We have with us our colleague,
Mr. Shriver, and our colleague on the committee, Mr. McVey, is also
very much interested in this project but he happens to be out of town.
We will now hear from Mr. Shriver.

FALL RIVER WATERSHED, KANSAS

STATEMENT OF HON. GARNER E. SHRIVER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF KANSAS

Mr. SHRIVER. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I
want to thank the committee for the opportunity of making this state-
ment in behalf of and in support of the watershed project known as
the Fall River project in Kansas. It is in the Fourth Congressional



WATERSHED DEVELOPMENT-1 9 61 13

District, the district which I represent. It will not be following
the next election. Our Kansas Legislature has redistricted my dis-
trict and it will be in the district now represented by Mr. McVey who
is a member of the House Public Works Committee.
The proposed project will be constructed on a 7-year basis. It is

estimated it will cost a little over $5 million. It will provide flood
protection for the city of Eureka and the water supply for the city of
Eureka which is a town of around 4,000. It will protect, as far as
flood control and croplands, a wide area and many, many farms. The
people of the watershed district and others in the State of Kansas
are very much united in support of this project, and certainly I am
enthusiastic with my support of the project.
With the permission of the committee and to save and conserve the

time of the committee I will submit a statement in connection with my
support, and I thank you for the opportunity to appear.
Mr. SMITH. Without objection the statement will be included at

this point in the record.
( Prepared statement of Mr. Garner E. Shriver follows:)

STATEMENT BY HON. GARNER E. SHRIVER, REPRESENTATIVE, FOURTH DISTRICT,
KANSAS

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am appearing before the
committee today in support of the Fall River watershed project.
The Fall River watershed is located in the Flint Hills area of southeastern

Kansas and has an area of 200,001 acres of land consisting of grassland, crop-
land, and miscellaneous land such as woods, towns, roads, railroads, and farm-
steads. There are no Federal lands in the watershed.
The plan for watershed protection and flood prevention and municipal water

supply in the Fall River watershed is sponsored by Greenwood County Soil Con-
servation District, Butler County Soil Conservation District, Fall River Water-
shed Joint District No. 21 and the city of Eureka. The sponsoring local organi-
zations are requesting Federal assistance under the authority of Public Law
566, as amended, to install works of improvement to solve various aspects
of their soil and water resource problems. The primary problems in the water-
shed are floodwater and land damage on the floodplain. Major damage occurs
to growing crops, roads, bridges, railroads, city of Eureka, and to land from
scour damage. It is estimated that the average annual floodwater and land
damages will be reduced by 66 percent by the installation of the proposed flood-
water retarding structures. The proposed works of improvement will protect
the city of Eureka from being flooded by the Fall River by all storms except
those having a magnitude of once in 100 years or greater. In addition, the
watershed will provide for possible increases in well water supply, recreation,
pollution abatement, irrigation, and general welfare.
The Fall River Watershed District will provide land, easements, and rights-

of-way for structural measures and wiA contract for their construction. The
financing of the water supply portion of the multiple-purpose structure will be
borne by the city of Eureka. The division of costs for land, easements, and
rights-of-way, and contract administration for the multiple-purpose structure
will be determined by the watershed district and the city prior to construction.
The manner of financing costs of the watershed district will be determined in
the resolutions authorizing specific projects for construction as defined in the
watershed district law. It is estimated the project will return $1.27 for every
dollar of cost.
I respectfully request and urge that the committee give favorable considera-

tion to the proposed Fall River watershed project.

Mr. BALDWIN. May I ask unanimous consent that the statement of
Mr. Walter McVey be included following Mr. Shriver's ?
Mr. SMITH. Mr. McVey's statement will be included at this point,

without objection.
75034-161--3



14 WATERSHED DEVELOPMENT-1 961

(Prepared statement of Walter L. McVey follows:)

STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE WALTER L. McVEy, THIRD DISTRICT, KANSAS

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appear today in support of

the Fall River watershed project covering three Kansas counties, which include

Greenwood and Butler Counties that have recently been brought into my new

congressional district by the Kansas State Legislature.
Many people will be affected by the Fall River watershed project. Not only

is it supported by many of the individual citizens but also by their organizations,

which include the Greenwood County Soil Conservation District, the Butler

County Soil Conservation District, the Fall River Watershed Joint District

No. 21, and also the governing body of Eureka, Kans., all of whom have re-

quested Federal assistance under Public Law 566, as amended, to install works

of improvement to solve their soil problems and water resources problems.

The proposed project will be installed in a 7-year period at an estimated cost

of $5,047,684. The benefits to be derived from this project are reduction of flood

damage in the watershed by 66 percent. The city of Eureka will have protection

floods of a 100-year frequency; the degree of protection provided in the agri-

cultural flood plan will permit an increase in the intensity of present use. The

people of the city of Eureka, 4,000 in number, will be provided a more depend-

able supply of water and the weed-control problem will be significantly reduced.

It is estimated the project will return $1.27 for every dollar of cost. The Fall

River watershed district will award and administer contracts and secure all

land, easements, and rights-of-way for all structural measures. The city of

Eureka will provide all installation costs allocated to municipal water storage.

This will include the cost of all engineering services necessary for the municipal

water supply features.
Land treatment measures will be maintained by the landowners or operators

on the farms on which they are applied in accordance with agreements with

the Greenwood County and Butler County Soil Conservation Districts. All

structural measures will be operated and maintained by the Fall River water-

shed district. The estimated annual cost of maintenance of structural measures

is $18,447.
The near record floods experienced in Kansas this year have demonstrated the

need for this watershed project and I wish to convey to you fellow committee-

men the desire of these Kansas citizens to enter this program by furnishing the

necessary matching funds. In my opinion, this project is both meritorious and

necessary.

Mr. SMITH. We will now hear from the Soil Conservation Service,
Mr. Brown.
Mr. BROWN. The Fall River project consists of an area of 200,000

acres. It is jointly sponsored by the Greenwood County Soil Conser-
vation District, the Butler County Soil Conservation District, Fall
River Watershed Joint District No. 21, and the city of Eureka.
The joint problem in the watershed is the flooding of crops and pas-

tures. There is flooding to some 15 to 30 homes in the lower part of
the city here and it causes damage to park properties, public swim-
ming pool, a water supply pumping plant and a sewage disposal plant
of the city of Eureka, so there are quite substantial urban damages in
that location.
The total watershed area consists at the present time of about 15

percent cropland used mainly for alfalfa, corn, wheat, and soybeans
and about 84 percent grassland, with 1 percent in miscellaneous use.
The result of the conservation program on the watershed is ex-

pected to produce a slight decrease in the amount of cropland use to
about 13 percent and a corresponding increase in the amount of grass-
land use to about 86 percent.
In this watershed there are 270 farm operating units with an aver-

age size of about 750 acres, this being a livestock enterprise country
and they are rather large size farms.
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The program consists of an intensified land treatment program down
the watershed, the main benefits anticipated to be conservation, the
cropping system, waterways, terraces on the cultivated land, the pas-
ture planting and the improvement and the development of additional
farm ponds for better distribution of livestock water.
The structural measures which are shown on the plan are retarding

structures and one multiple-purpose structure controlling about 51
percent of the total watershed area down to its mouth. There are 28
single-purpose floodwater and sediment-control structures, having a
total capacity of 43,445 acre-feet, of which 4,712 acre-feet are reserved
for sediment storage and there is one multiple-purpose structure shown
here which will provide in addition to floodwater control for municipal
water supply down at Eureka.
This structure has a total capacity of 9,988 acre-feet, of which 5,500

acre-feet will be storage for municipal use. In total the area benefited
is 16,015 acres shown in yellow; 155 farm operating units have land in
the benefited area.
In Eureka the problem now exists of potential damage to some 15 to

30 homes depending on the size of the flood, and to the pumping plants
and the sewage plants which will be eliminated. The protection given
in Eureka will be full protection for a 100-year frequency storm.
Mr. ROBISON. What do you mean when you say protection for a 100-

year frequency? Is that the heaviest flood within 100 years, a 100-year
period?
Mr. BROWN. If you had a long series of records and had a 1,000-year

record there would be 10 floods which would equal or exceed this
magnitude, a flood that would be equal to the magnitude of once in
every 100 years out of a long run is commonly called a 100-year flood.
The total damage reduction, agricultural as well as urban, will be
about 66 percent. The amount of benefits in the watershed are
computed to be $232,781 annually.
The cost of this program will total $5,047,684, of which the Federal

cost will be $4,188,782 or 83 percent, and the non-Federal cost will be
$858,902 or 17 percent.
The non-Federal cost will consist of approximately $409,000 cost for

the accelerated land treatment program on the watershed and approxi-
mately $449,000 as the cost of acquiring land easements and rights-of-
way and of administering the contracts.
The benefit-cost ratio on this project is 1.3 to 1 and is scheduled for

installation over a period of 7 years.
The Fall River Watershed District which has been organized willoperate and maintain all of the floodwater retarding structures and the

city of Eureka has agreed to operate and maintain the multiple struc-
ture which includes the water supply. The estimated annual cost of
the operaton and maintenance is $18,447 of all the structural measures.
Mr. Smrr-H. Thank you, Mr. Brown. Are there any questions on

my right?
Mr. EDMONDSON. Congressman McVey spoke to me about this proj-

ect and advised me it would provide some pretty substantial down-stream flood protection to locations in Oklahoma. I want to check thiswith the gentleman who has testified, Mr. Brown, to see if that is hisimpression also.
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Mr. BROWN. That is correct, Mr. Edmondson. Nearly all of these
watershed projects will provide benefits accruing but fading out as
you come downstream. It has been our policy that we don't attempt
to make a monetary evaluation below the lower limit of the project
if the project, within the project areas are sufficient to clearly show a
favorable ratio of benefits to costs, but we certainly recognize it and
in some instances have made such evaluation to show an individual
project of this sort may have benefits accruing for 25 to 50 miles down-
stream in a gradually diminishing amount.
However, as you subsequently have watershed projects developing

on all these watershed tributaries of this character then the amount of
benefits accruing way downstream in watershed areas of 1,000 square
miles would be quite substantial.
Mr. EDMONDSON. You have had some very serious flood disasters on

both the Verdigris and the Neosho which come out of this area in
Kansas and I am in favor of checking these floods where they orig-
inate.
Mr. BROWN. We have demonstrated this conclusively by intensive

studies in the Washita Basin in your State which is a watershed of
several thousand square miles and where we are carrying out the
program in effect as we are carrying out this program by having sub-
divided it into subwatersheds of essentially comparable size. Two-
thirds of those watersheds are planned in the Washita Basin and one-
third of them are completed. We have studied it to show the benefits
that accrue to the backwaters of the dam.
Mr. EDMONDSON. You have had some miraculous results there.
Mr. BROWN. We are confident that the application of this same prin-

ciple even though you take it in segments, even if this one would pro-
duce exactly the same results that we have gotten on the Washita
already.
Mr. SMITH. Are there any questions on my left? If not, thank

you, Mr. Brown. The next project we have is the Bayou Rapides
watershed in Louisiana. We will have our colleague, Mr. McSween,
discuss this.

BAYOU RAPIDES WATERSHED, LOUISIANA

STATEMENT OF HON. HAROLD B. McSWEEN, A MEMBER IN CON-

GRESS FROM THE STATE OF LOUISIANA

Mr. MoSwEEINT. Mr, Chairman and members of the committee,

I appreciate this opportunity that I have on behalf of the Bayou

Rapides watershed project which as you can see on this—well, as a

matter of fact you cannot see from this map but it is located in the

central portion of the State of Louisiana and has an area of 96,970

acres or 151.6 square miles. Bayou Rapides is a tributary of the Red

River.
The local organizations are sponsoring this project. They are the

Lower West Red River Soil Conservation District and the Rapides

Parish Police Jury. The parish police jury is the governing body of

the parish or county in which this watershed focus is located. The
sponsoring local organizations are requesting support of this under

the authority of Public Law 566 as amended to install works of im-

provement to solve various aspects of their soil and water resource
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problems, including the lack of water for efficient crop production
during June, July, and August and, secondly, the need for fish and
wildlife development in the watershed.
This project consists of an interrelated combination of land treat-

ment measures to protect and improve soil and water resources and,
structural measures consisting of one multiple-purpose storage struc-
ture for irrigation and fish and wildlife development and 24 miles of
irrigation canals. The multiple-purpose structure will provide 21,884-
acre-feet of irrigation storage, 2,464 acre-feet of fish and wildlife de-
velopment, and 652 acre-feet for sediment storage. The total capacity
of the structure is 25,000 acre-feet. The project will be installed
within a 10-year period at an estimated cost of $4,379,000, of which 74
percent is credited to the local interests.
The project will provide a dependable supply of irrigation water

for 12,400 acres of high-value cropland. It will also assure an ade-
quate supply of livestock water for the watershed. The watershed is
readily accessible to residents of the Alexandria-Pineville area, thus
the fish and wildlife development will be beneficial to a significant
number of people. Increased economic activity in the watershed and
the surrounding area will occur as a result of the project.
The benefit-to-cost ratio is shown as 21/2 for every $1 of cost, based

on the average annual benefits of the structural measures amounting
to $235,000, in round figures and the average annual cost of approxi-
mately $94,000.
The Rapides Parish Police Jury will award and adminster con-

tracts, secure needed land easements and right-of-way, and provide
local construction costs.
I would like to point out that the necessary funds from the local

level will be obtained by a parishwide tax and the authority for issuing
the bonds has already been favorably voted on by the property owners
of Rapides Parish.
The land treatment measures will be operated and maintained by the

landowners and operators on the farms on which they are applied in
accordance with agreements with the Lower West Red River Soil
Conservation District. Structural measures will be operated and
maintained as follows: The multiple-purpose storage structure, Hot-
wells-Boyce irrigation canal, and the wiers in the Bayou Rapides irri-
gation canal by the police jury ;- and the Bayou Rapides irrigation
canal by the Bayou Boeuf Levee Board. The maintenance cost for
structural measures is estimate to be $15,000 annually.
Mr. Chairman and members of the committee I have been aware

of the development of this project for several years. I can say that it
is favorably regarded in the local area and that I am in favor of and
hope that the committee will see fit to give it favorable consideration.
I think that any questions of a technical nature you care to ask can

best be answered by the gentleman from the Soil Conservation Service.
Mr. SMITH. Thank you.
Mr. ROBISON. I am interested in the term parish police jury. What

is the police jury ? Is it a sort of a municipal function that they serve?
Mr. MCSWEEN. This is the governing body for the county. It con-

sists of an elected membership from each ward who govern the public
affairs of the county.
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Mr. ROBISON. They don't serve as a jury in criminal cases, do they ?
Mr. MCSWEEN. No; this is a peculiar term, and I cannot defend it.
Mr. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, Mr. McS-ween has given a very full

digest of the principle features of the project. I am sure the local
authorities have been very diligent in supplying him with these de-
tails. So I won't attempt to repeat all of these factors that he has
already given. There are a number of significant things though that
I might point out. Now we have a Corps of Engineers project shown
in here. This is an offset largely of a part of the Red River system.
The entire area is already given full protection against flood damages
by the completed project. At the present time in this area which is
shown in the area shown by yellow coloring in here there is about
9,000 acres presently under cultic ation and about 3,400 acres which are
now in pasture. There is irrigation being proposed on a good deal
of this land by direct reversion from this stream in here, but the criti-
cal problem is the lack of storage and dependable water supply during
the height of the growing season.
This project is somewhat unique for us at least in what we have

presented to this committee in that it has no flood control feature in it.
I t is a project for irrigation water and water supply and fish and
wildlife development and this multiple structure of about 25,000-acre
feet in total will provide that dependable water supply. This will
provide a full amount of water supply at least 9 years out of 10 for all
of the land that is contemplated to be under irrigation which is shown
in yellow. The water will be released into this stream and will be
picked up at several small weirs which will be constructed in the
stream as points of takeout.

There will be a diversion canal which will permit the irrigation of
substantial additional acreage in this part of the project. The total
of 12,400 acres which are expected to be under irrigation with this
project now are as follows: 31 percent is in cotton, 27 percent is in
corn, 7 percent is in soybeans, 27 percent is in pasture, and 8 percent
is in other uses.
Over the period of the project evaluation it is anticipated that there

will be a progressive change of land use to the point where some 43
percent of the land will be used for cotton and some 42 percent for corn
and soybeans. Expected to remain about the same and pasture use is
expected to go out in favor of row crops, but this of course will not
occur immediately or maybe for some time because these materials are
also controlled by such things as acreage allotments and so forth.
As Mr. McSween pointed out the benefit-cost ratio is 2.5 to 1 based

solely on direct benefits.
Now we have evaluated also the secondary benefits of this project

in the same manner in which secondary benefits are evaluated in Bu-
reau of Reclamation projects and the cost-benefit ratios would be sub-
stantially higher in this. In fact, we have estimated that there would
be some $444,000 in value in secondary projects resulting from im-
proved benefits accruing to the cotton ginners and the processors
of the product itself all down the line. They have not entered into the
cost-benefit ratio.
It is our understanding that the parish of Rapides which is going

to undertake construction and the operation and maintenance of this
program has voted on a tax which will be sufficient to raise $255,000



WATERSHED DEVELOPMENT-1 9 6 1 19

annually for a 10-year period to provide for amortization of a loan
which they are requesting from the Farmers Home Administration
under the provisions of our act in the amount of $800,000, and also
build up a fund for the operation and maintenance of the project as
completed.
I believe that is substantially all that has not been given.
Mr. Smrrn. Thank you, Mr. Brown.
Mr. MOSWEEN. Mr. Chairman, may I make two other observations?

The gentleman mentioned that there might be a tendency in the future
for pastureland to move into the row crops. I am very sensitive to
a statement like that, being a member of the Agriculture Committee.
I would like to say that there may be this slight adjustment on this
particular land. However, it should be taken into account that this
project is located about 6 or 8 air miles from a military installation,
the Eglin Air Force Base which had been originally constructed
during World War II and it was put right in the middle of a very
valuable farm area and has absorbed a great deal of farmland,
and there have been substantial subsequent real estate developments
which have continued to take up additional cropland. I think this
installation has more than taken up any slack here.

Incidentally, this fish and wildlife development will be of con-
siderable benefit to the personnel of this military base. There are
about 4,500 personnel there. My hometown has 4,000 people. We do
not have too many bright lights for those people and the fish and
wildlife will be of great benefit to those people in this military area.
Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Brown, I noticed on the structure there is 45

percent Federal contribution, but you mentioned there would not be
any flood control aspects to the structure. As I understand it from
your description the structure is primarily to provide irrigation
storage. Now do you determine the share of costs to be borne by
the local people in the same way as you do for municipal water
supply?
Mr. BROWN. No. The amount of Federal cost sharing for irriga-

tion, storage and other irrigation developments and for drainage is
based on the formula which has a maximum of 45 percent of Federal
cost sharing. This was based on an administrative determination in-
cident to the amendments to Public Law 566, which were passed in
1956 at the same time that the Small Reclamation Projects Act was
enacted, that the two programs would be kept comparable in cost
sharing. The Small Reclamation Projects Act provides for in-
terest-free loans by the Federal Government for the full amount of
the construction which runs up to 50 years, whereas the Watershed
Act requires an interest payment on the loan. We equated the cost
sharing to be a 45-percent grant and a 55-percent loan at the current
rate of interest as coming to an interest-free loan for the entire
amount. This is why the 45 percent was used.
Mr. BALDWIN. If this were being built under the Bureau of Rec-

lamation then the local people would have a loan interest-free for
the whole amount.
Mr. BROWN. For the whole amount.
Mr. BALDWIN. And the Federal Government would not be putting

up any net after the loan was completely paid for except it would have
lost the interest on the money. Why is this being constructed as a soil



20 WATERSHED DEVELOPMENT-1 9 6 1

conservation project, the dam and the storage, as compared to a
• Bureau of Reclamation project if it is all for irrigation?

Mr. BROWN. Well, of course, the Bureau of Reclamation is not au-
• thorized to operate in the State of Louisiana.

Mr. BALDWIN. No. In effect what you are doing is what the Bureau
would do in those States covered by the reclamation law.
Mr. BROWN. Let me put it this way, the Bureau of Reclamation in a

reclamation State could of course construct that reservoir and could
construct the canal and diverse facilities. There is a lot in this project
that the Bureau of Reclamation is not authorized to do. For example,
a major feature of the project is the land treatment job to be done on
the lands to be brought under irrigation or given supplemental water
supply. For example, the local people owning and operating these
lands expect to expend a little over $2 million in the improvement in
the on-farm irrigation and crop facilities and the Soil Conservation
Service will provide in total $148,000 worth of accelerated technical
assistance to enable these people to do a job on their lands and they

• Will be able to after that to get this supplemental water. This was not
authorized to be carried out in the reclamation program but the rea-
son for the structure itself is that this is the only program which these
people can get assistance of this kind on.
Mr. BALDWIN. Have we had previous projects submitted to us that

involved no flood control at all in connection with a storage dam in the
'Soil Conservation Service?

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Baldwin, I cannot recall offhand. I would like to
ask one of my colleagues here about the Mustard Creek project. We
have one other project and this is in a reclamation State, the Mustard
Creek project in western Montana which is exclusively irrigation.
Mr. BALDWIN. Built by the Soil Conservation Service?
Mr. BROWN. By the local authorities with the same kind of cost

sharing and technical assistance that we expect to provide on this one
and there are probably six or eight other projects in the Western States
in which irrigation is a feature but not the exclusive feature.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. This is consistent with all your other programs and

that is to conserve the soil, is that right?
Mr. BROWN. That is right. The purpose is to provide the most ef-

ficient use of the available soil resources in this area.
Mr. SMITH. Are there any further questions?
Mr. McFALL. Will you tell us what sections of the law are relevant

to this project? I, like the other questioners previous to me, had
thought this program was confined to flood control and so forth, al-
though I am certainly in favor of the objectives of this project. For
my own enlightenment I would like to know something about the scope
of the section which permits this type of project. How big can it be
and the type of cost sharing? I think the objectives are admirable
but I had not known about them before.
Mr. BROWN. The authority for this is provided in section 2 of the

act which states that—
For the purposes of this act, the following terms shall mean: * * *
Works of improvement * * * any undertaking for—

(1) Flood prevention (including structural and land-treatment measures)
or
(2) the conservation, development, utilization, and disposal of water in

watershed or subwatershed areas not exceeding 250,000 acres * * *.
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The act provides these two purposes or a parallel and the purposes
can be developed exclusively for one of those purposes or exclusively
for the other purpose, or for any combination of them.
Mr. McFALL. Exclusive of water conservation, limited to a 250,000-

acre area? Is there any limit on the size of the structure?
Mr. BROWN. Yes; the limit of 25,000 acre-feet in total and this is

the maximum size structure that can be built, and the limitation of
5,000 acre-feet on the amount of flood prevention capacity in the
structure.
Mr. ROBISON. The limitation of Federal contribution as 45 percent

is set up in administrative order, is that right?
Mr. BROWN. That is correct. The act gives a formula which is not a

mathematical formula. The act says that the local organization shall:
Assume * * * such proportionate share, as is determined by the Secretary to

be equitable in consideration of the direct identifiable benefits, of the costs of
installing any works of improvement, involving Federal assistance, which is
applicable to the agricultural phase of the conservation, development, utiliza-
tion, and disposal of water or for fish and wildlife development, * * *.

And the Secretary has administratively determined that there will
be a ceiling for the reason I previously mentioned on the amount of
Federal assistance for this cost of 45 percent, and a ceiling of 50 per-
cent on the Federal contribution to fish and wildlife.
Mr. BALDWIN. Instead of irrigation if this were for domestic water

supply you mentioned here the Federal Government charges interest.
If it is for domestic water supply if I understand you correctly then
the Federal Government would require the local area to put up the
entire amount if it were entirely for that purpose?
Mr. BROWN. That is correct, yes; they would put up the entire cost

but would still be eligible for a loan at the same rate of interest as an
organization that wants to develop irrigation and water supply. •
Mr. BALDWIN. SO, in effect, the people who want the water for a

municipal water supply are not getting as good a deal so to speak as
the people who would want it for irrigation, since the same people who
wanted it for a municipal water supply if they took a loan would have
to take a loan on the whole value of the loan and pay it off with
interest, whereas otherwise they would get a Federal grant on it and
the percentage would be different.
Mr. McFALL. I would like to develop that a little further, Mr.

Brown. Suppose the city of Alexandria should do this for a water
supply purpose rather than for irrigation work, detail financially how
this would be worked out? Not down to the fine points, but broadly.
Mr. BROWN. Since this is a multiple-purpose structure, including

fish and wildlife storage if the other purpose were municipal water .
supply, the costs would be allocated and the city of Alexandria would
pay the full cost of the municipal water supply component and either
the city or the county or the parish jury would pay 50 percent of the
total cost of the fish and wildlife storage. There would be a Federal
contribution of 50 percent.
Mr. McFALL. Fifty-fifty of the fish and wildlife and the local peo-

ple pay the entire cost of the water supply position?
Mr. BROWN. But the entire non-Federal cost can be secured as a

loan under the loan provisions of the act at an interest rate which is
currently in excess of 2.6 percent.

75034— 61---4
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Mr. McFALL. This is similar to the Small Projects Act, is it not?
Mr. BROWN. Except that the Small Projects Act makes loans with-

out interest.
Mr. McFALL. Up to what, $10 million?
Mr. BROWN. They have a limitation of I believe at present $5 mil-

lion of the Federal.
Mr. McFALL. What is the limitation on this?
Mr. BROWN. There is not any limitation in the law itself on the

amount of funds. However, the Department of Agriculture has not
submitted any project up to this time in which the Federal cost is in
excess of $5 million. This is an administrative determination rather
than a legal determination.
Mr. McFALL. The limitation in law is 25,000 acre-feet?
Mr. BROWN. Yes, that is a physical limitation of size which exists

in the law, and also the size of the watershed area.
Mr. McFALL. Thank you.
Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Brown. The next project we have is

in Arizona, the Magma watershed and we have our colleague, Mr.
Udall.

MAGMA WATERSHED, ARIZONA

STATEMENT OF HON. MORRIS UDALL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CON-
GRESS FROM THE STATE OF ARIZONA

Mr. UDALL. I am grateful for the opportunity to be here with you
this morning. The hour is late and I know you have other matters
to consider so I won't make a major oration out of this. The Soil
Conservation Service people have the technical data. I won't go into
that except to point out that this watershed is located on the agricul-
tural land between Phoenix and Tucson. It is located in a dry desert
area. It was just 114° out there the other day and it reminds some
of us of the hinges of Hell that we hear of now and then.
People sometimes ask why we need flood control in Arizona. Our

friends across the Colorado River in this great State have erected a
mountain range and that keeps most of the moisture from reaching
us. This area gets about 8 or 9 inches of annual rainfall a year. The
trouble with it is that most of it comes in a period of a week or so,
in the months of August and September.
They tell the old story about the man from the East who came out

there to Arizona and got to talking with one of the older residents
and said, "I hear that you don't get much rain out here."
And the old fellow from Arizona said, "We get only 8 inches of

rainfall a year."
The fellow from the East said, "That isn't very much, is it?"
And the fellow from Arizona said, "Well, you ought to be here the

day we get it."
And this is what happens in this area. In the late summer the rain

comes down all at once and it runs off. This project would protect
about 13,000 acres of very valuable cotton and alfalfa- and general
farmland and it would generally give good protection to all of the
various activities in this quite heavily populated farming area.
I want to urge that the subcommittee give very careful consideration

to it, and the people in the area and myself would be most happy if
this project could be approved. We think it is sound and feasible.
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I will anticipate a question with respect to northeastern Oklahoma.
[Laughter.]
Mr. Swum. Mr. Brown?
Mr. BROWN. This Magma watershed project is jointly sponsored by

the Florence-Coolidge Conservation District and Pinal County. As
Mr. Udall has pointed out this area is subject to frequent and severe
cloudburst-type flooding during July through September in the grow-
ing season in this area. In August of 1954 there was such a flood
which caused more than a quarter of a million dollars damage to crops
in the area which is shown in green on this map. The damage
amounted to about 69 percent of the total damage and the other dam-
age being to farm facilities and roads and other developments in the
area.
Also an irrigation canal system in this area, and this is all irrigated

land, are frequently breached and filled with debris coming down off
of this desert land.
The Indian Service has a canal system in the lower part of this

area which serves some 1,000 acres of land. That canal is subject to
frequent damage. In this area as a whole and the watershed as a
whole which consists of 70,000 acres about 20 percent of the area is
now in cultivation primarily cotton, small grains and alfalfa, and the
amount of cultivated land is expected to remain the same after the
project is put in except that it will be protected.
About 78 percent of the area is desert range. For the watershed

as a whole about 13 percent of the land is in Federal ownership, about
1 percent of that being Indian land. State ownership is intermingled
with Federal ownership and takes in about 59 percent of the total
acreage, and the private land amounted to about 27 percent of the
area, concentrated down here. This is cultivated land down here and
we get a value of about $2,000 an acre and up. It is highly productive
land. I suppose this will produce 21/2 to 3 *bales of cotton.
Mr. UDALL. Some of the best cotton land in the world, I think.

[Laughter.]
Mr. BROWN. It compares favorably with the Yazoo Delta cotton.
Mr. UDALL. Perhaps I should not have said that.
Mr. BROWN. Now with respect to the measures recommended here,

this is called a floodwater-retarding structure. However, it is essen-
tially a long dike and diversion here which catches all the runoff which
comes down in innumerable channels and controls that behind this
embankment and provides for its release into a channel which goes
down in this direction.
This channel will have several grade stabilizing structures to pro-

tect it against erosion. The capacity back of this structure in here
will be 4,840 feet and the length of the channel which will be protected
by grade stabilizing structures is about 11.2 miles.
The area that is now subject to flood covers about 92 percent of the

area and about 90 percent of the area will be protected in the 50-year
flood frequency. The present annual average damage will be 94 per-
cent controlled.
The total cost of this project will be $2,919,000, of which the Fed-

eral cost will be $2,544,000 or 87 percent and the non-Federal cost will
be $375,000 or 13 percent primarily for easements and rights-of-way.
The benefit-cost ratio is 1.2 to 1 and the project is scheduled for in-
stallation over a period of 10 years.



24 WATERSHED DEVELOPMENT-1 961

The dam that is proposed would be built in the first year but the
-project would be kept open to determine the extent to which the sta-
bilization of this channel needs to be observed and modified if neces-
sary during subsequent years.
The average operation and maintenance cost of the project will be

$10,500 and this will be borne by Pinal County.
Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Brown. We have just a few minutes

to get these other two projects in.
Mr. WETZEL. I will move very rapidly, Mr. Chairman.

MUDDY FORK OF ILLINOIS RIVER WATERSHED, ARKANSAS

The Muddy Fork of the Illinois River is in Washington County.,
Ark. The application is sponsored by the Washington County Soil
Conservation District, the city of Lincoln, and the Arkansas Game and
Fish Commission.
There have been very serious floods occurring over the past 20 years

in the agricultural flood plain indicated in yellow on this map. During
the 20-year period 66 storms have inundated more than 25 percent of
the flood plain area. The storm of May of 1956 caused an estimated
damage of more than $27,000 on an annual basis.
In addition the city of Lincoln at this location here is very short of

the water supply. They have been getting their water from springs.
The springs have proven inadequate. They have explored deep wells.
They are not feasible in this area, so they have been interested in water
supply.
The project as proposed by the local people includes four flood pre-

vention reservoirs, two of which will be multiple purpose and the
municipal water supply for the city of Lincoln will be included in the
structure: together with the flood prevention ca

pacity. The local
people with the support of the Arkansas Game and Fish Commission
have proposed a structure with a cost that will involve a project at a
total cost of $1,554,000 of which the local people will put up 54 per-
cent or $843,000 and the Federal Government will put up 46 percent or
$710,000.
The cost-benefit ratio is 1.1 to 1. We propose that the project be

constructed over a 5-year period. The city of Lincoln has provided
consulting engineering services to assist in the development of the
plan and the detailed design for the multiple-purpose municipal water
supply and flood prevention structure. The Federal Government will
provide the design and final engineering on the fish and wildlife flood
prevention multiple-purpose structure.
The city of Lincoln has applied for a loan under the authority

of Public Law 566 for $218,000 to finance and pay for the multiple-
purpose structure and this will be the cost of a pipeline from the
structure down to the city.
The Arkansas Game and Fish Commission has agreed to provide

the necessary funds for the 50-percent cost sharing on the fish and
wildlife capacity, and they have also guaranteed to operate and
maintain the structure and the public access has been guaranteed to
the fish and wildlife reservoir.
Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Wetzel. We will take the next one,

the lower Plum Creek watershed, Texas.
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LOWER PLUM CREEK WATERSHED, TEXAS

Mr. WETZEL. The lower Plum Creek watershed is a watershed of
153,000 acres located in Hays and Caldwell Counties, Tex., and is a
tributary to the San Marcos River.
The application has been sponsored by the Hays-Caldwell-Travis

Soil Conservation District, the Plum Creek Conservation District, and
the city of Lockhart, Tex.
There are five towns in the watershed. The city of Lockhart with

7,000 population, Luling with 5,500, and the small towns of Dale,
Maxwell are also in this immediate area and there is about 33 inches
of average annual rainfall. It has had a long history of flooding on
the agricultural land. There has also been a history of loss of life
on a number of occasions When the major storms have occurred.
There have been two major storms in a study period, one of them in
1913 and one in 1936, each of which caused a total damage in excess
of $1 million within the watershed.
The land use in the watershed is 38 percent cropland, 15 percent

pastureland, 25 percent rangeland and 14 percent woodland. It is
entirely in private ownership. There are 600 farms involved in the
watershed with an average of approximately 250 acres. The average
value of the land is about $100.
The proposed measure includes 14 floodwater retarding structures

with a total capacity of 27,000 acre-feet and 1 multiple-purpose
flood prevention and fish and wildlife structure in this location.
In addition there are 25 miles of channel improvement proposed

as indicated within the flood plain area. This plan will provide con-
trol runoff from 39 percent of the watershed in the area and the plan
will reduce all flood damages at the watershed at 871/2 percent.
Total cost of the project is $4,472,000 of which the local people

will expend 26 percent or $1,168,000 and the Public Law 566 will
provide 73 percent or $3,303,000.
The local people have agreed to put up $313,000 to cover the cost of

the land easements and rights-of-way. The benefit-cost ratio is 1.3 to 1.
The Plum Creek Conservation District is going to introduce en-

abling legislation and has guaranteed the local funds and have already
utilized an ad valorem tax throughout the district to start raising
the funds.
The city of Lockhart will provide the bond issue and the local share

of the multiple-purpose structure and they will provide for the access
road, the development and recreation facilities and sanitation facil-
ities necessary for the full enjoyment of the fish and wildlife facility
by the general public.
The Corps of Engineers have authorized a reservoir at Gonzales

on the San Marcos River, about 12 miles below the Plum Creek. The
plan will reduce the sediment down to the Gonzales Reservoir by
60 percent.
Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Wetzel. Are there any questions?

Thank you, all you gentlemen.
Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, I move that the subcommittee ap-

prove and report favorably docket Nos. 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, and
52 that have been heard here this morning.
Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to speak on this ques-

tion for a minute. I am not going to oppose the watershed in Loui-



26 WATERSHED DEVELOPMENT-1 961

siana because it has been submitted to us in good faith and apparently
in accordance with the administrative procedure set up by the Soil
Conservation Service.
I am a little concerned about the extent to which the Soil Conserva-

tion Service have made decisions of this type without the legislative
branch of the Government knowing too well just exactly what was
being determined, and I am not sure in my own mind whether it is
the best procedure for us to be authorizing soil conservation dams
that do not have any flood control aspects connected with them at all.
I don't think it is fair to penalize this one area that does not meet

the rules and regulations. I am not going to oppose it, but I would
suggest that this subcommittee should consider making a study of
this to determine whether or not we should establish by law if neces-
sary or by recommendation some kind of legislative policy. I am not
satisfied in my own mind that we should be authorizing soil conserva-
tion projects that do not have any flood control projects in them at all.
Mr. ROBISON. Mr. Chairman, I want the record to show that I join

in the same reservation with Mr. Baldwin.
Mr, SMITH. It is SO shown.
Is there a second to Mr. Edmondson's motion?
Mr. McFALL. I will second the motion.
Mr. SMITH. The question is on Mr. Edmondson's motion. All in

favor of the motion will signify by saying aye contrary.
The ayes have it. The motion is carried.
The committee is adjourned.
(Whereupon, at 11 :56 a.m., the subcommittee adjourned.)
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WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 16, 1961

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON PuBLic WORKS,

S1TBCOMMITTEE ON WATERSHED DEVELOPMENT,
147 ashington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:10 a.m., in room
1302, New House Office Building, Hon. Frank E. Smith presiding.
Members present: Representatives Smith (presiding) , Edmondson,

Cramer, Baldwin, Schwengel, Robison, and King.
Mr. SMITH. The subcommittee will come to order.
First this morning we want to have testimony in regard to H.R.

3801, which has been pending throughout most of the year. The
subcommittee has been informed and advised about it from time to
time and the agencies concerned have been in contact with me and
other Members of the Congress about it, and other people have.
We will have more testimony about the bill this morning.
(The bill follows:)

[H.R. 3801, 87th Cong., 1st seas.]
A BILL To authorize the Secretary of tbe Army and the Secretary of Agriculture to
make joint investigations and surveys of watershed areas for flood prevention or the
conservation, development, utilization, and disposal of water, and for flood control
and allied purposes, and to prepare joint reports on such investigations and surveys
for submission to the Congress, and for other purposes
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States

of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of the Army and the Sec-
retary of Agriculture, when authorized to do so by resolutions adopted by the
Committee on Public Works of the Senate or the Committee on Public Works of
the House of Representatives, are hereby authorized and directed to make joint
investigations and surveys in accordance with their existing authorities of water-
shed areas in the United States, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands, and to
prepare joint reports on such investigations and surveys setting forth their rec-
ommendations for the installation of the works of improvement needed for flood
prevention or the conservation, development, utilization, and disposal of water,
and for flood control and allied purposes. Such joint reports shall be sub-
mitted to the Congress through the President for adoption and authorization by
the Congress of the recommended works of improvement.
SEO. 2. When the Congress has authorized the projects recommended in such

joint reports, those recommended works of improvement located on or along a
stream or other waterway having a drainage area above such improvements of
more than two hundred and fifty thousand acres, and those recommended local
protection works situated within the boundaries of urban areas within drainage
areas of two hundred and fifty thousand acres or less which constitute a sub-
stantial part of the recommended works of improvement for such drainage
areas, shall be prosecuted by the Secretary of the Army under the provisions of
the Flood Control Act of 1936, as amended and supplemented; and those recom-
mended works of improvement located on or along a stream or other waterway
having a drainage area above such improvements of two hundred and fifty
thousand acres or less, except for such local protection works as are mentioned
above, shall be carried out by local organizations with assistance from the Sec-

27
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retary of Agriculture under the provisions of the Watershed Protection and
Flood Prevention Act, as amended: Provided, That such joint reports shall
contain an economic justification for the recommended system of works of im-
provement, and no further economic justification shall be required in connection
with plans for such works of improvement prepared under the provisions of the
Flood Control Act of 1936, as amended and supplemented, or the Watershed
Protection and Flood Prevention Act, as amended.

SEC. 3. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be
necessary to carry out the purposes of this Act, such sums to remain available
until expended.

Mr. SMITH. First, we will call on Maj. Gen. William F. Cassidy.

STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. WILLIAM F. CASSIDY, DIRECTOR OF
CIVIL WORKS, OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, U.S. ARMY

General CASSIDY. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it
is a pleasure to appear before you and present our comments on H.R.
3801.
I am appearing in my capacity as Director of Civil Works, in the

Office of the Chief of Engineers, U.S. Army. Although the Depart-
ment of the Army has not completed its formal report on H.R. 3801,
informal clearance has been obtained from the Bureau of the Budget
for submission of a report along the lines of my statement here today.

Section 1 of H.R. 3801 would authorize and direct the Secretary
of the Army and the Secretary of Agriculture, when called upon to do
so by resolutions of the Public Works Committee of the Senate or
House of Representatives to make joint surveys of river basins, and
to prepare joint reports recommending multiple-purpose plans for the
conservation, development, utilization, and disposal of water within
such basins. The joint reports would be submitted to the Congress

• through the President for consideration of authorization by the Con-
gress of the recommended works of improvement.
We consider that all water resource projects within a river basin

should constitute integral elements of a unified program for the
optimum development, use, and conservation of that basin's re-
sources. In carrying out the investigations, surveys, planning, and
development of such resources under existing laws and directives
from Congress we coordinate fully with other agencies of the Fed-
eral Government, the States, and local agencies in such planning
and development. Existing laws and established procedures permit,
encourage, and in certain respects require such coordination.
In large drainage basins progress has been made in joint plan-

ning, such as the Delaware and Potomac River Basins where we
have cooperated with Department of Agriculture and other agen-
cies in developing comprehensive plans of improvement. The chair-
man and several members of this subcommitte are familiar with the
situation in the Yazoo River Basin in Mississippi where the Ag-
riculture and Army programs are being coordinated at the field
level, but joint formal reports on the coordination efforts have
not been prepared. Other recent examples of close coordination of
our field offices in development of plans for small watersheds are:
Indian Creek, Council Bluffs, Iowa, Gering-Mitchell watershed,
Nebr., Richland Creek, Ill.
Separate reports are being processed by our two agencies in ac-

cordance with established procedures for consideration by the Con-
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gress of the works of improvement recommended for each of these
small watersheds.
We consider that development of joint plans and submission of

joint reports when authorized by resolution of the Committee on
Public Works would be an important step in further coordination
of the efforts of our two agencies in water resource planning.
Therefore, we are in accord with the objectives of section 1 of
H.R. 3801.
However, section 2 of the bill contains other provisions affecting

the policies and procedures of the Departments of Agriculture and the
Army in their respective programs which we believe should be con-
sidered in a broader context of resource policy formulation than that
involved in realizing the coordination objectives of section 1 of the bill.
'We recommend, therefore, that section 2 of H.R. 3801 be deleted.
We believe that if amended by deletion of section 2 the enactment of

H.R. 3801 would be desirable.
Mr. SMITH. Thank you very muck
Any questions?
Mr. BALDWIN. I have a question.
General, as I understand it, if section 2 is deleted then all that is

left in the bill is authorization for the Secretary of the Army and the
Secretary of Agriculture to make joint investigations and surveys.
Now, what would provide the guidance to the Secretary of the Army
and the Secretary of Agriculture when they get through their survey
and find a project is economically feasible, what would provide them
with a guidance as to whether a project then should be carried by
either the Secretary of the Army or the Secretary of Agriculture or
both?

General CASSIDY. Since this would be a joint report, it would be
signed by each agency. We would have to arrive in the report at an
agreement between ourselves as to which part would be done by Agri-
culture and which part would be done by the Army.
Mr. BALDWIN. What guidance principle would be used to determine

that?
General CASSIDY. The guidance of existing laws, sir.
Mr. SMITH. I might point out, Mr. Baldwin, that these joint surveys

would be made upon specific authorization of the committee so there
would be some pretty good guidance informally worked out, probably,
before the committee would ever authorize the joint surveys. There
would be some knowledge of the fact that there had to be Joint proj-
ects, not spelled out but there would be some understanding, I imagine,
before they would come to the point of asking for a resolution, or
approving the joint survey.
Mr. BALDWIN. In other words, when you say you would follow your

existing guidelines and existing law, that would mean, for example, if
you determined that a portion would more logically be done by the
Corps of Engineers and a portion by the Soil and Conservation Serv-
ice, unless such projects were proved economically feasible, it is con-
ceivable one could be found economically, feasible and maybe the
tributaries which would be under the Soil Conservation Service, gen-
erally speaking, might be found not economically feasible. In other
words, you might find feasibility for the main stream work and non-
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:easibility for the tributary streams under the Soil Conservation Serv-
ice or conceivably the reverse ,• is that correct?
General CASSIDY. This could be possible since each one of us would

have to justify the particular works that were being considered for the
resource development, must consider them economically and justify
them.
Mr. BALDWIN. Well, as a matter of fact, isn't there a good deal of in-

formal coordination between the two agencies now, even though you
may not be authorized to do something jointly? Many times the
Corps of Engineers work on main streams with the soil conservation
program on the branches.

General CASSIDY. It is automatic now, sir, that we go to the Soil
Conservation Service and discuss the problem, because anything they
do on the upper watershed is going to affect what we do down below,
so there is complete coordination in the field.
Mr. KING. These joint investigations and joint reports are not per-

missible now, are not being made now?
General CASSIDY. They are not being made as joint reports.
Mr. KING. This would simply permit you to do that?
General CASSIDY. Yes, when required by a resolution.
Mr. SMITH. Thank you very much.
The next witness will be Mr. Young, of the Soil Conservation

Service.

STATEMENT OF GLADWIN E. YOUNG, DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR,
SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to appear before your
committee to present the views of the Department of Agriculture on
H.R. 3801.
The Department of Agriculture has a long record of support of

the concept of coordinated or joint planning among the Federal agen-
cies which have statutory responsibility for water and related land
resource conservation and development. We believe that a study of
the history of the 1936 Flood Control Act will show that it was the
intent of Congress at that time to provide for coordinated planning
by the Department of the Army and by this Department of rivers and
other waterways and of the watersheds thereof.
The authority of this Department under the Flood Control Acts to

make investigations of watersheds for runoff and waterflow retarda-
tion and soil erosion prevention was repealed with the enactment of
the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act (Public Law
566) in 1954.
Thus, there has been over the years a great deal of cooperation be-

tween the two Departments and frequent coordination of efforts, even
though there has been no legislative provision providing for the
Congress or its committees to direct the two departments to prepare
jointly a report setting forth their recommendations for the installa-
tion of works of improvement of water and related land resources, in-
cluding the submission to or approval by the Congress or its commit-
tees of such joint plans.
The two Departments already have adequate authority to cooperate

with each other and with other Federal, State, and local agencies in
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planning specific projects and river basin developments. The au-
thority of this Department for such cooperation is contained in Public
Law 566.

Section 1 of H.R. 3801 would provide a means by which the Con-
gress through its Public Works Committees could direct the two De-
partments under their existing authorities to jointly plan and sub-
mit a joint report on watershed areas for adoption and authorization
by the Congress. It is our understanding that this section would not
diminish the authority of either Department, acting independently un-
der applicable laws to plan and submit reports or work plans for
separate projects or watershed areas. We are in accord with the ob-
jective of finding a workable procedure for coordinated planning.

Section 2 deals with problems of great complexity. It is our opinion
that they should be given more extensive study. We would, therefore,
recommend that this section be deleted from the present bill and be
given further consideration at a later date.
The Budget Bureau advises that there is no objection to the sub-

mission of this statement from the standpoint of the administration's
program.
Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Young.
Mr. Young, if we enact this bill and pass this bill and it becomes

law, would there be any possibility under the bill of there being de-
lays of our planning of watersheds, or any improper delays I should
say?
Mr. YOUNG. I think the question has been raised and I do not have

the benefit of our General Counsel's advice on this point. But I think
the question could be raised with respect to whether or not if the Pub-
lic Works Committee directed a joint survey and plans for a river
basin, whether that action in itself would exclude the possibility of
submitting local watershed projects under the authority of 566. This
is a question that I am not prepared to answer because I haven't got-
ten the advice of our General Counsel for that specific point.
Mr. Smrru. For instance, suppose that this committee was to be

considering—that there would be presented to this committee a joint
resolution in regard to a joint survey in some particular basin and
you already had pending some type of watershed studies in that area,
wouldn't it be the duty and your responsibility to point out to this
committee what you are already doing at the time we considered such
a resolution?
Mr. YOUNG. Yes; I should think that would be correct.
Mr. SMITH. Is there a possibility that any resolution requiring

joint study would offer any delay or impediment to a program that
still on its own merits—I think it would be your responsibility to
point that out to us.
Mr. YOUNG. I should think it would be our responsibility to point

it out at the time the resolution was being considered.
Mr. Smrrx. In other words, we would be informed about any such

possibility on the presumption that it did exist?
Mr. YOUNG. That is true if we were in the process of planning or

the work plans had been completed and they were in the process of
review and authorizing. The .question could still be raised about
whether or not by directing a pint survey of a large river basin in
which there are potential 566 projects that had not even come to the
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point of planning, whether or not planning under 566 would be ex-
cluded under that authority and would be directed to be made under
that authority. This is a question I can't answer.
Mr. SMITH. In relation to that, it is conceivable that there may be

some basin projects where joint planning on the part of both agencies
should be part of the background of this planning for projects, be-
cause obviously for your 566 projects you need to know the details
and the plans of the corps on that basis.
Mr. YOUNG. That is certainly correct. There is an interdependence

between an extreme type of thing that is ordinarily done on the water-
shed protection projects and the type of thing that is ordinarily done
on the corps' projects. There is interdependence and interrelated
phases of work that we recognize fully and I "agree completely with
General Cassidy that we have cooperated and coordinated our work
in many instances.
Mr. Smrrn. Well, that covers the points I wanted to make.
Any questions?
(No response.)
Mr. &Am'. Thank you very much.
The committee wants to consider this morning testimony from the

Soil Conservation Service in regard to some individual projects that
are pending before the subcommittee. We have with us one of the
projects involved in the district which one of the members of the com-
mittee represents, and I think in case we get squeezed out and can't
approve them all, we want to give it first priority.
Mr. ED1VIONDSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. SMITH. Before we go into these, we have with us here this

morning to testify in regardL to H.R. 3801 Congressman Poage, chair-
man of the Agriculture Subcommittee that handled 566 projects, and
one of the coauthors of the original legislation creating 566 projects.
Mr. Poage, would you care to talk to us about this?

STATEMENT OF HON. W. R. FOAGE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN THE
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to discuss
this matter with you because it is one on which I am not very well
informed. I was glad to have the opportunity to hear the testimony
that was presented, but I must confess that after hearing it I still
don't know what this bill would do and, frankly, I don't believe
the departments that testified know what it will do.
Our inquiries from the Bureau of the Budget indicate that they

don't know what it will do, and we are not at all sure of the effect
of this legislation if gassed.

Certainly the Agriculture Committee, as this committee, wants to
see the maximum cooperation between the Corps of Engineers and the
Soil Conservation Service. We have been very much pleased to
observe that there has been in recent years what seems to us to be a
very fine spirit of cooperation between those two agencies.
We believe that General Quesada pretty well described the situa-

tion when he said here that they were carrying on joint investigations
of projects where they felt it was needed, and cited you several
examples.
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Our committee just had a hearing on Indian Creek, to which he
referred, just last week. That is a project where the Soil Conservation
Service is doing the upstream work and the Engineers are doing
the channel work in the lower part. Obviously, each activity bears
a direct relation to the other and without the activities neither one
would be very effective. But that is being carried on right success-
fully, as far as we can see.
We haven't seen the necessity of any change in the law and, frankly,

I haven't seen it from the testimony, I haven't been convinced that
there is any necessity for a change in the law. I think we are achiev-
ing exactly the things we want to achieve at the present time, and it
has been my experience that if you are getting good results that it is
rather a mistake to disturb a situation that is functioning satisfactorily
at the present time.
The chairman asked Mr. Young, very properly, whether this would

have any effect upon individual projects if this committee passed a
resolution calling—under the terms of this bill, if it were to pass a
resolution calling on the two agencies to cooperate, and Mr. Young
gave you an answer that I don't believe you know what he said, and
I don't know either, and I think he gave it that way because I don't
think he knows whether it would tie up his projects or not.
I don't think anybody knows it. I think there is a real, good chance,

however, that it might do it. Obviously, if it doesn't do it, it can't
do any harm, but let us assume that we have a project—we all think
in terms of our own home area, and I live in the watershed of Brazos.
There are probably something like 60 to 66 projects in that great
watershed. That watershed is larger than the valley of Tennessee,
incidentally, for those who don't know how large it is. It is a large
watershed.
There is legislation, authorization passed by this committee, author-

izing the Army Engineers to carry on work and improvements in
Brazos to control flood of the Brazos and its tributaries.
Suppose you asked for joint operation between the Army Engineers

and the Soil Conservation Service there? Would it mean that the
projects that the Soil Conservation Service is today studying in the
valley of the Brazos—and there are many of them—would it ,mean
that those projects would all be tied up until the Army Engineers
joined in a joint study of those individual projects?
Frankly, gentlemen, I fear that that is exactly what the bill would

do.
Mr. SMITH. Let me ask you, Mr. Poage, do you think we would do

that unless representatives of Brazos wanted it tied up? Do you
think we are so unresponsive as that?
Mr. POAGE. I don't know, Mr. Chairman. I do know that Congress

passed legislation setting up legislation whereby we could have these
566 projects.
Now, I would be reluctant to say that I was going to repeal that

legislation, and with all the respect that I have for your great com-
mittee here, I would be reluctant to say that we are going to abandon
the rules that we all read and live with, and give this committee or our
committee or any other committee the right to make those decisions
arbitrarily and without guidelines, and I think it is right clear from
the chairman's questioning of the representative of the Soil Conser-
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vation Service that it is contemplated that the committee would make
the guidelines, that we would not rely upon the law that the commit-
tee would set out the guidelines between the two agencies in each
resolution.
Well, frankly, as one who has been deeply interested in this up-

stream flood prevention program and one who has been proud of its
success, I would be very reluctant to see anything enacted here that
would take away the legal basis for its operations.
We think we have got a pretty fair legal basis, certain projects

have to come to our committee and certain projects have to come to
your committee for review; no projects can be activated without a
review by one of the committees of the Congress, but there are guide-
lines. The law is right plain now, as to what can be approved and
what cannot, and how projects can be initiated.
Maybe I am seeing ghosts. I know that this bill was not introduced

for any purpose of weakening but rather to strengthen a program that
all of us believe in, but I am just afraid that sometimes when programs
are functioning right well that it is a mistake to seek to adopt some
program when we do not know all of the legal implications, and I do
not think that any of us know the legal implications of this bill. I
think that when both departments come up here and say they want to
take out section 2, and I understand that is what they both said, that
you don't have anything in the world left except a statement that you
want them to cooperate, and there will be times when your committee
will tell them to cooperate.
Mr. SMITH. I would like to point out that on specific projects we

do that already and if there are people who are concerned about how
this will affect 566 projects and want to oppose it, I think we would
be in a position to go ahead and move like that on an individual basis
with far less concern for the soil conservation projects.
I mean, this program hasn't operated according to the testimony

we have heard to all that great perfection and must not be operating
to all that great perfection from your viewpoint because certainly,
as I understand it, your subcommittee has failed to approve a number
of projects. With all this perfection they ought to be approved.
Mr. POAGE. No, I don't so understand, Mr. Chairman. I would

understand that a program was fundamentally faulty if we simply
allowed everything to go through without any review or consideration.
Mr. Siurrx. I don't agree with you.
Mr. POAGE. I think it is a fundamentally sound feature of the pro-

gram that does provide for review of these projects. Those that in-
volve more than $250,000 or a structure of more than 2,500 acre-feet,
and it provides that all projects of that kind must be approved by
one or the other committees. Of course, if it involves a structure of
more than 4,000 acre-feet, depending on capacity, your committee
has to act on it. If it has no structure of that size, the Agriculture
Committee acts on it.
Mr. SMITH. And our committee also acts in the sense that if we

approve a project for the corps and it is done in such a way as to
involve further soil conservation projects, and unless we get coordina-
tion, I think that—
Mr. POAGE. Did you say that your committee did approve—
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Mr. SMITH. I say our committee acts—I just pointed out that our
committee can approve projects which will virtually eliminate the
566 projects from being done and unless there is proper coordination
I think that is what the committee may do in many instances.
Mr. POAGE. I think that you have the authority to approve corps

projects, and clearly that would make impractical or unnecessary,
undesirable, the carrying out of certain 566 projects.
I think that by exactly the same token this committee and the

Agriculture Committee has the authority to approve 566 projects
which sometimes reach a point where it makes impractical or un-
desirable or unnecessary certain corps projects.
I think that it is right clear, if you would take Washita, the work

of the Soil Conservation Service there has certainly made—at least
it has destroyed the feasibility, let us say, of certain corps projects
that might have been developed for that area. I don't know that any
would have been developed, but obviously when you have that many—
I believe you have 64 at Washita; isn't that right?
Mr. EDMONDSON. I do not know the exact number, but it is a very

high number.
Mr. POAGE. Obviously it makes unnecessary the carrying out of some

other project. We hope that these do that.
Obviously, if they do not do that sort of thing, they are both failures.

If neither one contributes to relieving the amount of the other activity
that is needed, and certainly we have a review on them and such, and
the Congress does have review on all of these projects but I am just
wondering—I do not come before you to say that I know what this
bill is going to do, I do not come before you to tell you I know this
bill is going to do harm, I am simply raising a warning which I think
is entirely justified.
I think that there is a danger, I think we should know more clearly

just what this bill is going to do than we do at the present time, and
it is only for purposes of sounding that warning that I wanted to
appear before you gentlemen this morning.
Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman?
Mr. Small. Mr. Edmondson.
Mr. EDMONDSON. The gentleman from Texas mentioned Washita,

and I am sure the gentleman is aware that the Bureau of Reclamation
in the Department of the Interior has developed pretty sizable projects
in that area also.
Mr. POAGE. Yes.
Mr. EDMONDSON. I think that thus far

' 
on a kind of hit-and-miss

basis, 
they have meshed fairly well, what has been done, but I think

what the gentleman from Mississippi is trying to do is try to get some
direction and planning by the departments who have missions that
should mesh and should dovetail in their operations wherever possible,
and I think, if I understand correctly the gentleman's purpose here,
and I am certain he has no desire at all to throw any roadblocks in the
way or throw any money away, the purpose of it is to try to get some
concert in planning and long-range development of these areas by the
departments that are most vitally affected right from the outset.
Where the committee does feel that it is advisable to do this, and

certainly I would be one on the committee and I think every member
on the committee would be one who would look first to the Member of
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Congress who represented that area for guidance and advice as to
whether that district and that Representative in Congress felt that this
type of concerted planning should take place. I certainly think that
would be a general feeling on this committee.
Mr. CRAMER. As I understand it, the basic problem that exists today

is that this committee as such, even though it has jurisdiction over this
matter, does not have authority to initiate a request for surveys for
these joint projects, a portion of which relates to this committee's juris-
diction. In other words, the agencies involved have the initiating
authority and we have the reviewing authority.
We had a similar problem in the Public Buildings Act procedure'

in 1958, and I am sure the members of this committee are familiar
with it. There was no way that this committee as a Public Works
Committee of the House, with a Public Building Grounds Subcom-
mittee therefor, had any jurisdiction to initiate any surveys that they
felt were needed. And I think that the result of the 1958 act is that
some semblance of order has resulted in an area that prior thereto
was chaotic and likewise the Congress is asserting its proper juris-
diction now.
Does the gentleman have any objection to that basic approach by

this committee in initiating action requesting such surveys as is the
case, is it not, Mr. Chairman, in all the other public works projects
and now is the case in public buildings?
Mr. POAGE. I am sorry that the gentleman didn't hear my Rrst

statement.
I have no objection at all to trying to get all of the coordination

that we can. I think that is highly desirable, but I don't think it is
desirable to pass legislation if it may have the effect, and I am not
prepared to tell you what effect it will have, but I think it was clear
from the testimony of the witnesses that they don't know either. I
don't think that there is anybody can make a clear-cut statement that
they know what the effect of this bill—and I am very certain that I
don't want this kind of legislation passed if it is going to mean that
once a resolution of this kind is passed for watersheds like the Brazos
or the Washita or the Roanoke River or any other streams, that such
a resolution is going to preclude all further 566 development.
Mr. EDMONDSON. May I personally, at this point, make it clear, very

clear, that if I felt that was going to be the effect of this resolution,
I would take a stand probably against it right now,and I hope the
gentleman will give us the opportunity to discuss this with him a
little bit further before he reaches any conclusion about what this
committee intends to do with legislation of this kind.
Mr. POAGE. Mr. Edmondson, I stated when I first appeared here

that I am not here to oppose anything but to sound what I think is a
needed warning. I don't believe in the philosophy of giving the
presumption to all bills that come before the Congress that they are
good. I believe the presumption is against legislation and that the
burden is on the proponents to prove the necessity of legislation, and
I think that is a good, sound, fundamental rule to proceed on.
I do not indulge a presumption in favor of every bill that comes

before our committee or your committee nor before the House even
after it has come out of committees. I think you must require the
proponents to assume the burden of showing what their bill is going
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to do and I am simply raising the question here that it seems to me
that that burden has not as yet been met.
I am not prepared to say that this cannot be met and I am not

making any charge that it can't be met. I am quite sure that this bill
has been introduced for the best of purposes, and I am quite sure
that it is desirable to have all the cooperation that you can get, but
I don't want to legislate cooperation at the expense of destroying a
program that is presently working right well.
Mr. SMITH. Let me say that it is inconceivable that the legislation

on the part of the people interested in it would have the effect of
shutting off 566 development in any basin where we pass a resolution.
When this committee acts on a bill, I am sure it will make clear in
its report and in the legislative history that such power is not granted
in the bill.
Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, I must respectfully suggest that it isn't

inconceivable. I have talked to lawyers who have studied the thing,
and they feel it is very conceivable.
Mr. SMITH. I would like to raise the possibility, Mr. Poage, that

there are differences in interpretation about these things.
Mr. POAGE. Of course there is, and that is why I take issue with your

statement that it is inconceivable, because it is conceivable to a great
many people. There are differences of interpretation and that is what
I fear, those differences of interpretation.
I am not saying you can't work this thing out to where it will be

perfectly clear; I hope you can. But I am merely suggesting that in
my humble opinion you haven't done it as yet.
Mr. SMITH. Any further questions?
Mr. SCEIWENGEL. I have an observation to make. I have no

questions.
I think, first of all, I want to say that I respect the gentleman who

is appearing before us and I think he has made good contributions in
the area which we are now considering.
Of course, I respect his right to come here and make his statement

in regard to this legislation
' 

and make whatever objection he would
wish to make, but I would like to point out also that in a report of
Agriculture appropriations, 1962, that this is a very significant state-
ment because of this situation. It is one of the great reasons that our
chairman has been interested in this legislation and it points up the
reasons for this legislation. This report reads in part:

The United States continues to suffer heavy soil erosion losses. Some 120
million acres are being endangered seriously. Only about a third of our land
is safeguarded adequately. More than half of the estimated 1,200 million annual

floodwater sediment damage •in the United States occurs in the headwater
streams and small tributaries.

Now, this points up the fact that there is a serious problem in
America and that we need to come to grips with it, and I have this
question: If this isn't the proper answer, I would like to have you,
sir, who have demonstrated so much interest in the welfare of the
farm population of our country, to come forward with some ideas
that will provide some answers to this very, very challenging problem.
Mr. POAGE. I think the answer to your question is quite simple, and

I think the Appropriations Committee met the issue, recognized the
issue, although they didn't possibly meet it. We are doing a job, we
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are stopping this erosion, we are doing it presently, and right success-
fully. We are doing it within the limits of the money that the Appro-
priations Committee, from which you quoted, gave us. If they will
give us three times as much, we will do it three times as fast.
In my opinion, we need about three times what we are now get-

ting. I think we can efficiently and properly spend a hundred mil-
lion dollars a year on upstream flood prevention programs. We are
not spending that money and obviously this erosion is going to con-
tinue whether you pass laws for coordination or whether you don't
pass them. This erosion is going to continue until you have some-
body out there to do the work.
The whole point at issue here is whether you are going to get this

work done faster by passage of this bill or not. I judge that mem-
bers of the subcommittee here feel that it will be done faster, and
maybe it will be; I hope that it would if the bill passes.
It is my fear, and I haven't expressed a judgment on this thing,,

but it is my fear that you may be slowing down rather than expedit-
ing the work of soil conservation on the upstream reaches.

Further, I am opposed to it, Mr. Schwengel, because I want to
proceed with this work. I think that it ought to be moving along
and we ought to be stopping some of that vast erosion that they re-
ferred to, but merely passing a law here saying when we pass a,
resolution you have got to do it in this form or another doesn't guar-
antee that you are going to stop any erosion. It may or it may not
stop erosion, and that is the question we have got to answer, not the
question of are we in favor of stopping this erosion. We are all in
favor of that, you and I, this committee and the Agriculture Com-
mittee, all favor that.
The whole question is, How do you do it most expeditiously ?
Merely telling me that we have a serious problem here, that is no

answer to your question, telling me that the problem is serious. I
am well aware that the problem is serious; I wouldn't waste my
time coming down here if I didn't think it was serious.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. I can think of situations in my own district where

if the Army had the authority to force cooperation that we not only
would have solved some soil erosion, some very serious soil erosion
problems, but we would have solved some sediment problems that
are costing thousands of dollars a year in Iowa, because some people
in the headwaters aren't forced to cooperate.
I am not sure whether this is an answer or not, but I am saying

there is real reason for us to consider this kind of legislation.
Mr. POAGE. Your statement brings out some of the serious reser-

vations I have about this because you indicate that it is contemplated
here—I hadn't recognized that it was clear, hadn't so clearly rec-
ognized that it was—but you indicate it is contemplated here to force
somebody to cooperate in these upstream flood prevention programs.
As much as I am interested in upstream flood prevention, I am not
interested in forcing those people to be a part of that.
Now, if you want to establish—I know we have under 566 a purely

voluntary program under which you can't force—this committee can-
not, and our committee cannot go out and authorize a project and say
somebody has got to build it. Those projects come from the farmers,
those projects come from local organizations which propose those
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projects to the Soil Conservation Service, and they come from the
soil up. I think that is a fundamentally sound provision.
Now, I recognize that with the Army Engineers projects, they are

instructed by this committee to go and they are authorized to build
a project and they are given the money by the Appropriations Com-
mittee, and they don't have to wait, and there is a good reason for
that, they don't have to reply upon local action, but under our soil
conservation program we require local initiative, and I think it is a
good thing, and I don't want legislation that is going to say that we
are going to compel these people to participate in a program.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. I am somewhat surprised to hear the gentleman

talk that way because in agriculture legislation he certainly has been
in favor of programs that compel the farmer to do something through
legislation.
Mr. POAGE. No, the gentleman is wrong on that.
Mr. SMITH. We have about eight projects to hear about here be-

fore 12 o'clock. Let's not discuss general farm legislation. We might
not get that solved today.
Mr. POAGE. If there are no further questions
Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Poage.
Mr. POAGE. Thank you very much. I appreciate the opportunity

to discuss this with you.
Mr. Safrni. Mr. Wetzel, will you give us a resume on Sallisaw

Creek

STATEMENT OF JOHN H. WETZEL, DIRECTOR, WATERSHED PLAN-
NING DIVISION, SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF
AGRICULTURE—Resumed

Mr. WETZEL. I will not go into quite as much detail as we have.
previously gone into since time is short, and I will be pleased to.
answer any questions on details of the projects which you might wish
me to answer.

Sallisaw Creek watershed is located in Sequoyah, Adair, and Chero-
kee Counties, Okla. The creek is a tributary to the Arkansas River.
and covers an area of 185,280 acres and is sponsored by the respective.
conservancy districts within the three counties.
The problems are primarily a very serious history of flooding in the.

agricultural flood plain, as shown on the yellow map. Major floods
have occurred as often as four times in 1 year. During a study period
there was a history of 26 major floods in a 20-year period.

Associated with the flood problem is a very critical municipal water
supply problem in the three towns of Sallisaw, Stillwell, and Marble
City.
The project as proposed by the local sponsors proposes a series

of 40 flood water retarding structures, which will control 66 percent—
run off 66 percent of the watershed, plus 2 multiple-purpose struc-
tures, 1 located at this point, which will provide municipal water sup-
ply for the city of Sallisaw, and a second located at this point, which
will provide municipal water supply for the city of Stillwell.
The project also proposes the necessary pipeline for transporting

the water to the cities from the reservoirs and the pumping plants in
order to get the water into the city of Stillwell.



40 WATERSRED DEVELOPMENT-1 9 6 1

The municipal water supply situation has been very serious in these
two cities.
The city of Stillwell has obtained their municipal water supply

from wells which have been inadequate. They have attempted to
develop additional wells which have not been successful. The city
of Sallisaw has been diverting the water from Sallisaw Creek at this
point just above the maintenance highway leading into the town.
The proposed project will have a total cost of $6,932,215, of which

the local people will put up 34 percent or $2,379,631, and Public Law
566 funds will provide $4,552,584 or 66 percent of the total cost. The
flood damages will be reduced by 87 percent and will provide adequate
protection for 12,000 acres of flood plain land and will permit more
intensive use of that land.
The benefit-cost ratio is 1.5 to 1.
The Sallisaw Creek Conservancy District will construct the flood.

prevention structures. The city of Stillwell will construct this mu-
nicipal water supply reservoir. The city of Sallisaw will construct
this one, and the city of Stillwell will construct this reservoir. The
cities, together with the conservancy district, have guaranteed opera-
tion and maintenance for the complete project.
Marble City, located at this point, also has a very serious water

supply problem, probably the most critical of the three cities. How-
ever, they have explored all possibilities of incorporating the water
supply in structure 28 located adjacent to the city. At this time they
have not been able to provide adequate financing to incorporate the
water supply in that structure.
There are about 15,000 acres of land that are administered by the

Bureau of Indian Affairs in the watershed. The Bureau of Indian
Affairs will carry out the land treatment program on that land.
Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Wetzel.
Mr. EDMONDSON. I would just like to add one word to what has

been presented with regard to these projects.
Most of the benefits of those projects will accrue to the Second

Congressional District. There will be some incidental benefits to the
Third Congressional District, in which Congressman Albert is inter-
ested. Primarily the benefits come to communities and people in
three counties that all are expected to be classed as depressed areas
under the area redevelopment legislation. I think two of them al-
ready have and the third one is expected to be shortly. This is a very
low income, low industrial employment area in which the provision
of additional water supply for municipal purposes and for possible
industrial development is absolutely essential.
I certainly want to congratulate the Government agencies that

have helped to develop this plan, because I know how tough a problem
they found in getting municipal and local resources to meet the
municipal end of the construction costs.
Mr. RosisoN. Just out of curiosity, would you happen to know if

the municipalities involved are going to have some aid, Federal aid
under the depressed area bill, toward their share of the municipal
water project?
Mr. EDMONDSON. I know of no plan to do that at this time. I have

no information on that point to give the gentleman. I would suspect
that if Marble City is able to ge; any part of this water development,
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that it probably will have to go that route because it is a very small,
very limited community in its rosources and these areas, as has been
mentioned before, in which the trust lands of the Cherokee Tribe
are -concentrated.
Mr. WETzEL. I might point out, sir, that the city, of Sallisaw and

the city of Stillwell have already applied for loans to finance their
part of the cost—that is, loans under the authority of Public Law 566
at the 2.6 percent interest rate.
Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Wetzel.
(The Sallisaw Creek watershed work plan follows:)

SALLISAW CREEK WATERSHED WORK PLAN, OKLAHOMA

Size and location.-185,280 acres in Sequoyah, Adair, and Cherokee Counties.
Sponsors.—Sequoyah County Soil Conservation District, Adair County Soil

Conservation District, Cherokee County Soil Conservation District, Sallisaw
Creek Conservancy District, city of Sallisaw, city of Stillwell.
Purposes.—Watershed protection, flood prevention, municipal water supply.
Principal measures.—Soil conservation practices on farms and ranches; and

structural measures consisting of 40 floodwater retarding structures, 2 multiple-
purpose storage structures, and 2 water supply lines.

Annual benefits

Flood prevention to crops and pasture $191, 207
Flood prevention to agricultural property 22,214
Flood prevention to nonagricultural property 19,645
Reduced indirect damages 17, 127
Sediment reduction—Short Mount Reservoir 22,429
Municipal water supply 40, 521

Total 313, 143

Project costs

Public Law 566
funds

Other funds

Total
dollars

Dollars Per-
cent

Dollars Per-
cent

Land treatment measures 121,008 9 1, 258,660 91 1, 379, 668

Structural measures:
Flood prevention 4,431, 576 93 314, 229 7 4, 745, 805
Municipal water o 0 806, 742 100 806, 742

Subtotal 4,431, 576 80 '1, 120,971 20 5, 552, 547

Total 4, 552, 584 66 2, 379, 631 34 6, 932, 215

I Consisting of:
Construction cost  $695,247
Installation services  56,086
Administration of contract 12,600
Land, easements and rights-of-way  357, 038

Benefit-cost ratio.-1.5 to 1.

Mr. SMITH. The project we would like to consider next is the
Middle Fork of Anderson River watershed, and we have our col-
league, Mr. Denton with us and we will hear from him.
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STATEMENT OF HON. WINFIELD K. DENTON, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF INDIANA

Mr. DENTON. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I
-want to thank you for the opportunity of appearing before you and
I strongly endorse this project, the small watershed on the Middle
Fork of Anderson River. I know it is badly needed both for soil
.conservation and flood control.

It is sponsored by three soil conservation districts. The Govern-
ment's cost is 64 percent, which is about a million dollars and local
,costs are 36 percent which in round numbers is half a million. It
will protect 70,000 acres and the limits will comprise 10,000 acre-feet.
Mr. Schwengel would probably be interested to know that this

was a river over which Abraham Lincoln ran a ferry when he was
a boy, and I guess the chairman knows the connection of Joe Jasper,
who was on the Natural Resources Committee and who was very
interested in this project. He is head of REA in Indiana.
I am not going to talk much longer because you have more informa-

tion than I could possibly give, but I think it is a very fine operation.
It is a good bill and I think it should pass.
Mr. SMITH. Mr. Wetzel, will you give us a brief résumé on the

project ?
Mr. WETZEL. This project, as the Congressman says, is located

in Perry and Crawford Counties in Indiana. It is a tributary to the
Ohio River and covers about 70,000 acres. It is sponsored by the
soil conservation districts in the two counties, plus the Middle Fork
Watershed Conservancy District, which has been recently organized
-under the State laws, and which will be the agency to carry out
the project.
There is a long history of serious flood water damages in the 3,300-

acre flood plain as shown in yellow on the plan. The flood hazard
has been so great that the landowners have not felt justified in carry-
ing out intensive cultivation in the flood plain area.
There is about 6,000 acres of natural forest lands in the watershed,

the remainder being privately owned, with about 350 farms in the
watershed which average about 160 acres each.
The program as proposed by the sponsoring organizations includes

six floodwater retarding structures located in the dark-blue color
-on the map, and 34.4 miles of channel improvement in the lower por-
tion of the watershed.
The acres that will be benefitted from this project are about 3,400,

-which include all of the flood acres.
The structures will control runoff from approximately 50 percent

of the watershed area.
The costs of the project, as the Congressman has said, the total cost

is $1,567,970, with Public Law 566 funds providing about 64 percent
or $1,0042480, and the local people will provide $563,490.
There is also: a small urban area located at the mouth of the water-

shed, which will be protected and will have protection against storms
of a hundred-year frequency.

Perry County, in which most of these watersheds are located, has
also been designated a pilot county under the rural development pro-
gram and that project will contribute substantially to improving the
economic situation within the watershed.
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The Watershed Conservancy District has already applied for a
loan of about a hundred thousand dollars under the authority of
Public Law 566 to finance the lands easements and rights-of-way that
will be necessary.
The benefit-cost ratio for the project is 1.2 to 1, and it is proposed

that it be installed over a 5-year period.
Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Wentzel.
Any questions?
(No response.)
(The work plan follows:)

MIDDLE FORK OF ANDERSON RIVER WATERSHED WORK PLAN, INDIANA

Size and location.-69,400 acres in Perry and Crawford Counties.
Sponsors.—Perry County Soil Conservation District, Crawford County Soil

Conservation District, Middle Fork Watershed Conservancy District.
Purposes.—Watershed protection, flood prevention.
Principal measures.—Soil conservation practices on farms; and structural

measures consisting of 6 floodwater retarding structures and 34.4 miles of
,channel improvement.

Annual benefits

Flood prevention to crops and pasture  $49, 931
Flood prevention to agricultural property  2, 047
Flood prevention to nonagricultural property  5, 337
Reduced indirect damages  4, 298

Total  61, 613

Project costs

Public Law 566
funds

Other funds

Total
dollars

Dollars Per-
cent

Dollars Per-
cent

Land treatment measures 80, 880 16 411,850 84 492,730
Structural measures, flood prevention 923, 600 86 1 151, 640 14 1, 075, 240

Total 1, 004, 480 64 563,490 36 1,567,970

, Consisting of:
Administration of contract $7, 020
Land, easements and rights-of-way $144,620

Benefit-cost ratio.-1.2 to 1.

Mr. SMITH. The next project will be the Big Sandy Creek Water-
shed in Colorado, and we have our colleagues Mr. Chenoweth and
Mr. Dominick here.
Mr. Chenoweth.

STATEMENT OF HON. J. EDGAR CHENOWETH, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF COLORADO

Mr. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I
am indeed happy to appear before you in support of the Big Sandy
Creek supplemental watershed project, which is located in Elbert and
El Paso Counties, Colo. I appeared before the House Committee on
Agriculture in 1958 on the original project.
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As I recall, the Big Sandy group was one of the first groups to
sponsor and promote a watershed project in the entire country. I am
not sure they were actually the first, but I feel certain they were among
the first, and that was one of the first projects of this kind to be ap-
proved by Congress.
The project is now being constructed and the only change is en-

largement of the Ramah Dam structure, the improvement adding some
500 acre-feet.
I will not go into the details, Mr. Chairman. I am aware of the

interest in this project and I certainly urge the committee to give it
favorable consideration.
I would like to ask leave to include my prepared statement in the

record.
Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. SMITH. Thank you.
(The statement follows:)

STATEMENT OF HON. EDGAR CHENOWETH IN SUPPORT OF BIG SANDY• CREEK SUPPLE-
MENTAL WATERSHED PROJECT, ELI3ERT AND EL PASO COUNTIES, COLO.

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am happy to appear before you
in support of the Big Sandy Creek supplemental watershed project in Colorado.
This project consists of 219,000 acres in Elbert and El Paso Counties. Part of
the project is located in the district of my colleague, Mr. Dominick of the Second
District, and part of the project is in my district.
The sponsors of this project are the Big Sandy Soil Conservation District, the

Colorado State Soil Conservation Board, and the Colorado Game and Fish De-
partment. The purposes of the project are to provide watershed protection, flood
prevention, and the development of fish and wildlife.
The project will consist of 13 floodwater-retarding structures and one multiple-

purpose storage dam, all of which have a total storage capacity of 10,586 acre-
feet.
The project will cost $1,321,241. Of this amount the Federal Government will

contribute 66 percent, or $871,374, under Public Law 566. The local contribu-
tion will be 34 percent, or $449,867. The benefit-cost ratio is 1.3 to 1.
The annual benefits of the project are:

Flood prevention to crops and pasture $24,207
Flood prevention to agricultural property 2,751
Flood prevention to nonagricultural property 13,674
Reduced indirect damages 2,269

Total 42,901

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for the opportunity to appear in support
of this project, and I urge favorable action on the same.

Mr. SivIrrx. Mr. Dominick.

STATEMENT OF HON. PETER DOMINICK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF COLORADO

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am
happy to join with my colleague, Mr. Chenoweth, in support of this
project.
The actual structure is going to be built in the district represented

by Congressman Chenoweth and a substantial portion of the benefits
of this local project will inure to the benefit of the area that I repre-
sent, up in Elbert County.
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We have an interesting situation in our adjoining districts there,
because not only do we have this as a joint project, we also have a
judicial district in the State which covers portions of mine and portions
of his.
It is my understanding that the principal purpose of this particular

proposal is to have the multiple-purpose structure indicated down at
Ramah, and 50 percent of the cost of this will be paid for, of course,
by the State and by the local sponsors.
It is sponsored by the Big Sandy Soil Conservation District, the

Colorado State Soil Conservation Board, and the Colorado Game and
Fish Department.
I appreciate the chance of being here and I certainly appreciate your

interest in this project.
If there is any further information I can give you at a later date,

I will be happy to do so. I do not have a prepared statement, but I
certainly want to urge your consideration of it and give it my support.
Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Dominick.
Mr. Wetzel, would you like to comment?
Mr. WETZEL. I might emphasize that this is practically a complete

project at the present time. There are 13 floodwater-retarding struc-
tures that were authorized by the plans as approved by the Agriculture
Committee January 31, 1958. The reason it is coming before your
committee at this time is that the Colorado State Fish and Game Com-
mission has requested that the last structure to be built, located at that
point, that the plan be revised so as to include 500 acre-feet of fish and
wildlife capacity under the provisions of Public Law 566.
The revised design on this particular structure increases the capacity

of the structure from roughly about 3,000—a little better than 3,000
acre-feet to 5,300 acre-feet.
On the basis of legal advice, we are presenting this plan to this com-

mittee, even though it was previously approved by the Agriculture
Committee and is practically entirely installed on the land at the
present time.

Since this new structure, this revised structure, will exceed 4,000
acre-feet, the additional cost involved in this development will be
$72,000 of Federal money and $32,000 of local money, or a total
increase in cost of the project of $105,000.
Mr. SMITH. Thank you.
Any questions?
Mr. BALDWIN. I have one question.
You mentioned this is being modified because of the need for pro-

vision for fish and wildlife coverage in the structure.
I notice that the breakdown we have shows that this sum allocated

for fish and wildlife is allocated half to the Federal Government and
half to the local area. Is this according to regulation established by
the Soil Conservation Service or is this according to the law? I am
merely asking for information.
Mr. WETZEL. This is in accordance with policies established by the

Secretary of Agriculture, which is that if the local people are willing
to put up at least 50 percent of the construction cost for fish and wild-
life capacity, the benefits to be derived therefrom would be considered
to be the equivalent of the cost.
Mr. BALDWIN. Thank you.
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(The work plan follows:)

BIG SANDY CREEK SUPPLEMENTAL WATERSHED WORK PLAN, COLORADO

Size and location.-219,000 acres in Elbert and El Paso Counties.
Sponsors.—Big Sandy Soil Conservation District, Colorado State Soil Conser-

vation Board, Colorado Game and Fish Department.
Purposes.—Watershed protection, flood prevention, fish and wildlife develop-

ment.
Principal measures.—Soil conservation practices on farms and ranches; and

structural measures consisting of 13 floodwater retarding structures and 1
multiple-purpose storage structure.

Annual benefits

Flood prevention to crops and pasture $24,207
Flood prevention to agricultural property 2,751
Flood prevention to nonagricultural property 13,674
Reduced indirect damages 2,269

Total 42,901

Project costs

Land treatment measures 

Structural measures:
Flood prevention 
Fish and wildlife 

Subtotal

Total 

Public Law 566
funds

Other funds

Total
dollars

Dollars Per-
cent

Dollars Per-
cent

49,000 12 370, 716 88 419, 716

773, 972 96 30, 749 4 804, 722
48,401 50 48,402 50 96,803

822, 374 91 1 79, 151 9 901,525

871,374 66 449,867 34 1, 321, 241

1 Consisting of:
Construction cost
Administration of contract 
Land, easements, and rights-of-way 

  $44,002
7,300
27,849

Benefit-cost ratio.-1.3 to 1.

Mr. SMITH. The next project is South River watershed, Georgia,
and we have our colleague, Mr. Stephens, with us.

STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT G. STEPHENS, JR., A REPRESENTA-
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF GEORGIA

Mr. STEPHENS. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I appreciate the op-
portunity of appearing before this committee to speak in behalf of
approval of this project. This project will involve approximately
60,000 acres of land. The cost will be, total, a little over a million and
a half dollars. It will be about $1,660,000 in round figures; $853,000
of that is under Public Law 566 funds, and the balance, which is prac-
tically 50 percent of it, is from other sources.
The project, naturally, has the support of the local communities, and

I feel that it is highly important not only as a soil conservation meas-
ure, but for the area covered it is also highly important as a popula-
tion conservation measure.
There are three counties involved—Clark County, Oglethorp Coun-

ty, and Madison County. From the names you can recognize that
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they are old and established communities. Ogelthorpe, as you know,
founded the colony of Georia . James Madison was one of our greatest
heroes in the early period of our life, and Elijah Clark was prominent
in the American Revolution in the South.
There are approximately a thousand family-type farms in this

area that need the assistance of the soil conservation program and
to improve their soil conservation measures.
In Clark County is the home of the University of Georgia and

the State agricultural college. Madison County is the home of—
the original home of—Mr. Long, who is the discoverer of anesthetic
medicine.
And, Mr. Chairman, these communities were created prior to the

Louisiana Purchase when Georgia made claims under its charter from
the Atlantic Ocean to the South Seas, and I would like to see thio
measure approved because of the fact that it would be a population
conservation measure and as an educational measure, too, for the
people who are now there.
,And I appreciate the opportunity very much of appearing and can-

not too strongly urge you to approve the proposition.
I could go into detail, but I wonder if as a part of the record it

would be proper that the field examination report of this be put in the
record of the hearings. That would give you full details as to the area
and as to the local citizenry and their—
Mr. SMITH. The report will be held as an exhibit without objection..
(The document follows:)

FIELD EXAMINATION REPORT OF SOUTH FORK BROAD RIVER WATERSHED LOCATED,
IN CLARKE, MADISON, AND OGLETHORPE COUNTIES, GA.

I. WATERSHED CHARACTERISTICS

The South Fork Broad River watershed comprises an area of approximately
115,000 acres and is located in the northeastern portion of Clarke County, the
south and southeastern portion of Madison County, and the northern portion or
Oglethorpe County.
The watershed application includes all of the area drained by the South Fork

Broad River with the exception of the South River watershed. It includes the.
Big Clouds Creek watershed located in Oglethorpe County, Ga. (drainage area,
30,000 acres), and the Fork Creek watershed located in Madison County, Ga.
(drainage area, 12,000 acres). Applications on these watersheds were sub-
mitted in October 1954 and December 1954, respectively.
The headwaters of the southernmost portion of the watershed are within

the town of Crawford, Ga.; the headwaters of the westernmost portion are ap-
proximately 1 mile west of Hull, Ga.; and the headwaters of the northernmost
portion are approximately 3.5 miles north of Corner, Ga. South Fork Broad
River flows into the Broad River approximately 3 miles east of Carlton, Ga..
The town of Carlton and portions of the towns of Crawford, Winterville, Hull,
Colbert, and Comer are in the watershed. The watershed is in the Piedmont
Province and has an average annual rainfall of approximately 50 inches.
The hydrologic condition and commercial production condition of the wood-

land in the watershed is from fair to poor.
Approximately 50 percent of the watershed is in woods, 12 percent in pasture,

33 percent in cultivation, and 5 percent idle and in miscellaneous uses. Ap-
proximately 9 percent of the entire watershed is in the flood plain, with ap-
proximately 80 percent of this area in woods and brush, 17 percent in pasture,
and 3 percent in cultivation.
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II. OWNERSHIP AND TENURE

There are approximately 1,000 farms in the watershed, 95 percent of which
are owner-operated. Approximately 3,000 acres of the watershed are owned
or leased by pulpwood companies, with less than 100 acres of flood-plain lands
that are controlled by these companies.

III. WATERSHED PROBLEMS

( a) Floodwater and sediment damage.
(b) Sheet erosion on open upland. Scour damage of flood plain.
(c) Excessive erosion on a number of scattered small critical areas including

roadbanks.
(d) Channel fill is excessive in many of the stream channels.
(e) The situation is not acute but there is a need for storing additional water

for municipal purposes of the several small towns within the watershed.

IV. PROJECT OBJECTIVES

(a) Reduction of floodwater and sediment damages.
( b) Reduction in erosion damages presently occurring in the open upland and

critical erosion areas, and reduction of scour damage occurring in the flood plain.
(c) Provide outlets for farm drainage systems and to increase stream chan-

nel capacities.
(d) Restore flood-plain lands to former productive use.
(e) Provide a more reliable supply of water for the towns in the watershed.

V. EFFECTS OF PROJECT OUTSIDE OF WATERSHED

There will be no measurable effects of the project outside of the watershed.

OTHER PROGRAMS

There is an organized fire protection program effectively functioning through-
out the watershed. The entire watershed is a part of organized soil conserva-
tion districts and ASC assistance is also available to all farmers within the
watershed. Approximately 14,058 acres have gone into the soil bank within the
past few years. Approximately 6,745 acres of this amount have been established
in perennial legumes and 7,313 acres in trees.

None.
VII. EXCLUDED AREAS

VIII. INTEREST OF LOCAL PEOPLE

A watershed association has been formed for conducting educational work
relating to watershed problems and objectives. Civic clubs and the Farm Bureau
within the area are actively assisting the association in this work.

IX

The local press, Farm Bureau chapter, and civic clubs are actively encouraging
the application of soil conservation measures. The local people are confident that
they can secure the easements and rights-of-way that will be necessary.
The project is sponsored by the Broad River Soil Conservation District, the

Oconee River Soil Conservation District, the county government of Oglethorpe
County, and the county government of Madison County.

Five years.
X. ESTIMATED TIME TO COMPLETE PROJECT

XI. GROUP ACTION

Several groups have worked together in the past on projects for the develop-
ment of the area. For example: A community group in the watershed has
pooled their resources in order to establish a tool and die manufacturing enter-
prise. The Comer Lions Club annually sponsors a county fair. Members of the
club put on the entire fair including a carnival.
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XII. SUMMARY STATEMENT

The watershed is physically adapted to a retardation-type, flood-prevention pro-
gram. The local landowners contacted indicate that easements and rights-of-
way can be obtained.
There are approximately 1,000 farms in the watershed, approximately 650 of

which are cooperators of the Oconee River Soil Conservation District or the
Broad River Soil Conservation District. About 95 percent of the farms are
owner-operated. The landowners indicate that a more intensive use would be
made of the flood-plain lands if they were protected from flooding. They indicate
that the principal crops that would be grown in the flood plain are corn, pasture,
and some truck crops.
The capability classes of the flood-plain soils are predominately IIw and IIIw.

The entire watershed is under organized fire protection and the present annual
burn rate is very low.
It is estimated that approximately 71 percent of the open upland has adequate

soil conservation measures established.
W. S. Lowe, farmer and supervisor, Corner, Ga.
Herbert Wilcox, reporter, Elberton, Ga.
Horace G. Collier, Jr., district forester, Georgia Forestry Commission, Washing-

ton, Ga.
Carl F. Hoover, forester, U.S. Forest Service, Atlanta, Ga.
Ralph D. Branan, work unit conservationist, Soil Conservation Service, Daniels-

ville, Ga.
Theron L. Devereaux, Georgia Forestry Commission, Washington, Ga.
Gerry E. Bowen, farmer, Carlton, Ga.
L. A. Smith, farmer, Comer, Ga.
P. S. Shackleford, farmer and supervisor, Lexington, Ga.
John T. Conger, Jr., work unit conservationist. Soil Conservation Service,
Lexington, Ga.

E. IT. Tenson, farmer, Arnoldsville, Ga.
P. N. Betts, farmer, Arnoldsville, Ga.
Joe Gorman, farmer, Arnoldsville, Ga.
Earl Harris, farmer, Lexington, Ga.
J. Luther Harris, commissioner, Oglethorpe County, Lexington, Ga.
Ralph Whitehead, supervisor, Comer, Ga.
G. D. Mitchell, farmer, Colbert, Ga.
Ed Carter, county agent, Lexington, Ga.
Joseph A. Carey, conservation aid, Soil Conservation Service, Lexington, Ga.
R. L. Dolvin, area conservationist, Soil Conservation Service, Elberton, Ga.
Hugh Clark, Soil Conservation Service, Athens, Ga.

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say that the gentle-
man before us is the grandson of John Stephens, of Georgia, and John
Stephens was the nephew of Alexander Hamilton Stephens, and Alex-
ander Hamilton Stephens was Vice President at one time and was also.
a Member of Congress who served with Abraham Lincoln, and because
of that personal relationship Lincoln freed this gentleman's grand-
father in exchange for a prisoner of equal rank during the Civil War.
It would be said almost, I think, and proved, that this gentleman, and.
a djstinguished gentleman, is in Congress today because of the gen-
erous act of Abraham Lincoln during the Civil War. Furthermore,.
I should observe that Abraham Lincoln was very much for internal
improvement projects, and I am sure he would endorse this project,
too.
Mr. STEPHENS. I thank you for those remarks, and I might say this

is the same district that Alexander Stephens represented in the Con-
gress of the United States before the war and after the war, but I
don't want you Republican gentlemen to hold it against me that I
am a descendant nephew of the Vice President of the Confederacy.
Thank you very much.
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Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Stephens, for your fine statement, and
I am sure that Mr. Schwengel is chief voice for Abraham Lincoln in
the Congress and with the help of Mr. Lincoln maybe we will be able
,to put this over.
Mr. Wetzel?
Mr. WETZEL. The South River watershed project is sponsored by

the Broad River Soil Conservation District of the government of
Madison County.
The South River is a tributary to Broad River which, in turn, is

a tributary to the Savannah River. It covers an area of about 60,000
:acres. The principal problem is the serious flooding of the agricultural
-lands within the flood plain areas as indicated in yellow, plus the
:swamping out of a good bit of drainage ditches in the lower portion
of the watershed due to the type of soil that is found in that section
pf the watershed.
In one flood in April 1936, about 4,800 acres of land in the water-

shed were inundated and the crops lost.
The land ownership in the watershed is 100 percent private. There

are 609 farms within the watershed which average about 200 acres per
farm.
The project as proposed, in addition to the land measure on the

watershed lands, will include eight floodwater retarding structures,
the largest of which will be 5,200 acre-feet, and the total capacity,
total floodwater retarding capacity, of the structure would be 14,000
acre-feet.
There is 12 miles of channel improvement proposed in the lower sec-

tion of the watershed in order to provide adequate drainage outlets for
the farm drainage ditches.
The cost, the total cost, of the project is $1,662,000, of which the

local people will put up 49 percent, or $890,000, and the Federal Gov-
ernment will provide 51 percent, or $854,000. The benefit-cost ratio
is 1.6 to 1, and the project—the Georgia Highway Department has
already agreed to install about 21 miles of roadside erosion control
on the State and U.S. highways located within the watershed which
have been very seriously eroded in the past.
The sponsors have indicated that they do not desire to apply for a

loan under Public Law 566 and that they will have adequate funds
with which to carry out their portion of the project.
Mr. ROBISON. Point of information.
Do I understand you to say with respect to local funds, that these

people do not intend to borrow from the Federal Government? Is
that right?
Mr. WETZEL. That's right.
Mr. ROBISON. I didn't know that there was a loan program under

Public Law 566. Is there?
Mr. WETZEL. There is a loan program authorized under Public Law

566 whereby the local sponsors may borrow money, repayable in 50
years. The interest rate is about 2.6 percent at the present time.
Mr. ROBISON. Does that interest rate go up and down with the cost

of money to the Government?
Mr. STEPHENS. That's right, and there is a formula based on the

nonrecallable securities of the Federal Government.
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Mr. ROBISON. And in instances where the local sources do not take
recourse to this loan program, where do they get their funds? From
a separate local bond issue?
Mr. STEPHENS. That's right.
Now in most of these projects there will be a local organization

that has tax authority and the funds will be raised by general taxa-
tion over the watershed area. In a good many cases there will be
a county government that will be a cosponsor of the project. They
will draw on county funds to raise their money. In about seven
States at the present time the State government has set up an appro-
priation which is available to the local organization to finance their
share of the cost, some to come from a variety of places, and a very
small percentage of the projects up to this time have taken advantage
of the loan provision of the act.
Mr. ROBISON. Thank you.
Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Wetzel, as far as the funds that would be avail-

able for a loan being Federal funds, are those funds incorporated in
the Soil Conservation Service appropriation request each year, or are
they in some other section of our Federal budget?
Mr. WETZEL. They are incorporated in the watershed protection

item which is justified by the Soil Conservation Service. Now as soon
as the funds are appropriated—they are actually earmarked in the
budget, Mr. Baldwin, as to the amount of total watershed protection
item that will be available for loans. As soon as the funds are ap-
propriated, that amount is transferred to the Farmers Home Admin-
istration, which administers the loan provisions of the act.
So the answer to your question is "Yes," those funds are in the

total watershed protection item.
Mr. BALDWIN. How do you determine each year how much it is

going to cost? Do you estimate from the projects coming along about
how many requests you are going to get and therefore use those esti-
mates in formulating your. budgerrequests?
Mr. WETZEL. That's right, sir.
Now we have not had too much experience on which to base those

estimates. We have put what we felt was adequate money in the
loan provision to cover the requests, the applications which it was
anticipated would be received during the next year. Now up until
this year the loan carryover has reverted to the construction fund at
the end of the fiscal year, and it has been substantial.
We have also had the authority to put construction money into the

loan funds if that becomes necessary. It has not become necessary
up to the present time.

Starting this year the loan fund will carry over as loan funds from
year to year.
Mr. BALDWIN. Why did this change occur? Is that a provision in

the appropriation bill?
Mr. WETZEL. Not in the appropriation bill; it was a provision which

the Budget Bureau requested be put into our appropriation proce-
dures.
Mr. BALDWIN. In other words, that is established, then, purely by

administrative regulation?
Mr. WETZEL. That's right, sir.
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Mr. BALDWIN. Under the old procedure when these carryover funds
were available, was that purely by administrative decision 
Mr. *WETZEL. It was purely by administrative decision.
Mr. BALDWIN. I see.
Thank you.
Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Wetzel.
(South River watershed, work plan follows:)

SOUTH RIVER WATERSHED WORK PLAN, GEORGIA

Size and location.-59,875 acres in Clarke and Madison Counties.
Sponsors.—Broad River Soil Conservation District, county government of

Madison County.
Purposes.—Watershed protection and flood prevention.
Principal measures.—Soil conservation practices on farms; controlling road-

side erosion by vegetation; and structural measures consisting of eight flood-
water retarding structures and about 19 miles of channel improvement.

Annual benefits

Flood prevention to crops and pasture $57,123
Flood prevention to nonagricultural property 999
Reduced indirect damages 929
Roadside erosion 2,370

Total 61,421

Project Costs

Public Law 566
funds

Other funds

Total
dollars

Dollars Per-
cent

Dollars Per-
cent

Land treatment measures 116,650 14 719,390 86 836,040
Structural measures, flood prevention 737,053 89 1 89, 605 11 826, 658

Total 853,703 51 808,995 49 1, 662, 698

1 Consisting of:
Administration of contracts  $4, 200
Land, easements, and rights-of-way   85,405

Benefit-cost ratio.-1.6 to 1.

Mr. SMITH. Our next project is the Middle-South Branch Forest
River watershed, North Dakota, and we have our colleague, Mr.
Nygaard.

STATEMENT OF HON. HJALMAR C. NYGAARD, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NORTH. DAKOTA

Mr. NYGAARD. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it's a
pleasure to appear before you this morning. This is my first oppor-
tunity to appear before the Public Works Committee of the House
since my arriving here the 1st of January. And it's a pleasure also
for me to appear before you in behalf of the Middle-South Branch
Forest River work plan, located in the northeast corner of North
Dakota.
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The material before you well describes the plan, and the purpose of
the plan, and the various detailed features that are concerned with it.
I might state in opening that I have material here that indicates

that these soil conservation districts in the various counties concerned,
which are Nelson, Grand Forks, and Walsh Counties in North Dakota,
have been approved, and they are very highly in favor of the water-
shed project.
One portion of the project, which will later be shown on the map,

covers an area which is very gently rolling, and because of that it is
necessary that three structures be built there to provide for soil erosion
in the streams.
The yellow area that you see there is a very, very level area, and it's

level to the extent that in the cases of heavy snowfalls and quick thaws
in the spring of the year, the water from the snow thawing will move
across the country in an entire body. There aren't ravines or valleys,
and its going to have to require drainage in these areas in order to
divert this from the mass of water just moving across the land. There
would be less than 6 inches of change in the elevation in as much as
2 miles in many cases, so you see it does cause a great deal of erosion.
There are times that I have seen this body of water move through

an entire town and, of course, cause very, very serious damage, and it
has on various occasions isolated farms for several days. And it's all
because of the extremely level area of land.
This is very fertile land. It's in the Red River Valley of North

Dakota, which is quite commonly known and quite well accepted as
being some of the most highly productive land in this country.
The cost ratio, as indicated by the chart before you is very favorable.

The money will be provided by the—non-Federal moneys will be pro-
vided by the watershed organization which our—which are permitted
to levy taxes to cover those against the various properties, involving
about 219,000 acres of land, and it's all very heavily concentrated
agricultural land, and consequently there wouldn't be any of that—
that will not be able to share its burden in paying the cost of this.
In the interest of time I won't go into any more detail on this unless

there should be some questions of the committee.
Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Nygaard.
Your colleague, Mr. Short, has already expressed an interest in this

and has talked to me about it.
Mr. Wetzel, would you give us a brief r4sume ?
Mr. WETZEL. I might say at the outset that the watershed adjacent

or lying in this portion of the Middle-South Branch of the Forest
River watershed is the north branch for the river watershed for which
there is a completed plan, and that was approved by the Agriculture
Committee on April 8, 1960. A similar program is now being in-
stalled in this particular area.
This project covers 220,000 acres and is sponsored by the soil con-

servation district in the four affected counties, and the Walsh County
Water Conservation and Flood Control District, which is a local or-
ganization organized under the State watershed legislation.
The principal flood damages suffered in the watershed are a little

bit different from those in normal watersheds in that they occur due
to snow melting in the spring of the year. The snow will collect on
the higher areas here in the upper watershed, and when spring arrives
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it gushes into these streams and causes very extensive damage through-
out the—particularly the benefit areas, which is shown in yellow on
the map.
In addition there have been several rather serious storms caused by

rainfall. The little town of Forest River also has received seri-
ous damage, and particularly to the roads, bridges, and railroads
within the town. The serious flooding from the snowmelt has oc-
curred in 14 of the past 20 years.
The project as proposed by the local people will include two flood-

water retarding structures, the largest of which is 5,740 acre-feet and
one multiple-purpose structure in which fish and wildlife capacity will
be incorporated along with the flood prevention capacity.
The area that will be benefited is about 24,000 acres. The cost of the

project, the total project costs, are $1,724,000. The local people will
provide 33 percent, $576,000 and Public Law 566 funds will provide
67 percent, or $1,149,000. The cost-benefit ratio is 1.65 to 1, and the
State fish and game commission will provide the necessary cost
sharing • and necessary 50 percent of the cost sharing on this one
multiple-purpose fish and wildlife structure.
Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Wetzel.
Mr. BALDWIN. I have one question, Mr. Chairman.
This shows on fish and wildlife the Fe,deral contribution is $12,000

and local, $34,000. Now the Colorado project was 50-50. Why is
there a differentation in the allocation?
Mr. WETZEL. Under the law, Mr. Baldwin, the local people must

provide land easements and rights-of-way. They have no choice. In
this particular case the cost of land easements and rights-of-way sub-
stantially exceeded 50 percent of the cost of adding the fish and wild-
life capacity. The figure that is shown here for fish and; wildlife
covers only the cost of land easements and rights-of-way, and addi-
tional construction cost will be borne entirely out of Public Law 566
funds. So the 50 percent applies unless the cost of land easements and
rights-of-way exceed 50 percent.
Mr. SMITH. Thank you.
(Middle-South Branch Forest River watershed work plan follows:)

MIDDLE-SOUTH BRANCH FOREST RIVER WATERSHED WORK PLAN, NORTH DAKOTA

Site and location.-219,520 acres in Grand Forks, and Walsh Counties.
Sponsors.—Nelson County Soil Conservation District, Three Rivers Soil Con-

servation District, Walsh County Soil Conservation District, Western Grand
Forks County Soil Conservation District, Eastern Grand Forks County Soil
Conservation District, and Walsh County Water Conservation and Flood Control
District.
Purposes.—Watershed protection, flood prevention, fish and wildlife develop-

ment.
Principal measures.—Soil conservation practices on farms; and structural

measures coIlsisting of two floodwater retarding structures, one multiple-purpose
storage structure and 3.65 miles of floodway.

Annual benefits

Flood prevention to crops and pasture $58, 475
Flood prevention to agricultural property 5, 847
Flood prevention to nonagricultural property 19, 455
Reduced indirect damages 8,378

TotaL.  92,155



WATERSHED DEVELOPMENT-1 961

Project costs

55

Public Law 566
funds

Other funds

Total
dollars

Dollars Per-
cent

Dollars Per-
cent

Land treatment measures 71, 600 19 299,062 81 370, 662

Structural measures:
Flood prevention 1, 064, 039 81 243, 135 19 1, 307, 174
Fish and wildlife 12, 869 27 34, 012 73 46, 881

Subtotal 1,076, 908 80 1 277, 147 20 1, 354, 055

Total 1, 148, 508 67 576,209 33 1, 724, 717

1 Consisting of:
Construction cost $11,643'
Administration of contract 2,500
Facility relocation 202,429
Land, easements, and rights-of-way 60,575.

-

Benefit-cost ratio.-1.65 to 1.

Mr. SMITH. The next project we have is Twin Parks watershed,,
Wisconsin.
We have with us our colleague, Mr. Thomson, who has been a very

persistent and persuasive advocate of this project to get our com-
mittee schedule set up.

STATEMENT OF HON. VERNON W. THOMSON, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WISCONSIN

Mr. THOMSON. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am
very pleased to have the opportunity to appear in support of the
Twin Parks watershed project, and I am very grateful to this com-
mittee for the excellent work that they are doing in this entire field.
My particular congressional district is intensely interested in this

problem because the entire area is in the southwestern part of the
State has a considerable number of hills and bluffs and an unusual
amount of erosion.
This particular project lies along the south bank of the Wisconsin

River. The Wisconsin River flows from the Michigan border generally
south until it strikes the hills in this area of Wisconsin and then turns
west to the Mississippi River.
The Twin Parks project is generally about 14 miles in length and

7 miles deep, running south from the Wisconsin River up the bluffs:
lying south of the Wisconsin River and covers an area of 123,000.
square miles.
That 7 miles which is the south boundary of the project is on a

plateau or crest of a ridge, and from that point to the river, a distance
of between 6 and 7 miles, there is a drop of 500 feet, and this water
cascades down that precipitous incline and does considerable damage.
I might say that the first project which was the Mill Creek water-

shed project in my home county of Richland, that out of 29 projects:
authorized in the State of Wisconsin up to this year, 19 of those
projects exist in the Third Congressional District which I have the.
honor to represent.
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And there were some discussions about the participation of farm
groups in that program. Well, I think that the fact that two-thirds
of the projects of the entire State lie in my district indicates a need
for the projects, and demonstrates the determination and enthusiasm
of the people, the farm families who reside there, to see that this
program is carried out. And they are very conscious of the need and
the benefits that arise from it.
This morning Mr. Tom McCutcheon, who is a farmer at Arena,

called me to see if things were going all right• on this project. He is
tremendously interested in expediting the completion of this project.
The cost-benefit ratios are well within reason. They are 1.32 to 1.
There will be in this project 10 floodwater retarding structures and

a mile and a half of channel improvement in addition to the soil con-
servation practices to be carried on by the farmers themselves in the
district.
Local capital will provide $747,000, and Public Law 566 will pro-

vide $778,000 of the entire cost.
There is a little fish and wildlife money in there. The State

created, by damming one of the streams involved, and made a park
which they named Governor Dodge's State Park. It has proved to
be an immensely attractive place in an area where there is no water
for recreation. The Wisconsin River is a swift and shifting stream
that is tremendously hazardous for swimming and for boating. And
so one of the projects here, or perhaps two, they are going to raise
the height of one of the dams, and create a fish and wildlife project
on the other one. But it's principal purpose, of course, is the preven-
tion of floods and conservation of soil in this substantial sized area.

Its sponsor is the county of Iowa, because in Wisconsin we have
created a soil conservation district in each county of the State, and I
might say that we have also provided for those soil conservation asso-
ciations the power of eminent domain in the State of Wisconsin to
expedite the attainment of the objectives of this project.
The law. which I vigorously supported some years ago—and the

need for which, I might point out, arose in my own county—the law
has never been used, but it has had a very salutary effect upon the
speed with which sites for dams may be obtained, and our program is
moving ahead rapidly in that area and I am here to assert my enthu-
siastic support not only of the Twin Parks project, but the entire pro-
gram which this Congress has initiated, and to ask this committee to
expendite this particular program.
Mr. SMITH. Thank you very much, Mr. Thomson.
Mr. Wetzel?
Mr. EDMONDSON. I would like to suggest on the record here that if

any parks are built in this area, one ought to be named the Governor
Thomson Park, because I think our able colleague has certainly earned
the honor.
Mr. KING. Was Lincoln ever out there, Governor?
Mr. THOMSON. Of course. In the Blackhawk War he came out

with the 
Mr. KING. You don't have to go any further, Governor.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. It might be appropriate also to observe that Lin-

coln's principal agricultural speech was made in Wisconsin at the State
Fair.
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Mr. SMITH. Mr. Wetzel, would you give us a very brief report on
this?
Mr. WETZEL. I might point out, as the Governor indicated, that

the first project in Wisconsin was Mill Creek, in his district. This is
another Mill Creek project. The stream is Mill Creek. However, the
local people decided—There are two currently approved Mill Creek
projects, and the local people felt they didn't want to be the third
Mill Creek, so they have named the watershed Twin Parks due to
the fact that the Governor Dodge State Park and another State park
are located within the watershed.
I had the pleasure of going over this watershed several months ago

and we met the local people. They are now considering renaming Mill
Creek to Twin Parks Creek, to match up with their decision on the
watershed work plan.
This project is primarily for t4 protection of flooding of the agri-

cultural lands. Almost 27 percent of the flood plain is almost un-
usable for agriculture purposes due to the frequent flooding that takes
place on the watershed.
The watershed is entirely in private ownership, with the exception

of the two State parks. There are about 340 farms in the watershed,
which average about 207 acres.
The project as proposed by the local people, in addition to the land

treatment measure on the watershed lands, which, incidentally, are a,
very high percentage of the land treatment measure, are already in-
stalled on the land—the watershed lands. They are proposing nine
floodwater retarding structures, plus one multiple-purpose fish and
wildlife structure to be located adjacent to Governor Dodge State
Park. The largest structure is 5,500 acre-feet, and the total capacity
of the structures is 9,600 acre-feet.
In addition, they are proposing about 41/2 miles of channel improve-

ment in the lower portion of the watershed where the channel is now
clogged up with sediment and debris and is causing the flooding of
the lower portion of the watershed.
The program as proposed will reduce the damages, the flood

damages to the watershed by about 70 percent and 70 percent of the
flood plain will have protection from 2-year flood events, and 34 per-
cent will have protection from 50-year flood events.
The total cost of the project is $1,185,000, of which local people

will put up $407,000, and Public Law 566 funds will provide $778,000,
or 66 percent.

Benefit-cost ratio is 1.32 to 1, and it's proposed to install the project
over a 5-year installation period.
The Iowa county board, the county government, has agreed to pro-

vide $100,000 over the installation period to assist in obtaining these
land easements and rights-of-way, and to assist in financing the local
construction costs.
Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Wetzel.
(Twin Park watershed work plan follows:)

TWIN PARKS WATERSHED WORK PLAN, WISCONSIN

Size and location.-78,620 acres in Iowa County.
Sponsors.—Iowa County Soil Conservation District.
Purposes.—Watershed protection, flood prevention, fish and wildlife

development.



58 WATERSHED DEVELOPMENT-1 961

Principal measures.—Soil conservation practices on farms; and structural
measures consisting of 10 floodwater retarding structures and 4.57 miles of
channel improvement.

Annual benefits

Flood prevention to crops and pasture $22, 404
Flood prevention to agricultural property 4,020
Flood prevention to nonagricultural property 11, 156
Reduced indirect damages 3, 790

Total 41, 370

Project costs

Public Law 566
funds

Other funds

Total
dollars

Dollars Per-
cent

Dollars Per-
cent

Land-treatment measures 39,886 16 208,408 84 248,294

Structural measures:
Flood prevention 668,018 84 128,247 16 796,265
Fish and wildlife 70,421 50 70, 421 50 140,842

SubtotaL 738,439 79 1 198, 668 21 937,107

Total 778,325 66 407,076 34 1, 185,401

Consisting of:
Construction cost $49,758
Administration of contracts 5,255
Land, easements, and rights-of-way 143,655

Benefit-cost ratio.-1.32 to 1.

Mr. SMITH. We will now have a brief r4sume of the Beaver Creek
watershed project in Oregon. Mr. Norblad who is interested in this
has prepared a statement. He is not able to be with us because of a
conflict in committee meetings.
Mr. EDMONDSON. I ask that his statement be made a part of the

record as though read.
Mr. SMITH. Without objection, it is so ordered.

STA1EME.N1 OF HON. WALTER NORBLAD, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OREGON

Mr. Chairman I appreciate this opportunity you have afforded me
to testify in behalf of the Beaver Creek watershed project, Marion
County, Oreg.
I can assure the committee that the Beaver Creek watershed proj-

ect is a vitally needed and meritorious one. Local interests, in co-
operation with our Federal agencies, have worked very hard in
developing an excellent watershed work plan, which I have made
available to your committee.
The primary objective of this project is to provide a vitally needed,

dependable, water supply and a water distribution system for the
irrigation of 3,500 acres of land now used for dry land crop produc-
tion and the protection of 1,000 acres of these lands from damaging
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floods. In addition, benefits will accrue to fish and wildlife develop-
ment.
I have reviewed most carefully the watershed work plan for the

-Beaver Creek watershed and am confident your committee will agree
that it demonstrates clearly and conclusively the great need for and
the economic benefits that will derive from this project. The benefit-
cost ratio is 2.5 to 1.
I can assure the committee from personal knowledge of the area of

the great need for development of this project, which is a very sound
business proposition. The project will substantially enhance the
economy of the area.
I respectfully urge that your committee approve the Beaver Creek

watershed project.
Mr. WE'TZEL. I will ask Mr. Swigart to give the resume on this.
Mr. SWIGART. Beaver Creek is located in Marion County in north-

west Oregon. It is a tributary of Mill Creek, which flows into the
Willamette River and then into the Columbia River.
The area is 19,940 acres. The project is sponsored by the Santiam

Soil Conservation District and the Beaver Creek Water Control
District.
The project has three purposes: irrigation, flood prevention, and

fish and. wildlife.
The area in the cross lap here is now subject to flood damage of

serious proportions. It amounts to an area of about a thousand acres.
The balance of the area, shown here in yellow, will benefit from the
project from irrigation.
The average annual rainfall at the watershed is 45 inches. About

15 percent of that occurs in each of the months of November, Decem-
ber, and January. Only 1 percent occurs in July and August.
Seventy-one percent of the runoff of 27 inches occurs November to
March, and only 29 percent in the early spring and during the grow-
ing season.
The lack of a dependable supply of irrigation water is a major prob-

lem. About 600 acres in the watershed are now irrigated from wells
and small farm ponds, and there is a lack of dependable water supply
during the major part of the growing season. With the additional
water supply, it will be possible to bring into production irrigated
pasture land. Cropland now includes pasture, grass seed, grains,
vegetables, and orchards, which is about 68 percent of the area.
There will be 3,500 acres as a result of the project.
The one structure will contain 5,850 acre-feet of storage-200 acre-

feet for fish and wildlife and the balance for flood water detention
and irrigation. In addition, there are 6.2 miles of stream channel
improvement on the protected area now being flooded annually, and
21.5 miles of irrigation canals, and three pumping systems. Twenty-
four hundred acres will be served by North Beaver Creek Reservoir
and about 1,100 acres by diversion from Mill Creek at this point in the
southern part of the watershed.
The benefits will be predominantly to cropland; 92 percent of the

benefit will accrue to irrigation and 8 percent to reduction of flood
damage to crops and pasture.
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The total cost of the project is $2,046,800, of which $832,400 will be
contributed from Public Law 566 funds and other funds will con-
tribute $1,214,000. The other costs consist of distribution of $620,600
to construction, $11,100 for administration of contract, and $129,100
for land easements and rights-of-way.
The benefit-cost ratio is 2.5 to 1, and it is contemplated that the

project will be installed within a period of 5 years.
The Beaver Creek Water Control District assumes the responsi-

bility for structural installation and operation and maintenance.
That district has powers of taxation and eminent domain, and will
assure all land, easement, and rights-of-way, administer contracts,
and provide local construction funds through agreement with Santiam
Water Control District.
The Oregon State Game Commission will provide local funds for

fish and wildlife measures.
Operation and maintenance will amount to $22,900, which will be

borne by the district. It is intended to obtain a loan under the loan
provisions of the act.
Mr. SMITH. Thank you very much.
Mr. BALDWIN. I have one question.
I notice that 90 percent of the benefits apply to irrigation and that

is also in 1 of the 17 reclamation States. Why would the project have
come to through the Soil Conservation Service as compared to the
Bureau of Reclamation?
Mr. SWIGART. Normally that is cleared in the field prior to under-

taking a project under one authority or the other, and current Execu-
tive order requires that that kind of consideration be given at the field
level, prior to undertaking a project under small reclamation projects
and under Public Law 566.
Mr. BALDWIN. But you haven't told me why.
Mr. SWIGART. Well, I presume in the field the representatvies of the

Bureau of Reclamation and representatives of the Soil Conservation
Service and local organizations came to an agreement that the proper
way under which to carry on this project was under Public Law 566.
Mr. BALDWIN. Thank you.
Mr. WETZEL. I might point out, Mr. Baldwin

' 
that another factor

involved in that is that the assistance from the Bureau of Reclama-
tion under the Small Projects Act would have been only for the reser-
voirs. Since this project was a watershed type project, including flood
prevention and treatment of watershed lands and providing for an
additional assistance for the proper use of irrigated water, it was
determined that this particular project should logically be carried out
under 566 rather than under the Small Projects Lt.
Mr. BALDWIN. Do I understand then that no Bureau of Reclama-

tion project, no matter how big, could have any flood control benefits
in it?
Mr. WETZEL. It can have flood control benefits, yes, but the fact that

part of the flood control job is done on this project by the use of hand
treatment measures on the watershed lands, which of course are not
part of the Bureau of Reclamation projects.
Mr. BALDWIN. Thank you.
Mr. SMITH. Thank you very much.
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(The Beaver Creek watershed work plan follows:)

61

BEAVER CREEK WATERSHED WORK PLAN, OREGON

S_4e and location.-19,940 acres In Marion County.
Sponsors.—Santiam Soil Conservatibn District, Silver Creek Soil Conserva-

tion District, Beaver Creek Water Control District.
Purposes.—Watershed protection, flood prevention, irrigation, and fish and

wildlife development.
Principal measures.—Soil conservation practices on farms; and structural

measures consisting of 6.2 miles of channel improvement, one multiple-purpose
storage reservoir, 21.5 miles of irrigation canals, and three irrigation pumping
plants.

Annual benefits

Flood prevention to crops and pasture $16,200
Flood prevention to nonagricultural property 380
Reduced indirect damages 445
Irrigation  180,765

Total  198,125

Project costs

Land treatment measures _ 

Structural measures:
Flood prevention_ 
Irrigation  -
Fish and wildlife 

Subtotal

Total 

Public Law 566
funds

Other funds

Total
dollars

Dollars Per-
cent

Dollars Per-
cent

30,100 6 453,600 94 483,700

191,200 92 16,800 8 208,000
597, 600,
13,500

45
50

710,500
13,500

55
50

1, 328, 100
27,-000

802,300 51 1 760,800 49 1,563, 100

832,400 41 1, 214, 400 59 2, 046, 800

1 Consisting of:
Construction cost
Administration of contracts 
Land, easements, and rights-of-way 

Benefit-cost ratio.-2.5 to 1.

  $620,600
11, 100

129,100
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