THE UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA
WATER RESOURCES RESEARCH INSTITUTE

NORTH CAROLINA STATE UNIVERSITY ‘ THE UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA
at RALEIGH at CHAPEL HiLL

124 Riddick Building
North Carolina State University
Raleigh, North Carolina, 27607

February 19, 1971

MEMO: To Whom It May Concern
FROM: David H. Howells, Director
SUBJECT: Institute Report No. 45 - 'Proceedings Workshop on Stream

Channelization and Wetland Drainage"

One of the principal conclusions in subject report is that present
channelization and wetland drainage is proceeding without benefit of
resource inventory and planning., Discussion and loss may irretrievably
effect the State's resource base.

Your attention is particularly called to the summary of discussions on
Pages 95-97. You will note that great emphasis was placed on the need

for a statewide land use policy and plan as a framework for wetland
management, Another principal need is for an inventory of wetlands
including identification of areas to be preserved in their natural state,
those which can support multipurpose use and those which might be forfeited
for other purposes with particular regard to stream channelization. There
was an expressed need for a coordinating agency to bring all interest
tocether at a central point for review and decision,
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INTRODUCTION

The objectives of this workshop were to explore the beneficial and
adverse effects of stream channelization and wetland drainage in cross-
the-table discussion between persons of different points of view, to

facilitate more effective project review, and to identify research needs.

Participants included representatives of federal and state agencies,
North Carolina Wildlife Federation, League of Women Voters and the

University.

This is the fifth in a series of research workshops sponsored by
the Institute to increase communication between research users and

researchers on water resource problems and research needs.

David H. Howells
Director






WELCOME

Dr. H. Brooks James
Vice President for Research and Public Service
The University of North Carolina

Good morning, ladies and gentlemen. I appreciate this opportunity to
visit with you briefly as you begin your session on an important topic.

I'd like to do two things very quickly, and I'll be on my way to Salisbury
and Gaston County, and you can be on your way with your discussions for
the day.,

First, I want to point out the fact that the University virtually
touches the lives of all the people of this state. I am a little hesitant
in saying this because it's your university. It's a publicly supported
university and will be the kind of university that you make it in the long
run because it is responsive to the will of the people of the state. This
year, the six campuses of the University will receive about 62,000 people
who will be involved in adult education, meetings and conferences, and
things of this kind like you're doing here today. Of course, there'll be
many more contacts with the people by the specialists from North Carolina
State University and faculty from the other campuses of the University
system, For example, the Agricultural Extension Service alone has more
than 15,000 volunteer leaders in the state, So when I say the University
affects the lives of virtually all of the people, this is literally true.
The Health Services at Chapel Hill provide service to 22,000 professional
people in the state., They actually make use of some seven to eight hundred
M.D.'s and dentists in these programs. The Business School at Chapel Hill
does many things, but through its executive program for seventeen years has
been inviting in young executives who show promise of becoming the leaders
in their fields. They now have more than six hundred graduates of this
group, and many are now in positions of responsible leadership in corpora-
tions throughout the state, Last year, the Engineering School at North
Carolina State held forty-one meetings and conferences involving industrial
people of the state. The Textile School handled thirty-three meetings for
the textile industry invelving about 1500 people during the same period.

The Institute of Government, which serves the entire state but is located
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on the Chapel Hill campus, has one of its goals the training of government
officials, This means all levels from the constable to the superior court
judge. They have meetings of all kinds and work with new legislators.
Last week they had a meeting for trustees of the universities--not just
the University of North Carolina but also private colleges and the
regional universities as well. During the past year 120 meetings of this
kind were held.

Memorial Hospital at Chapel Hill handled 11,000 in-patients and over
100,000 out-patients in 1969. The new ambulatory facilities will give
them a capacity to handle about 250,000 out-patients. This is just a
sample of what's going on in the University and its contact with the
people of the state.

As you know, the first responsibility of the University is to teach
the sons and daughters of the people of this state. Another major respon-
sibility is research, the creation of new knowledge. But I felt this
morning you'd be more interested in the other facets of what's going on
here. We are making efforts to pull together many things that cross
campus lines like the Water Resources Research Institute with Professor
Howells as head. We're doing this with Marine Sciences. We're developing
urban programs and working on government problems in urban areas. Raleigh
has a new Urban Affairs and Community Service Center, and we're working on
another one in the field of environmental sciences at Chapel Hill.

Now let me make a different kind of comment. The University, if it
functions as it should, really has no ax to grind, It is a creation of the
public; and as far as I'm concerned, it's the one place in our society
where the truth should prevail. There's no reason why people interested
in a wide variety of things can't come together and discuss their problems
in an atmosphere that is conducive to honesty, that is conducive to
objectivity, that is conducive to getting all of the facts out on the
table and getting the differences of opinion ironed out or at least get-
ting them compromised to the point that you can go ahead and take action.
Our approach to issues that sometimes are controversial has always been
that whatever the facts are, we'll give them to the public. We should be

very careful, however; not to confuse personal opinion with the facts.

We've always told our faculty that if they are going to do any editorializing,
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they must label it that way so the public will not be confused by it. We
have also said that in dealing with controversial issues, it was not our
role to tell people what to do. We shouldn't be telling people to build
new houses. We shouldn't be telling people to support a particular pro-
gram. We shouldn't be telling people how to vote, Our real role is to
say to them, "Now here are the alternative courses of action, and here's
the consequence to each course. Now you make up your mind.'" In the long
run, I think this process stands up pretty well. Decisions are based
primarily on two things., They're based on the knowledge you have at your
command, and they're based on your set of values. When you look at a
state like North Carolina, there's not a very wide variation in the
values of the people; but there may be a tremendous variation in the
amount of information people have at their command. So, when groups

such as this get together and discuss problems and communicate, they
improve the information tremendously. Then, when they begin to have the
same facts before them, they begin to see things differently.

The real role of the university, beyond its student training and its
research, is to provide opportunity for people to come together, to get
the facts, to lay out the alternatives, and to discuss the consequences
of developments so that the public can behave in a responsible manner.

I spent some time in the State Department in Washington. I think we
find ourselves in two real dilemmas--one at the local level, and we'll
take that one first. Science and technology has moved so fast that it
makes possible a better way of life for every human being in the world.
There's no doubt about that. The problem isn't with science and technology.
The problem is with man and the use he will make of it. Will he muddle or
will he use it for the benefit of mankind? Now, nationally and locally,
if we don't change and give more attention to keeping the public informed,
we're going to reach the point where either the bright boys will make
the decisions and the masses of the people will be left not knowing what
goes on or we'll just blunder making terribly poor decisions, What am I
talking about? How do we know how to make use of nuclear energy? Or to
get closer home, we had a pesticide problem come up recently; and yet,
when we looked around North Carolina and started looking for people that

had enough background and enough training to really come to grips with
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it, we didn't find very many. Even with as many universities as we've got,
we still didn't find many. Even on university campuses a select group had
to be trained in this area. My guess is that if we don't develop more
responsibility for local govermment, local government won't be viable very
long., It will just be a figure head.

Now, let's move back to the international scene. At the international
level we get the same kind of problem except it's on a different scale.
The masses of the people, unless they are willing to work a little harder
to understand the problems and contribute to the decisions, come back to
the same dilemma. Do you blunder with your intermational policy or do
you let the bright boys call the shots? If you let the bright boys call
the shots, it's just a matter of time until they are at odds with the
public, and this has happened within the last five or six years in which we
found the masses of the people did not know what was going on in inter-
national affairs. If we're going to make a go with the kind of democratic
society that we've got, we're going to have to make good provisions for
the things we want to do in our state, I do think it is tremendously
important.

Thank you. It was a pleasure to be with you.



PRELIMINARY REMARKS

Professor David H. Howells
Director
Water Resources Research Institute

If you haven't had a chance to do so, we might review the contents of
the folder you have, Note first the program. We have this divided into
two parts, and we're devoting this morning to the various agency and con-
servation viewpoints, This afternoon starting at one o'clock we're going
to break up into concurrent workshops. A workshop discussion leader and re-
porter have been designated for each workshop discussion group. I ask
that these people meet with me immediately after this morning's session
for a couple of minutes to check signals with each other. Each one of
you has been assigned to one of these three discussion groups.

I might make a comment concerning the discussion groups in addition
to what the discussion leaders will tell you this aftermoon. You will
note a set of questions on page 2 of the program which will serve as
focal points for initiating the discussions. We'll need your cooperation
as participants in each of these groups to encourage everyone to talk and
discourage domination of the discussion by one or two people. One of the
difficulties we've had in past workshops is a good idea will begin to take
form, but before it can be fully developed discussion will move off to a new
topic. So, as we approach the questions and other discussion topics, we
implore you to work as closely as possible with the discussion leader and
the reporter in order to come back this afterncon with something that is
really meaningful to the group as a whole.

The controversy surrounding stream channelization and wetland drainage
has certainly been vigorous and sustained. It has been a matter of national
as well as state and regional concern, as we know from federal legislation
that has been introduced in the recent congress and nationwide attention
to the Alcovy Creek Project in Georgia. Because of the intensity of feel-
ing and the conflicting views involved, the subject has often been debated
in the newspapers, perhaps more frequently in the newspapers than around
the table. In duscussions with the Department of Water and Air Resources

staff--namely, Colonel Harton and Colonel Page--we felt some time ago
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that a workshop of this kind, which would being together representatives
of the principal agencies and group interests with people from the univer-
sity, should provide the opportunity for people to sit down and reason
together, At the very least, it should set the stage for more under-
standing and a better flow of communication between different viewpoints.
We hope that the morning session and the discussions this afternoon will
contribute to a better understanding and a better appreciation for the
other man's viewpoint and, hopefully, to a reasonably good response to

some of the questions we are asking.
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North Carolina Department of Water and Air Resources

Colonel Thomas G. Harton, Chief
Planning Division

The Department of Water and Air Resources has been given the respon-
sibility "to devise plans and policies and to perform the research and
administrative functions necessary for a more beneficial use of the water
resources of the state, ..." This mandate is a part of the 1959 law.

An original staff of fifty persons was authorized of which thirty-
eight were engaged in the stream sanitation program. Aside from the
Director, no other engineers (except the water pollution control group)
were immediately available. The Division of Ground Water was formed in
November 1959 and the Division of Navigable Waterways in December 1959,
each with one engineer.

It was March 1964 before a Planning Division was created and not
until August 1967 did the Planning Division receive its own budget.
Beginning at the same time the Title III grant program under the W.R.P.A.
made it possible to add to the one-man Planning Division staff.

Today, the Department has a staff of about 120, most of whom are
engaged in air and water quality programs. The Planning Division now
has two engineers, a librarian, and four clerical and technician assist-
ants. A long-range water plan for North Carolina is being assembled at a
rather modest rate of progress.

At present fifty chapters and six appendices are being prepared for
piecemeal issue as a progress report in two stages--first draft, then
final. The progress report is designed to cover inventory, planning in
progress, problems, current development, adopted plams, other information,
and sometimes recommendations. Upon completion of this progress report,
which we hope will be in a year or two, we will be prepared to begin the
Water Plan in earmest.

We plan to complete the progress report as soon as possible, include
in it as much pertinent information as possible, and then based on what
we have learned in this process to reshape and reschedule phase 1 and

phase 2 of the North Carolina Water Plan. Phase 1 sections of the plan

are intended to be as comprehensive and as definitive as feasible without
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necessarily solving all the conflicts between varying interests., Phase 2
will follow as soon as possible thereafter, and it is hoped that these
will provide acceptable solutions and constitute the official state
position,

The resources of the Water Resources Research Institute are being
used as much as possible, and this workshop is one of the tools of the
Institute.

It would probably be naive to expect a consensus or even firm con-
clusions to result from this conference. But, if we do our jobs well here,
all of us may gain a clearer understanding of the problems involved and
some possible approaches that will help us support the growth that seems
inevitable in the relatively near future without unacceptable shock to

the environment.
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North Carolina Department of Water and Air Resources

Colonel R. J, B. Page, Chief
Waterways and Seashore Division

My purpose is to give you some statistical and factual information on
which the discussion of channelization can be based. In North Carolina we
have eighty-four projects of federal agencies which involve channel
improvement, not including projects for clearing and snagging which do not
involve any excavation of a channel. This includes projects which have
been completed, those in the stage of being constructed or approved for
construction, and those now being planned. One of the projects is on the
western slope of the mountains, and nineteen lie between Raleigh and the
mountains; the remaining sixty-four or 76 percent of the total, lie east
and south of Raleigh.

The total cost of the projects past the planning stage is about
$70,000,000. The estimated benefit/cost ratios in each case show the
projects to be justified. Although some benefitted land-owners are
enthusiastic about the completed project effects, and none have spoken
against the completed projects to our knowledge, we do not have an adequate
analysis of the actual flood control and drainage effects as compared to
those which were estimated in the planning of the projects. Last summer
we tried to get something concrete on this by having a student intern
examine the county tax records on benefitted properties in a completed
project. The results were inconclusive. The first tax revaluation in
the area since the project was completed was being made simultaneously
with our intern's study, and the values assigned to many properties did
not appear to reflect even the known inflationary influences that have
occurred. We feel that the value of the projects--as far as flood control
and drainage effects are concerned--have not been discredited in any way
and that the program is a good one for its purpose, I do not judge the
effects on fish and wildlife at this point, which will be one of the sub-
jects of your deliberationmns,

The question of what alternatives exist for the effects sought should

be examined. In the eastern part of the state other structural alternatives,



14

such as flood control dams, are generally not physically feasible; in the
area west of Raleigh, many of the projects include dams, and the channeli-
zation is a part of a project of combined structural features. Non-
structural alternatives include the various flood management, or flood
avoidance, sections available. These start with an analysis of the flood
threat, and we have an active program for this using the programs of
federal agencies, notably the Army Engineers and TVA. Under their pro-
grams we have received completed flood plain information studies on forty-
two communities across the state, and thirteen more are in progress.
Another forty areas have been covered by the U.S. Geological Survey on
larger scale maps with less detail as to the extent of flooding. Having
received these, the communities are faced with the problem of improving
land-use controls in order to effect any flood protection, and this is a
local responsibility by law. These are very difficult to have enacted
in practice. To try to help with this and acting in part on an idea which
grew out of a workshop similar to this on the subject of flood plain
management, the Department of Water and Air Resources has drafted a flood-
way statute and placed it before the Legislative Research Commission for
consideration for enactment by the General Assembly next year. The
effect of establishing a floodway is to reduce by a half or two-thirds
the amount of land on which very stringent controls have to be placed.

Most of the eighty-four projects in our program involve primarily
the protection of agricultural lands, and a few involve a combination of
agricultural lands and small communities. There are channelization
projects in the program which are in urban areas in Charlotte, Fayetteville,
Goldsboro, Greenville, Kinston and Wilson. Flood plain information studies
have been prepared for Charlotte and Fayetteville, and they take into
account the effects of the structural flood control measures. It has
been recommended by the Army Engineers that some flood plain management
measures be established in connection with, and not as a substitute for,
the Hominy Swamp channelization project through Wilsom.

In the view of my department, the projects to which it gives approval
and in which it participates financially are primarily for flood

control. Drainage is an incidental but beneficial feature. Non-federal
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interests are required to pay half of the cost of the drainage component

of the projects, and this cost has averaged about 20 percent of the project
cost; the remaining 80 percent represents the flood control dominance in
the projects. While there are programs of other agencies which foster
drainage per se, we are not qualified to discuss them in this considera-
tion of channelization. Drainage of wetlands is another function which

we do not sponsor as such but which becomes a factor in some projects as

a result of flood control objectives. While I do not have any meaningful
statistics on this, there have been several projects in which we have

found it necessary to consult with the State Forester's office in formulat-
ing the views of the state. These have generally resulted in some modifi-
cation of the project to avoid damage to selected species of trees. The
Wildlife Resources Commission is also interested in preserving wetlands,

of course, and every project is coordinated with them, including those
involving wetlands.

The earliest project of which I have record is that of Ellerbe Creek,
completed in 1961, You are well aware that the emphasis on preservation
of natural values has increased since that time and especially in the
last year or so., We find, then, that out of the twenty-six projects which
have been completed to date only one, completed in 1969, has specific
features designed to mitigate damages to fish and wildlife, although all
of the Soil Conservation Service's fifteen watershed projects which have
been completed include wildlife area development as a land treatment mea-
sure. By contrast, out of the thirty-seven projects not yet completed
which are under construction or have been approved for construction,
thirteen--or a third--have shallow impoundments or other structural
features designed specifically for mitigation of damage to natural values.
We do not yet have sufficient detailed information on the twenty-one
projects still in the planning stage to know the extent to which mitiga-
tion will be included except that we know that some projects in urban
areas such as Cross Creek in Fayetteville will not have specific mitiga-
tion measures. However, on that project there is liaison between the
federal agency and the city on the specific subject of preserving recrea-

tion space and natural beauty to the maximum feasible extent.
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More specific controls on channelization projects are being considered
by the Legislative Research Commission. At present this takes the form of
a requirement that channelization be used only where no other feasible
alternatives are available; that the Board of Water and Air Resources be
required to evaluate such projects at an early stage; and that notifica-
tion in newspapers be required. In addition, we are now required, in the
case of all federal projects including channelization projects, to write
a five-point statement on the ecological aspects of the project. These
cover adverse effects, alternatives, mitigating measures, and irretriev-
able losses due to the project. The administrative actions are being
multiplied, but they consist of statements from the same agencies with
which we have been coordinating all along.

I have tried to be factual in presenting to you some information with
which to work. In conclusion, let me offer an opinion. I believe that we
have so far substituted administrative hurdles for real changes in the
physical aspects of the projects to avoid damages to natural values. I
suggest that this workshop address itself to reversing this trend and

shoot for real benefits and administrative efficiency.
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North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission

Mr. Frank Barick, Chief
Division of Game

Those of us having responsibility for conservation of wildlife
resources are seriously concerned with the impact of stream channelization
and wetland drainage upon these resources. Too many of these projects
in eastern North Carolina have resulted in the elimination of streams as
fish habitat and swamps as wildlife habitat.

We in the Division of Game of the North Carolina Wildlife Resources
Commission are particularly concerned because these wetland habitats and
some of the forms of wildlife that inhabit them have been reduced to
dangerously low levels.

The black bear in eastern North Carolina is rapidly approaching the
brink of extermination mostly because of wetland drainage. Otter, mink,
and raccoon have markedly declined in numbers during the past decade.

The wild turkey is restricted to a few protected localities. Where a
few years ago wooded swamps wintered thousands of waterfowl, today one
can walk, and even drive, over dry land and see not a single duck.,

We are concerned because we hold that these forms of wildlife con-
stitute a valuable resource and because the diminution and destruction
of this resource constitute a serious loss to our state,

Wildlife, and particularly these endangered forms of wildlife, are
important primarily because of the recreational opportunity provided by
their pursuit and observation. One out of every twelve people in North
Carolina values this form of recreation enough to buy a hunter's license.
(Many others hunt on their own land without a license.) Each year they
spend several million hunter-days afield in healthful recreation.

The half-million hunters in North Carolina annually spend several
millions of dollars in pursuit of their sport, thus contributing substan-
tially to our economy. In addition, our wildlife resources attract
several thousand hunters annually from other states, and their individual
daily contributions to our economy average substantially more than those

of our own people,
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Those who press for stream channelization and wetland drainage claim
as potential benefits improved habitat for dryland forms of wildlife such
as quail and rabbit. We do not deny these claims. But their significance is
diminished by the fact that there is no shortage of upland game habitat.
Our average annual take in North Carolina is over twelve million pieces.
But wetland habitat, and wildlife that relies upon it for sustenance and
refuge, is diminishing at an accelerating rate.

If stream channelization and wetland drainage were essential to our
survival as a state or nation, we would find it hard to argue against
them. Actually, however, crops benefitted by stream channelization and
wetland drainage are already in oversupply.

Much of North Carolina's soybean crop goes into the export market.
Newspaper: reports recently told of a fifty-million-bushel sale to Japan
alone. We also produce more tobacco and peanuts and possibly corn than
we need in this state.

One might defend destruction of our wetlands on moral grounds if
it would result in the elimination of hunger in the world. But according
to sociologist Philip M. Hansen of the University of Chicago, all of the
goods and services now available in the world would support only about
half a billion people at our level of living.

What chance do we have, then, where the world's population is already
over three and one-half billion and increasing at an accelerating rate?

It is more likely that destroying our wetlands in a futile effort to
feed the world's hungry would further accelerate world overpopulation and
reduce our own standard of living. It would be much more "humane'" to
help other nations bring their populations into balance with their own
food-producing capacity.

For these reasons we do not subscribe to the thesis that increased
food production justifies destruction of our wetlands. Similarly, it is
difficult to justify replacing valuable wetland hardwood timber that is in
short supply with pine trees that could as well be grown on other much
more extensive upland sites.

If our national food and fiber budgets do not require that wetlands
be destroyed and if our recreational and aesthetic needs budgets require

that wetlands be preserved, why do we continue to destroy them?
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The answer, of course, is financial gain for the current custodians
of these lands and for those who provide drainage services., In our
opinion, this sort-term economic gain for a relatively few private
individuals is contrary to the public interest. Even more distressing
is the use of public funds for the destruction of public resources.

It is also our opinion that we who are employed to protect the public's
interest have an obligation to guide our constituency along a less
destructive course. As natural resource specialists, we should be showing
our people how to work in harmony with nature rather than strive to over-
come her,

Ostensibly, the purpose of stream channelization and wetland drain-
age projects is to "prevent floods.'" This might be more accurately stated
as '"'preventing damages to human interests from high water resulting from
heavy rainfall."

If we can accept this redefinition of purpose, then there logically
follow three alternative solutions:

1. Regulating rainfall

2. Accelerating runoff

3. Regulating land use

The first, regulating rainfall, is still beyond our technical capacity.
The second, accelerating runoff, is what we are now doing, with devastating
results to our ecosystem. We hold, therefore, that the only sensible
alternative is the last=--regulating land use. Lowlands that are the natural
collecting basins for rainfall should be reserved for this use.,

Population and resource experts advise that pure watexr is already in
short supply in many localities and that water shortage will become suffi-
ciently critical to control population expansion. In the face of this
sort of impending crisis, it seems to us that the logical course of action
is to preserve our natural water supply, to hold it in our natural collect-
ing basins, letting it percolate in the ground and thereby maintain our
underground aquifers--rather than accelerate its runoff to the sea.

Because water is a public resource, equally essential to the survival
of every one of us, its conservation merits public support. It would make
much more sense to use public funds for government acquisition and preserva-
tion of wetlands than using public funds to destroy wetlands for the short-

term financial gain of a relatively few individuals.



22

The false economy of federal financing for wetland drainage was
brought into sharp focus by a recent study in Alabama which demonstrated
that it would have cost less money to actually acquire the lands in a
particular watershed drainage project than to drain them.

This study underscores the validity of either outright government
purchase of flood plains or at least zoning them for uses that would not
result in financial hardship to the owners where they are, inevitably,
inundated,

It seems to us that the time has come--in fact, probably overdue--

to develop a new philosophy about wetlands and their management.
Because of their unique, highly valuable qualities and because of their
drastic state of diminution, it is imperative that we not only preserve
those still remaining but also study the feasibility of restoring some
that have been destroyed.

In our opinion such action would benefit not only our wildlife
resources but other natural resources as well and in the long run be more
beneficial to our state and nation than continued stream channelization

and wetland drainage.
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North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission

Mr, J. Harry Cornell, Chief
Division of Inland Fisheries

I had a mental outline for things I wanted to talk about this morning,
and Mr. Barick  has used it up. I see no sense in repeating the philosophy
that he had expressed because, in general, it is my own. So, as Dr. James
pointed out, I will try to speak from opinion based on some considerable
number of years of observation,

It seems to me that we are now beginning the third phase of three
distinct phases of our treatment of water, including channelization., I
remember going camping within twenty miles of City Hall in Philadelphia,
and this was just about fifty years ago. The local minister got together
his little troop of boy scouts, and we hiked an hour or so from this
little country village to a local woodland. I remember the very beauti-
ful hillsides., The significant thing is that we could drink the water out
of the run that came down through the woods. We never thought of doing
anything else. That little run ran into a creek, and one of our major
interests was fishing. We pitched our tents; we dug the latrine; we built
our campfire place out of local rocks; and we could drink out of the stream.
Nobody thought a thing about it. This was reasonable, Today, the spring
run is a ditch; the stream where we fished is buried in a supplemental
water—supply reservoir for Philadelphia. No camping is allowed, and the
city has grown all over this area., What used to be a rural area is now
solid city streets. This was before World War I. The population pressures
were not such that it was necessary to give the concern to the handling of
surplus water that we do today.

In the second phase of our water supply and drainage problems, it
became increasingly important to improve the agricultural resources of the
country; and so, for the last fifty years since World War I to the present
time, we have been trying, as Mr. Barick. pointed out, to carry on a pro-
gram of feeding the world; and anything that interfered with ultimate
agricultural production was automatically wrong. This is where the wild-
life people met head-on with the drainage proposition. About twenty years

ago Kerr Reservoir was built--Buggs Island Dam. This was not drainage of
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wetlands although it affected the fish population. I use this only as an
example. There was so little known about the wildlife aspects of water
and its fishery aspects that the dam was built without any provision for
an extremely important resource in the form of the striped bass which
spawned in this area. When I presumed to object and asked for minimum
flows to protect the resource, I was almost run out of the State of

North Carolina; and there was a major effort to do it. This was not the
Army Engineers' fault, and I'm not aiming to criticize; but it was a lack
of knowledge on the part of the planners who did not have the benefit of
detailed knowledge of the fishery resource.

There was a similar situation a few years ago with the Soil Conser-
vation Service when they were going to ditch and dam the French Broad
Watershed, a major resource because it represented a major trout stream
habitat., After a prolonged discussion they decided not to do it. So
for the people who were legitimately carrying out their drainage programs
for the benefit of single-purpose results, primarily in agriculture but
some of the time in flood control, there was a lack of information on the
results of these programs as they pertained to fish and wildlife. These
people were carrying out the mandates of federal authorizations. If I
had been in their place, I would have tried to do as well as they did. In
those days I dare say neither of the agencies had wildlife consultants
to advise them,

It was only as recently as Colonel Denison's predecessor at Wilmington
when the Colonel made an unusual gesture. After he was assigned to North
Carolina he asked the representative of the Fish and Wildlife Service and
me to come to his office and talk to him. He said, "Gentlemen, the Army
Engineers have been castigated by your agencies for failing to recognize
the public values of fish and wildlife in our projects. I wish you would
tell me, what do you want?" And we told him that all we wanted was for
the agencies that were digging the ditches to recognize wildlife values,
Recently, it has been stated that "you cannot raise fishes in SCS ditches."
It also applies to Army ditches. But it should be possible to have flood
control benefits and still have wildlife resources.

Mr. Barick quoted the figures for you about the destruction of

streams which provide needed habitat for the production of fish and



25

wildlife, Streams are destroyed by turning them into channels. Instead of
being narrow and with relatively deep holes, with stumps, with trees and
roots, all of which inhibit fast runoff of water, they are turned into
broad, flat channels where the water is sixty feet wide and three inches
deep. The fish can't live in them. Now there must be some way that
adequate runoff can be provided and wildlife values protected. Not with
mitigation, not with supplemental reservoirs to provide so many acres of
fishery--that's mitigation, and it's not an acceptable substitute. Stream
fisheries can be preserved if the engineers with their knowledge and
biologists with their knowledge would get together and figure out how to
do it. This is the beginning of the third phase of the handling of our
water resources, and I think we are at the threshhold of it. Mr. Barrick
and I for years have had bloody heads as a result of trying to force some
concept of wildlife biology on the agencies whose primary job it is to dig
ditches.

Today, we have the Environmental Quality Act of 1969 and the Water
Quality Improvement Act of 1970. I foresee and hope that the agencies
whose primary job it is to provide flood control will be relieved of
their assigned fundamental, one-shot purpose of providing flood control
and drainage by digging ditches--ditches that are useless for anything
except for getting water off the land as rapidly as possible. Let's
hope to get together now and find out how this water can be disposed of
in the best interest of everyone without the single-purpose viewpoint
of the past, to where we can, hopefully, provide multipurpose use of this
water, where some of the public resources that have been destroyed in
the past can be maintained and still provide flood control. There is
a scientific paper on it--I'm sure many of you have seen it--the old
Bayless report on the effect of channelization on the fish population.

Now this is fact; up to here it's been opinion.
I've tried to talk about a general survey of where we've been. This

was the first factual report. The '

'wildlife" people always were accused
of saying, "You have nothing but opinion; you don't know what you're

talking about., We're doing this in terms of dollar bills. We can raise
so many more bushels of soybeans by making this stream into a ditch and

get rid of the water. This is what the people want; therefore, we will
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do it, This is our purpose." We had to get at the facts to work with,
This work was so original, so new, and so sorely needed that we had demands
for it from New Hampshire to Florida--I don't recall any from Maine--to
Oregon and California. That report is several years' old, and I'm sure
most of you have seen it.

I have been one of the "black-hat boys'" so long that I am prejudiced
and can no longer view these problems objectively. So during this past
summer we employed two of the State Government interns to do another
evaluation of the effects of drainage projects on fish populations. One
of the gentlemen who has worked on this study is here today. I didn't
know he was going to be here because I hadn’'t read my background material
well enough., He was required at the end of his summer employment as an
intern to offer a brief summary of what he had done in order to justify
his salary., He will have prepared, along about January he tells me, a
report on his summer work which will be available to anyone who wants it.
In the meantime, I thought you might find the summary interesting. Please
observe what he has written in his evaluation of channelization effects.,
This is the first time it has been released. It has not been released to
the press, and it is, as I'm sure he will tell you, only a brief summary .
of what his final report will be. He had no instructions about what he
was to find. He just was instructed to go and look at the fish popula-
tions in the drainage ditches of eastern North Carolina.

I brought these summaries along today because I thought they might
provide some basis for discussion in this afternoon’'s group meetings.

They show where we are! The fish and wildlife habitat is destroyed.
Gentlemen, I hope we have arrived at the point where we can go beyond
these situations as they have arisen and into a whole new concept of plan-
ning flood control projects before they become facts on which we have
acrimonious debates. Let's have planning by both engineers and biologists.
and an understanding of each other's problems so that drainage can be
carried out where it is necessary, where it is desirable, and not just for
the sake of drainage projects. When it is begun, let's do it together so
that all of the public resources are recognized. That's what I hope for

from here on.
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Question: 1I'd like to ask a question probably to Mr. Barick.. I under-
stand that about 35,000 acres in Hyde and Tyrrell Counties north of Fair-
field have been purchased or acquired by American Cyanamide Chemical
Company and that this is to be drained, cleared, and placed into crop
production. This is an area that I'm familiar with, It's a vast area,
one of the last stands of black bear in North Carolina, and I wondered if
the Commission at this time is saying whether or not they will let them
do that, This is an unpopulated area, and it seems to me to be ideal for

it to be left in its natural state.

Answer: I don't see how we as a public agency can at this stage of the
game protest action in the private sector of our economy. We haven't
attained that level of interference. So far we've been quarreling pri-
marily with our fellow bureaucrats, and for us to interfere in private

enterprise would appear at this time to be inappropriate.

Comment: 1I'll add to that, Frank. Our department was approached by
American Cyanamide as to what permit they needed from the state for this.
Incidentally, to use land that has been cleared in a logging operation,
the only change in the process is increased pumping capacity to take
care of stormwater. We canvassed Wildlife and the other agencies and
found that the only requirement, which was later withdrawn, was a state
permit with regard to discharge into navigable waters. So we do have a
process, but I think this thing highlights the fact that we don't have
adequate controls for wildlife purposes in such a case, and I hope for

some discussion on this during the day.

Comment: There's another aspect of this particular project that I would
like to point out., This is the point I've been trying to make. There's

a lack of imagination and a lack of planning. We know from experience
that soybeans have to be sprayed in order to control the army worm.

What consideration has been given to the results of the use of pesticides
in the spraying of 36,000 acres on the fish that are going to be exposed
by water running across that field? This is the area where planning needs
to be done--not in the physical digging of the ditch, The known example,
as recently as this past summer in Hyde County, opened the door to imagi-

nation on what is going to happen to our natural resources when this
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36,000-acre field actually starts producing soybeans; and then you ask
when the army worms come along and have to be killed, what else is going
to be killed?

Question: Do I understand from you and Frank that the Wildlife Resources
Commission has no authority under existing law over private actions? Is

this a legal.limitation or is this policy of the Commission?

Answer: We can act only after the fact. We have no authority to do any-
thing about it. There is a fish kill-law on the books; it was very
beautifully circumvented in the Hyde County situation of this past
summer, We have no authority to stop it. All we can do is scream and
jump up and down and say, "What's going to happen?" There's no statutory

authority to do anything about it.

Question: Isn't one of the most significant sources of change in a sense
of wetland drainage really the private sector? This is really a major

deficiency, isn't it?

Answer: That's why we say that we need to have a new philosophy in regard
to wetland drainage and in regard to the continued expansion of agri-
cultural production that we really feel that we don't need. The only
motivation is private gain, possibly because of federal subsidies in some
cases, and perhaps we ought to look at these federal subsidy programs and
simply withdraw in those cases where they result in this sort of thing.

That might be a start. The private sector is apparently beyond our con-
trol, not that we covet that control; but this is probably more of a problem
than the federally financed drainage. We would hope that government
agencies could first set an example of what is right and proper--a well-

balanced approach--and hope that the private sector would follow.

Comment: I think there is a certain amount of glossing over here. There
was, on November 12 I believe, an application issued by Water and Air
Resources with respect to effects on drainage. This was a significant
change in the drainage that is proposed. We were concerned with the

pesticides, loocking at this from a health point of view, and what might
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happen. We were also concerned from the standpoint of shellfish production.
about the type of acids that might be discharged into Pamlico Bay. We
were concerned with what effects this might have on the shellfish itself,

let alone other fish species.
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North Carolina Wildlife Federation

Mr. John G, Shaw, Chairman
Committee on Water Resources

I represent the Wildlife Federation here today. I represent a view-
point, I hope perhaps to change some of the views of those of you present.
I don't count on it, but I hope so. I don't know who planned this meeting
or who set the date, but I will guarantee to you that he wasn't a duck
hunter. Duck season opened this morning, and the man that planned this
didn't know that or it was a serious oversight.

I don't want it to appear that I represent the Federation as the
Federation versus the Corps of Engineers and the Soil Conservation Service.
We had a Board of Directors meeting of the North Carolina Wildlife Federa-
tion a few days ago, and they asked me to come and express their viewpoint.
We of the Federation are not per se opposed to these two groups. We are
very strongly opposed to these channelization projects.

I realize that our Board of Water and Air Resources is made up of
engineers to some extent, and so when you attack the engineering idea,
you're attacking the very agency which you hope can save you. It's a
dangerous thing to do. I also realize that when people have been engaged
in a project for many years and somebody comes along ostensibly on a white
horse and says these things are wrong, you immediately are suspicious of
them; and I would be, too. You wonder what ax they have to grind; what are
they going to get out of it. The Wildlife Federation, I don't think,
really has an ax to grind. We are private citizens who take our own time
to attend meetings and do what we can to further our viewpoint; I'm taking
my own time to come up here today. We like to hunt and fish, most of us
do; most of us are interested in conservation. Other than that there is
certainly no interest or gain in it for any of us.

We would much prefer to be allies with the Soil Conservation Service
and the Corps of Engineers. There's where the power lies. There's no
doubt about it. It's just like playing a poker game and the other man has
all the cards. You're sitting there trying to bluff a little bit. That's
about what it amounts to. You gentlemen have the power to do these

projects, to do a lot. We'd like to be allies with you. All of my
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personal relationships with the Corps of Engineers and the Soil Conservation
Service people have been amenable to an extreme degree., But it's what
they're working for that we oppose. The Soil Conservation Service and

the Corps of Engineers have done tremendous good, Farmers will attest to
the Soil Conservation Service. I did a lot of farming when I grew up, and

I had some connections with them, I remember a television program some

time ago--I think it was one of the floods in Florida--where someone was
saying, '"God bless the Corps of Engineers and what they've dome for us."

That view of the Corps of Engineers and Soil Conservation Service
has changed. I'll cite you some examples here in the talk, some excerpts
I have, and I think the view has changed nearly entirely because of these
channelization projects. They are creating animosity for the Corps of
Engineers and the Soil Conservation Service that I believe is such as
we've never had before for these organizations. Most of these projects—-
now I'll include channelization and wetland drainage as one--are under
Public Law 566 and Section 205 of the 1948 Flood Control Act. I will
mainly limit my discussion to channelization.,

One thing I'd like to tell you while I'm thinking of it. We talked
previously of private land. That is an entirely different matter., If a
man is going to take his own money, ditch his own fields or ditch his own
streams, that's one thing., I consider it a vastly different matter if the
government should do it. There are certain laws concerning navigable
waters which might stop an individual on streams of any size, but I con-
sider that a different problem.

Let me cite you a few examples of public feeling now about the Corps
of Engineers and the Soil Conservation Service, Now whether these feel-
ings are right, whether what people say about the Corps and Soil Conserva-
tion is right, I won't argue. I want you to realize, though, the depth of
feeling created against the Soil Conservation Service and the Corps of
Engineers. This is not just a local matter.

The first thing I have is a resolution by the Carteret County Wild-
life Club saying that we of North Carolina should consider legislation to
protect our streams against damming, dredging, and straightening. The

Cumberland Wildlife Club endorsed this unanimously the other night. They



33

did it before I got there. I didn't put them up to it, When I came to the
meeting they informed me they would like for me to carry this message up
here.

The League of Ohio Sportsmen says, "Rural Ohio's Worst Eyesore,

Channelization, Under Public Law 566, You have twice paid for the terrible
ravages of straightening and stripping the banks of a large percent of
Ohio's most beautiful streams. With your federal passage you have funded
this monument to ugliness to the tune of $32,000,000 and with local tax
money you have added another $16.5 million."

Outdoor Life, June 1969. The heading on this is, "Protest Soil Con-

servation Practice.”" Part of the article states, 'Channelization is the
fly in the SCS ointment, and this by no means is limited to statewide
property., It should be of concern to conservation agencies and organiza-
tions throughout the country." I'm just reading very short excerpts from
these.

"Stream Authorization and Channelization as Viewed by State Resources
Agencies,'" by Ralph H. Allen, head of the State Game and Fish Division,
Alabama Department of Conservation. '"Who profits from physical stream
alteration or stream channelization? Usually, a few individual land owners
who receive partial flood protection are the ones to benefit. Occasion-
ally, a large privately owned company or corporation will profit when a
stream is altered or dammed. Contrary to the growing claims that the fish
and wildlife resources are benefitted by construction of small water
storage reservoirs, the truth is that few, if any, of these storage reser-
voirs or impoundments can be intensively managed to produce more fish than
natural streams they replace. The Army Corps of Engineers, the Tennessee
Valley Authority, and the Soil Comservation Service have already begun
plans to convert practically every tributary stream in Alabama into a man-
made ditch."

This is Field and Stream, April 1969, conservation editorial: "I

personally receive more letters from my readers protesting the activities
of the Corps of Engineers than on any single subject."

An article from Outdoor Life, July of 1970, entitled The Grave Diggers:

"An insidious cancer is spreading across the face of this country, a cancer

that few hunters and fishermen know anything about. Yet, if it is not
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stopped, it may prove to be among the worst disasters to fall upon our fish
and game, wildlife and natural habitat and natural stream in the last fifty
years, The Soil Conservation Service, commonly known as SCS which spawned
this creeping sickness, calls it by such high-sounding names as channel
improvement, channelization and agricultural water management."

The Atlantic, in 1970, has a lead article, "Dam Outrage, the Story

of the Army Engineers," The article states that "The supposedly objective
standards for deciding whether a project is worthy of approval is the
benefit-cost ratio. The potential benefits of the project are measured
against the estimated cost: There is, however. considerable flexibility
in the process, and at times the benetit-cost ratio of controversial
projects are recomputed until they come out right, It has been remarked
that measurements are pliable enough to prove the feasibility of growing

bananas on Pike's Peak."

The Wall Street Journal, Tuesday, January 6, 1970 - Embattled Corps:
Army Engineers Draw Fire From Citizens and Congress. This tells about a
stream project in Florida where the people protested that it was going to
ruin the stream, and the Corps assured residents that it would enhance
boating, swimming and fishing, and the project went ahead. The people were
right and the Corps was wrong. ''Critics of the Corps range from ordinary
citizens to U.S. senators and Supreme Court Justice William O. Douglas.

He calls the Corps public enemy number one."

Gun Week, November 13, 1970, says, ''There are indications, however,
that this crack force of engineers may soon swing in cooperation with con-
servationists which would be the greatest thing on record for the nation's
natural resources,'

An article in Life magazine, August 7, 1970, "Threatened America.

The lazy Turnings of our Streams Offend the Engineers; Ditches are
Quicker."

This is the Georgia magazine, Game & Fish, July of 1969. There's no
point in saying anything about that. 1It's Mr. Bagley's article about the
Soil Conservation Service in Gecrgia.

An article by U.S. Representative Ben R. Blackburn from Georgia,

Field and Stream, December or 1Y69. The title of the article is '"Where

Conservation is a Bad Word," and the article generally discusses the

activities of the SCS.
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Two final things concerned with the government. The Twenty-First
Report by the Committee on Government Operations is entitled, "Our Waters
and Wetlands: How the Corps of Engineers Can Help Prevent Their Destruc-
tion and Pollution." 1In that the Committee, and I am sure Colonel Denison
is familiar with this, says the Corps of Engineers will permit no land-
fills or other works in the nation's estuaries, rivers, or waterways,
except in those cases where the applicant affirmatively proves the pro-
posed work is in the public interest, including the need to avoid piece-
meal destruction of these water areas.

And finally, we have a Water Bank Bill in Congress in which they are
going to pay people under a ten-year contract with the Department of
Agriculture to maintain and preserve wetlands. They are going to pay
people to put these lands in the waterbanks for ten years,

Gentlemen, these channelization projects and these projects alone are
causing a changing view as to the Corps of Engineers and the Soil Conserva-
tion Service., If the Corps and the Soil Conservation Service are right,
they should not be deterred. If it's right to proceed with all of these
projects and to encourage more of them, then adverse public opinion should
not matter, I do think that you should consider, with so many people who
are so diverse in their professions and their interests raising questions
about these projects, I think you should consider these projects again in
a new light. A lot of people say they're just creating work for the
organizations, the Soil Conservation Service and the Corps of Engineers.
Others say the benefit-cost ratios are not correct. People have a lot of
doubt about these., Mark Twain once remarked that there are three kinds of
lies: a lie, a damn lie, and statistics. Now these statistics that were
put out on these projects are sometimes interesting. You take benefits
that are going to accrue from land that you drain, prospective benefits,
and include these in the project. The benefit goes to a small group, the
adjoining landowners. It doesn’'t help me or the average person. It helps
people on that stream, if there be any benefits. I practice law in
Fayetteville, and we could use a new office. I'm sure I could demonstrate
to you all how it would benefit me if you would build me a new office.

But I don't think that the tax money of the average citizen should be

used for this., We drain these lands to increase the soil production;
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and yet, we pay millions and millions of dollars every year to people to
not farm their land--millions! One person in an article in Life magazine
not long ago said one man gets $400,000 not to plant his land. Ladies and
gentlemen, does that make sense? Does it make sense to drain more land
and put it into increased production and have our public treasury paying
millions of dollars every year to people not to plant?

Many people claim that projects don't always achieve what they intend
to achieve. I'm sure many individual landowners are very happy with the
projects, I would be, too, I'm sure, if it increased my income substantially
for a temporary period of time. There is some opinion that ultimately they
will have a bad effect on the individual farms. Many people also feel
like this is destroying a part of our national heritage, Basically, the
opposition to these projects is twofold; conservationist and economic.
People don't feel like they should pay for this type thing. On the
economic ground the small farmer needs help. I would be the last person
in the world to argue that point- The Soil Conservation Service has done
a wonderful job to help. We need more help, but I do not think, and I
present the view of the Wildlife Federation, all the thousands of members
in North Carolina, that this channelization is the way to do it-=give
direct supplemental benefits for not clearing land, not planting--do
something else--something that does not destroy our natural resources.

You can say what you will, but I'm sure all of you are outdoorsmen
to a certain extent. I'm sure all of you have been on a stream or on a
river sometime and take in some part the conservation's viewpoint. You've
watches a flight of ducks come in or you've gone fishing. How many of
you have done that in a drainage ditch? I suggest that not one of you
have.,

I would like to have the Soil Conservation Service and the Corps of
Engineers on the side of the Wildlife Federation because, as I said,
that's where the power lies. I hope that you will think of your position
in these matters and change your position. The Federation takes a view-
point that economic benefits don't really justify these projects; and
when you consider what you're doing to our natural resources, they're

totally unjustified.
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I'1l1l have one more quote for you, and then I'll sit down. Ralph Waldo
Emerson once said that a foolish consistency is the hobgoblin of a little
mind. Now you have helped and pushed these projects in the past. There's
no reason for you to do it in the future if they're not actually justified.

There is no point in pursuing a foolish consistency.
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North Carolina Soil and Water Conservation Committee

Mr, James D. Bellamy, Jr.
Chairman

I kind of feel out of place here., I'm very much under the weather. I
came down last night with a chill and a very bad cold, but I do appreciate
the opportunity to be here. I notice everyone else has come prepared with
a brief or what have you. I have two or three notes I jotted down since
I've been here, I am not an expert in anything. You said I was chairman
of the State Committee, and I want to hit on that briefly. Then, I'm
going to give an opinion.

The State Committee on Soil and Water Conservation reviews applica-
tions that are submitted to them by local landowners, I'd like to say that
as a member of the State Committee for seven years and chairman for four
we have never received an application for a drainage ditch presented by
the Soil Conservation Service. I know that's contrary to some people's
opinion. It is initiated, it is presented, and the work is done by local
people with assistance from SCS or the Corps of Engineers. I have attended
four out of the last five National Watershed Conferences in the United
States, and I have heard people like Mr, Shaw, and I certainly appreciate
his position. I agree with him a lot more than you may think, but I have
seen people who thought that the Corps of Engineers or SCS could do no
good. It was all bad. So much for that.

As a personal opinion, I'd like to make this observation. I was born
in Brunswick County. My mother died when I was eight years old. I was
raised by grandparents. My grandparents and my daddy never were hunters
and never went fishing that I know of. I was nine years old and had an
old Harrington-Richardson shotgun. I took it out, and they let me shoot
at an old jaybird and a pecan tree. A day or two later they let me take
the gun out again, thinking I was going to shoot a jaybird. I went over
in back of what they call the sand dunes. The water was high, and I was
looking for squirrels, I heard something over the hill. It was a bunch
of wild turkeys. I was trying to figure how I could kill a turkey gobbler
without injuring any of the rest. I could have killed three or four, but

I didn't want but one. I'll bet I held the gun on that turkey for five
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minutes, I finally shot him right in the head, shot his head all to
pieces and ran as hard as I could to catch him. He nearly beat me to
death. I put him on my back by his feet and his head was dragging in the
dirt. Anyhow, I started hunting.

The same year while squirrel hunting again, I killed my first deer.
I wasn't six steps from him. I hunted and fished every opportunity I
had. I had a little Shetland pony. I could ride him in the swamp after
I finished my tasks for the day. About sunset I would get on his back
and be there pretty quick., It was about two miles to the Wactamaw River.,
I'd fish til dark, get on his back, turn him loose and he'd go home.

A lot of times he'd take the road I wasn't expecting. He'd go one way

and I'd go the other. Sometimes he'd wait on me and sometimes he wouldn't;
he'd just leave me. I did the same thing duck hunting. I'd go down to
the pond where I knew ducks were coming in. I'd be there before daylight.
They'd pitch on the water, and I'd kill just as many as I could. I've
killed as many as seven with one shot. I would gather them up and go

home and do my day's work,

I'm just as much interested in sports and fishing as anybody in this
room. I've had some of the best bird dogs I've ever seen. The first one
I ever had didn't know anything about bird hunting and neither did I.

We started together. He was very unorthodox; he would never honor another
dog. I could talk to him just as I talk to you, and I killed birds.

I'd tell him what to do. When the birds ran, he'd go one way, and I'd

go the other. When I got in position, I'd tell him to stay, and he
understood. I couldn't hunt with anyone else because they wouldn't put

up with my dogsj; but he suited me.

Well, we've tried to establish a little bit of my background. I
own a farm in a watershed that has been completed, where I was raised
and grew up. 1've been put in a position a lot of times that I didn't
appreciate. They talked about the engineers and the biologists getting
together and deciding what people should do. Gentlemen, you're leaving
out the most important person. When you leave out those individual
farmers and landowners that are depending on it for a living and have to

make the decisions, a lot of them in the final analysis, you've leaving
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out the most important people. I'm certainly glad to hear Mr, Cornell
and Mr. Barick., I agree with them a lot more than they'll ever know,

the things they've said here today. I hope that those statements will
carry on down to the local level because we, as I said, have been in an
embarrassing position on the local level with the biologists holding out
for one thing and the engineers saying, "If you want to do the job, this
is what you need;'" and then the local farmers having to make the decision.
A lot has been done maybe that shouldn't have been done. I'm not saying
that channelization is the total answer, but in cases it is the solution
at the present time, I'll give you an example of that, and this is a true
fact.

I bought the place where I now live in 1946 when I got out of the
service. I worked for a little while before I went into service, and I
saved some money. I had $5,000, and the bank loaned me the money for the
rest, My first crop that I started was in 1946, as pretty a crop as I've
ever seen, We had a hail storm about the 20th of June, and it just about
completely demolished my tobacco crop. The banker came to see me and
told me not to worry that they'd carry me over. He didn't say how much
interest it was going to cost., They were very nice about it. I paid
for that farm and I bought another one,

In 1954 and 1955 we had Hazel come through. We had no flooding
problems. We had no actual drainage problems. But that came through and
completely filled up the swamps. As I say, where I planted tobacco beds
people had been there for seventy years and never had a flooding problem.
Now it started flooding. There was nothing we could do about it. I
went to the Corps of Engineers., They were doing some snagging. They left
that stream off. I talked to Congressman Alton Lennon who made a trip
from Washington and met me in Wilmington. We met with the Corps of Engi-
neers. They went back and looked at the problem a second time and said,
"You need more in your stream than snagging; you need some channelization.
Snagging will not do the job.'" During that time I spent all the money
I could make and all I could borrow putting in tile drains. I tiled my
tobacco land. There's not a spot in the field that's more than seventy-

five feet from underground pipe; and if you'll keep the water down in that
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stream, I've got no problem. It can rain a big rain, and the water moves
through the soil fast enough so that it will drain,

In 1958 I took over my father-in-law's farm, He had a heart attack
and died in February, I took over his farm, and in addition to what I
had, I had to go in debt more, I had to buy new equipment; I had to buy
another tractor; I had to put on another mortgage. I started harvesting
tobacco~-kind of a late crop~--in July, We harvested one day, and it
started to rain that evening before we got through, It rained all
night, The next morning when I tried to go back inte the same field,
the water was over my front tractor tires. It was a low place. There
was tile in it, and the water was taken out eventually. It rained all
day, and we put in tobacco all day., I had a daughter eight years old
that handed tobacco in that storm all day long wading in water up half-
way to her knees. We couldn't get in the field with equipment. We
had to tote it out, It rained all that night until two o'clock the next
morning when the moon started to shine. I got up, got a shovel and started
digging through the silt., It was so soft all you had to do was take the
shovel and scoop it out. I went all the way through the field; and when
I got to the other side and it got daylight, instead of that water rumning
out of the field, it was running out of the swamp back into the field.
There I was with a mortgage to pay and the crop gone, We harvested that
tobacco three times that one week, We picked about as much up off the
dirt as we did off the stalk. I salvaged about half of the crop. I had
a neighbor on the adjoining farm that didn't salvage a leaf., He hadn't
cropped it before the storm, and he didn't get a leaf. Now it's kind
of hard to convince people who have had that experience that they don't
need some channelization, They do., You can't leave it as it is. Streams
are not now like they were when I bought the place. I had no problem then,
They get worse every year unless something is done. Maybe you don't need
as much as we've done., I'm not saying you do, but I do think you do
need some,

I'm convinced with the technology and the knowledge that we have today
that we can have the better part of both. We can have the excessive flood
water removed, It may require some chanmmnelization. We can also with the

right approach have better wildlife habitats in a lot of instaiaces than

















































































































































































