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K Statement of William P, Edwards, Lwestock Farmer, Bigelow, Kansas, May 11, 1954
&31'7 2 Honorable Congressman: House Docu- 1938 authorization accounts fcr tlns. Eco‘ ject includes nearly 72,000 acres of land. and land in the Tuttle Creek reservoir may
ke ment 642 contains modifications in the nomic justification was computed for this At capacity, the reservoir would inundate appear small compared to the dollar de-
EA9E  highly controversial Tuttle Creek Dam on dam as a multi-purpose project—recent 53,500 acres of land which is now produc- struction suffered by the cities in the great

the Blue River in Kansas, of which affect-
cd area I am a resident. The Tuttle Creek
project is not new to Congress. Its origin-
al, vague authorization was made in 1938,
'lhere followed a ld-year running battle,
until in 1952, following the flood hysteria
of the preceding year, an initial appro-
priation was glamteci However, last year
further appropriations were refused, and
work on the project has stopped. Before
reviewing reasons why further appropria-
tions were rejecled by Congress and the
Appropriation Cemmittees of both Houses,
let us first consider the original authoriza-
tion of the project itself. In the Hearings
before the Cemmittee on Flood Control,
House of Representatives, 75th Tongress,
Representalive Whittington of Mississippi
was Committee Chairmar, and Colonel
Sturdevant, Chief Engineer of the Missouri
River Division, represented the Corps of
Engineers. These hearings were concerned
with the Milford and Tuttle Creck reser-
voirs. There were no representatives from
Kansas present from either side. Imdeed,
we knew nothing at that time of either the
hearings cr the proposed projects. The
committee seemed particularly concerned
with the cffect the building of these reser-
voirs would have on the land and people
of the arca. On page 110 of the Hearing
find Chairman Whittingten
hat' is the character of the
country ahove the Tuttle Creek and Mil-
ford Reservoirs?” To which Colenel Sturd-
evant replied, “The bottom land of the
valleys centaing some of the best land in
Kangas.” Chairman Whittington then ask-
ed, “Would there be any towns or villages
destroyed or required to be rem:ved
the construction of either of these {wo res-
erveirs, Milford or Tuttle Creek?” To
which the Colonel replied, “No.” Yet in
their testimony before the Sub-Committee
on Civil Fanctions of  the House. Second
Session of the 82nd Congress, the En-
pineers stated that there would he ninne
or ten towns and villares flooded by the
construction of the Tuttle Creck proiect
alone, Perhans the increase in stors~e
capactiv of 800,000 acre feet since ths

information indicates it is now a single-
purpose project of flood control. Gentle-
men, it is possible that the original author-
ization for this project was made on some-
what inaccurate, misleading, technical in-
formation presented t o the Committee
back in 19387 Is it possible that this ox-
iginal authorization might never have been
made, had the frue conditions and effect
of the reservoir been known cr presented
at that time? Most certainly the people of
my zrea feel that Congressional assent to
the plans presented in 1938 on this project,
doesn’t necessarily constitute Congression-
al assent to the present actual plans.

In the report of these same hearings, on
page 108, we find this enlightening ques-
tion projected by Representative Carlsen,
now the Honcrable Junior Senator from
my State, when he asked Colonel Sturde-
vant, “Do you believe these reservoirs wili
be constructed unless we secure a change
in the Federal statute regarding the fur-
nishings of right-of-way?” To which the
Colonel replied, “No indication has come
to my office that the people are at all in-
terested in furnishing right-cf-way for
reservoirs.”” Gentemen, the people were
not interested in 1938, and they are not
interested today, Only when the statute
change was effected, permitting the Fea-
eral government to absorb all the reser-
voir costs of land acquistion and mainten-
ance, as well as construction, did the res-
ervoir program become interesting to the
people. When this change was made, then
suddenlv, overnight, this Santa Claus pro-
gram of reservoirs became popular down-
stream. Should the reservair program he
returned to the status and level of cost-
benefit sharing that loeal protenrtion works
and watershed develonment still opevate
nnder. then the loud clamer far hig dams
wonld be suddenly sileneed, and this need-
less eontroversy ended.

I should now like to touch briefly upon
the immediate phvsical and social effects
the construction of the Tuifle Creek Dam
wanld have on the Bine Vallev area and
on Kansas. The “take-line” of this pro-

ing sufficient food to feed over 40,000 peo-
ple for a vear., Tuttle Creek construction
would necessitate the relocation or aband-
onment ‘of all or part of two railroads,
five State and National Highways, nine
towns, 19 cemetaries, scores of schools and
churches, huidreds of miles of county
reads, R, E. A.'and ‘private electric and
telephone lines. Nearly five hundred fam-
ilies weuld be forced to leave their farm
homes, some of which have been in the
same family for ninety years. Nearly 35%
of the best, or class one, land of the thred
ccunties involved in this project, is within
the reservoir basin, The well-being of this
mosl prosperous region in the 10th Feder-
al Reserve District is dependent upon this
rich land, for these fertile, alluvial velleys
furnish a dependable source of grain and
livestock feed. The rolling hills border-
ing the valley {furnish excecllent pasture
supporting a great livestock industry. Buz
the key to that industry is the winter and
the fattening feed raised in the valley,
Less of valley production would disrupt
this industry, and the econome and man-
agement of a large surrounding avea, This
would reflect disaster to the thriving and
prosverous perimeter towns. These com-
munities would lose their trade territory
and receive nothing in return. As {l

he val-
leys are leat, the inevitable resnll would
be a much more intensive farming of the
highly ercsive vpland. This would add to
our problem of soil losses and coniroling
water runoff. There is more to building a
reservoir than can be expressed in hydro-
logical computations, There are social and
cultural losses suffered from the uprooting
of a substantial citizenyy with their con-
tribution to society. These losses, though
not measureable in _monetary terms, are
none the less real. Nor is all this destrue-
tion unique to the Blue Valley alone. These
are evils incident to, and inherent in, the
reservoir program for an agricultural area.
They will be repeated time and again all
over our State, if this program is carried
out. Our State, our Nation, can ill afford
the social and cconomic impact of such
destruction, The dollar loss of production
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flood of 1951. But the monetary loss ot
just one valley cannot be compared with
the total flood loss in the Kansas River
Basin, for to do so, implies that this one
dam would have prevented all such down-
stream flood losses, which most certainly
it would not have done. Tuttle Creek dam
alone’would not have ‘stopped the 1951
flood. No responsible person ever makes
such a claim. The Engineers’ figures show
that this “key” structure in operation,
would have reduced the twenty foot over-
flow at Kansas City by less than a foot.
So in order to make the reservoir program
effective for flood contrel, the Corps of
Engineers are currently considering a sys-
tem of 37 major dams, with 69 smaller
structures, for a total of 118 reservoirs in
all, for just the Kansas River Basin alone.
Such a program would obviously mean the
loss of hundreds of thousands of acres of
our best valley land, and dislecation of
tens of thousands of pecple. This Gargan
tuan pregram is not official. Tt has never
been presented to this Committee by the
Enginecrs. Nor is it expected that it ever
would be presented in its entively. The
Engineers’ method of presenting their pro-
grams fo Congress in a piecemeal manner,
s0 that their scope and size cannot be re-
viewed, seems to be a fundamental part of
the program itself. This is quite under-
standable in this case, for well the reser-
voir proponents know that such a destruc-
tive program would never be countenanced
by either Kansas or bongrees. And wet,
each part of the program is part of the
whole. The authorization ¢f the Milford
and Perry reservoirs, for example, are pre-
dicated upon the construction of Tuttle
Creek. And each dam, as built, becomes
the economic justification for reguesting
still further structures. Since neither one,
nor three, or even more dams will do the
flcod contol job by themselves, then mon-
ey spent on their construction will have
been wasted unless additional planned
structures are completed. And thus is
fmged the vicious chain of dam destruc-
non

Gentlemen, let me here emphasize that
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flood protection is definitely and desper-
ately needed in Kansas. Let there be no
misunderstanding about this. It is needed
in the upstream reaches where T5% of the
average annual flood loss cceurs, much of
it in the form of irreplaceable top scil; and
it is needed in the main stream channels
where peak overflows cause heavy urban
damage. No one denies or debates this
need, The disagreement is sclely on that
of method. Congress has committed flooa
control plans for the Kansas River basin to
the Corps of Engineers, and the Engineers,
without consent of the people in the affect-
ed areas, have developed a flood control
program based upon the construction of
large reservoirs near the mouth of tribu-
tary streams, together with local protec-
tion works for the towns and cities, along
the main river, This program is known as
the Pick-Sloan plan for Kansas. The meas-
ures heing considered for authorization at
this time are part of that plan. There is no
opposition present to local protection
works, In fact, we are all agreed that they
should be authorized and their construe-
tion presscd as rapidly as possible. Only
that part of the program calling for large
dams meeis with oppoesition. The highly
contreversial Tuttle Creek project tvpifies
the opposition to flood control reservoirs
in the alluvial area of the plains states.
Tuttle Creek Dam has grown from a local
selfishness to a symbol of democracy in
acktion; from the Engineers’ “pet baby” to
project to a major problem, from a sign of
their *“juvenile delinquent.”” Thinking
Kansans have appraised reserveir destruc~
tion; they have considered their ccst in
dollars an:l social impact; they have eval-
uated, with expert, hydraulic engineering
help, their limited effectiveness in control-
ling floods. As a result, they have demand-
ed through legislative resolution, and their
direct vote in a Congressional eleclion,
that Tuttle Creek Dam be stopped, and im-
plied that no similar structures be started.
This action seemed to meet with the ap-
proval of most peonle, even those in the
flood plains of the Kansas River. Onlv a
small minority. mostly in Kansas City,
Missouri. persisted in demands for large
dnmes as thev visualized the chance of get-
ting free water for industrial use, at tax-

payers' expense, The dawn of harmony
between upstream and down river factions
seemed near, as a cooperative effort to co-
ordinate a program for upstream water-
shed work with downstream local protec-
tion works was developed. Such a pro-
gram, declared sound by hydraulic engin-
eering experts, was recognized as extend-
ing, at less cost, greater benefits to more
people, without destruction or opposition.
But when this approach was suggested to
the Corps of Engineers for their approval,
and it was suggested they separate the
consideration of large dams from censid-
eration of local protective works, the
Corps of Engineers balked, They took the
position that their present Pick-Sloan plan
was unalterable, except as it wrew in size
and scope, and bluntly teld the desperate
people of the cities, that they could either
accept thisplan aspronosed or they would
get nothing at all. Whaton unfair choice!
To obtain local protection works, they
would have to accept the reservoirs. Does
that help to explain why there are so
many downstream requests before this
Committee for authorization of House
Document 642, even though it does include
the objectionable features of large dams?

Itis an added pleasure to appear before
a policy-making comittee such as this. In
opposing  appropriations  for authorizea
projects, one feels he has two strikes
againet him before he gets to bat. But
here we start from scrateh. May I then ur-
gently request that, before further author-
izations for large dams are made, the re-
ception accorded the Tuttle Creek project
be considered, and the status of that con-
troversial dam be reviewed? Why were
funds for Tuttle Creek so lemg denied?
And more specifically, why, after the ini-
tial appropriation was made and construc-
tion started, were further appropriations
refused last vear?

Gentlemen, Tuttle Creek appropriations
were not denied last year as an economy
measure, nor to balance the budget, or re-
duce taxes. Nor were appropriations for
food controlstructuresin generaaldropned
Why then, Tuttle Creek? Because of the
preponderance of engineering and popular
ohjection to this wasteful and destructive

type of flood control approach., Because
appropriations for it was dropped from the
budget. Because the Missouri Basin Sur-
vey Commission, appointed by President
Truman, after comprehensive study on ba=
sin flood problems, reported adversely last
year, to building Tuttle Creek Dam or sim-
ilar structures. Because the surveys of the
board of independent, expert, hydraulic
engineers, employed by the Kansas Indus-
trial Devevlopment Commission to study
flood control of the Kansas River Basin,
emphatically eondemned Tuttle Creek ana
the entire reservoir system as a means of
flood eontrol. Becauge Engineers from both
the State College and the University of
Kansas, looked askanse at the reservoir
program. Bcause last year, the State Leg-
islature, the elected representatives of the
people, after consideration and hearings,
overwhelmingly passed resolutions in both
Houses, requesting stoppage of work on
Tuttle Creek. Because the electorate of an
entire Congressional District expressed
their objection to the large dams when,
in the last general election, they chose to
represent them in Congress, an anti-dam
Demcerat, Honorable Howard 8. Miller, to
replace the then incombant, pro-dam Re-
publican. And need I remind the Com
mittee. this action was culminated in a
Republican year, and in an area which
had never hofore sent a Democrat to Con-
gress. Flood control by such means as Tut-
tle Creek was the only real issue at stake
in this election. T feel the Committee
should further reflect that all three reser-
voirs now before their consideration—Mil-
ford, Perry and Tuttle Creek—are all lo-
cated. in all or part, in this Congressional
District. Tt should be of further hearing
on the Committee’s thinking. to realize
that all of the above mentioned artion and
findines have taken place since the great
flond of 1951.

The objection in Kansas to the large
reservoir method of fload eontrol, is neith-
er new nor limited in area. It does not
Jjust come from the affected valleys, Tt is
not the rantng of a vecal minority, Rather,
it encompasses an entire Congressional
District, most of the State, and many areas
over the Nation.

Congressmen, we realize that well-fi-
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nanced associations, with full-time em-
ployees, are able to flood hearings with
letters, telegrams, and pergonnel, to give
the impression they represent the thinking
of folks back home. Actually, the home
sentiment has already been expressed
many times, through elections, the State
Legislature, and the stand against the dam
by State organizations such as the Farm
Bureau, Farmers Union, National Manu-
factures Association, C. I, 0., Watershed
Associations, and on and on. The record
speaks for itself, and no amount of pres-
surizing tactics before Committtees in
Washington can erase it.

‘Who should make the flood control pol-
icy for Kansas—the people concerned, the
National Congress, or an agency of the
government, which in turn is then given
the power to carry out the policy they de-
veloped? When we tryv to unify flood con-
trol thinking in Kansas, we are told by the
vro-dammers that the policy has already
been decided—Pick-Sloan or nothing.
When we protest to  the Corps of Engin-
eers, they reply, “Sorry, policy is not our
department. We only earry out the man-
dates of Congress.” When we contact
Congressmen, they say policy has not vet
been formulated, and only a few projects
have been authorized. It is all rather con-
fusing to the lay mind. Dare we to sug-
gest that it is time to stop the present
piecemeal, approach to the problem, the
present vague and illusionary ramblings,
the present autocratie methods used with
no regard for public cbjections, the pres-
ent bureancratie buneling with no attempt
al loeal control or participation.

It is time to get something definite into
the records in the way of total plans ana
total costs and total methods for Kansas
flood control. We commend authorization
of local protection work for the cities re-
questing them along the Kaw River. Bur
we urge this Committee to deny further
authorization for large flood centrol dams,
and to instruct the Engireers, or someo
other agency, to bring in for review and
evaluation of Congress and the people of
Kans@s, a more acceptable, workable, and
practical approach to our flood control
problems.
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