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576 Morris L, Cooke, CHAIRMAN, GREAT PraiNs COMMITTEE,
TO STEPHEN T. EARLY, ASSISTANT SECRETARY TO THE
PRESIDENT

WASHINGTON, January 22, 1937
My pEArR MR. EarLY: Following up our conversation of a few days
ago I hand you herewith a Summary of the Report of the Great Plains
Committee. I understood you intended to give this to the newspapers
twenty-four hours or so in advance of the report going to Congress.
An adequate supply of the reports will be available on Monday in
case it should be decided to send the report to the Hill on Tuesday next.
Yours very sincerely,
Morris L. Cooke
[Notation: a] Cooke to put out release

[13:0F 2285:Ts]

577 [Enclosure]

Confidential

Summary of the Final Report of the Great Plains Committee on the
Future of the Great Plains

The problem of the Great Plains is not merely one of relief of a
courageous and energetic people stricken by drought and economic de-
pression; it is the problem of arresting the decline of an agricultural
economy not adapted to the climatic conditions and of readjusting that
economy in the light of experience and scientific information now avail-
able, the President’s Great Plains Committee reported today.

The settlers of the Plains brought with them agricultural practices
developed in the more humid regions from which they came. By co-
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incidence, the period of settlement was generally one of above average
rainfall and these practices, therefore, at first appeared suitable. Ex-
perience has shown that the rainfall hovers around and often falls below
the critical point at which it is possible to grow crops by the agricultural
methods common to humid regions. A new economy based on con-
servation and effective use of all the water available is called for. Intel-
ligent adjustment to the ways of Nature must take the place of attempts
to “conquer” her.

The success of a long-time plan for essential readjustments in the
Great Plains economy depends in the final analysis upon coordinated
cooperation between Federal, State and local agencies. Federal agen-
cies may advise, assist and coordinate; State agencies may administer
permissive or mandatory legislation; local agencies and individuals will
have to assume the final responsibility in effecting the necessary changes.

Pointing out that there is no simple solution to the problem, the Great
Plains Committee has presented a three-part program of Federal, State
and local action:

I. Lines of Federal action should include (1) a ten-year program of
additional investigations and surveys; (2) the continued acquisition of
land in range areas and the control and use of publicly owned range land
in accordance with the objectives of general rehabilitation as well as of
existing priorities; (3) measures to increase the size of farms too small
for efficient operation; (4) the development of the water resources of the
region, including small irrigation systems; (5) resettlement both within
and without the region, when and if detailed readjustment plans indicate
the necessity; (6) compensation to local governments where Federal
land acquisition results in a shrinkage of the local tax basis; (7) the con-
trol and possible eradication of insect pests; and finally, (8) the ex-
ploration of the possibilities of developing other resources such as the
vast lignite deposits to provide alternative occupation for some people.

II. Lines of State action should include (1) immediate surveys of
present legislation affecting land and water use and conservation to
determine the need for revision and extension; (2) the application to
rural territory of the principle of zoning; (8) the encouragement of
cooperative grazing associations as one method of alleviating the results
of too-small holdings and checkerboard ownership patterns; (4) legisla-
tion permitting the formation of county soil conservation districts; (5)
making tax-delinquent range lands available for coordinated use with
other public lands instead of re-selling to private individuals; (6) the
encouragement of local communities to make broader use of legislation
permitting consolidation of local governments; (7) revision of the taxing
system to take account of the current or average income from the land;
(8) measures to promote ownership and permanent occupancy of the
land and to make more equitable the position of those who continue as
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tenants; and finally, (g) assistance to farmers in meeting the basic water
problems of the region, including aid in developing local water sup-
plies for stock through tax reductions, simplified procedures for adjudi-
cating water rights and encouragement of small or medium sized
irrigation projects.

III. Lines of local action—which can be guided by Federal and State
action, but cannot be coerced—should include (1) the enlargement of
undersized operating units and the establishment of cooperative grazing
ranges; (2) major shifts in the cropping plans to reduce the single “cash
crop” and restore the more stable “balanced farm”; (g) flexible crop-
ping plans to permit the adaptation of each season’s crop to the amount of
moisture in the soil at planting time; (4) the creation of feed and seed
reserves against dry years; (5) the conservation of soil moisture by such
means as contour plowing and listing, contour strips, terracing, leaving
of stubble and crop residue in the ground, and planting of sweet clover
and winter rye on sandy soils; (6) supplemental irrigation where prac-
ticable; (%) fuller utilization of springs and wells where stock are to be
pastured; and finally, (8) the planting of trees and shrubs as windbreaks
on borders of fields and around houses.

Noting that over fifty Federal agencies in addition to State, county
and municipal governments and various types of districts which have
been or will be formed under State legislation touch the problems of
the Great Plains at one point or another, the Great Plains Committee
concludes its recommendations with the suggestion that a Federal agency
be established to promote readjustments and coordinate the activities
in this field. Such an agency should not displace existing agencies or
assume any administrative control over the operations those bodies
normally carry on. Its field should be that of a continuing study of the
Great Plains problem and of endeavoring by consultation, education,
persuasion and guidance to integrate the efforts of all forces. It should
report annually with recommendations as to Federal legislation bearing
on the Great Plains and should be prepared to recommend, after appro-
priate consultation, to State and local political subdivisions such legisla-
tion as may be deemed desirable. The precise manner in which the
proposed agency should be woven into the administrative fabric of the
Federal government is left for later determination. In conclusion, the
Report states:

Public opinion throughout the Great Plains appears to be ripe for this
step . . . during recent years the economic drift in the Great Plains has
been steadily downward. If the deplorable consequences, recently height-
ened as a result of the depression and drought, are to be arrested, it will
only be because the entire Nation takes the situation in hand promptly,
emphatically, and competently. There is no controversy as to ultimate
objectives and there should be none as to immediate means.
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In a sense the Great Plains afford a test of American ways of dealing
with matters of urgent common concern. They have not responded favor-
ably to a purely individualistic system of pioneering. The Committee is
confident that they will respond to an altered system which will invoke
the power of voluntary cooperation without sacrificing any of the virtues
of local initiative and self-reliance.

The Great Plains Committee was appointed by the President in Sep-
tember, 1936, after the Great Plains Drought Area Committee of last
summer had reported. The Committee was instructed to bring in a
comprehensive Report which should serve as the basis for legislation
by the new Congress. The Committee includes: Harlan H. Barrows,
Professor of Geography, University of Chicago, Member, Water Re-
sources Committee, National Resources Committee; H. H. Bennett,
Chief, Soil Conservation Service, Department of Agriculture; L. C.
Gray, Assistant Administrator, Resettlement Administration; F. C. Har-
rington, Assistant Administrator, Works Progress Administration; Rich-
ard C. Moore, Colonel, Corps of Engineers, U. S. A., Division Engineer,
Missouri River Division; John C. Page, Acting Commissioner, Bureau
of Reclamation, Department of the Interior; Harlow S. Person, Consult-
ing Economist, Rural Electrification Administration; Morris L. Cooke,
Administrator, Rural Electrification Administration (Chairman).!

[13:0F 2285:T]

*The first two paragraphs of this summary were used as the basis of the first two
paragraphs of Roosevelt’s message to Congress of Feb. 10, 1937, transmitting the
report, post, 588.

578 HenNry A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, TO
ROOSEVELT

[WasHINGTON] January 22, 1937

Dear MR. PresmENT: I told Mr. Richey, Chief of the Bureau of
Plant Industry, of your feeling about the failure of the farmers of the
Great Plains to utilize the results of the investigational work of the
Bureau. Of course, it is true that the Bureau is more of a research
agency than an action agency but nevertheless it has engaged in a
number of cooperative shelterbelt plantings as shown by the enclosed
maps.’

Respectfully,

[HENrY A. WALLACE]
[13:0F 1—C:CT]

* Not present.
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579 RooseveLt TO HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF
AGRICULTURE

[WasHINGTON] January 23, 1937

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE: I do not
desire to be critical of the experimental work of the Bureau of Plant In-
dustry because I am sure that they have learned much during the past
twenty years in regard to tree or shrub coverage on arid or semiarid land.
This experimental work should go on, testing an even larger number of
potential tree or shrub plants from every part of the world and including,
for example, more species from South America and Africa and Central
Asia than we have tested before.

The enclosed report* proves, however, that I was right in thinking
that the acreage in private and public ownership, which has so far bene-
fitted from the experimental work, is negligible. I have personally seen
numbers of individual farms included in the total of four thousand farm-
ers now “cooperating” with these shelter-belt experimental test plantings.
On these farms, in many cases, only a few acres running down to only
a few hundred square feet are planted and many of the plantings are
ornamental rather than soil conserving. The total net result in acreage
is negligible from the point of view of soil conservation and water
retention.

I'wish the Department would study and give me a report on this whole
subject from a large acreage point of view. In the State of New York
alone, for example, over forty million trees a year are produced by the
State and planted either on State owned land or on privately owned
land.* This means a total of forty thousand acres a year planted to trees.
If the State of New York can do this for a very small annual cost, it is
time that the Federal Government did it, especially on the vast public
domain, the title of which is still in the Federal Government.?

F.D.R.
[13:0F 1—c:T:cCOPY]
* Not identified.
* Actually, 52,000,000 trees in 1935 and 48,000,000 in 1936, according to the

Annual Reports of the New York State Conservation Department for these years.
3 Answered post, 600.

580 RooseveLT To THE NEw York Rop anxp GuN EbiTors
ASSOCIATION

[WasHINGTON] January 25, 1937

To THE MEMBERS OF THE NEw YORK Rop AND GuN EbpiTors As-
SOCIATION: It is a pleasure to present to the New York Rod and Gun
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Editors Association and its assembled guests, who have dedicated them-
selves to the cause of conservation, my official greetings and personal
wishes for success in their undertaking. I appreciate your confidence
in selecting me to receive your first annual conservation award and I
am glad to accept your invitation to send this message of greeting.*

Long ago, I pledged myself to a policy of conservation which would
guard against the ravaging of our forests, the waste of our good earth
and water supplies, the squandering of irreplaceable oil and mineral
deposits, the preservation of our wild life and the protection of our
streams. We must all dedicate ourselves for our own self-protection
to the cause of true conservation.

Much progress has been made during the past four years but the full
significance of conservation as related to our national welfare is not yet
clear to all of our people. I believe, however, that more and more of
our citizens are coming to appreciate that the natural resources of
America, while vast, are neither limitless nor inexhaustible. I also am
encouraged to believe that today there is a better understanding of the
problems that are faced by the government in this respect than at any
previous time in our history.

I gratefully acknowledge and accept your aid in this enterprise.

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
[13:PPF 4301:CT]

*This award (a model of an eighteenth-century Hudson River packet) was given
to Roosevelt for having made “the greatest individual contribution to conservation
in the United States during 1936 through his sponsorship of the Civilian Conserva-
tion Corps and of other conservation measures (Fred Fletcher, chairman, banquet
committee, New York Rod and Gun Editors Association, to Roosevelt, Dec. 18, 1936,
PPF 4301). The statement here printed was drafted by the Interior Department,
but references in the draft to the desirability of a conservation department and a
permanent national resources board (amounting to about a third of the text) were
removed by the White House (Michael W. Straus to Hassett, Jan. 15, 1937, en-
closing the draft, PPF 4301). Ickes read the statement at the dinner of the as-
sociation. The ship model is now in the Franklin D. Roosevelt Library.

581 Press ConrereNcE, Executive Offices of the White House,
January 26, 1937, 4:05 P. M.

[Excerpt] Q: Is this flood going to give a stronger interest to more
permanent flood control work in that area? *

The President: I would rather put it on a broader basis. We had an
editorial this morning that pointed out that whenever we have a flood
we have three or four different groups who rush to the Government to
get money for this, that or the other thing.* There are the people who
are downstream, who want more and better levees, and then the next
group that wants dams in the rivers, and another group that wants to go
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up into the headwaters and plant trees, and another group that says it is
entirely a question of soil erosion. So you get all these different groups
that say their own particular pet theory will stop the flood.

I have come to the conclusion that we have to pursue all of these
things simultaneously. They all tie in in a general picture and, for the
first time, we have in the last three or four years been developing a syn-
chronized program to tie in the entire field of flood prevention and soil
erosion. That is one reason why I hope, in the Reorganization Bill, we
can have a Central Planning Authority, which will be responsible for,
let us say in the case of all of the waters of the Mississippi, responsible
for a plan which will cover all of the watersheds that go into the Missis-
sippi.’ And then all the work that is being carried on will have some
relationship to the work that is being carried on at some other point.

[13:PRESIDENT’S PRESS CONFERENCES : T]

*The Ohio Valley.

2The leading editorial of the New York Times of Jan. 26, 1937, was on this sub-
ject and was probably the one meant.

®The “Reorganization Bill” had yet to be introduced. On Jan. 12, 193%, Roose-
velt sent to the Congress the report of the President’s Committee on Administrative
Management, appointed by him in 1936 to consider means to improve the administra-
tion of the executive branch of the Government. (The message accompanying the
report and a summary of it are printed in Rosenman, ed., Public Papers, V, 668-681.)
Among other things, the report recommended the establishment of a permanent,
national resources planning board to plan the development and use of the country’s
resources, and the creation of a department of conservation to administer the public
lands and parks and the conservation laws. To prepare the necessary legislation,
the Congress appointed the Joint Committee on Government Organization, with
Senator Robinson of Arkansas as chairman. On June 28 Robinson introduced
S. 2700, embodying certain of the recommendations of the committee. This was
not acted upon nor was a bill of the same title, S. 2970, introduced by Byrnes (S. C.),
on Aug. 16, 1937. The reorganization bill finally enacted was H. R. 4425, intro-
duced by Cochran (Mo.) on Feb. 23, 1939 (Cong. Rec., 75th Cong., 1st sess., 81:6,
6207; 81:8, 8939, 9327; 76th Cong., 1st sess., 84:2, 1850). This was approved
April 3, 1939, as the Reorganization Act of 1939 (53 Stat. 561).

582 SENATOR ELBERT D. THOMAS oF UTAH TO ROOSEVELT

[WasHINGTON] January 29, 1937

My peEAarR MR. PRESIDENT: A situation has arisen in the Western
mining states regarding prospecting and location under the United
States mining laws within the boundaries of game preserves which I
believe is in need of correction.

Since the creation of game preserves by Executive order, the General
Land Office of the Department of the Interior has taken the position
that the creation of a national game preserve is a withdrawal of the lands
for an exclusive purpose, and prevents other disposition of the land
under the public land law. The General Land Office has consistently
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held that national game preserves are not open for prospecting and
location under the United States mining laws.

It is my belief that prospecting and location under the United States
mining laws should be permitted within the boundaries of national game
preserves. I do not believe that such mining activities will interfere with
the purposes of the creation of the game preserves, and application of the
present ruling of the General Land Office constitutes a formidable draw-
back to mining development in the Western states.

Inasmuch as the national game preserves were created by Executive
order, I believe a reservation of mining rights in such preserves may be
effected in like manner.

Therefore, I request that consideration be given to this matter to the
end that an Executive order may be issued if it is practicable to do so.!

Respectfully submitted,

ErBerT D. THOMAS
[13:0F 378:T1s]

* Answered post, 603.

583 RoosevELT To HENDRIK WILLEM VAN LooN, South Norwalk,
Connecticut

[WasHINGTON] February 2, 1937

Dear Henprik: The “Missis” showed me that gem of a broadcast of
yours on January nineteenth. You are a wise adviser and your advice
is much needed by the American people.

There is only one little thought to which I, as a Dutchess County, New
York and Meriwether County, Georgia, farmer, take exception. When
you suggest that this Nation could feed two billion people, my con-
servationist self rises up.' I am no great naturalist like T. R. but I do
know that with every known modern device we would be very fortunate
in this country if we could grow enough food to feed three hundred
million people. The reason is this: all of what you so delightfully term
the “promontory of Asia”—Europe—happens to have an amazing
climate. For century after century your Netherlandish ancestors and
mine, whether they lived near the mouth of the Rhine or further up the
river or still further east, could count on an almost complete lack of
erosion for the very simple reason that the European rains drop con-
stantly but gently from heaven and the wash of topsoil from the cul-
tivated land which replaced the forest has been, on the whole, negligible.

In almost every part of the United States, on the other hand, an equal
amount of rain comes from the heavens in vast torrents and has taken
away in three hundred years on this East Coast, about half of the
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original topsoil. I forget my figures, but I think I am approximately
correct in saying that it takes one hundred years to restore one inch of
topsoil through reforestation. Perhaps that is over optimistic.

Let me tell you the tale of a part of my farm at Hyde Park for which
I have a fairly clear record. It was settled about 1740; the trees were
cut; the stumps removed, the fields planted. The Old Dutch and New
England owners used rotation of crops—corn and wheat and rye and
grass. They had cows and manure from the barnyard was spread on
the land. As late as 1840 that farm grew prize corn. But the toll
had been taken and from then down to 1910, when I took hold of it,
went from bad to worse. While it did not lie on steep land, the topsoil
grew thinner and thinner each year through snow-melting floods and
later torrents. In 1910 it grew only about one half the crops that it
could have grown in its earlier days. I can lime it, cross-plough it,
manure it and treat it with every art known to science but it has just
plain run out—and now I am putting it into trees in the hope that my
great-grandchildren will be able to try raising corn again—just one
century from now.

That is the story of raising food supplies in America. At least one
hundred million acres of land now under the plough ought not to be
cultivated again for a whole hundred years.

I shall feel deeply insulted if you come to Washington again without
letting me know, especially as I want to make a dirt farmer out of you.

As ever yours,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
FDR/TMB

[13:PPF 2259:CT]

* A copy of van Loon’s broadcast (made over WEAF in New York) was sent by
him to Mrs. Roosevelt in a letter of Jan. 26, 1937 (PPF 2259). The broadcast
dealt with the perils inherent in the overcrowding of Europe; the part referred to by
Roosevelt reads: ‘“Meanwhile, at the other side of the ocean there is our country,
rich in everything that Europe lacks. It has 125,000,000 inhabitants. If it had
the density of population of western Europe, it would have two billion people, the
total population of the earth, and it could feed them.”

584 ROOSEVELT TO THE CONGRESS

Twue Wurte House, February 3, 1937

To THE CoNGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES: During the depression
we have substantially increased the facilities and developed the resources
of our country for the common welfare through public works and work
relief programs. We have been compelled to undertake actual work
somewhat hurriedly in the emergency. Now it is time to develop a long-
range plan and policy for construction—to provide the best use of our
resources and to prepare in advance against any other emergency.

[11]
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In a previous message, I have suggested a permanent planning agency
under the Chief Executive in order that, among other things, all public
works proposals may filter from the many individual departments and
bureaus to a central planning place and thence to the President.!

I have also suggested to the Congress that following this course of
planning the President will annually submit to the Congress a list of
projects which have been studied and approved and, at the same time,
inform the Congress, through the Budget, of the total amount of Federal
funds which, in his judgment, should be appropriated for public works
during the following fiscal year.

The list of public works submitted by the President in the Budget
Message would, of course, be wholly advisory, for it is within the dis-
cretion of the Congress to eliminate projects from this list, to alter the
scope of projects or to add other projects.

The report of the National Resources Committee on public works
planning * which I submit today should, of course, be read in conjunction
with the recommendations for highways, bridges, dams, flood control,
and so forth, already under construction, estimates for which have been
submitted in the Budget, and also should be read in conjunction with
other special reports, such as the report of the Great Plains Committee
which I expect to submit to the Congress in a few days.*?

The National Resources Committee submits a six year program,
based on selection and priority of public works. The period of six years
is arbitrarily chosen and can, of course, be made to fit into annual future
appropriations made by the Congress.

The report also contains recommendations on the timing of public
works and division of costs in their relation to the necessary organization
of future continued planning. I have already referred to this in my
message relating to the reorganization of the Executive Branch of the
Government.

As an example of the kind of reservoir of projects constituting the
six-year program, a Drainage Basin Study is included in the report. This
summary list of projects involving the uses of water is not to be regarded
as fixed or final, as the report itself notes, but rather indicates a great
forward step in the development of the planning process, considering
not one project alone but the relationships between a great group of
projects dealing with water use and control.

Through the formulation and annual revision of a program of all
types of construction, revision and adoption of the program by Congress
and appropriations under regular budgetary procedure timed in part in
relation to economic needs we can provide for the orderly development
of our resources and the provision of needed facilities for our people.*

FrRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT
[W. H. PRESS RELEASES : M]
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* The message of Jan. 12, 1937 (Rosenman, ed., Public Papers, V, 668-674).

? Printed, with this message, as Message from the President of the United States
Transmitting a Proposed Plan of a Six-Year Program Submitted by the National
Resources Committee Based on Selection and Priority of Public Works Projects
(Washington, 1937).

3 Post, 588.

“In the Senate the message was referred to the Committee on Education and
Labor; in the House, to the Committee of the Whole House (Cong. Rec., 75th
Cong., 1st sess., 81:1, 743, 817-818).

585 RooseverTr TOo RoBErT H. Woop, Texas House orF
REPRESENTATIVES, Austin

[WasHINGTON] February 5, 1937

My pear Mr. Woop: This is in reply to your letter of January
twenty-fifth, inquiring about State administration of the soil conserva-
tion work now administered by the Department of Agriculture.!

Your letter does not make entirely clear whether you are referring to
the program of the Agricultural Adjustment Administration or that of
the Soil Conservation Service, both of which are administered by the
Department of Agriculture.

Under the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, as it now
stands, the AAA conservation program would go on a State-aid basis
not later than January 1, 1938. This feature was included in the law
enacted by Congress last winter and was then thought to be a promising
experiment. However, the nearer the date for transferring the program
to a State-aid basis has approached, the greater and more complex the
difficulties in this kind of operation appear to be. It is the opinion of
many people in the various States, and it is my own opinion, that we
cannot depend on parallel and simultaneous action by forty-eight States
to assure a just return for agriculture. Therefore, it seems wise to post-
pone the date when the State-aid provisions in the present law become
effective.

If you have in mind the program of the Soil Conservation Service
involving erosion control and water conservation on watersheds, I would
refer you to the Department of Agriculture, and the Standard State Soil
Conservation Districts Law which has been recommended by the De-
partment of Agriculture to facilitate the operation of that program.?

Very sincerely yours,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
[13:0F 1-R:CT]
 Wood said that he wanted the information so that he could present it to a com-

mittee of the Texas Legislature (OF 1-R).
? Drafted by the Agriculture Department.
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586 Ro0sEVELT To GOVERNOR MARTIN L. Davey, Columbus, Ohio

[WasHINGTON] February 8, 1937

My pEAR GoverNOR: In thinking over matters connected with the
probable establishment of the Civilian Conservation Corps on a per-
manent basis it seems to me desirable to call attention to several phases
of this work.

When I sent a special message to Congress in March 1933, proposing
the creation of this new organization there were very few who visualized
just what the new organization was intended to accomplish. Few states
were prepared to accept their proper part of responsibility in the tasks
that the new organization was intended to accomplish.

In this emergency we did not hesitate to authorize the use of federal
funds to assist the states in receiving their proper share in this work.
Letters, however, were sent to all state governors in May of 1933 and
again in 1934 and in 1935, calling attention to this situation and urging
that states which had not properly provided for their part in this work
should immediately do so by enacting legislation where necessary and in
appropriating necessary funds.

In the first place it is vitally important that each state should make
adequate arrangement to maintain the physical improvements that have
been accomplished by CCC camps on state property. This is with
especial reference to state parks and state forests.

I would be glad to learn what measures your State has taken to insure
the proper maintenance and orderly development of this work in your
State.

Secondly but of equal importance it is necessary to maintain a com-
petent staff to supervise and direct this maintenance and development
work.

Because of the reasons referred to at the beginning of this letter many
states did not have a technical staff set up to cooperate with the Federal
Government in this work. In order that the high type of supervision
considered necessary for the success of the work could be maintained
federal funds were made available for the employment of technical and
other personnel where state funds were not available.

It seems to me that the time has come for each state to make proper
provision for taking over this part of the work. In preparation for the
piobable establishment of the CCC as a permanent federal agency con-
sideration is now being given to what has been accomplished. Many
camps are completing their approved work projects and it will be neces-
sary in the coming months to find new work projects to which companies
can be assigned. It will naturally follow that those states which show
a proper concern for their part in this cooperative work with the Federal
Government will be entitled to receive first consideration.

[14]



In order that we may have a clear picture I will appreciate your
informing the Director, Robert Fechner, Post Office Department Build-
ing, Washington, D. C., of what your State has done or will agree to
do in this important matter. If additional information is desired I am
sure Mr. Fechner will be glad to supply it.*

Very sincerely yours,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
[13:0F 268:cT]

* This letter, which was drafted by Fechner, was sent to all the governors. In his
letter sending the draft (Jan. 18, 1937, OF 268), Fechner said that because the
Emergency Conservation Work had been set up so suddenly, few states had had the
funds or the authority to assume their share of the responsibility for the CCC work.

In consequence the Government had been providing funds for the entire CCC ac-
tivity in practically all the states.

587 Press CoNrERENCE, Executive Offices of the White House,
February 9, 1937, 4 P. M.

[Excerpt] Q: Mr. President, has anyone introduced an Arkansas
Valley Authority Bill?

The President: Oh, I think there have been bills last session and this
for two or three dozen authorities. I will tell you what we are talking
about at the present time in regard to natural resources and public
works.  After looking at a dozen different schemes and examining into
these individual bills for authorities like a Potomac River Authority, an
Ohio River Authority, et cetera, we have come around to this point of
view: I told this to the Senators this morning,* that in the interest of
orderly planning it seems best to set up perhaps eight regions—not neces-
sarily eight, it might be seven, nine, or ten, but eight regions, in a general
way, seemed to cover the country without any one region having too large
an area and at the same time avoiding too many small watersheds and
thereby keeping the overhead down.

Each of these regional authorities or administrations or whatever
Congress wanted to call them, would have the task every year of sub-
mitting a list of projects for flood or drought or soil erosion or navigable
channels or reforestation within their region, listing them in the order
of preference.

After all the regional reports were in—oh, say July or August—we
would add up the figures of their recommendation and, based on the
condition of the Treasury—in other words, a careful check-up by the
Budget as part of the Budget Message—determine how much the Presi-
dent could recommend to the Congress for the Nation as a whole in his
budget. Thereupon, under the reorganization plan the third agency
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under the President, the National Planning Agency, would get hold of
these eight regional agencies and say to them, “The President can only
approve so many dollars to go into his budget; therefore, will you all cut
(of course it would be every year a cut) your recommendations down
to fit into the total budget figure that is possible, and give us a list for
each region of the things that would fit into the budget sum; then put
down at the same time a B list of projects that you approve, that you
have recommended, that are all ready to shoot on the following fiscal
year.”

The President thereupon submits both lists to Congress, the first list
being within the budget, and the second list being what might be called
alternative projects, leaving it to Congress to determine whether they
want to go along with the original recommendation or lift anything out
and put something else in—wholly a matter of congressional discretion.

That makes for early planning and ties in all of these problems that are
before us because of acts of God and man during the past few years—
drought, dust storms, floods; the control of floods by levees, reservoirs,
and soil erosion control. They all tie into one general planning picture
every single year—that is the important part. I shall probably have a
few more conferences with members of the House and Senate in regard
to it with the hope we will get some kind of legislation. It is a pro-
cedure that costs comparatively little money.

Q: What will be the cost, Mr. President?

The President: The cost will be very low.

Q: What will be the expenditure?

The President: Approximately what is being spent now on national
planning—probably actually making a saving over what we are doing
now on national planning because we have a dozen different agencies.

Q: How much will be spent on projects?

The President: That depends on what can go into the budget. It
will come in under that $500,000,000 limitation that I talk about so
often. That, of course, includes public buildings, highways, harbor
work, and things of that kind.

Q: These would be regional divisions not corporate authorities?

The President: They would be regional divisions. In working it out,
possibly in some cases the regional divisions would also have administra-
tive duties—as, for instance, in the case of the T. V. A.—but in most
instances they would be planning authorities.”

Q: When you talked to us about two years ago, when you used the
phrase “reshaping the face of nature,” you mentioned $500,000,000,
but we did not understand that would include harbors.

The President: Yes, all public works.
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Q: Would this new plan change the omnibus flood control bill
enacted by Congress?

The President: It ties in with it. As you know, that bill authorized
all kinds of things—about $300,000,000 worth. The taking up of
those things depends each year upon the amount appropriated by
Congress, and this fits right into that. It is possible that in the course
of two or three years there may be coming from the planning division
a recommendation that some of those projects rather hastily thrown
together be eliminated and others put in their place.

Q: Do you plan strict adherence to the principle established in that
omnibus bill with reference to local contributions?

The President: That’s a headache. I will give you a very good
llustration. Yesterday I approved a letter that the Secretary of War
is going to send out. We had those terrible floods up on the Connecticut
River—very serious, but didn’t do as much damage as on the Ohio
River; but they were front-page on the newspapers for two weeks, at
least, and in New England longer than that. Congress appropriated
$10,000,000 for immediate construction of reservoirs and things of
that kind, conditioned on the four states involved—Vermont, New
Hampshire, Massachusetts, and Connecticut—buying the land. The
land cost was estimated at three and one-half million dollars, and the
problem came, because most of the land was in Vermont and New
Hampshire, as to how much Massachusetts and Connecticut would con-
tribute. Vermont and New Hampshire didn’t want to buy all the land
for benefits that would accrue as far south as Hartford; so the state
contract * method was tried.

The first week in August we were trying to work out a prorata of the
cost of that land. We are now nearing the middle of February and
they haven’t bought any land; so the $10,000,000 which we are ready
to spend is held up. We are ready to go ahead. That is the question
brought up last week. It is discretionary on my part. We will start
the work as soon as we get the land. That method doesn’t seem to be
working. That is as far as we have gone, except the Secretary of War
is asking the governors of these four states whether they can get together,
and they are sending up our engineers to assist the states.

Q: What is the cure, Mr. President, for this headache you spoke of?

The President: I don’t know. It obviously seems clear that the states
and the localities ought to bear some of the burden; but when you come
down to the prorating of it, it is an awfully difficult problem. I hesitate
very definitely involving the Federal Government in bearing the whole
expense, because I think we should have some local contribution.

Q: Some of these senators today said that power and reclamation
would be tied in together.
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The President: It all ties in together. One dam may be a dam solely
for reclamation; another dam may be for reclamation and navigation:
another dam may be for navigation and power. It depends on the
individual project.*

Q: Mr. President, would these regional administrations deal only
with Federal projects, or would they also plan what the states and
localities might do with Federal aid?

The President: The message on drought has this sentence that goes
up tomorrow: “All the different programs must be cooperative and will
require complementary lines of action by the Federal Government, state
governments, and all the states of the region.” Don’t use that in
quotes, because the message has not gone to Congress yet.

[13:PRESIDENT’S PRESS CONFERENCES :T]

* Roosevelt apparently here referred to a White House conference with “Sen. Pope
and western Senators”, according to the appointments list for this day (PPF 1-O).

*Some indication of Roosevelt’s thinking with respect to the administrative
organization of the proposed agencies is found in his letter to the Tennessee Valley
Authority Board of Directors, Feb. 25, 1937 (OF 42): “As I have known for
several weeks that Mr. Blandford has been working on a tentative report on adminis-
trative organization of the TVA, I have asked him to show me what he now has.
I do this because whatever final report he makes to the Authority itself will have a
direct bearing on the form of set-up proposed for other regional Authorities in other
parts of the country. . . .” (John B. Blandford, Jr., was general manager of the
Authority.)

 “Compact” is obviously meant.

“Roosevelt, on Jan. 27, 1937, had discussed the plan for a nation-wide system of
regional authorities with Senator Norris. He had also discussed it with Ickes and
other members of the special power policy committee (as distinct from the National
Power Policy Committee), appointed on Jan. 18, 1937, to make recommendations
on power policy legislation for the Bonneville project and all new power develop-
ments. Ickes, chairman of the special committee, said that the President’s idea was
to have the authorities do whatever sound conservation policies demanded, “all of
them . . . to head up through the new Department of Conservation” (Ickes’ Diary,
II, 60-61; Roosevelt to Ickes, Jan. 16, 1937, OF 2575). Ickes submitted a draft
bill on Feb. 9, 1937. In his covering letter to Roosevelt of that date (OF 2575),
he said that the bill did not attempt to define a power policy for all Government
projects, as it was the understanding of the committee that the formulation of such
a policy could await the drafting of the bill the President had mentioned for the
creation of eight conservation authorities.

The draft bill had to do only with the temporary administration of the Bonneville
project. (Introduced Feb. 19, 1937, as H.R. 4948 it was not reported from com-
mittee.) Morris L. Cooke, a member of the power committee until his resignation as
Rural Electrification Administrator on Feb. 6, 1937, was disturbed over the fact that
power policy should be considered without reference to the problem of conservation
in general. He prepared a long and carefully documented memorandum on the
general thesis that, “In the use of vast resources of water power . . . considerations
of policy run far beyond mere proprietorship and must embrace the public functions
for which governments exist.”” In his covering letter to Roosevelt of Feb. 20,
1937 (OF 2575), he said that he was strongly convinced that some such general
discussion should precede the drafting of any far-reaching power program. “Con-
servation and power are indissolubly linked. Should we proceed without this fact
fully in mind we are likely to make an error of the first order.”
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588 RoOSEVELT TO THE CONGRESS

Tue Wurre Housk, February 1o, 1937

To THE CoNGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES: I transmit herewith for
the information of the Congress, the report of the Great Plains Com-
mittee under the title, “The Future of the Great Plains.” *

The report indicates clearly that the problem of the Great Plains is
not merely one of relief of a courageous and energetic people who have
been stricken by several years of drought during a period of economic
depression. It is much more fundamental than that. Depression and
drought have only accentuated a situation which has been long de-
veloping. The problem is one of arresting the decline of an agricultural
economy not adapted to the climatic conditions because of lack of infor-
mation and understanding at the time of settlement, and of readjusting
that economy in the light of later experience and of scientific informa-
tion now available.

The settlers of the Plains brought with them agricultural practices
developed in the more humid regions from which they came. By
historic circumstance the period of settlement was generally one of rain-
fall above the average, and, although water was known to be scarce,
these practices then appeared to be suitable. The long-run experience,
however, has disclosed that the rainfall of the area hovers around, and,
for considerable periods, falls below the critical point at which it is
possible to grow crops by the agricultural methods common to humid
regions. A new economy must be developed which is based on the
conservation and effective utilization of all the water available, especially
that which falls as rain and snow; an economy which represents gen-
erally a more rational adjustment of the organization of agriculture and
cropping plans and methods to natural conditions.

The whole subject of drought on the Great Plains dovetails into the
studies made by the National Resources Committee in the larger aspect
of public works planning. Previous and current studies of land and
water problems have been undertaken on a nation-wide basis. In this
report they have been re-worked and applied by the Great Plains
Committee in cooperation with other Federal agencies and with State
and regional planning agencies as a component part of our desire to
develop a program of constructive action for the drought area.

Whatever program is adopted must be cooperative and will require
complementary lines of action by the Federal Government, State Gov-
ernments and all the citizens of the Region individually. Each has
material interests at stake and can no longer afford to defer constructive
action; each has moral responsibility for unwitting contributions to the
causes of the present situation; and especially each has responsibility
for undertaking lines of action essential to effectiveness of action by the
others.
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The problem is one that can be solved, but the solution will take time.
Therefore a policy should be determined, a long-run program formu-
lated, and execution begun without undue delay.”

FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT
[W.H. PRESS RELEASES: M]

* Future of the Great Plains. Report of the Great Plains Committee (Washington,
1936). The Report was also printed, with this message of transmittal, as House
Document 144, 75th Cong., 1st sess. (Washington, 1937).

* Morris L. Cooke submitted three drafts of this message: the text as here printed,
minus paragraph 4; a draft omitting paragraph 3; and one omitting paragraph 5
(Cooke to Roosevelt, Jan. 22, 1937, OF 2285). Paragraph 4 was added by Ickes
to the original Cooke draft to explain the relationship of the Great Plains
Committee to the National Resources Committee (Ickes to Roosevelt, Jan. 25,
1937, OF 2285). Ickes’ paragraph was revised in the White House, probably by
Roosevelt. Senator Pope of Idaho, in a letter to McIntyre of Feb. 9, 1937 (OF 2285),
referred to a White House conference of that date attended by him and other western
senators: “At the conference this morning it was understood that we would submit
to the President for his consideration a suggestion to be included in his message to
Congress at the time of the transmittal of the report of the Great Plains Committee.”
He enclosed a one-page draft statement emphasizing the importance to the nation of
reclamation ; his covering letter, however, bears McIntyre’s notation: “Recd too late.”

In the Senate the message was referred to the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry; in the House, to the Committee on Agriculture (Cong. Rec., 75th Cong.,
1st sess., 81:1, 1070, 1113).

589 RoosEVELT TO REPRESENTATIVE HENRY C. LuckeEy oF
NEBRASKA

[WasuiNcTON, February 11, 1937]

My pEarR MR. Luckey: Receipt is acknowledged of your letter of
February 4, 1937, requesting a revision of the Budget estimates for the
fiscal year 1938 for the Department of Agriculture so as to provide the
sum of $100,000 for the establishment of a Forest Experiment Station in
the Great Plains region.

I am informed that the question of providing funds for the establish-
ment of this experiment station was considered when the 1938 Budget
was in course of preparation and it was the opinion of the Department
of Agriculture that, because of other more pressing needs of the Depart-
ment, the establishment of such a station could be deferred until the
1939 Budget.

In these circumstances I do not feel that the Budget for 1938 should
be revised to include provision for this station. If the Department of
Agriculture again presents the item for inclusion in the Budget for 1939
I can assure you that it will receive careful consideration.

Very truly yours,

) [FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
[Notation:A] 2/11/37

[Notation:as] DWB?
[13:0F 1—C:CT]
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* Luckey said in part (OF 1-C): “Recent developments have shown the need for
a separate station to serve the Great Plains and Prairie region. During the last fifty
years some 700,000 acres of trees have been planted by farmers in this area, although
they have not had information available on tree types which would survive in their
particular localities.” A forest experimental station had been authorized by an
amendment, approved June 15, 1936, to the Forest Research Act of 1928. A similar
request from Governor Robert L. Cochran of Nebraska, April 23, 1937 (OF 1-C),
was answered in the same language.

2 Acting Budget Director Daniel W. Bell, in whose agency this letter was drafted.

590 Henry A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, TO
RoOOSEVELT

WasHINGTON, February 16, 1937

Dear MR. PRESIDENT: A soil and water conservation program is a
community enterprise and to be effective should be developed on a water-
shed basis. The landowners should have a legally authorized procedure
by which they may get together to agree upon common action to meet a
common problem, and to accept their responsibilities for the execution
of a corrective program. Then too, as a matter of policy, the Federal
Government should deal with a responsible public agency rather than
with a large number of private individuals.

The Act which established the Soil Conservation Service, Public No.
46 of 1935, empowers the Secretary of Agriculture to require the States
to enact legislation authorizing local cooperation in soil conservation, as a
condition of his spending Federal money in any State for erosion-control
work. Because the work is now in a demonstration stage, this require-
ment has not been fulfilled, although a number of States are now asking
the Department for advice.

Most States do not have legally constituted agencies authorized to
cooperate with the Federal Government for this purpose. To meet
this situation a proposed Standard State Soil Conservation Districts Law
has been prepared by the Land Policy Committee of the Department
of Agriculture, and has been cleared with the National Emergency
Council. This proposed Act provides the authority to create local
conservation districts with power to establish and administer local pro-
grams for waterflow retardation and soil erosion prevention. The Act
is broad enough to provide the basis for local cooperation in watersheds
to alleviate floods.

It seems highly desirable that standard State legislation be enacted.
Its adoption will aid in developing uniformity of legislation. It is also
constitutionally imperative, because only the States can deal with this
phase of erosion control. It will further establish a proper basis for
Federal, State, and local cooperation in a National soil and water con-
servation program.
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Many State legislatures are now in session. Most of them are con-
sidering legislation which would enable them to cooperate with the
Federal Government in flood and erosion control programs. It occurs
to me that it may be appropriate for you to send a letter to the Governors
requesting their consideration of the proposed legislation. A draft of a
proposed letter to the Governors is attached, together with a digest and
complete text of the Standard State Soil Conservation Districts Law.*

Respectfully,

H. A. WaLLAce
[13:0F 1:TS]

*The digest (typed) is entitled, “Basic Provisions of the Standard State Soil Con-
servation Districts Law.” The text is A Standard State Soil Conservation Districts
Law (Washington, 1936). Letters modeled on the draft enclosed were sent to the
governors on Feb. 23, 1937; see post, 597.

591 HeNrY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, TO
ROOSEVELT
WASHINGTON, February 16, 1937

DearR MR. PresmeNT: The Department of Agriculture has responsi-
bilities for work on watersheds for waterflow retardation and soil ero-
sion prevention under the Omnibus Flood Control Act of 1936; simi-
larly, the War Department is responsible for work on the waterways.

In the discharge of these responsibilities satisfactory assurance of co-
operation from the States must be obtained. State and local coopera-
tion adequate to meet the needs of the War Department is provided
in the Flood Control Act. There is no provision for any State or local
cooperation with the Department of Agriculture, although much of the
control work must be done on farms and other private lands.

The Flood Control Act should be amended at an appropriate time.
Legislation specifically authorizing the Department of Agriculture to re-
quire such cooperation should be included. Likewise any new flood
control legislation should similarly provide for State and local coopera-
tion. The necessity for these provisions and the suggested language
for incorporation in legislation are given in the attached statement.

Sincerely yours,

H. A. WALLACE
[13:0F 732:Ts]

* “The Position of the United States Department of Agriculture on State and Local

Cocperation in Flood Control.” This included a draft amendment to the 1936

Flood Control Law to bring about the cooperation sought. The draft was incorpo-
rated (as section 4) in the act approved Aug. 28, 1937 (50 Stat. 876).
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592 WirLiam P, WHARTON, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL PARKS
ASSOCIATION, TO ROOSEVELT

SUMMERVILLE, S. C., Feb. 17, 1937
Personal. Attention of Miss LeHand

DearR MR. PreSmENT: Our interview was cut so short, that I feel
I'should try to make clear in as few words as possible the matter I particu-
larly had on my mind.*

The National Parks Association, formed when only the older National
Parks and Monuments were in the care of the National Park Service,
is naturally chiefly concerned about the future of these reservations.
Recent enlargement of the field of the Service has added various duties
which are not concerned with preservation. While we recognize the
value of these new activities, we are frankly fearful that they will claim
such a large part of the Bureau’s attention in the future as to bring
about a change in its major function from preservation to mere play-
ground development. The result might be that the unique institution
we now call the National Primeval Parks, possessing values which most
other areas either never have had or have lost—values which cannot be
restored once they have been impaired or destroyed—would be com-
pletely submerged in a purely recreational promotion.

You will remember that the duty originally laid upon the Park Serv-
ice was to “regulate the use of the Federal areas known as National
Parks * * * by such means and measures as conform to the funda-
mental purpose of the said Parks, which purpose is to conserve the
scenery and the natural and historic objects and the wild life therein,
and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such manner and by
such means as will leave them un-impaired for the enjoyment of future
generations.” > We believe that the objectives here so well stated should
remain the chief objective of the National Park Service.

In the reorganization of the government, which you undoubtedly
will be empowered to make, it is my confident belief that you will have
in mind the welfare of our matchless heritage of the Creator’s
masterpieces.

Sincerely yours,

Wu. P. WHARTON
[Notation:A] ackd 2/20/39 2
[13:0F 6-P:Ts]
! Wharton had talked with Roosevelt on February 12 (PPF 1-O).
*From the National Park Service Act of Aug. 25, 1916 (39 Stat. 535). The

italicized words were underscored by Wharton.
?By LeHand (OF 6-P).
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593 RooseveLT To RicHARD G. TYLER, CHAIRMAN, DEPARTMENT
oF CrviL ENGINEERING, UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON, Seattle

[WasHINGTON] February 18, 1937

My pEAR ProrFessor TyYLEr: I am grateful for your letters of De-
cember 12 and February 6, and for your continuing interest in the prob-
lem of engineering education presented in my letter of October 7 to
presidents of educational institutions.*

Responses to my letter indicate that there is a substantial group of
educators who agree that, notwithstanding notable recent progress,
engineering education generally does not yet give graduates an adequate
understanding of the social problems which result from the impact of
engineering technology on our culture.

Your suggestion—that further discussion of the problem would be
promoted by consideration of specific courses which should be added
to curricula—is constructive. Believing strongly in democratic proc-
esses, I believe that action along this line should be begun and carried
on within the profession. I hope that you and colleagues of the same
mind can succeed in having such concrete proposals presented and dis-
cussed at appropriate professional meetings.

Very sincerely yours,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
[13:0F 2450:cCT]

*See ante, 563.

594 RoosevELT To HAROLD L. ICKES, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR

WasHINGTON, February 19, 1937

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR: What is the
latest news about the Sugar Pine Grove next to the Yosemite? *

F.D.R.
[13:0F 6-P:CT]
*See post, 621.
595 RooseveLT TO C. BLACKBURN MILLER, PRESIDENT, SALT

WATER ANGLERS OF AMERICA, New York City

[WasuINGTON] February 23, 1937
My pEaR MR. MirLLEr: Thank you very much for your letter of
January eighteenth.* My intense interest in the conservation and de-
velopment of our natural resources of every character is, I believe, quite
generally known.
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The Budget for the coming fiscal year has been completed and is now
before Congress. I have accordingly instructed the Acting Director of
the Bureau of the Budget to give careful consideration to an estimate of
appropriation for a sound program of salt water fisheries research work,
if submitted by the Department of Commerce for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1939, which gives reasonable promise of results commensurate
with its need and cost.

I congratulate you upon your achievements in promoting harmony
among the commercial and sports fisheries and the real progress
you and your associated agencies are making in the interest of effective
conservation.

Very sincerely yours,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
[13:0F g3-E:CT]

* Miller’s letter was sent to the Bureau of Fisheries for draft of reply and was not
returned to the White House. It proposed that funds be made available to the
Bureau of Fisheries so that a thorough study could be made of ocean fish and measures
taken by the Government to ensure their abundant supply (McIntyre to Bell, Feb. 1,
1937, OF 3-E). Commissioner Frank T. Bell of the Bureau of Fisheries prepared
a draft reply which would have had the President say that he was asking the De-
partment of Commerce to reassess the financial needs of its research program (Bell
to McIntyre, Feb. 5, 1937, OF 3-R). This draft was prepared for Roosevelt’s
signature and was signed by him but was then sent to Acting Budget Director Bell
for review (McIntyre to Daniel W. Bell, Feb. 12, 1937, OF 3-R). The Acting
Budget Director was of the opinion that “the reply contemplated might, and probably
would, be construed as endorsement of a research program considerably broader
than . . . necessary,” and called attention to the President’s veto, in the previous
session of Congress, of a bill for construction of a vessel for fishery research work in
the Pacific, and of his withholding of approval of a fishery research bill (Daniel W.

Bell to McIntyre, Feb. 18, 1937, OF 3-R). The Acting Budget Director submitted
another draft, the letter to Miller here printed.

596 Press ConFerENCE, Executive Offices of the White House,
February 23, 1937, 4:05 P. M.

[Excerpt] The President: I was just showing the Dean * my bill which
has just come in for 26,000 trees which are going to be planted next
month.

Q: Spruce trees, aren’t they?

The President: In other words, I am practising what I preach.

Q: Are these the Christmas trees?

The President: Yes. 23,000 Norway spruce, 2,000 balsam firs and
1,000 Douglas firs. That is experimental. That is an awful lot of
trees.

Q: Those are the ordinary Santa Claus trees?

The President: Yes. They are on another ten acres of waste land.
That is stopping erosion.
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Q: Youdid not tell us the amount of the bill.

The President: $130.00.

Q: Did you say, sir, whether they are to be planted in Georgia or
in New York?

The President: At Hyde Park.

Q: $130.00 for all of them?

The President: Yes, $5.00 a thousand.

Q: Are they seedlings?

The President: They call them three-year old transplants. In other
words, they have been transplanted once already from the original bed.
Q: Do you get them from the State Conservation Department?

The President: Yes.

Q: You had the others down at Valkill?

The President: In back of the cottage, yes. Outside of that I don’t
think there is any news at all.

[13:PRESIDENT’S PRESS CONFERENCES:T]

* John Russell Young, one of the newspapermen present.

597 RoosevELT To GOVERNOR JaMEs V. ALLRED, Austin, Texas

[WasHINGTON] February 23, 1937

My pEAR GoverNOr: The dust storms and floods of the last few
years have underscored the importance of programs to control soil
erosion. I need not emphasize to you the seriousness of the problem
and the desirability of our taking effective action, as a Nation and in
the several States, to conserve the soil as our basic asset. The Nation
that destroys its soil destroys itself.

In the Act of Congress approved April 27, 1935 (Public No. 46 of the
74th Congress), the Federal Government, through the Soil Conserva-
tion Service of the Department of Agriculture, initiated a broad program
for the control of soil erosion. Demonstration work has ben undertaken
but much remains to be done. The conduct of isolated demonstration
projects cannot control erosion adequately. Such work can only point
the way.

The problem is further complicated by the fact that the failure to
control erosion on some lands, particularly if such eroding lands are
situated strategically at the heads of valleys or watersheds, can cause a
washing and blowing of soil onto other lands, and make the control of
erosion anywhere in the valley or watershed all the more difficult. We
are confronted with the fact that, for the problem to be adequately
dealt with, the erodible land in every watershed must be brought under
some form of control.
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To supplement the Federal programs, and safeguard their results,
State legislation is needed. At the request of representatives from a
number of States, and in cooperation with them, the Department of
Agriculture has prepared a standard form of suitable State legislation for
this purpose, generally referred to as the Standard State Soil Conserva-
tion Districts Law. The Act provides for the organization of “soil con-
servation districts” as governmental subdivisions of the State to carry on
projects for erosion control, and to enact into law land-use regulations
concerning soil erosion after such regulations have been approved in a
referendum. Such legislation is imperative to enable farmers to take
the necessary cooperative action.

I am sending to you several copies of the Standard State Soil Conserva-
tion Districts Law, with a memorandum summarizing its basic pro-
visions. I hope that you will see fit to make the adoption of legislation
along the lines of the Standard Act part of the agricultural program for
your State.*

Very sincerely yours,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[13:0F 732:cT]

*This letter originated in the draft statement sent to Roosevelt by Wallace on
Feb. 16, 1937 (ante, 591). With this draft is a memorandum, Roosevelt to Early,
February 19: “Will you work out with Wallace a letter to all the Governors based
on this type letter but shortened from three pages to two, and I will sign them?”
Early submitted the draft on which the letter here printed was based with a note
(February 19) saying that the new draft had Wallace’s approval. The material
omitted consisted of a statement of the work of the Soil Conservation Service, a para-
graph on the results of improper land-use practices, and a warning that unless suitable
state machinery were provided, “the full benefits of Federal expenditures and co-
operation” could not be realized. Identical letters were sent to all the governors
on Feb. 23, 1937.

598 Henry A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, TO
ROOSEVELT

WasHINGTON, March 4, 1937

Dear MR. PRESIDENT: Because of your very deep and sincere inter-
est in the cause of conservation, I am bringing to your attention the
dilemma in which the Biological Survey finds itself in its land purchase
program.

The Survey has obligated as much of the six million dollars for land
as it is possible to do until present condemnation cases have been con-
cluded. After that any balance will be very small.

During the past three years they have built up a competent and well-
trained personnel for the appraisal and purchase of lands best suited
for wildlife refuge purposes, capable to handle with economy and
good judgment a purchase program of from three to five million dol-
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lars a year. They are now facing the necessity of dissolving it in the
near future if no more land purchase money is allowed. You have on
your desk a brief of the program submitted recently by the Biological
Survey for continuing this program. Would it be possible for you to
indicate, in the near future, whether money would be forthcoming to
continue this program so that plans may be made accordingly?

The Biological Survey program submitted to you expresses the mini-
mum needs to effectively carry out the conservation of waterfowl under-
taken three years ago. In the future it will have to be supplemented by
smaller subsidiary refuges and perhaps by the acquisition of lands ad-
jacent to existing refuges as economic changes make feasible the pur-
chase of such areas at present too expensive to acquire. However, the
early fulfillment of the program submitted to you is necessary if the
perpetuation of the migratory waterfowl is to be realized and it will
also save some of the rare species, notably the Carolina paroquet and
the ivory-billed woodpecker which head the list of those that need
assistance.

In case no money is available for allocation now or in the immediate
future, may we have permission to attempt to secure funds from Con-
gress? However, we do not feel very optimistic about this possibility
and would much prefer that the money come through you, although
the increasing number of friends of wildlife in Congress might make a
special appropriation possible if it would not conflict with your conser-
vation program.

Sincerely,
H. A. WaLLACE
[13:0F 1-F:Ts]
* Answered post, 615.
599 MiLBurN L. WiLsON, ACTING SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE,

TO ROOSEVELT
WasHINGTON, March 6, 1937

Dear MR. PrRESIDENT: I am advised that S. 206 has passed both
the Senate and the House of Representatives and is now before you for
approval. This bill provides for a preliminary examination and survey
by the War Department of the Snake River and its tributaries in Idaho,
Washington, and Oregon, with a view to control of floods in accordance
with the provisions of the Omnibus Flood Control Act, approved June
22, 1936. Several weeks ago, the Department of Agriculture prepared
an amendment to S. 206 for the consideration of the Chairman of the
House Committee on Flood Control but, unfortunately, the report did
not receive the required Administration clearance before final action
was taken by Congress.
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S. 206 is deficient in that no authorization is given the Department
of Agriculture to make the necessary preliminary examination and sur-
vey of the watershed of the Snake River.

Congress declared in the Flood Control Act of 1936, to which S. 206
is related, that hereafter investigations and improvements of waterways
for flood control shall be under the jurisdiction of the War Department,
and investigations of watersheds and measures for run-off and water-
flow retardation and soil-erosion prevention on watersheds shall be under
the jurisdiction of the Department of Agriculture. Pursuant to this dec-
laration, Section 6 of the Act authorized the Secretaries of War and
of Agriculture to make such preliminary examinations and surveys on
the waterways and watersheds respectively of 222 designated localities.
Thus Congress, for the first time, recognized the necessity of tackling
the flood control problem simultaneously on the land and in the streams.
This was a remarkable step forward and it would be unfortunate if we
now began sacrificing or handicapping this policy.

I therefore hope that, in approving S. 206, you will call the attention
of the Senate Committee on Commerce and the House Committee on
Flood Control, to the deficiency in that legislation and recommend to
the Congress: (1) That it enact legislation which will authorize the
Department of Agriculture to examine and survey all watersheds of rivers
which the War Department, under previous legislation and including
S. 206, has been authorized to survey; (2) that this principle be adhered
to in any future legislation which relates to the Flood Control Act of
1936. I am attaching a suggested bill which would suffice for the first
purpose and suggested language for inclusion in future flood-control
legislation.

Sincerely yours, M. L. W
. L. WiLsoN

[13:0F 1:7S]

*These two drafts, of one page each, are present. S. 206 was approved March 4,
1937 (50 Stat. 26), without comment by Roosevelt.

600 Henry A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, TO
RoOSEVELT

[WasHINGTON] March 13, 1937

Dear MR. PresmenT: With reference to your memorandum of
January 23, 1937, concerning the possibilities of tree planting in the
Great Plains region, the Forest Service, Soil Conservation Service, and
the Bureau of Plant Industry, of this Department, submit the following:

In Zone 1, to the westward (map attached), lack of rainfall and
moisture, and particularly wind in relation to evaporation, restrict the
opportunities for tree planting to (a) limited areas having particularly
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favorable conditions and (b) individual farmsteads where special care
can be given and where small windbreaks will make the prairies a better
place to live, though not affecting mass wind movement or soil erosion.
Only some 500,000 acres in Zone 1 are considered favorable for tree
planting, mostly in small units.

In Zone 2, to the eastward, additional rainfall and moisture, with
lessened wind and evaporation, provide more favorable conditions for
tree planting, some 5,500,000 acres in this Zone being considered favor-
able for such purpose. It is within Zone 2 that the National shelterbelt
was projected. Conditions for tree growth are sufficiently favorable
in many parts of this area to promise success for relatively large-scale
tree plantings. The locations must be selected, however, and tree plant-
ing alone can not be counted on for erosion control.

Although there are over 20,000,000 acres of publicly-owned lands
within the Great Plains, these occur in Zone 1, and only a very small
part is suitable for tree planting. Most of it is in grass, and grass must
be relied upon primarily to control erosion. Within Zone 2, where
large-scale tree planting is considered practicable by the Forest Service,
there is no public domain.

Experimental and demonstrational plantings, under many conditions,
in both Zones 1 and 2 should be continued and expanded to provide a
background of fact for planning the continued program of small-scale
and large-scale planting, and also to promote by example the private
plantings of windbreaks around the farmsteads which will be conducive
to better social conditions for our Great Plains families.

The recommendations by the Great Plains Committee offer definite
support for tree planting as an integrated part of the larger erosion-
control program. The Presidential Order authorizing a large-scale shel-
terbelt planting provided for the first time a plan for comprehensive
action. Over 32,000 acres have been planted in two years with emer-
gency funds in spite of limitations by the constant questioning of legal
and fiscal authority. The Norris-Doxey Farm Forestry Bill (S. 1504
and H. R. 4728), if enacted, would furnish such additional legislative
authority as is needed. With provision of the necessary funds, the
Department is prepared to undertake the planting on a scale leading
very rapidly to at least 125,000 acres a year on farm lands in Zone 2.

It is estimated that annual appropriations of $3,250,000 for planting
in Zone 2, and $100,000 for an adequate program of research and dem-
onstration in Zones 1 and 2, would be needed.

The planting can be done. It is essential, however, that the organic
legislation now in process be passed and that there be continuity of
financing.*

Respectfully yours,

[HENrRY A. WALLACE]
[13:0F 1-C:cCT]
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! An attached memorandum, Roosevelt to the Acting Director of the Budget,
written at Warm Springs, March 17, 1937, reads, “Will you speak to me about this
on my return?”’

6o1 Harorp L. Ickes, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL RESOURCES
COMMITTEE, TO ROOSEVELT

WasHINGTON, Mar. 16, 1937

My pEAR MR. PRESIDENT: For your information I am forwarding
herewith a copy of a second report on Water Pollution, prepared by a
special committee of the National Resources Committee.

The members of the National Resources Committee have not yet
had an opportunity to examine this document, and it is transmitted in
advance of their consideration only because hearings are proposed on
bills concerning this matter during the next week.

Sincerely yours,

Harorp L. IckEs
[13:0F 1092:TS]

*Second Report on Water Pollution by the Special Advisory Committee on Water
Pollution (Washington, 1937). The report was endorsed by the National Resources
Committee and officially submitted to Roosevelt by Ickes in a letter of March 22,
1937 (OF 1092). It recommended that Federal financial assistance in pollution
abatement be continued, that pollution control work be integrated with other water
conservation activities, and that no new Federal regulatory legislation be enacted.
A bill before Congress at this time (H. R. 2711, introduced by Representative Vinson
of Kentucky on Jan. 12, 1937) proposed the establishment of a Division of Water
Pollution Control in the United States Public Health Service, and the authorization
of annual grants or loans amounting to as much as $700,000 for the construction of
pollution-abatement facilities by public and non-public agencies and corporations.
In the debate in the House, Faddis (Pa.) criticized the bill on the ground that it
lacked teeth and would be ineffectual inl stopping pollution of streams by industries.
Vinson defended it as being a gradual approach to the problem.

In connection with Ickes’ reference (in the letter here printed) to pending legis-
lation, it may be noted that in the debate it was brought out that the Budget Bureau
had reported to the Treasury Department that enactment of the bill would not be
in accord with the President’s program. Vinson replied that he was not aware of
this and that so far as he knew, the President was not against the measure. He also
said that the National Resources Committee was behind his bill “with all their power
and strength.” It is clear from the debate, however, that Administration support
was not in evidence. The bill was passed by both House and Senate but in different
forms and at the end of the session it was before a conference committee (Cong. Rec.,
75th Cong., 1st sess., 81: 1, 196; 81: 4, 3679-3700; 81: 8, 8947-8B951, 8954-8957,
9182-9183). Passed in the following session, the bill was vetoed by Roosevelt; see
his veto message, post, 799.
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602 RooseverLT TO HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF
AGRICULTURE

WarM SpriNGs, GEORGIA, March 17, 1937

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE: I think this
will interest you. The nub of the whole question is this: if a farmer
in up-State New York or Georgia or Nebraska or Oregon, through bad
use of his land, allows his land to erode, does he have the inalienable
right as owner to do this, or has the community, i. e., some form of
governmental agency, the right to stop him?

F.D.R.

[Notation:T] Letter from Mrs. Caroline O’Day, MC, 3/12/37 to Miss
LeHand, enclosing letter to Mrs. O’Day from Dorothy Straus, 475
Fifth Ave., NYC, 3/2/97, in re Standard Soil Erosion Act and its
possible effects in New York.

[13:0F 732:CT]

*These letters were presumably retained by Wallace. The act referred to was
the Standard State Soil Conservation Districts Law.

603 RooSEVELT TO SENATOR ELBERT D. THOMAS OoF UTAH

WasHINGTON, March 29, 1937

My DEAR SENATOR THOMAS: I have received your letter of Janu-
ary 29, requesting that an Executive order be issued permitting prospect-
ing for minerals and the locating of mining claims under the United
States mining laws on lands withdrawn and included in national game
preserves.

National game preserves have been established by Executive order
either by virtue of the authority vested in the President or pursuant to
specific acts of Congress, and jurisdiction thereover is conferred by law
upon the Secretary of Agriculture. The Congress did not provide that
the United States mining laws shall be applicable to lands included in
such game preserves but, on the contrary, application of the mining
laws thereto is seemingly precluded by the provisions of Section 10 of the
Migratory Bird Conservation Act of February 18, 1929 (45 Stat. 1222).
Consequently, I believe that your objective may be effected only through
an act of Congress.’

Sincerely yours,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
[13:0F 378: cT]

! Drafted by the Interior Department.
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604. RooseveLT To HARRY H. WOODRING, SECRETARY OF WAR

[WasHINGTON] Apr. 3, 1937

My DEAR MR. SECRETARY: It is my understanding that following
aresolution of the Flood Control Committee of the House of Representa-
tives, the United States Engineer Corps was delegated to review the flood
control programs of the Ohio River and the Lower Mississippi River.

It is my further understanding that General Markham is prepared in
the immediate future to submit a report on that subject.

In view of the great importance of this enterprise and its probable
relationships to other water resources problems in the same areas, I am
requesting that the report of General Markham be submitted to me for
review before it is finally submitted to Congress and that it be withheld
from any public use or release until it has been submitted to me.

It is my intention to submit this preliminary document to the National
Resources Committee for review and for careful clearance and discus-
sions with other Federal agencies having major water interests in both
of these basins.

It is my wish that this procedure be followed with respect to any
future similar reports which you may be called upon to submit to the
Congress or to any Committee or member thereof.

Sincerely yours,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
[Notation:As] DWB*
[13:0F 25-N:CT]

* Acting Budget Director Daniel W. Bell, in whose agency this letter was drafted.

Answered post, 610.

605 RooseveLT To HaroLpD L. ICKES, SECRETARY OF THE
INTERIOR, AND ARNO B. CAMMERER, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL
PARK SERVICE

[WasHINGTON] April 5, 1937

MEMORANDUM . . . In regard to the Great Smoky Park, I under-
stand that North Carolina has made all of its necessary land purchases
and that we are held up by Tennessee’s failure to complete its acreage.
Would it be possible, under the law, to open the North Carolina side
of the Park? Perhaps this would encourage Tennessee to complete
their purchases as agreed on.*

r. DR,
FDR/DJ
[13:0F 6-P:cCT]

* A report on this query was made by Cammerer to Ickes, April 17, 1937 (OF 6-F) ;

see post, 652.
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606 RoosSevELT TO THE CONGRESS

Tue Wurte House, April 5, 1937

To TuE ConGrRESS OF THE UNITED STATES: On March 21, 1933,
I addressed a message to the Congress in which I stated:

I propose to create a civilian conservation corps to be used in simple
work, not interfering with normal employment, and confining itself to
forestry, the prevention of soil erosion, flood control and similar projects.
I call your attention to the fact that this type of work is of definite, practical

value, not only through the prevention of great present financial loss, but
also as a means of creating future national wealth.

The prompt consideration given to this message by Congress resulted
in the enactment, on March g1, 1933, of Public No. 5, to provide for
the relief of unemployment through the performance of useful public
work; and on April 5, 1933, by Executive Order, I set up the office of
Emergency Conservation Work to carry the above Act into effect.

It is not necessary to go into detail regarding the accomplishments of
the Corps. You are acquainted with the physical improvements that
have taken place in our forests and parks as a result of the activities of
the Corps and with the wealth that is being added to our natural re-
sources for the benefit of future generations. More important than
the material gain, however, is the improvement we find in the moral
and physical well-being of our citizens who have been enrolled in the
Corps and of their families who have been assisted by monthly allotments
of pay.

The functions of the Corps expire under authority of present law on
June 30, 1937.

In my Budget Message to Congress on January 5 of this year I indi-
cated that the Corps should be continued and recommended that legis-
lation be enacted during the present session to establish the Corps as a
permanent agency of the Government. Such continuance or establish-
ment is desirable notwithstanding the great strides that have been made
toward national recovery, as there is still need for providing useful and
healthful employment for a large number of our youthful citizens.

I am convinced that there is ample useful work in the protection,
restoration and development of our national resources, upon which the
services of the Corps may be employed advantageously for an extended
future period. It should be noted that this program will not in any
respect reduce normal employment opportunities for our adult workers;
in fact, the purchase of simple materials, of food and clothing and of
other supplies required for the operations of the Corps tends to increase
employment in industry.

I recommend, therefore, that provision be made for a permanent
Corps of 300,000 youths (and war veterans), together with 10,000
Indians and 5,000 enrollees in our territories and insular possessions. It
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would appear, after a careful study of available information, that, with
improved business conditions, these numbers represent the maximum
expected enrollment. To go beyond this number at this time would
open new and difficult classifications of enrollment, and the additional
cost would seriously affect the financial position of the Treasury.

I trust that the Congress will deem it wise to enact legislation making
permanent the Civilian Conservation Corps.*

FrRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT

[W. H. PRESS RELEASES : M|

* A draft of a bill along the lines suggested by Roosevelt in his letter to Fechner of
Oct. 26, 1936 (ante, 567), was prepared by the Emergency Conservation Work. In
submitting the draft, Acting Director McEntee said that much of the language was
based on previously issued executive orders relating to the administration of the
Civilian Conservation Corps (McEntee to Roosevelt, Feb. 10, 1937, OF 268). This
bill (presumably) was the one introduced in the Senate on April 7 as S. 2102, and
in the House on April 21 as H. R. 6551. (Four other bills to establish a permanent
CCC were introduced in the House between Jan. 5 and April 6, 1937, but none was
reported from committee.) The Senate passed over its bill in favor of the House
bill. The debate in both houses was protracted and the bill as approved June 28,
1937 (50 Stat. 319), was the result of numerous amendments and several House
and Senate conferences. The act did not provide for a permanent agency although
the President’s wishes in this regard were emphasized by the bill’s sponsors. Instead,
the life of the Corps was fixed at three years beginning July 1, 1937. It was to be
employed in (among other things) the protection and restoration of the lands and
waters “and the products thereof” of the United States; it could work on lands of
counties and municipalities, and on private lands under the arrangement sanctioned
by the original act.

Much of the debate on the bill centered on the value of the proposed agency as
a means of rehabilitating and educating unemployed young men. Some criticism
was made, however, of the value of the work done in soil erosion and forestry, and
Representative Rich of Pennsylvania said that in his state much of the work was
“made work™ (Cong. Rec., 75th Cong., 1st sess., 81:4, 3705, 4349-4353, 4353—4401 ;
81:5, 4762-4769, 4825-4831, 48314845, 5371-5373; 81:6, 6095-6102, 6203-6205,
6299-6306).

607 Press CoNrFERENCE, Executive Offices of the White House,
April 6, 1937, 4:10 P. M.

[Excerpt] Q: Mr. President, are your plans for flood control near-
ing completion now? There are several schemes up on the Hill to
create authorities of various sorts, and they seem to have boiled down
in the last —

The President: That’s it. I am trying to boil them down and see
if we can’t get them in somewhat orderly shape, which they are not
in now.

As you know, there has been a habit—I suppose it has been in existence
forty or fifty years, as far as I know—on any flood control project or
any river or harbor improvement, on any suggestion that has been
made either by a committee or by a member of a committee that they
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would like such and such a river deepened or such and such a harbor
dredged out, they have had a habit of sending directly for a report and
recommendation from some Government agency involved. It may be
the Reclamation Service, or it may be the Army Engineers or it may be
any one of half a dozen different agencies. Then the particular agency
so asked has been in the habit, in the past, of sending back their rec-
ommendations to the Committee of the Congress, in many cases without
even referring it to the head of their own Department. Well, of course,
the net result is that you get favorable recommendations from different
Government bureaus for perfectly obvious reasons. They would like
to do the additional work. That is only human. It is a perfectly
natural thing. But there has never been any organization to tie the
whole thing in together as part of a national program.

I took up the other day with the Secretary of War and the Chief
of Army Engineers many requests that have come down this year in
regard to recommendations for different flood control projects. I also
took it up with the Secretary of the Interior and got the recommenda-
tions from the Reclamation Service." From now on such recommenda-
tions will be made, in complete form, by the bureau involved—that is
all right—but they will come via the Secretary of the department to me.
Then, pending the Reorganization Bill—until that goes through and
goes into effect, as I hope it will, until that time—I will then take the
bureau recommendation, which may have on it some comment from
the head of the department, and send it to some appropriate reviewing
authority, such, for example, as the National Resources Committee, for
their comment. It won’t take long, only a matter of a few days. It
will then come back to my desk and then I may or may not add my
comment and send the whole works up to the committee of the Congress
so that they will have a complete picture, starting with the original
recommendation of the bureau plus the comments on it all the way
through to the responsible planning agency, and in that way I hope
we will get a little more order out of it.

Q: When you say these will come to you through the secretary, do
you mean the Secretary of War?

The President: Any one of the secretaries. It may be the Secretary
of Agriculture, the Secretary of War, the Secretary of the Interior.

Q: Would this mean taking the Army Engineers out of the picture
to some extent?

The President: No. Their recommendation will go as they make
it to the Hill, absolutely. There was a fool editorial about a week ago
about how the Army Engineers were going to be taken out of doing any
public works.  Of course that is crazy—perfectly silly.

[19:PRESIDENT’S PRESS CONFERENCES:T]
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* Secretary of War Woodring and Chief of Army Engineers Markham were at the
White House on April 5; Secretary of Interior Ickes was there on April 2 (PPF 1-0O).

608 Henry A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, TO
RoOOSEVELT

[WasHINGTON] April 6, 1937

Dear MR. PresmENT: Congressman Whittington, Chairman of the
Flood Control Committee of the House of Representatives, has invited
the Department of Agriculture to offer suggestions for advancing the
flood control program under the Flood Control Act approved June 22,
1936. I understand that hearings will probably be held by that Com-
mittee during the week of April 5, and that at these hearings considera-
tion will be given to proposed amendments to the Act approved June 22,
1936, and to bills providing for additional examinations, surveys, and
flood control operations, to take advantage of the experience of the past
year.

I have prepared a letter for transmission to Congressman Whitting-
ton raising three considerations which the Department wishes to present
for the attention of the Committee at these hearings. The proposed
letter is attached hereto. May I ask you to advise me whether it is
satisfactory to you that that letter be submitted? *

May I call your attention especially to the third point, discussion of
which begins on page four of the accompanying proposed letter? In
your recent letters to the Governors of the forty-eight States you recom-
mended the adoption by State legislatures of legislation along the lines
of the Standard State Soil Conservation Districts Law, to provide for
State and local cooperation in erosion control. That same statute is
appropriate to enable States and localities to provide similar cooperation
in the watershed phases of the flood control programs of the Federal
Government. Section g of the Flood Control Act of June 22, 1936, now
requires State and local cooperation with the War Department in its
operations for flood control, but that Act does not now require such
cooperation in the work that the Department of Agriculture will be
doing on the watersheds in aid of flood control. It is the purpose of
the third point mentioned in the attached proposed letter, to suggest
an amendment to Section g of the Act of June 22, 1936, to provide for
such State and local cooperation with the Department of Agriculture
in work on the watersheds for flood control purposes.

I am informed that at this writing ten States have adopted legislation
along the lines of the Standard Act which you recommended to the
Governors, and that there is good prospect that about ten more States
will take this action during the present sessions of the legislatures.
Amendment of the Flood Control Act of June 22, 1936 in the manner
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I have suggested, will authorize the Secretary of Agriculture to require
the adoption of such legislation in aid of flood control work on the
watersheds, as a condition to the performance of such work in the State
by the Federal Government, and will measurably facilitate the adoption
of such legislation in the remaining States. The States will then be
in position to cooperate both in erosion control and in the watershed
phases of flood control.
Sincerely yours,
[HENrY A. WALLACE]

[Notation:A] HAW OK FDR 4-7-37

[13:0F 25-N:cT]

*Wallace’s letter made three proposals. The first was that the Congressional
policy declared by the 1936 Flood Control Act, that the Agriculture Department
should have charge of Federal investigations of watersheds and of measures for
waterflow retardation and soil erosion prevention, be made effective in all pending
flood control bills. The second was that such authorization be given to the Agricul-
ture Department in cases where legislation had already been enacted. The third
was that the 1936 Flood Control Act be amended to provide for state and local
cooperation in watershed surveys to be conducted by the Agriculture Department.

609 RooseveLt TOo HEeENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF
AGRICULTURE, AND OTHERS

WasHINGTON, April 8, 1937

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, THE RE-
SETTLEMENT ADMINISTRATOR, THE ACTING DIRECTOR OF THE BUDGET,
THE SOLICITOR OF THE INTERIOR DEPARTMENT: Will you please meet
and discuss what is apparently the only remaining question in regard
to this proposed bill (assuming that the bill method is preferable to the
estimate of appropriation method): this question is whether Federal
funds should be appropriated for the purchase of lands in the Columbia
Basin?

One of the principal reasons for the development of this Basin has
been the settling of families from other parts of the country who have
migrated for economic reasons from submarginal farms, or who will
be removed from submarginal farms because of the purchase of these
lands by the Government, thus eliminating the lands from crop
production.

We have always discussed the possibility of the Government buying
new irrigable lands and settling submarginal farmers on them. It is,
in fact, closely akin to the conflict in the House Agricultural Committee
now pending.*

F.D.R.
[13:0F gb0:cT]
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*The bill referred to was S. 2172, to prevent speculation in the Columbia Basin
lands to be made irrigable by the Grand Coulee dam, approved May 27, 1937 (50
Stat. 208). This placed restrictions on the size of farms and provided for the
recapture by the Government of excessive profits in the sale of land but did not
provide for the purchase of lands by the Government.

610 Harry H. WoODRING, SECRETARY OF WAR, TO ROOSEVELT

WasHINGTON, April 8, 1937

Dear MRr. PrResmENT: I submit herewith, in compliance with the
instructions contained in your letter of April g, 1937, the report of the
Chief of Engineers containing a comprehensive flood control plan for
the Ohio and Lower Mississippi Valleys called for by Resolution of the
Committee on Flood Control of the House of Representatives.

Under former procedure this report would be submitted direct to the
Chairman of the Committee on Flood Control. The Department has
been of the view that the scope of the project makes it of such significance
in the national program as to warrant deviation from the established
procedure. Accordingly, the report was prepared prior to the receipt of
your letter of April 3, with a view to its transmission to Congress with an
appropriate message from you. A draft of such a message is also sub-
mitted herewith.*

Respectfully yours,

Harry H. WoobrinG
[13:0F 25-N:TS]

* This draft was not used; see below.

611 RoOOSEVELT TO THE INATIONAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE

WasHINGTON, April 8, 1937

MEMORANDUM FOR THE NATIONAL REsources CoMMITTEE: I en-
close letter from the Secretary of War accompanying report of Chief
of Engineers relating to flood control plan for Ohio and Lower Missis-
sippi Valleys.*

As this report must be transmitted to the Committee on Flood Control
of the House of Representatives, I should like to have the comment
of the National Resources Committee on it.

At the same time it occurs to me that you will desire to consult with
members of the former Great Plains Drought Committee and the former
Water Resources Committee, both of whom made reports relating at
least in part to the general subject of flood control.?
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I hope I may have your report within a week, as I desire to advise the
Committee of the House of Representatives as soon as possible.”

F.D.R.
[13:0F 25-N:T]

* Above.

*The report of the Great Plains Committee, The Future of the Great Plains
(Washington, 1936), makes little mention of flood control. By “former Water Re-
sources Committee” Roosevelt apparently meant its predecessor, the Water Planning
Committee of the National Resources Board. This committee issued a report en-

titled, Floods in the United States, Magnitude and Frequency (Washington, 1936).
* April 28, 1937, post, 618.

612 MarviN H. McINTYRE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY TO THE
PrESIDENT, TO SENATOR HATTIE W. CARAWAY OF ARKANSAS

[WasuiNcTON] April 14, 1937

My pearR MRrs. Caraway: The President asks me to thank you for
your letter of April tenth, calling attention to the letter you received.'

May I say, quite frankly, the President feels as you do that the Corps
of Engineers is competent, capable and qualified to handle flood control
matters. However, the whole policy of flood control, as handled by the
Army engineers, involves also the problems of agriculture and forestry.

You are familiar, of course, with the studies and consideration given,
over the past few years, to the whole question. The problem is being
treated in its entirety, and the questions of soil conservation, forestry,
etc., are as much a part of flood control as is the building of dams and
reservoirs. For this reason, the President feels that the National Re-
sources Board should have the opportunity to study and make recom-
mendations on all flood control projects.

Sincerely yours,

[MarviN H. McINTYRE]
MHM/K/MWD
[13:0F 25-N:CT]

*Senator Caraway (OF 25-N) said that her correspondent opposed referral of
the Army Engineers’ flood control plan to the National Resources Committee for
review and insisted that the plan should be turned over to the Army Engineers for
immediate action. Senate Joint Resolution 57, introduced by Senator Caraway on
Jan. 30, 1937, provided for the direct submission to Congress by the Chief of En-

gineers of a comprehensive national flood control plan (Cong. Rec., 75th Cong., 1st
sess., 81: 1, 605).
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613 CuarrLes E. MerriaM, AcTING CHAIRMAN, ADVISORY
CoMmMITTEE TO THE NATIONAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE, TO
RoOSEVELT

WasHiNeTON, April 19, 1937

My pEaR MR. PRESIDENT: In accordance with your memorandum
of April 8, requesting the comments of the National Resources Commit-
tee on the Report of the Chief of Engineers relating to a flood control
plan for the Ohio and Lower Mississippi Valleys, the Advisory Commit-
tee requested our Water Resources Committee to consult with members
of the former Mississippi Valley Committee and the Great Plains Drought
Committee. As a result of their deliberations the Water Committee
submits the attached recommendations and comments, which are con-
curred in by the Advisory Committee.

In addition to the points raised by the Water Committee, the Advisory
Committee wishes to call your attention to the relation of the activities
proposed in the Report of the Chief of Engineers to problems of fiscal
policy and public works planning. The data submitted by the Chief
of Engineers does not give sufficient information to judge the effect of
these construction projects on the market for materials of construction
and on the nature and location of the labor required for building dams
and dikes.

The Advisory Committee recommends:

(1) That the Report of the Chief of Engineers be returned to the
War Department for further consideration, review and development in
collaboration with other interested agencies, as outlined in paragraph %
of the Water Committee Report; and

(2) That, in order to secure effective participation in this proposed
collaborative reconsideration of the plan, modest additional resources
be made available to the several agencies, other than the War Depart-
ment, for employment of special consultants and for appropriate con-
tacts with State and local groups. The aggregate sum need not ex-
ceed $175,000 and might be made available either through the National
Resources Committee or direct to the agencies concerned.

In the absence of Chairman Ickes and Vice Chairman Delano, and
in view of your request for a report within a week, it has not been practi-
cable to secure the views of the members of the National Resources Com-
mittee. It has therefore fallen to me to submit these statements by the
Advisory Committee and the Water Resources Committee.

Sincerely yours,

CHARLES E. MERRIAM
[13:0F 25-N:CTS]

[41]



614 [Enclosure]
WasuINGTON, April 17, 1937
Memorandum by the Water Resources Committee on the Report by
the Chief of Engineers on a “Comprehensive Flood Control Plan
for Ohio and Lower Mississippi Rivers,” Under Date of April 6, 1937

The Water Resources Committee has reviewed the Report of the Chief
of Engineers on a “Comprehensive Flood Control Plan for Ohio and
Lower Mississippi Rivers,” dated April 6, 1937, and, after consultation
with members of the former Mississippi Valley Committee, Water Plan-
ning Committee, and Great Plains Committee, presents the following
findings and recommendations:

I. Summary of Report of the Chief of Engineers

1. The Report of the Chief of Engineers is in response to a resolution
of the Committee on Flood Control of the House of Representatives,
dated February 10, 1937. The Report is dated April 6, 1937.

2. The Report submits revised plans for protective works against floods
in the Ohio Valley and plans to insure further protection in the Missis-
sippi Valley in the light of the January-February 1937 flood.

3. The Report proposes, in addition to projects already authorized,
additional reservoirs, levees, flood walls, and other works, and the pur-
chase of lands and rights-of-way, at an estimated cost of more than $800,-
000,000, of which approximately one-third would be borne by local
interests under existing policy.

II. Previous Plans

4. On the Lower Mississippi River the present levee system had its
beginning in the New Orleans area as early as 1717. The United
States had expended less than $1,000,000 up to 1879. By 1927 $340,-
000,000 had been spent by the Federal Government and local groups
on the Mississippi River below Cairo, of which sum only $80,000,000
were Federal funds. The Flood Control Act of May 15, 1928, au-
thorized additional Federal appropriations for this River of $325,000,000.
The Act of June 15, 1936 (known as the Overton Act), amended the
Act of 1928, modifying the physical plan, and authorized an appropria-
tion of $272,000,000 in addition to unexpended balances under the
1928 Act. In addition to the work authorized by the Overton Act of
June 15, 1936, flood control works on tributaries of the Mississippi are
authorized in the Flood Control Act of June 22, 1936, to the extent of
$92,000,000 (exclusive of Ohio River reservoirs).

On the Ohio River approximately $130,000,000 has been expended
or authorized for flood control reservoirs, such as in the Miami Con-
servancy District, the Muskingum Watershed Conservancy District and
for a reservoir system authorized under the ‘Flood Control Act of June
22, 1936 ($33,000,000 was for the Miami Conservancy District plan).
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To these authorized or completed expenditures of $1,200,000,000 the
Report of April 6, 1937, contemplates adding further expenditures of
approximately $805,000,000 covering both Federal and local contribu-
tions.

ITI. Some Underlying Considerations

5. The Committee recognizes the fact that the scope of the Report of
the Chief of Engineers is circumscribed by the resolution adopted by the
Committee on Flood Control of the House of Representatives on
February 10, 1937, but it feels impelled, nevertheless, to consider flood
control as only one phase of the interlocking problems related to the
control and use of water.

6. From this point of view, the plan proposed in the Report appears
to be neither truly comprehensive nor effectively integrated.

7. The Report is silent on various problems of water and land that
are inherent in or related to flood control and that are represented by
such other Federal agencies as the Tennessee Valley Authority, the
Federal Power Commission, the United States Public Health Service,
the Bureau of Biological Survey and the Soil Conservation Service. It
views these uses of water and land as only incidental to flood protection.
It leaves their proper integration in later years too much to the future
discretion of the War Department.

8. The Report appears to suggest important modifications in the prin-
ciples of local participation in the costs of flood protection as established
in the Flood Control Act approved June 22, 1936, and it undoubtedly
will stimulate renewed efforts in various quarters to shift to the Federal
Government entire financial responsibility for the amelioration of flood
conditions.

9. The Report fails to present convincing economic and social justifi-
cation for the huge expenditure it proposes (more than $800,000,000
in addition to existing unexpended authorizations of more than $400,-
000,000). It states merely that “the real justification for this large
expenditure is to be found in the saving of human life and suffering and
in the prevention of the disturbances of the affairs of the nation brought
about by a flood disaster.” The Committee emphasizes the obvious fact
that the expenditure in other ways of more than a billion dollars could
bring far greater returns in reduction of deaths. Certainly, more
definite bases for the justification of the proposed program are desirable.

10. The Report does not consider the flood regulation effects of the
work now under way or proposed in the Tennessee Valley, in spite of
the fact that the system of flood-control reservoirs now under construc-
tion or planned by the Tennessee Valley Authority on the Tennessee
River system is expected to reduce crest flood flows at Paducah and
Cairo by 200,000 second feet.
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11. In the absence of basic supporting data regarding costs of con-
struction, estimated damages, benefits and the like, it is impossible to
separate tributary benefits from main river benefits. A clear exposition
is desirable of exactly what benefits are to be attained at different places
under various conditions of flood flow.

12. The Report makes no recommendations concerning such methods
of reducing flood hazards as improved flood forecasting, the zoning of
flood plains, the relocation and duplication of important key public
utilities and the establishment of programs to prevent unwise encroach-
ment upon river channels and their flood plains. Adequate forecasts of
flood stages and effective plans for the evacuation of lowland dwellers in
times of emergency could largely prevent, at comparatively trivial cost,
the destruction of human life by floods.

IV. Recommendations

13. Since reasonably rapid progress in the control and alleviation of
floods in the Mississippi Basin may be accomplished by measures indi-
cated below, the Committee recommends that Congress withhold au-
thorization of the plan involving works costing over $800,000,000 as
recommended by the Chief of Engineers pending the completion of in-
vestigations herein proposed.

14. The Committee recommends that the 14 reservoir projects for the
Ohio Basin, previously recommended by this Committee and already
authorized by Congress, be listed for immediate construction, when the
studies by the Corps of Engineers in collaboration with other Federal
agencies have been completed. These reservoirs already have been
authorized by the Congress and appropriations for them would involve
approximately $85,000,000 in projects for construction during the next
two years.

15. The Committee recommends that the construction of levees, flood
walls and other works for the protection of cities and towns on the main
Ohio River be undertaken whenever practicable plans are available and
wherever appropriate local participation is assured, as required by the
Flood Control Act approved June 22, 1936. Such a program should
be woven into any new work relief policy, and it might aggregate
$190,000,000 according to the Report of the Chief of Engineers.

16. The Committee recommends that any further participation by
the Federal Government in cooperative flood control be made contin-
gent upon proper action by state and local governments, satisfactory to
the Secretary of War, restricting new and uneconomic encroachments
upon flood plains. Only by such restrictions will it be practicable to
prevent further encroachment, some of which would be encouraged by
the construction of reservoirs.

17. The Committee has previously recommended purchase in fee sim-
ple of floodways along the Lower Mississippi and it now recommends
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that authority be granted the Secretary of War to make such purchases
in cases where the cost of flowage rights approximates the full cost of
the land.

18. With respect to the other features of the plan proposed in the
Report, aggregating over $600,000,000, the Committee finds that fur-
ther analysis and appraisal of the entire plan by the interested agencies,
and by the employment of special consultants are necessary. If and
when these are undertaken additional funds will be necessary.

19. The Committee also suggests that such analysis should be made in
consultation with state and local authorities from time to time on the
various aspects of the comprehensive program herein discussed, inasmuch
as many phases of the flood control problem obviously affect diversified
interests.

20. The Committee recommends that the Department of Agricul-
ture be authorized, in extension of a procedure sanctioned by the Flood
Control Act of June 22, 1936, to extend its surveys of watershed areas
to all parts of the Mississippi Basin with a view to determining desirable
measures for retarding runoff, controlling soil erosion, and reducing the
shoaling of river channels with erosional debris. The Committee is
informed that the Secretary of Agriculture has already requested such
authority.

Respectfully submitted,

[ABeL WoLmaN, Chairman]
[13:0F 25-N:CT]

615 RooseveLT TO HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF
AGRICULTURE

[WasHINGTON, April 20, 1937]

My pEAR MR. SECRETARY : Reference is made to your letter of March
4, 1937, in which you advocate the acquisition of additional lands for
wildlife refuges and request permission to attempt to secure funds for
this purpose from Congress, in case no money is available for allocation
now or in the immediate future.

I am sure you are well aware of my interest in the conservation of
wildlife but, in the light of our financial condition as I see it now and
as I am able to see it for this and the next fiscal year, I do not feel justi-
fied at this time in giving my approval to the land-purchase program
which you have submitted. You will readily appreciate this after con-
sideration of my message to the Congress on the subject of our fiscal
affairs.

As to the allocation of emergency relief funds for the purchase of
additional lands for wildlife refuges, I find that there are no balances
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from prior appropriations available for such purposes and due to the
necessity of holding to the minimum the amount which I must ask
Congress to appropriate for work relief of the unemployed during the
fiscal year 1938, no provision can be made for the purchase of land
from such funds.*

Sincerely yours,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[Notation:A] 4/20/37
[Notation:as] DWB

[13:0F 1-F:CT]

*Drafted by the Budget Bureau. Acting Budget Director Bell, in a letter to
Roosevelt enclosing the draft, April 20, 1937 (OF 1-F), said that the Biological
Survey was not the only Government agency that wished to add to its land holdings.
“There is the Forest Service, for instance, backed by strong groups interested in
forestry, insisting upon material additions to the national forests. To approve the
request for one activity would open the door for numerous requests which it would
be difficult to resist.”

616 RoosEVELT TO HAROLD L. ICKES, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR

[WasHINGTON] April 21, 1937

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR: Represent-
ative Caroline O’Day of New York is asking about the possibility of
making Admiralty Island a wild life sanctuary until such time as it
may be turned into a National Park. Will you and the Secretary of
Agriculture talk this over and let me have a recommendation? *

F.D.R.
FDR/TMB
[13:0F 378:cT]

* Mrs. O’Day, writing April 17, 1937 (OF 378), had urged that something be done
about Admiralty Island before the opening of the bear hunting season. See post, 645.

617 RooseveELT To DANIEL W. BELL, AcTING DIRECTOR, BUREAU
OF THE BUDGET

WasHINGTON, April 28, 1937

MemoranpuM FOR D. W. B.: I have already told several leaders in
House and Senate that in any new flood control work the state, county
or municipality should pay for all lands, easements and rights of way
for flood control works and that the U. S. Government would pay only
for the flood control works and nothing for the land.
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Please pass that along to the necessary Chairman, etc.*

F.D.R.
(Dictated but not signed)
FDR/DJ

[13:0F 132—C:CT]

* This was in reply to a memorandum on the subject from Bell, April 27, 1937
(OF 132-C).

618 RoOSEVELT TO REPRESENTATIVE WiLLIAM M. WHITTINGTON
oF Mississippi, CHAIRMAN, House CoMMITTEE oN FLoop
CONTROL

EN rouTE To NEW ORLEANS, April 28, 1937

My pEAR JuncE WHITTINGTON: I enclose the report of the Chief
of Engineers made in pursuance of Resolution of the Committee on Flood
Control dated February 10, 1937.

Under the Resolution, this report covers a review of the reports sub-
mitted in House Documents Nos. 259 and 306, which relate to plans
for a comprehensive reservoir system in the Ohio and Mississippi River
basins. It also covers a review of Flood Control Committee Document
No. 1, 74th Congress, relating to a revision and perfection of flood con-
trol for the alluvial valley of the Mississippi.

The present report relates especially to further flood control measures
in the light of the Ohio River flood of January, 1937.

It will be noted, of course, that the present report, like the three
previous reports, takes up only the subject of flood control works such
as levees and reservoirs, all of these works being intended to keep out
or to hold back waters after they have reached the main stem of the
Mississippi or one of the principal tributaries thereof.

Forty-five new reservoirs in addition to those already authorized
are recommended. The cost of the additional reservoirs would be
$245,958,000.

The total cost of the works proposed for the protection of the Ohio
River Basin would run, in round numbers, $440,000,000; in the Missouri
River Basin to $132,000,000; in the Middle Mississippi Basin to
$153,000,000, and on the Arkansas and White Rivers to $81,000,000.

Mention is made of securing fee simple title to floodways on the
Mississippi River. It occurs to me that, in view of the history of pre-
vious legislation and its results, this is advisable in order that no ques-
tions may arise if it is found necessary to flood these lands. At the
same time, it may be well to consider the possibility of renting these
lands, once fee simple title is acquired, to neighboring farmers, with
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the definite understanding that tillage of these lands is solely at the risk
of the individuals renting them.

Finally, the Chief of Engineers recommends, for additional flood con-
trol and fee simple purchases in the Mississippi Valley proper, an addi-
tional sum of $52,000,000.

To sum up the report, it proposes additional projects over and above
those already authorized at an estimated cost of more than eight hun-
dred million dollars, of which approximately one-third would be borne
by local interests under existing authority.

Recognizing the fact that the report of the Chief of Engineers is lim-
ited by the Committee Resolution to large works such as levees and
reservoirs, I have consulted with other agencies of the Government con-
cerned with the control and use of water.

The report of the Chief of Engineers considers, of course, only one
phase of the very large interlocking problem. For this reason it may
be considered neither truly comprehensive nor effectively integrated.
No opportunity has been possible, in this short space of time, to consider
the report in relation to other Federal agencies, such as the Soil Conser-
vation Service, the Forestry Service, the Tennessee Valley Authority,
the United States Public Health Service, the Federal Power Commission
and others.

For example, the report apparently does not consider the flood regu-
lation work now under construction or planned by the Tennessee Valley
Authority, which system is expected to reduce crest flood flows at Padu-
cah and Cairo by 200,000 second feet.

No serious delay can come if the present Session of the Congress ap-
propriates funds to undertake and continue some of the projects already
authorized by previous Congresses for the Mississippi and Ohio Rivers.
The amount of these appropriations should, of course, be viewed in the
light of the budgetary necessities of the Government.

In the light of all the circumstances attaching to this report, I am
requesting that a further and complete study be made by all of the
Government agencies involved, sitting together as a group to make rec-
ommendations for a complete picture. This report should be available
to the Congress by next January.

One other subject remains—the participation of state and local
authorities in the cost of any of these projects. It is my belief that, for
many reasons, the Federal Government should not be charged with the
cost of the land necessary for levees, dams and reservoirs. This policy
was adopted by the Congress last year in connection with the projects in
the Connecticut River Valley. In that case, while no work has yet been
started, it is iny understanding that the states of Vermont, New Hamp-
shire, Massachusetts and Connecticut are substantially in agreement in
regard to the purchase of the necessary land. It should be made clear,

[48]



however, that if any electric power results from the erection of dams and
reservoirs, the Federal Government alone should have complete author-
ity over the sale of this power.

I'am returning about May 12th, at which time I shall be glad to discuss
this whole subject with you and the members of your Committee in
case you should care to do so.

Very sincerely yours,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
[13:0F 25—N:CT]

* Whittington replied in a long letter of May 5, 1937 (OF 25-N), defending the
Chief of Engineers’ plan:

“The proposed plan appears to be comprehensive for flood control. It would not
conflict with the design and initiation of other improvements for water and soil con-
servation. The authorized beneficial activities of the several departments of the
Government with respect to water and land conservation up to the present time have

scarcely come in contact. When they do approach I feel that the War Department
will fully cooperate with other governmental departments.”

619 RooseveLT To HarRrY H. WOODRING, SECRETARY OF WAR

EN rouTE TO NEW ORLEANS, April 28, 1937

Dear Harry: I have transmitted Gen. Markham’s Flood Control
Report to Chairman Whittington with a letter, of which I enclose a
copy.t

Will you be good enough to have a meeting with Sec. Ickes and Sec.
Wallace in order that the three Departments (including the Water
Resources Committee, National Resources Committee) may work out a
plan for the comprehensive report which I propose be made to the
Congress next January.

It seems to me that in the future, instead of authorizing any new list
of projects for some incredible sum, such as the eight hundred million
dollars recommended herein, we should get Congress to approve, but
not authorize, a five year or ten year plan, authorizing only those works
which we are all agreed on should be commenced within the next two
years and appropriating only for those works to be commenced within the
next year.

Please explain this to General Markham. The present system is an
impossible one and because of budgetary considerations would necessi-
tate my disapproval of any huge authorization.

When I get back we can all talk this over.

Very sincerely yours,
[FRaANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[13:0F 25-N:cCT]

* Above.
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620 RooseverLT To HaroLp L. ICKES, SECRETARY OF THE
INTERIOR

EN rouTE TO NEW ORLEANS, April 28, 1937

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARY IckEs: Please read the enclosed
copies of letters to the Secretary of War and Chairman Whittington
of the Flood Control Committee of the House and get together with
Henry Wallace so that by the time I get back we shall be ready to
proceed with a comprehensive, long-distance plan.

I enclose my own file of correspondence with Wolman and the
Merriam memoranda. Please bring it to me on my return.'

F.D.R.
[13:0F 25-N:CT]

* The first two enclosures mentioned are printed above. The Wolman correspond-
ence consists of a copy of a letter from Roger B. McWhorter, chief engineer of the
Federal Power Commission, to Abel Wolman, chairman of the Water Resources Com-
mittee of the National Resources Committee, April 19, 1937, commenting on a draft
report of the WRC on the Army Engineers’ flood control plan. The Merriam letter,

April 19, 1937, is printed ante, 613. With the second paragraph omitted, the letter
here printed was also sent to Wallace.

621 Harorp L. ICKES, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR, TO JAMES
ROOSEVELT, ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT

WasHINGTON, April 29, 1937

My pEAR MR. RooseverLT: I have received your memorandum of
April 27 and the enclosed correspondence from Congressman Engle-
bright, concerning H. R. 5394 and Senate 1791 which propose to add
a certain area of sugar pine forest to Yosemite National Park.!

In reply I am submitting the following information to refute the
statements contained in Congressman Englebright’s letter. This same
information will be presented before the Public Lands Committee of
both the House and Senate today by representatives of the Department.

The statement that a serious unemployment situation would almost
immediately develop and that other dire consequences would result from
the proposed purchase is grossly exaggerated. In the first place, the
area of timber to be purchased is only 6,700 acres which is a relatively
small area. It is difficult to understand how the purchase of so small
an area of forest as this can seriously affect so many industries. The
timber involved is enough to supply the sawmills of the lumber company
for a period of only four to six years. The proposed purchase does
not include all of the timber owned by the lumber company. It will
have left enough timber to continue its operations for a period of from
five to ten years.
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The labor employed by the lumber company is very largely of a mi-
gratory type. This is due partly to the seasonal character of certain
portions of their work. A census of the employees of this company
taken within the last few days shows the total number of employees to
be 422. Of this number g8 are aliens, the majority being Mexican and
Italian. There are considerably more than 400 men employed during
the summer season and considerably fewer than that during the winter.
The employees own no property in the sawmill town. The lumber
company owns all the cottages and cabins occupied by the laboring
people. The employees have only a transitory interest in their homes
and are little concerned about the proper maintenance of them. They
move readily from place to place in search of employment or more con-
genial surroundings.

As pointed out by Congressman Englebright, there are many other
stands of sugar pine forests in California. There are also many other
logging operations in progress in sugar pine forests of less outstanding
character. Even in Tuolumne County, the same County in which the
proposed purchase is to be made, there are other logging operations
which can furnish employment for the same laborers if they leave their
employment at Merced Falls.

The claim that the proposed purchase will render it impossible for
the Yosemite Valley Railway to continue operation is based on the
assumption that the purchase will cause the Yosemite Sugar Pine Lum-
ber Company to cease operation almost immediately. As pointed out
above, this is not likely to happen for a period of some years. An
examination of the financial statements of the Railway Company shows
that it has succeeded in earning its operating expenses except in the
worst years of the depression. Its income statement shows that it can
continue to do this without the revenue from the lumbering operations.
Officials of the Railroad Company claim there is a reasonable prospect
for the development of mineral industries within a period of 15 or 20
years. They anticipate revenues from such industries to replace revenues
now derived from the lumber traffic.

As it will be possible for this railroad to continue in operation, the
claims that other important industries representing capital investments
of approximately ten million dollars will be wiped out are entirely with-
out foundation.

It is predicted by Congressman Englebright that the proposed pur-
chase probably will cost in excess of three million dollars. It is our
belief that if a reasonable price cannot be arranged through negotia-
tion with the owners of the timber, condemnation proceedings will
result in a price which should not exceed two million dollars.

On the other hand, as an alternative, it has been suggested by the
California State Chamber of Commerce that the area be purchased by
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the Federal Government and the timber be harvested under a plan
whereby roadside strips would be left and the remainder of the timber
would be cut by selective logging. The plan has one serious defect:
whether the forest is logged selectively or by any other method, it is the
very finest trees—the ones it is desired to save—that would be cut down.
Moreover, forests of such huge trees do not thrive in narrow strips be-
cause the trees are subject to wind-throw and, when disturbed, are
more susceptible to the ravages of insects and disease. Such a plan
would be conservation in name only.

It has been stated that the proposed purchase will have little, if any,
effect in attracting additional tourists to Yosemite Park. While this
may be correct, the matter should be considered in another light. It
is quite within reason to expect that the cutting of the timber may have
a very unfavorable effect upon travel to Yosemite Park over the Big
Oak Flat Road. Many people drive to Yosemite Park over that road
because of the charming drive through the sugar pine forest. If the
forest is logged, thereby creating the usual scene of devastation along this
road, visitors will be very severe in their criticism of the Government
because of its failure to protect the beauty which has caused this drive
to be so noteworthy. Economic losses to the towns along this road
because of fewer Yosemite visitors travelling that way may have more
far-reaching effects than the immediate loss of tax revenue in the county.

The bills providing for the saving of this forest are sponsored in Con-
gress by Senator McAdoo and Congressman McGroarty, both of Cali-
fornia, and they are very strongly in favor of the measures. They have
found that there is very widespread sentiment in California favoring this
bill. The only opposition from a California Congressman which has
come to our attention is that of Congressman Englebright, in whose dis-
trict the timber lies. We believe most of his opposition is due to the pro-
tests of county officials who anticipate tax losses. An amendment agree-
able to this Department has been suggested to the House Public Lands
Committee providing reimbursement of the counties for tax losses.

I am enclosing several photographs showing some of the large trees
we are trying to save and others showing what is happening as the result
of the logging operations of the Yosemite Sugar Pine Lumber Company
on its lands adjoining the area we propose to purchase.”

Sincerely yours,

Harorp L. IckEs
[13:0F 6-P:Ts]

* James Roosevelt asked if Ickes thought that he (Ickes) should write to the
chairman of the House Public Lands Committee about the bill. Englebright’s letter
to James Roosevelt, April 26, 1937 (OF 6-P), protested the enactment of the bill:
the nature of his objections is indicated by the letter here printed.

* A copy of this letter was sent to Representative Englebright by James Roosevelt
with a note (May 3, 1937, OF 6-P), saying that in view of Ickes’ report there was
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nothing more he could do. The bills in question, H. R. 5394 and S. 1791, “for the
acquisition of certain lands for, and addition thereof, to the Yosemite National Park,”
were identical; both were introduced on March 8, 1937. Extensive hearings were
held on the House bill by the Public Lands Committee (Acquisition of Lands for,
and Addition thereto, Yosemite National Park in California, Hearings, 75th Cong.,
1st sess., on H. R. 5394, Apr. 20-23, 1937, Washington, 1937). Englebright had
succeeded in persuading the House committee to include a provision in the bill to
reimburse Tuolumne County for the tax loss it would suffer by the taking of its lands.
This, however, was rejected by the House after extended debate. He charged that
the bill was supported principally by the Emergency Conservation Committee of New
York City of which Rosalie Edge was chairman, Davis Quinn was secretary, and
Irving Brant treasurer, and that this committee had no other membership.

The arguments brought against the bill by Englebright are adequately indicated
by the Ickes letter here printed. Representative McGroarty (Calif.), sponsor of the
bill, pointed out that the destruction of the forest would, in a few years, also result
in unemployment and the destruction of capital values, but with nothing left in its
place. The only debate in the Senate was over a minor matter of language which
was settled in conference (Cong. Rec., 75th Cong., 1st sess., 81:5, 5473-5490;
81:6, 6293, 6375, 6429, 6662, 6733, 6739). The act was approved July 9, 1937
(50 Stat. 485).

622 Harorp L. IckES, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR, TO
ROOSEVELT
WasHINGTON, Apr. 29, 1937

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT: Reference is made to Senator
Hayden’s letter of March 12 to you, which was referred to this Depart-
ment by Mr. Marvin H. McIntyre, regarding the possibility of making
funds available for the purchase of certain lands within Saguaro Na-
tional Monument, Arizona.

The Saguaro National Monument was established by proclamation
of March 1, 1933. It contains an area of 72,884 acres of which 63,284
acres are publicly owned, leaving 9,600 acres of alienated lands. There
are 5,920 acres of State-owned lands and 3,680 acres of privately-owned
lands comprising the 9,600 acres of alienated lands. Unfortunately, the
major portion of the finest Saguaro cactus stand in the United States is
located in the area not now controlled by the Federal Government.

Dr. H. L. Shantz, until recently president of the University of Ari-
zona, has described the area as follows:

Nowhere in the world is there so fine a stand of the giant saguaro (Car-
negia gigantia) as in the area included in the University Cactus Forest.
Here the plants rise so close together that at times it is difficult to see
through them for any great distance. Unique as is the area because of the
close stand of saguaro, it is none the less remarkable for the fine stand of
cholla, vignaga, ocotilla, palo verde, and hackberry, as well as hundreds
of other interesting plants. Those who know every portion of the great
Southwest maintain that the area surpasses them all.

To allow this area to pass to private ownership and allow these great

plants to be destroyed or shipped and sold, would not only be a calamity to
Arizona, but to the Nation and to science as well. Unfortuniately, the area
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had already been homesteaded, but the vegetation still remains in its virgin
state.

It is recommended that the Federal Government undertake the pur-
chase of the privately-owned lands, provided the State will agree to
exchange its land for lieu lands of the public domain. It is also recom-
mended that the Federal Government negotiate with the individual
owners of the properties involved rather than with Mr. J. E. Harrison
who claims to have options on all of the land. It is believed the 3,680
acres of privately-owned lands can be acquired for approximately
$85,000.

If you approve, a supplemental item of $85,000 for inclusion in the
pending Interior Department Appropriation Bill, conditioned upon the
State of Arizona exchanging its lands for lieu lands of the public domain,
will be submitted to the Bureau of the Budget for approval.

Harorp L. IckEes
[13:0F 928:Ts]

* Senator Hayden’s letter was apparently not returned to the White House.

623 THE OrGANIZING COMMITTEE OF THE UP-STREAM ENGINEER-
ING CONFERENCE TO ROOSEVELT

WasuingToN, D. C., April 30, 1937

Dear MRr. PresmENT: We have the honor to submit in the form of
a volume entitled “Headwaters Control and Use,” the report of the
Up-Stream Engineering Conference held in Washington, D. C. Sep-
tember 22nd and 23rd, 1936," in accordance with instructions in your
letter of June 16, 1936 appointing us as a committee to organize and
conduct such a conference.

As stated in your letter, “Up-Stream engineering will have a major
part in efforts to save the land and control floods, and for that reason
it offers a broad field of opportunity for the engineering profession.
There are indications that a substantial body of technical information
on the control of little waters is now available in the scattered records
of American experience. The urgent problem is to bring these data
together in a coordinate body of engineering knowledge.”

This report, we believe, is noteworthy in that it assembles under one
cover for the first time a fairly complete treatment of the subject in
the light of present knowledge: the basic scientific concepts and data;
the specific objectives and techniques of application of these concepts
in the control of waters in the various forms they take before becoming
large streams; and general considerations of the social values to be
realized through a comprehensive program of control and use of
headwaters.
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General interest in the subject was manifest in cordial cooperation
from many sources and in the attendance. Attached is a list of cooperat-
ing agencies and individuals, both within and without the Government.
The registered attendance—not including many members of Govern-
ment organizations who “dropped in” for short periods to hear particular
papers and discussions—was over six hundred. There were present
eminent geophysicists, hydrologists, hydraulic engineers, civil engineers,
agricultural engineers, geographers, biologists, economists, and political
scientists, as well as other students and people of affairs who have become
concerned with the problem of erosion and flood control, and with con-
servation in all its aspects.

Supplementary to the conference reported in this volume, the Com-
mittee organized a third days’ program entitled “Young Men’s Con-
ference: On Behalf of a Continent.” The purpose of this supplementary
conference was to interest potential future leaders from all parts of the
United States in the problems of soil and water conservation. This sup-
plementary conference, which attracted a substantial audience, presented
a program arranged by representatives of Four-H Clubs of America,
the National Grange, the Future Farmers of America, the Junior Cham-
ber of Commerce, and the National Youth Administration.

It is hoped that a new impulse has been given to the search for addi-
tional scientific data concerning the behavior of waters between the
rain-drop and the river stages, and to the development of new tech-
niques for application of fundamental principles to beneficial control
and use of little waters.

Sincerely,

Hucu H. BennEeTT, Chief, Soil Conservation Service
F. A. SiLcox, Chief, Forest Service
Morris L. CooxE *

[13:0F 2450:M]

* This was published by the Soil Conservation Service and the Forest Service with
the cooperation of the Rural Electrification Administration as Headwaters Control
and Use; a Summary of Fundamental Principles and Their Application in the Con-
servation and Ultilization of Waters and Soils (Washington, 1937).

* Cooke had resigned as Rural Electrification Administrator on Feb. 6, 1937.

624 RoOSEVELT TO SENATOR CARL HAYDEN OF ARIZONA

On Boarp U. S. S. “Poromac,” May 8, 1937

My pEAR SENATOR HAvDEN: I have your letter of March 12, 1937,
regarding the possibility of making funds available for the purchase of
certain lands within the Saguaro National Monument, Arizona.

The general policy with respect to the acquisition of private lands
for national parks and monuments has been to require their donation or
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purchase from donated funds. While it is true that there have been
a few departures from this policy, I think that as a general policy it is
a wise one, and that I would not be justified in submitting an estimate
to Congress for an appropriation from the general fund of the Treasury
to purchase the privately-owned land within the monument.*

Sincerely yours,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
[13:0F 928:cT]

* Roosevelt was on vacation from April 28 to May 13, 1937. He left Washington
on April 28 and boarded the Potomac at New Orleans on April 29. After a fishing
cruise in the Gulf he returned to Washington by way of Galveston.

? Drafted by the Budget Bureau, to whom Ickes’ letter to Roosevelt, April 29, 1937

(ante, 622), was referred. Acting Budget Director Bell’s report to Roosevelt on the
policy involved, May 6, 1937, is with the letter here printed.

625 RooseveLT To HENRY C. TURNER, New York City

GavrvesToN, TexAs, May 8, 1937

My pEAR MR. TurNER: This is in reply to your letter of April twenty-
first," concerning your check for $9.70 received from the Government
in payment for plowing under 9.7 acres of a cover crop in a citrus grove
in Florida, which you own.

I am informed by the Department of Agriculture that the check was
issued after application for grant under the Agricultural Conservation
Program had been made in the regular way by the Lake Wales Citrus
Growers Association, acting as your agent. The application followed
the filling out of a work sheet covering operations on your farm. Be-
fore the check was issued proof of compliance was given by your agent
to the local committee.

Apparently the association acting as your agent was not informed of
your desire not to receive any Government assistance in carrying out
good conservation practice on your farm. Had it been so informed, the
waste of effort by the local committee and the Government, in connec-
tion with the application made in your name, could have been avoided.

The majority of payments made to farmers under the program are
larger than the one you received. While a payment of $9.70 may seem
trivial to you, nevertheless there are many small farmers to whom even
a payment of that size makes the difference between being able to finance
a conservation practice and being forced to continue exploiting their soil.

If all landowners, unaided, could and would carry out proper soil
conservation practice on their land, there would be no need for a soil
conservation program sponsored by the Government. However, ex-
perience has shown that the pressure of competition forces most farmers,
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in the absence of government assistance, to mine and exploit their soil,
so as to increase their immediate cash return, even though it might be
in their own long-time interest to avoid such exploitation. The gov-
ernment grants are intended to help the farmer avoid the cash sacrifice
he would otherwise have to make in order to carry out good conservation
practice.

The problem of stopping soil waste is especially acute on absentee-
owned land which is occupied by tenants. The tenant naturally has
little interest in conserving the soil for the benefit of some future occupant
of the farm. The same is true of owners who are holding the land
primarily for resale at a speculative profit.

Since the soil is the ultimate source of a large part of the Nation’s
wealth, the Nation cannot afford to permit the soil over large areas to
be irretrievably ruined through the unrestrained operation of the com-
petitive system. The Government’s Agricultural Conservation Program
represents the first serious and comprehensive effort by this Nation to
save the good soil that is left. Expenditures by the Government which
assure the conservation of the soil are in the interest of national economy
in the truest sense of that word.?

Very sincerely yours,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
[13:0F 1-R:CT]

* Turner said that he had done nothing to earn the payment made to him because

the planting and plowing under of the cover crop had been done as a regular

procedure.
* Drafted by the Agriculture Department.

626 Henry A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, TO
RoOOSEVELT
WasHINGTON, May 11, 1937

Dear MRr. PresipENT: When I learned from your son James that he
was leaving Washington on May 11 and could take a message from me
direct to you, I hastened to avail myself of the opportunity because I
wanted to give you the background of my wire of May 8.

You are fully informed, I believe, of how much I sympathize with you
in your endeavors to bring about an effective integrated program of
national and regional planning. Furthermore, I believe such planning
should have to do with flood control, conservation and power projects.
In your public life for many years you have driven straight toward the
objective of an integrated program in these fields and I want to do what
I can to help you attain your objective.

Now in this letter I would like to write you as frankly as though I were
speaking with you face to face. The draft of the bill as prepared by the
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National Power Policy Committee and also such bills as the Barkley-
Bulkley Bill and the Norris Bill, while dealing with the broad program
which is of such great interest to both of us, cannot possibly in my opinion
attain the objective which means so much to you.*

Two months ago I received from the National Power Policy Commit-
tee a proposed draft of a bill and on March 17 I sent to Secretary Ickes
a strong objection to the procedure and machinery outlined in the bill.
Last Saturday when I learned that most of the provisions of the tentative
draft prepared by the National Power Policy Committee had been in-
corporated in the Norris Bill, I thought the matter sufficiently urgent to
send you the wire. While I have talked very little with Secretary Wood-
ring about the matter, I am confident that he will join me in proposing
an alternative method of achieving national power development, flood
control, conservation and related objectives. I believe this alternative
will appeal to you as workable, sound and attractive. I think you will
like it.

In response to your letter to Secretary Woodring and me,* our two
Departments are now at work on a comprehensive plan for the Ohio
and the Mississippi drainage basins. Unfortunately, however, we have
not been able to obtain the cooperation of Secretary Ickes and the
National Resources Committee in carrying out your instructions. When
we endeavored to obtain this cooperation, a situation developed which
illustrates the need for making the National Resources Committee di-
rectly responsible to you, but not to you through a Cabinet Member.
Secretary Ickes and Mr. Eliot refused to cooperate in doing the work
which you asked us to do unless the job could be turned over to them.

It seems to me that the situation with respect to the National Re-
sources Committee as well as with respect to the whole Government,
would be very greatly strengthened if you could move the Committee
from the Interior Building, put it in an independent location and then
have the Chairman report direct to you and not through a Member of
the Cabinet. This would make overall planning a Presidential staff
function as it should be. Most of the other Departments, I think, share
my view in this respect. Also I am inclined to think that many of the
Members of the National Resources Committee would concur in this
view if they were in position to speak their minds freely.

The greater part of this letter was written before I received your wire
late Monday afternoon, but in view of Secretary Woodring’s experience
with Secretary Ickes last week, I do not feel it wise to ask him to call
the three of us into conference at this time. Between now and the time
you get back Secretary Woodring and myself will confer with Director
Bell and will also work on the approach referred to later in this letter.
We hope to have the opportunity of talking to you about the whole prob-
lem on your return.
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What we are all interested in, of course, is a constructive method of
obtaining with the least friction possible the objectives for which you
have so steadily fought.

I wish now, therefore, to discuss an idea which seems the nucleus of
what I believe to be a thoroughly constructive proposal for legislation
in the field of national and regional planning, flood control, soil con-
servation, power, and the development of human resources. The first
essential is that overall planning should not be permitted to get mixed
up with administration. If a regional or national agency both plans
and executes, it is in a position no different from that of the several
Departments. And if planning is under a single Member of the Cabinet,
there will not be very much sound cooperation. Like now, planning will
be antagonistic to administration.

Further, if the regional authorities, encompassing the entire area of
the United States, were empowered to administer the projects they plan,
then there would eventually be a complete regional duplication of iden-
tical national programs.

For example, all the bills to establish regional authorities include soil
conservation as one of the basic functions. Soil conservation is mainly
the adoption by farmers of improved farm techniques. These practices
must be in accord not only with the farm’s physical requirements, but
also with the farmer’s economic requirements. As you know, farm
income is the largest single factor in the difference between soil ex-
ploitation and soil conservation. If soil conservation were managed by
seven or eight regional authorities, as contemplated in most of the bills
on this subject, it is almost inconceivable that all eight plans would fit
harmoniously into a national farm program that would yield an adequate
farm income and that would, at the same time, induce soil conservation
practices.

It seems to me unnecessary to violate sound principles of organization
to accomplish the purposes that motivate those who prepare such bills
as the Barkley-Bulkley, Norris, and other proposals.

In the light of the discussions now under way with the War Depart-
ment, I may wish to modify the following recommendation in small
details but, essentially, I think it is administratively and politically
possible to have the Congress authorize a program of power develop-
ment, true overall planning, flood control, and conservation, somewhat
along these lines:

(1) Establish regional planning agencies, with a substantial part of
the membership drawn from the Departments concerned and with a few
other members appointed by the President from the region. This will
keep the regional agencies from working in an administrative vacuum
and will at the same time bring in a viewpoint wider than that of the
immediate agencies involved.
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(a) The plans developed by these agencies should include the de-
velopment of navigation, drought alleviation, flood prevention, and
power development and distribution, and, in addition, the whole field
of conservation of natural and human resources.

(b) The regional planning agencies should report to the National
Planning agency which should, as I indicated before, be a part of the
Presidential staff; a substantial part of its membership, too, should be
drawn from the Departments concerned.

(2) Such plans as are approved by the President and for which
appropriations are granted, should definitely become part of the action
programs of the established administrative agencies, but under no cir-
cumstances should the national or regional planning agencies themselves
have authority to administer the programs.

(a) Among the overall plans would be, of course, plans for power
development. These would become mandatory upon the administra-
tive agencies concerned.

(3) Special provision should be made for the administration of the
generation, transmission, and distribution of electric power, developed
as an incident of projects for navigation, flood control, and reclamation.

(a) When engineering structures in streams are completed, the elec-
tric energy produced should be turned over, at the power house, to an
administrator. There might be one or more administrators for each
region to suit specific power requirements.

(b) Rates to be charged for such power should be subject to the
approval of the Federal Power Commission. Furthermore while the
Federal Power Commission is now mainly a regulatory body, I am
inclined to believe that the administrators should be administratively
responsible to the Federal Power Commission to insure a coordinated
national power policy.

The Departments of War and Agriculture are already agreed upon
the essentials of a comprehensive plan for the Ohio and Mississippi and
are now moving to obtain the cooperation of the Public Health Service,
T. V. A, and others for the preparation of that report. The outline
of this plan will be ready for you when you return next Friday. Be-
ginning tomorrow morning, the two Departments will go to work on
a specific proposal for a comprehensive national program. I think
Harry Woodring and I will be sufficiently in accord by the time you
return that we can present a common recommendation to you.

I am sending this to you in the meantime because I think the issue
at stake is sufficiently great that you will wish, before supporting any
particular plan, to consider all possible alternative methods of achieving
the desired objective. If you should agree with the general outline
presented here, we could within a very few weeks perfect a bill that
would provide suitable coordination of planning on a regional and
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national basis, would provide for the necessary separation of overall
planning from actual administration, would avoid needless and dan-
gerous duplication of the activities of the Federal departments, and
would make possible effective administration of public power projects,
as incidents of projects for navigation, reclamation, and flood control.

Respectfully,

H. A. WALLACE
[13:0F 1:TS]

* Wallace asked Roosevelt to defer endorsement of any flood control or conserva-
tion legislation until they could discuss it. Roosevelt agreed to do this in a radio
message from the Potomac of May 10, 1937 (OF 132).

?The Barkley-Bulkley bill (S. 1440), “To provide for the control of the flood-
waters of the rivers of the United States, for the improvement of navigability of such
rivers, for the reforestation and conservation of natural resources, and for other
purposes,” was introduced Feb. 10, 1937. It was not reported (Cong. Rec., 75th

Cong., 1st sess., 81:1, 1081). On the Norris bill, see post, 636 n.
®The former is printed ante, 619; the latter has not been found.

627 RoOSEVELT TO THE CONGRESS

Tue Warte House, May 12, 1937

To THE CoNGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES: I transmit herewith for
the information of the Congress a letter from the Organizing Commit-
tee of the Up-Stream Engineering Conference held September 22 and
23, 1936, with the accompanying record, under the title “Headwaters
Control and Use,” of the proceedings of the Conference."

This volume of proceedings is a sequel to the report “Little Waters,”
which was transmitted to the Congress with my message of January g0,
1936. Whereas “Little Waters” was an initial elementary analysis of
the relations between precipitation, run-off and soils, and of accompany-
ing problems, the proceedings of the Up-Stream Engineering Conference
constitute a more exhaustive treatment of the subject, and bring together
under one cover the basic hydrologic data and principles, experience in
applying these principles to land-water problems, and appraisals of the
significance of this experience.

“Headwaters Control and Use” should be of service to the Congress
in connection with its consideration of measures looking towards con-
servation of waters, prevention of erosion, and control of floods. It is
becoming increasingly apparent that big waters are not the only part of
our water resources presenting problems and requiring constructive treat-
ment. Little waters also are of critical importance. In fact, with re-
spect to some problems, drainage basins must be treated as a whole, both
headwaters and main channels of any river system being brought into an
integrated program of regulation.?

FrRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT
[W. H. PRESS RELEASES: M]
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1 Headwaters Control and Use; A Summary of Fundamental Principles and T heir
Application in the Conservation and Utilization of Waters and Soils Throughout
Headwater Areas. Papers Presented at the Upstream Engineering Conference . . .
(Washington, 1937).

? Two typescripts of this message are present (OF 2450) : one is dated May 1, 1937;
the other bears the dates May 6, May 8, and May 12, 1937, the first two being
crossed out. Except for the dates, they are identical with the text here printed.
With the May 1 copy is a memorandum, McIntyre to Early, May 2, 1937, sent from
Galveston, Texas, and reading, “I am keeping a copy of this. Since news is so damn
scarce here do you think it would be all right to hold this and give it out down here
when I get a release from you that it has gone to the Congress? This may not be
practical since I’d have to tell the boys the report itself is available in Washington.”
Early replied by telegram of May 4, 1937 (OF 2450), that he had no objection.

In the Senate the message was referred to the Committee on Commerce; in the
House, to the Committee on Flood Control (Cong. Rec., 75th Cong., 1st sess., 81:4,

44134414, 4445).

628 RooseveLTr TO HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF
AGRICULTURE

WasHINGTON, May 15, 1937

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE: Please let me
have a memorandum as to just how this bill will work and where. Also,
what is the Department’s definition of the size of a farm forest or forest
and shrub plantation? Also, will the plantings be limited to drought
areas? Also, how will the act work out in those states like the state of
New York which already have large reforestation programs and sell
state-raised seedlings, but do not give them away?*

F.D.R.

[Notation:T] Re: H. R. 4728, An Act to authorize cooperation in the
development of farm forestry in the States and Territories, and for other
purposes.

[13:BUDGET BUREAU ENROLLED BILLS :CT]

* Answered post, 630.

629 RoOSEVELT TO MARVIN H. MCINTYRE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY
TO THE PRESIDENT

WasHINGTON, 5/17/37

MEeMmo For MAc: I want a conference with Wallace, Ickes, Woodring
and the National Resources Board if they are ready to report to me on
the Flood Control plan.

F.D.R.
[13:0F 25-N:T]
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630 HenNry A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, TO
ROOSEVELT

WasHINGTON, May 18, 1937

Dear MRr. PresmeNT: Reference is made to your memorandum of
May 15.

The cooperative farm forestry bill, H. R. 4728, was designed to give
a legislative basis for the Shelterbelt Project, the handling of which has
been very much handicapped by the lack of such a basis. The continu-
ation of this project depends on aproval of this bill. The bill was made
broad enough, however, to cover the entire farm forestry field.

Approximately one-half of the fund authorized by the bill will be
used in the critical drought areas of the Middle West for shelterbelt
plantings. These forest and shrub plantings are in strip form and for
single farm units will not ordinarily exceed one-half mile in length.

The greater part of the remainder of the fund authorized by the bill
will be used for farm woodlots, which aggregate about 185 million acres
and are located almost entirely east of the plains. The work will consist
of advice to farmers to make their forests productive and of assistance
in planting. The Department’s conception of farm woodlots would
confine them to bona fide farm enterprises. Areas exceeding 50 acres
in individual units are rare, except in the South. Plantations on in-
dividual holdings will not ordinarily exceed 10 acres. The total area
requiring reforestation is estimated at g5 million acres.

A relatively small part of the fund authorized by the bill will be used
for investigative work dealing with the Shelterbelt and farm woodlots.

In this entire undertaking the maximum practical cooperation will be
required from the landowners. In planting, the drought area will prob-
ably require the extreme of Federal contribution but even here it is
planned to require farmers to furnish the land, to do the necessary ground
preparation, essential fencing, and a large part of the cultivation. New
York probably represents the other extreme where the Federal Govern-
ment should cooperate with the State in furnishing seedlings at cost.
For other States, an equitable arrangement will be worked out which
will take into account the difficulties in planting, existing State policies,
etc. The difficulties of establishing plantations will be the controlling
factor which will determine the degree of Federal cooperation.*

Sincerely,

H. A. WaLLACE
[Notation:A] Approved 5/18/37
[13:BUDGET BUREAU ENROLLED BILLS : TS]

* The Norris-Doxey bill (Cooperative Farm Forestry Act) was approved May 18,

1937 (50 Stat. 188). By amendment, the act as passed differed from the Norris-

Jones bill of the previous session (see draft enclosed in Wallace to Roosevelt, June 1,
1936, ante, 515) in the following particulars: (1) the Secretary of Agriculture was
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directed to give effect to the act by cooperation with the land-grant colleges and state
forestry agencies rather than through the Forest Service; (2) competition of Gov-
ernment nurseries with commercial nurseries was specifically forbidden, and (3) the
original requirement that half the cost of the trees be borne by the recipients was
removed. An appropriation of $2,500,000 was authorized.

Introduced in the Senate by Norris (Nebr.) on Feb. 15, 1937, as S. 1504, and in
the House by Doxey (Miss.), on the same day, as H. R. 4728, the bill was passed
by the Senate on April 20. There was little opposition in the Senate but the debate
was prolonged in the House. There it was passed May 5 by a vote of 171 to 152
(Cong. Rec., 75th Cong., 1st sess., 81:2, 1194, 1227; 81:4, 3617-3625, 3630-
3631; 4128-4131, 4189—4209.) Reports on the bill by the Senate and House Agri-
culture Committees are printed ibid., 81:4, 3622-3623, 4130—4131. Succeeding
appropriations for the Cooperative Farm Forestry Act barred the use of such funds for
the establishment of new nurseries.

631 RooseverLT To GoverNOorR ELMER A. Benson, St. Paul,
Minnesota

[WasHINGTON] May 19, 1937

My pEAR GOVERNOR BENsoON: Your letter of April ninth, urging that
I make available $1,000,000 for immediate acquisition of the lands in-
cluded in the Kabetogema Purchase Unit, has been read with a sympa-
thetic appreciation of the Forest problems of Northern Minnesota.* You
know of my interest in furthering a sound and constructive program
of forest conservation for the Nation as a whole. The restoration and
protection of the forest area along the northern boundary of Minne-
sota, particularly because of its international aspects, is unquestionably
a worthy project.

Unfortunately, the conditions which dictate affirmative federal ac-
tion in the Kabetogema Area exist in equal or greater degree within
many other of our forest regions, where not only the preservation and
restoration of physical resources, prevention of soil erosion, and the re-
duction of floods, but also the welfare of people stranded on submar-
ginal lands and in communities whose basic economic resources have
become exhausted, depends upon federal action to acquire, protect, and
develop the land and to aid the people in shifting from poor land to
better land, or otherwise finding needed sources of livelihood and
economic security.

I am very anxious that the Federal government shall continue to bear
an adequate share of such work. But as you know, the heavy require-
ments for the more immediate task of human conservation in the form
of unemployment relief, combined with other inescapable costs of gov-
ernment, have made such demands upon federal revenues that it has
been impossible to do many things that obviously are very desirable.

An item for forest-land acquisition is included in the 1938 budget,
which will meet some of the above needs. I am confident Secretary
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Wallace, in expanding such appropriation, will see that an equitable
portion of it is used to meet the situation described in your letter.?

Very sincerely yours,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[13:0F 1—C:CT]

* Governor Benson said that these lands were a fire hazard because neither the
state nor the Federal Government was providing fire prevention facilities (OF 1-C).

*Drafted by the Agriculture Department. Wallace, in his letter to Roosevelt
enclosing the draft, May 18, 1937 (OF 1-C), said that his agency recognized the
merit of Benson’s proposal but that there were numerous other National Forest
Purchase Units where the need for fire prevention measures was equally acute, and

“in the matter of social relief, flood prevention, soil erosion control, and aid to
industrial stabilization,” even more acute.

632 NzeLson C. Brown, NEw York COLLEGE OF FORESTRY, TO
RoosevELT

Syracuse, NEw Yorxk, May 22, 1937

DEeAR PrRESIDENT ROOSEVELT: The 26,000 trees were planted on your
place during the last week of May, just ahead of some bright warm sun-
shine and good spring rains. Last Friday I made a careful inspection
of the planting work and the results. I believe excellent survival will
attend this planting as great care was exercised in putting the trees in
the ground, especially in the second lot near the woods where, due to
the stony nature of the ground cover, unusual care was necessary.

In the first lot, in order to finish out the planting not completed in
1936, 2000 balsam fir, 1000 Douglas fir, and 1100 Norway spruce were
planted, making a total of 4100 plants. In the second lot, 21,750
Norway spruce were planted 3%’ x 374’ apart. In the home garden or
nursery, about 50 each of Douglas fir, balsam fir, and Norway spruce
were placed as a reserve for fillers in case of any losses. It is estimated
there are 914 acres in the second lot next to the woods and of these about
three-fourths were planted this spring. With the recent heavy rains I
am very much encouraged and believe that results of planting should
be very successful. Even the trees stricken by the drought last year
have shown excellent survival due to the emergency watering which we
did during July. . . .*

Sincerely,

NELsoON
[13:PSF:HYDE PARK:TS]

*See post, 646.
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633 RoosevELT To HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICUL-
TURE, AND HARRY H. WOODRING, SECRETARY OF WAR

[WasHINGTON] May 26, 1937
Personal
MEeMmoraNDUM . . . I have read over your letter of May twenty-
fourth and the accompanying material," and suggest that in order not to
complicate legislative procedure of getting the thing started that you
let the bills that Senator Norris and Congressman Rayburn are going to
introduce, go ahead and be referred to the committees. Then take up
your suggestions with the committees and have them considered as
amendments to these bills in committee rather than in separate bills.
I think this will help all concerned.
ED.R.
[13:0F 1:CT]

* Not present.

634 Jean SHERwoOD HARPER TO ROOSEVELT

SWARTHMORE, PA., May 26, 1937

Dear MR. RooseverT: When you made possible last year the Gov-
ernment’s acquisition of Okefinokee Swamp as a wild-life refuge, Francis
felt that his struggle of nearly a quarter of a century for the preservation
of the swamp ought to be at an end. But evidently it is not.

The Biological Survey is showing either a woeful ignorance or a
profound disregard of certain fundamental principles in the proper ad-
ministration of a natural wilderness, still largely in a primeval state.
Every real naturalist knows that the paramount policy in such an area
should be non-interference with nature.

It is true that the Chief of the Survey, in a recent letter to Dr. John C.
Phillips (brother of the Ambassador), professed that the Survey’s aim
was to preserve the “pristine quality” of the Okefinokee. Furthermore,
in a letter of February 16, 1937, the Survey’s technical adviser, W. L.
McAtee, wrote to Francis that “no planting of anything not native to
the region is planned.”

Apparently both letters were mere “scraps of paper.”

For we have just learned that 114 Asiatic chestnut trees have already
been planted in the refuge, apparently on Floyd’s Island, one of the
choicest areas in the swamp. A copy of Francis’s letter of protest to one
of the Survey officials is enclosed." The only excuse offered in reply is
that “the Department is experimenting with the growing of these trees
to replace the native chestnuts wiped out by the blight.” Apparently the
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Survey is in total ignorance of the fact that no native chestnuts ever
have occurred in the entire Okefinokee region! In any event, the wilful
introduction of exotics into a natural wilderness is nothing short of a
biological crime.

In its anxiety to cater to the politically powerful duck-hunters, and in
disregard of the opinions of competent biologists, the Survey is also
planning the introduction of certain non-native aquatic plants as duck
food. There is already sufficient native duck food.

Is there no way to stop this sort of bungling by the Biological Survey
in its administration of a unique and priceless wilderness?

It is most unfortunate that the CCC, with its record of devastation
in other wilderness areas, has had to be turned loose on the Okefinokee,
too. (This is another matter which the Chief of the Survey professed
not to be planning last year.)

The National Research Council’s Committee on Wild Life and Nature
Reserves (H. E. Anthony, chairman) is quite in sympathy with Francis’s
views on the Okefinokee, but feels that its style is rather cramped when
it comes to criticizing a federal agency. But isn’t that what the National
Research Council is for? Couldn’t you ask for its opinion?

Always sincerely.

JeEan SuErwooD HARPER
[13:PPF 1091:TS]

*To James Silver, May 20, 1937.

635 RooseveLT TO HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF
AGRICULTURE

[WasHINGTON] June 2, 1937

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE: A friend of
mine on his way back from Florida came through the Okefinokee Swamp
and told me that the Biological Survey is introducing plant and animal
life not native to the region.  Of course, the original object of the Biolog-
ical Survey in acquiring the swamp, was to keep the fauna and flora in
an absolutely original state. He tells me that Japanese chestnuts have
been planted to replace the native chestnuts but that it is well-known
that no native chestnuts ever grew in the swamp. Further, he tells me
that aquatic plants not native to the swamp have been introduced as
duck food. Further, he says that some kind of Japanese squirrel have
been turned loose, apparently to go with the Japanese chestnuts.

Please let me have a definite report on these rumors. If they are
true, the chestnuts should be removed, the squirrels should be shot and
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the duck food eliminated. Why, oh why, can’t we let original nature
remain original nature!*

F.D.R.
FDR/TMB
[13:PPF 1091:CT]

! Answered post, 642.

636 RooseVELT TO THE CONGRESS

Tue WHrte House, June 3, 1937

To tae CoNGrEsS OF THE UNITED STATES:' Nature has given re-
current and poignant warnings through dust storms, floods and droughts
that we must act while there is yet time if we would preserve for our-
selves and our posterity the natural sources of a virile national life.

Experience has taught us that the prudent husbandry of our national
estate requires far-sighted management. Floods, droughts and dust
storms are in a very real sense manifestations of nature’s refusal to
tolerate continued abuse of her bounties. Prudent management de-
mands not merely works which will guard against these calamities, but
carefully formulated plans to prevent their occurrence. Such plans
require coordination of many related activities.

For instance, our recent experiences of floods have made clear that
the problem must be approached as one involving more than great
works on main streams at the places where major disasters threaten to
occur. There must also be measures of prevention and control among
tributaries and throughout the entire headwaters areas. A compre-
hensive plan of flood control must embrace not only downstream levees
and floodways, and retarding dams and reservoirs on major tributaries,
but also smaller dams and reservoirs on the lesser tributaries, and
measures of applied conservation throughout an entire drainage area,
such as restoration of forests and grasses on inferior lands, and en-
couragement of farm practices which diminish runoff and prevent
erosion on arable lands.

Taking care of our natural estate together with the stopping of
existing waste and building it back to a higher productivity is a national
problem. At last we have undertaken a national policy.

But it is not wise to direct everything from Washington. National
planning should start at the bottom or, in other words, the problems
of townships, counties and states, should be coordinated through large
geographical regions and come to the Capitol of the nation for final
coordination. Thus the Congress would receive a complete picture
in which no local detail had been overlooked.
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It is also well to remember that improvements of our national heritage
frequently confer special benefits upon regions immediately affected,
and a large measure of cooperation from state and local agencies in the
undertaking and financing of important projects may fairly be asked for.

Any division of the United States into regions for the husbandry of
its resources must possess some degree of flexibility. The area most
suitable as a region for the carrying out of an integrated program de-
signed to prevent floods is the basin including the watersheds of a
pivotal river. But other problems dependent upon other combinations
of natural economic and social factors, may require a somewhat different
area to permit the most effective functional program. For instance,
the problem of the Great Plains area is a problem of deficient rainfall,
relatively high winds, loose, friable soils, and unsuitable agricultural
practices. The natural area for solution of the Great Plains drought
problem is different from that for the solution of dynamic water prob-
lems presented by the rivers which traverse that area. The rational
area for administration of a Great Plains rehabilitation program crosses
the drainage areas of a number of parallel major tributaries of the
Mississippi River. It should therefore be kept in mind that in estab-
lishing a region for one type of comprehensive program, parts or all
of the same area may be included in a different region for another type
of comprehensive program with the result of a federal system, as it were,
of programs and administrative areas for solution of basically different
yet interrelated problems.

Neither the exact scope nor the most appropriate administrative
mechanism for regional husbandry can at the start be projected upon
any single blue print. But it is important that we set up without delay
some regional machinery to acquaint us with our problem.

I think, however, that for the time being we might give consideration
to the creation of seven regional authorities or agencies; * one on the
Atlantic Seaboard; a second for the Great Lakes and Ohio Valley; a
third for the drainage basin of the Tennessee and Cumberland Rivers;
a fourth embracing the drainage basins of the Missouri River and the
Red River of the North; a fifth embracing the drainage basins of the
Arkansas, Red, and Rio Grande Rivers; a sixth for the basins of the
Colorado River and rivers flowing into the Pacific south of the California-
Oregon line; and a seventh for the Columbia River Basin.* And in
addition I should leave undisturbed the Mississippi River Commission
which is well equipped to handle the problems immediately attending
the channel of that great river.

Apart from the Tennessee Valley Authority, the Columbia Valley
Authority, and the Mississippi River Commission, the work of these re-
gional bodies,* at least in their early years, would consist chiefly in de-
veloping integrated plans to conserve and safeguard the prudent use of
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waters, water-power, soils, forests and other resources of the areas en-
trusted to their charge.

Such regional bodies * would also provide a useful mechanism through
which consultation among the various governmental agencies working
in the field could be effected for the development of integrated pro-
grams of related activities. Projected programs would be reported by
the regional bodies * annually to the Congress through the President
after he has had the projects checked and revised in light of national
budgetary considerations and of national planning policies. When the
National Planning Board is established, I should expect to use that
agency to coordinate the development of regional planning to ensure
conformity to national policy, but not to give to the proposed National
Planning Board any executive authortiy over the construction of public
works or over management of completed works.®

Projects authorized to be undertaken by the Congress could then
be carried out in whole or in part by those departments of the Govern-
ment best equipped for the purpose, or if desirable in any particular
case by one of the regional bodies.* There should be a close coordina-
tion of the work done by the various agencies of government to prevent
friction, overlapping and unnecessary administrative expense and to en-
sure the integrated development of related activites. There should be
the closest cooperation also with the developing state and local agencies
in this field, particularly the state, regional and local planning boards
and the commissions on interstate cooperation which work through inter-
state compacts ratified by the Congress and through interstate admin-
istrative arrangements.  And provisions should be made for the effective
administration of hydro-electric projects which have been or may be
undertaken as a part of a multiple purpose watershed development.
The water-power resources of the nation must be protected from private
monopoly and used for the benefit of the people.°®

This proposal is in the interest of economy and the prevention of
overlapping or one-sided developments. It leaves the Congress wholly
free to determine what shall be undertaken and provides the Congress
with a complete picture not only of the needs of each one of the regions
but of the relationship of each of the regions to the whole of the Nation.

If, for example, the Congress could have had before it at this session
a complete picture of immediate and long-term needs I think its task
in providing for flood prevention and drought emergencies would have
been an easier one.’

For nearly a year I have studied this great subject intensively and
have discussed it with many of the members of the Senate and the
House of Representatives. My recommendations in this message fall
into the same category as my former recommendation relating to the
reorganization of the Executive Branch of the Government. I hope,
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therefore, that both of these important matters may have your attention
at this session.®

FrankLIN D. ROOSEVELT
[W. H. PRESS RELEASES: M|

* This text is that of the mimeographed White House press release of the message.
It derives from four drafts: (1) a draft entitled “Notes for Message on Regional
Authorities,” authorship not indicated, with a number of pencilled deletions and
additions by Roosevelt; (2) a “clean copy” of the first draft, typed in final form and
signed by Roosevelt; (3) the second draft plus revisions noted as having been made
by the President’s Committee on Administrative Management (the Brownlow Com-
mittee), plus certain other revisions noted as “having been inserted to avoid the in-
ference that the Message indorses one bill rather than another and to avoid comment
on the omission of any special reference to power”; and (4) draft 3, plus four inser-
tions that were apparently composed by Roosevelt. With the fourth draft is a
memorandum, Roosevelt to Early, James Roosevelt and Forster, May 31, 1937: “To
show to Tommy Corcoran. Have him check with Norris and the Congressman who
is to introduce it and have final draft for me Wednesday morning when I get in.”
(This was written in Hyde Park.) Since some of the textual changes in the several
drafts have more than ordinary interest as showing Roosevelt’s decision (arrived at,
apparently, between the preparation of drafts 1 and 2) not to press for regional
authorities exclusively, they have been noted.

2 “Or agencies” was added by draft 3.

? Crossed out by Roosevelt in draft 1, “and an eighth authority for the territories
and possessions of the United States.”

* Draft 3 substituted “regional bodies” for “authorities.”

®The Brownlow Committee contributed the first part of this sentence; the quali-
fying clause is from draft 4.

°® The preceding three sentences were added by draft g (the first by the Brownlow
Committee).

"This and the preceding paragraph were added by Roosevelt to draft 1.

8 Bills were at once introduced to give effect to the recommendations of the Presi-
dent: S. 2555, by Senator Norris (Nebr.), on June 3, 1937, to provide for the crea-
tion of seven ‘“‘corporate Conservation Authorities”; H. R. 7392, by Representative
Rankin (Miss.), June 4, 1937, companion bill to Norris’; H. R. 7365, by Representa-
tive Mansfield (Texas), on June 3, 1937, providing for seven regional planning agen-
cies and for the creation of regional power authorities which would be operating
agencies; and H. R. 7863, “to provide for the creation of conservation authorities,”
also by Rankin, on July 14 (Cong. Rec., 75th Cong., 1st sess., 81:5, 5281, 5335,
5341; 81:7, 5157).

Hearings were held on the bills: Creation of Conservation Authoriiies, Hearings
before a Subcommittee of the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, U. S. Senate,
75th Cong., 1st sess., on S. 2555, June 21 to July 7, 1937 (Washington, 1937);
Regional Conservation and Development of National Resources, House of Repre-
sentatives, Hearings, 75th Cong., 1st sess., on H. R. 7365 and H. R. 7863, July and
August, 1937 (Washington, 1937).

Roosevelt’s reference to the Norris bill at his press conference of the day following
the transmittal of his message to Congress (see below) did not indicate any great
enthusiasm for it, nor did he attempt, in the months following, to secure public sup-
port for either the Norris or the Mansfield bill. He did, it is true, make a general
reference to the desirability of regional planning and the creation of regional planning
boards in his Bonneville Dam speech of Sept. 28, 1937 (Rosenman, ed., Public Papers,
VI, 390-391). Concerning Administration policy.and the regional authority bills,
see William E. Leuchtenburg, “Roosevelt, Norris and the ‘Seven Little TVA’s’” in
The Journal of Politics, 14 (August, 1952), 418—441, and his Flood Control Politics
(Cambridge: Harvard University, 1953), pp. 7273, 77-89, 102, 103.
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637 Press ConNrerence, Executive Offices of the White House,
June 4, 1937, 11 A. M.

[Excerpt] Q: To go back to the National Planning Bill: * What is
its relation to the St. Lawrence Waterway and Quoddy?

The President: That is a pretty broad question. It depends entirely
how they set up these planning commissions. I don’t know whether
the St. Lawrence Waterway would come under the Ohio and Great
Lakes or whether it would come under the Eastern Seaboard. In other
words, it is one jump ahead of the game. I don’t know. But it would
have nothing to do with the treaty with Canada, of course, because
these are only planning commissions and that would be only a planning
commission. You see, of all these agencies that are proposed, there
would only be three—really only two—that would have any adminis-
trative functions at all. One would be the TVA in that area and the
other would be the Columbia Basin when the Bonneville Dam Bill
goes through. Another is the existing agency of the Mississippi Valley
Commission.*

Q: Are you referring to the House Bill as distinct from the Norris
Bill when you say that?

The President: To tell the honest truth, I have not read either so I
cannot answer the question.

Q: Would the bill cover Quoddy?

The President: Only the planning.

[19:PRESIDENT’S PRESS CONFERENCES:T]

* See preceding note.
* Mississippi River Commission.

638 HarcourT A. MorcaN, Vice CHAIRMAN, Boarp or Dirkc-
TORS, TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY, TO ROOSEVELT

WasHINGTON, June 11, 1937

MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT . .. PHOSPHATE DEPOSITS:
The Tennessee Valley Authority’s efforts, stimulated by your emphasis
upon the slipping away of our land capital, have produced results of
great national significance. For more than three years the Authority
has undertaken at Muscle Shoals experiments in the production of phos-
phate products and their use. Equipment has been designed and
methods have been developed by which new products and new processes
have been made available. As a result of these experiments, the im-
portance of phosphate products has been thoroughly established and
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their proper use greatly stimulated. At the same time, the experiments
have emphasized the limited resources available and the folly of our
present day commercial use of this essential element. Adequately to
protect the land, a program of conservation must be considered for the
two major phosphate areas in the United States, Florida and the West.

Florida Deposits

The deposits of Florida, though less than ten per cent of the total
reserves in this country, are today supplying almost all of the phosphate
being applied to our soil, and a third of their output is exported to
foreign countries. They are now held in private corporate ownership,
with profit as the motive in their exploitation. The accessibility of com-
mercial water transportation accelerates their use, and the TVA experi-
ments, when generally utilized, will add another factor encouraging
their speedy exhaustion. For the protection of the land in this country,
consideration should be given to purchase by the Government of the
entire Florida phosphate area, or at least the million tons produced
therefrom which are now being exported annually, in order that the
products may be available for the soil conservation and adjustment
program of the U. S. Department of Agriculture.

The Deposits of the West

The western deposits are located in the States of Idaho, Utah, Wyo-
ming, and Montana, largely on public lands. So far, they have been
developed by leasing to private interests. As the TVA experiments are
now directed particularly to the liberation of these resources, it is im-
portant that consideration be given to a program which would permit
the leasing of these deposits by the Department of the Interior to the
Department of Agriculture for use in a national program of land restora-
tion.

It will be a tragedy if steps cannot be taken to conserve all the benefits
of the TVA experiments for a program looking toward the rehabilitation
and maintenance of the exhausted soils of this country. Unless our
national phosphate resources are protected by public policy, the success
of the work at Muscle Shoals may prove an advantage only to those
who have for so long exploited the land and those who live upon it in
order that industry should profit.

At your earliest opportunity, I should like to discuss with you a specific
proposal for meeting these problems.*

[HarcoURT A. MORGAN]
[13:0F 42:T]

* Answered post, 640.
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639 RooseVELT To MAUDE STOUTENBURGH ELioT, New York City

[WasHINGTON] June 12, 1937

My pEarR MRs. Erior: I am so glad to have your letter and to know
that you and Ellie * have seen each other. I understand that “The Pines”
have not yet been taken over by the churches. When that takes place
I think that there should be created some kind of park authority on the
same principle as the State Park Authorities so that the property and
its use are permanently labeled with a public interest. Such an Authority
would have the right to ask for the help of a CCC camp.

I heartily agree with you that it would be a fine thing if the reforesta-
tion work could be undertaken and that in a few years we would have
a real park in its natural setting for the use of future generations.

When I go home next month I will talk with the church people about
it.

Very sincerely yours,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
[13:PPF 751:CT)]

*Ellen C. Roosevelt, a cousin of Roosevelt. The letter, June 8, 1937 (PPF 751),
concerned Mrs. Eliot’s plans for the future use of the former seat of the Stouten-
burgh family, “The Pines,” a wooded area east of the village of Hyde Park. This

was given by Mrs. Eliot to the Protestant churches of Hyde Park for development as
a park.

640 RooseverLT To HARCOURT A. MORGAN, VICE CHAIRMAN,
Boarp oF DirREcTORS, TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

WasHINGTON, June 16, 1937

MEemoranpuM FOR DrR. HArRCOURT MorcaN: I want to talk with
you about these phosphate deposits. Can you bring me a map show-
ing location of the Florida deposits? *

. DR,
[13:0F 42:cCT]
* See ante, 638.
641 RoosSEVELT TO REPRESENTATIVE JAMES F. O’CoNNOR OF

MonNTANA
[WasHINGTON] June 19, 1937
My pEarR MR. O’Connor: I am impressed by the account of drought
conditions in Montana which you indicated in your letter of May twenty-
fourth,’ and the desire of the people for construction of more small
earthen dams and drilling of wells. I realize the necessity of conserving
the scanty water supply of the Great Plains and the importance of small
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dams to impound water for livestock and for stabilizing production of
farm gardens and supplemental stock feed.

The Works Progress Administration is now carrying on an extensive
water conservation program in Montana and in other States subject to
drought. This program includes the construction of a considerable
number of small dams, and, where conditions are favorable, the installa-
tion of wells.

The Works Progress Administration of Montana is prepared to handle
additional water conservation projects of this type for which certified
relief labor is available. Public agencies of the State desiring to spon-
sor such projects should be advised to make application to the State Ad-
ministrator, Mr. Joseph E. Parker, at Helena, or to the Director of the
Works Progress Administration district in which they are located, who
will be pleased to advise and assist them in the preparation of their
applications.

The program of the Department of Agriculture in Montana also in-
cludes both actual construction of small dams and aid to farmers in
constructing them. Hundreds of small earthen dams have been con-
structed by the Resettlement Administration to furnish stock water on
publicly owned range land in Montana. This program has furnished
beneficial work for thousands of needy people of the State. The 1937
range practices program of the Agricultural Adjustment Administration
for Montana includes payments to farmers for construction on private
land of earthen pits and reservoirs, and for digging or drilling wells.

In some parts of Montana as well as elsewhere in the Great Plains,
limited supplies of ground water exist. The Resettlement Administra-
tion is carrying on a program of locating these areas and the determina-
tion of available supplies and the properly coordinated utilization with
other natural resources of the area. This work has been confined largely
to the Southern High Plains but it is intended to extend it to the Northern
Great Plains, including eastern Montana, during the next fiscal year.
Such investigations prepare the way for comprehensive ground water
development programs.

I think you would be interested in reading the report of the Great
Plains Committee, which was recently transmitted to Congress and which
outlines a long range program for proper utilization and conservation of
the land and water resources of this area, and I have asked that a copy
be sent to you.

The enclosures received with your letter are returned herewith.

Very sincerely yours,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
[13:0F 987:cT]

*O’Connor’s letter (OF 987) enclosed a number of letters he had received from

his constituents concerning the drought in Montana. He urged the construction of
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small earth dams and artesian wells as the most effective way to meet the emergency.
The importance attached to O’Connor’s letter by the White House is indicated by
the care taken in drafting the reply. The Department of Agriculture and the
Works Progress Administration were asked to prepare a reply, and this draft (sent
to Roosevelt by Wallace, June 17, 1937, OF 98%7) was then sent to the Budget
Bureau for review (Bell to Roosevelt, July 22, 1937, OF 987). No changes were
made in the draft and it was sent as the letter here printed.

642 Henry A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, TO
RoosEvVELT
Wasumweron, D. C., June 22, 1937

DeArR MR. PresmENT: Reference is made to your memorandum of
June 2 in which you indicate that the Biological Survey apparently is
not conforming to the original policy adopted for the maintenance and
development of the Okefenokee Wildlife Refuge in Georgia.

From the time negotiations started for the acquisition of this area it
has been and still is the intention of the Biological Survey to maintain
the area primarily as an inviolate wilderness, with a minimum of dis-
turbance of the natural balance of the plant and animal life.

The balance of nature for some of our bird and animal life has been
upset on many millions of acres of land formerly occupied by the chest-
nut and chinquapins by the introduction from abroad of the chestnut
blight and the Phytophthora root disease. These two exotic diseases
have resulted in the loss of an outstanding source of food supply for wild
turkeys, deer, and other game. The Department is introducing and
breeding strains of chestnut and chinquapins which are resistant to these
diseases. Some of these that seem especially valuable as a source of
game food are being planted in the Eastern States in an attempt to re-
store nature to its original condition so far as the food supply of some
of our important native birds and animals is concerned. A part of this
breeding work is being conducted at our Plant Introduction Garden
near Savannah, Georgia, and we are using in this work some of the re-
maining plants of these species of chinquapins that are native to the
coastal region of Georgia. The small experimental planting of chestnuts
and chinquapins that was made on the Okefenokee Refuge included some
hybrids between chinquapins and the resistant Asiatic chestnuts. It is
not known definitely whether chinquapins formerly extended naturally
into the drier parts of the Refuge but they do occur in that general
region. Instructions have been issued to remove this experimental
planting.

No introduced aquatic plants have been planted on the area by the
Biological Survey, although we have definite information that such
aquatic plantings were made by the Hebard Lumber Company officials
prior to our acquisition.

[76]



There is no truth in the rumor that Japanese squirrels have been
introduced on the Okefenokee Refuge.

I desire to thank you for calling my attention to this matter, and I
assure you that it is the intention of the Chief of the Biological Survey,
as well as the undersigned, to maintain the Okefenokee Wildlife Refuge
as an inviolate wilderness area. Only such few trails, quarters, and
boundary markings as are necessary to provide for proper protection
of the area will be approved.

Respectfully yours,

H. A. WaLLACE
[13:PPF 1091:TS]

643 SENaTOR ALva B. Apams orF CorLorapo To MArvIN H.
MCcINTYRE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY TO THE PRESIDENT

[WasHINGTON] June 23, 1937

My peEarR Mac: As I told you on the phone, I am extremely anxious
to have the Budget Commissioner submit an estimate of not less than
$1,000,000 to start the construction of the Colorado-Big Thompson
Reclamation Project.

Colorado has had no reclamation project nor any major project
during the present administration. Every state in the west has one or
more major projects. The lack of such a project is highly prejudicial
to the standing of the administration. This matter was taken up with
the President on two occasions during the preceding session of Congress.
We were then advised, and properly advised, that none of the projects
which we presented had met the requirements of the Reclamation Law
and the Reclamation Service. Now, however, the present project has
met each and every one of these requirements.

The surveys and plans of the project are complete. The project
is recommended as highly desirable by the Reclamation Service. The
project is feasible from an engineering standpoint. The repayment to
the Reclamation Fund of the cost of the project is assured.

The project will not bring into cultivation new lands but will fur-
nish a supplemental supply for some 600,000 acres of the finest land
in the United States, which is now under cultivation but for which
there is an occasional shortage of water in the late summer to complete
the crop. Not less than 175,000 people will be benefited by the project.
In addition, the City of Denver and all of northern Colorado will derive
great indirect benefits.

The cost of the project can be easily borne by those benefited by it.
Water of the kind which the project will furnish is now being paid for
upon both public and private projects at from six to ten dollars per
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acre per year, while the cost of this water during the forty-year period
for repayment of reclamation costs will not exceed two dollars per acre.
The last session of the Colorado Legislature authorized the formation
of water users’ associations or districts for the purpose of contracting
with the Reclamation Service in order to insure the repayment of the
costs of the construction to the Reclamation Fund so that those who
will make use of the water to be supplied by the proposed reclamation
project are now in a position to make and perform whatever contracts
may be negessary to comply with the Reclamation Law or the desires
of the Reclamation Service. In addition a tax of one-half mill per
annum will be levied upon the property in the district for the purpose
of aiding in meeting the costs of the project. The assessed valuation of
the territory within the district is in the neighborhood of $150,000,000.

In the past there has been considerable controversy over the proposed
construction of this project between residents of the eastern and western
sections of Colorado. The western group, led by Congressman Taylor,
vigorously opposed the project. During the past few weeks a series
of conferences have been held and a complete agreement has been
reached between the representatives of the two areas of the state and
both regions now urge the construction of the project. Congressman
Taylor has withdrawn his objection.

Congress, at the time of the passage of the act creating the Rocky
Mountain National Park, was advised of the ultimate desirability of a
project such as the one now proposed and in order that there might
be no hindrance to such construction by the creation of the park, incor-
porated the following provision in the Act: “The United States Recla-
mation Service may enter upon and utilize for flowage or other pur-
poses any area within said Park which may be necessary for the develop-
ment and maintenance of a Government reclamation project” (Chap.
19, Sec. 1, Vol. 38 Statutes 798: enacted January 26, 1915).

Some objections to the construction of the project have been made
by those interested in national parks. These objections are based upon
complete misunderstanding and in some cases, misrepresentations of
the character of the project and the effect if its completion. Some of the
objections have their origin in the fact that the project will develop a
large amount of hydroelectric power which will be of great benefit to the
communities to be served by the project, but which will inevitably lower
the cost of hydroelectric energy in that section of our State now served
by private corporations.

The water which is to be carried from the western slope to the eastern
slope is taken through a tunnel, neither portal of which is within the
Rocky Mountain National Park, though the tunnel itself passes under the
Continental Divide which is within a portion of the Park. ~Construction
of the project will improve and not impair the scenic beauties of the Park.
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Grand Lake, at the western portal of the tunnel and from or through
which the waters are derived will be enlarged and improved, and its
shoreline leveled and stabilized at a point greatly to the improvement
of the lake from every standpoint.

On the western slope provision is being made by replacement reser-
voirs to equalize the flow of water for irrigation purposes so that the
irrigable lands in that section will no longer be in danger from a shortage
of water during any portion of the irrigation season.

The Senate incorporated an authorization for the construction of
this project in the Interior Department Appropriation Bill during the
last session but due to the controversy which then existed the authoriza-
tion was defeated in the House.

From a careful study of the project, both on the ground and from the
engineering reports, I can assure you that the project is desirable and
beneficial from every aspect and so far as I know, there is no single feature
of it which will be detrimental socially, economically, financially, or
from the standpoint of scenic beauty and attraction.

The time is very pressing as I am desirous of having an appropriation
for the commencement of the project included in the Interior Depart-
ment Appropriation Bill which is under consideration by the Senate
Appropriations Committee. This bill will probably be presented to the
Senate for consideration on Monday, June 28; consequently if a budget
estimate is to furnish a basis for the appropriation it should be made)
immediately.

I will be appreciative and deeply indebted if the President would
request the Director of the Budget to submit the necessary estimate. Iam
informed that the Interior Department made a request for an estimate
some time back.

With best regards, Sincerely,

Arva B. Apams

P. S. I am attaching herewith a copy of Senate Document No. 8o
which is a synopsis of the report of the Reclamation Service on the pro-
ject, and also a copy of the report of the Irrigation and Reclamation
Committee of the Senate recommending the passage of the bill authoriz-
ing the construction of the project and summarizing the provisions of
the report.? The facts concerning this project as stated will be cor-
roborated by Mr. Page, Commissioner of Reclamation, and I suggest
that he be called upon if there be any question about them. A. B. A.

[Notation:as] West Slope legislators have withdrawn objections Alva
says. MHM?®

[13:0F 402:TS]
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! Synopsis of Report on Colorado-Big Thompson Project, Plan of Development and
Cost Estimate Prepared by the Bureau of Reclamation . . . 75th Cong., 1st sess., S.
Doc. 8o (Washington, 1937).

*Senate Report 775 to Accompany S. 2681, 75th Cong., 1st sess. (Washington,
1937).

¢ Writing again to McIntyre on July 14, 1937 (OF 402), Adams said that if pro-
vision for the project should be taken out of the House Interior Department appro-
priation bill, it would be difficult to explain to the people of Colorado, especially
when it was understood “that word has gone out from the White House to some
of the leaders in the House that it is desired that this project be eliminated from the
appropriation bill.”

644 Ro0sSEVELT To MARVIN H. MCINTYRE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY
TO THE PRESIDENT
WasHINGTON, [une 25, 1937
Memo ror Mac: Will you talk with Bell about this ' and tell him
I do not think we should submit an estimate this year and for him to tell
Adams that the matter should go over until next year?

F.D.R.
[13:0F 402:T]
* Above.
645 CHARLES WEST, ACTING SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR, TO
ROOSEVELT

WasHINGTON, June 25, 1937

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRrRESIDENT: In conformance with your
memorandum of April 21 concerning the possibility of making Admiralty
Island a wildlife sanctuary until such time as it may be turned into a
national park, I have asked the Secretary of Agriculture to appoint a
representative who, with a representative of the Department of the In-
terior, will study the problem in Alaska.

I have suggested this method of procedure because I am advised by
the National Park Service that Admiralty Island is believed to be of
doubtful national park quality; that the Forest Service and the Alaska
Game Commission have effected a wildlife management plan of apparent
merit for Admiralty Island; and, that a desirable extension of Glacier
Bay National Monument would provide comparable wildlife sanctuary
in a region of great scenic beauty and scientific interest.

The proposed joint study should be completed by the middle of the
summer.’

CHARLES WEST
[13:0F g378:Ts]
*The Agriculture Department was reluctant to enter upon a joint survey until

the newly created Alaskan Territorial Board (whose object was the development of
Alaskan resources) was fully organized. Interior then decided to go ahead with its
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own survey, and Agriculture promised the aid of Forest Service officers at Juneau
(West to Roosevelt, Oct. 9, 1937, quoting Acting Secretary of Agriculture Wilson
to West, July 24, 1937; Roosevelt to Bell, Nov. 22, 1937, OF 378). No further
reference to the President’s query of April 21, 1937, appears in the Roosevelt papers.

646 RooseveLT To NELsoN C. Brown, New York State College
of Forestry, Syracuse University, Syracuse, New York

[WasHINGTON] June 29, 1937

Dear NeLson: Many thanks for yours of June twenty-sixth.' I
shall be delighted to try the experiment of the Asiatic chestnuts next
Spring.

When you next make a check on the woods I wish you could have
someone from the College go through the woods, especially the woods
around the oldest white pine grove back of the farm to see if there are
many young chestnuts growing. I have seen a number of them—
possibly forty or fifty—ranging from five feet to twenty feet in height.

Back on the top of the hill at the extreme east end of the place I
think there are some others.

If you want something definite to do in Europe, get information about
community owned forests in France, Germany, Austria, etc., showing
the actual annual profit which the communities make from the sale of
fagots, cord wood, lumber and hunting licenses.

If you could get up a little book in popular vein with photographs
and a catchy title and cover, it would sell like hot-cakes. The important
thing is to confine the story to small communities which have not got
much capital to invest.

I hope you will have a wonderful time and I will see you both when
you get back.

Always sincerely,

FrRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT
[13:pPF 38:cCT]

! Brown said that he was going to plant some Asiatic chestnuts on the Roosevelt

grounds in the spring in an effort to develop a blight-free variety, and that he was

going to Europe to look into some recent forestry and conservation developments
there (PPF 38).

647 CHARLES WEST, ACTING SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR, TO
Marvin H. McINTYRE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY TO THE
PRESIDENT

WasHINGTON, June 30, 1937

My pEarR MR. McInTYRE: Further reference is made to a letter of
January 29 to you from Representative Frank W. Boykin, relating to

[81]



the proposed diversion of water from Yellowstone Lake in Yellowstone
National Park to the Snake River for use in Idaho. The above-men-
tioned letter was transmitted to Secretary Ickes with your memorandum
of February g, which was acknowledged by my letter of February 20
to you.! It has required considerable time to assemble and analyze
the data related to this important problem.

This particular proposal originated, as Mr. Boykin indicates, with the
people of the upper Snake River valley in Idaho through the Com-
missioner of Reclamation of Idaho, and has been discussed with this
Department for some time.

The principal question in the case is whether or not the policy of
the Congress and of this Department, of protecting from any change in
their natural condition park areas which exemplify natural history values
of national and international significance, is of more benefit to the public
as a whole than it would be if modified to allow the alteration of natural
conditions in those areas because of purely local industrial urgency.
Local agitation in favor of proposals to divert waters of Yellowstone
National Park for irrigation and power development has occurred fre-
quently during past years, but no projects have materialized because
they have not, upon careful study, proven to be of greater benefit to
the public than the park values they would destroy.

Mr. Boykin is apparently misinformed regarding the previous status
of the lands included within Yellowstone National Park. None of those
lands were at any time under the jurisdiction of the State of Wyoming.
As the property of the United States, they were part of the public domain
when they were reserved for national park purposes by the Act of
March 1, 1872 (17 Stat. 32). By the Act of July 10, 1890 (26 Stat.
222), admitting the State of Wyoming into the Union, Congress spe-
cifically reserved the ownership of all lands included within the park,
and provided that the park should remain under the exclusive juris-
diction of the United States. The Wyoming Constitutional Convention
had already adopted an ordinance forever disclaiming all right and title
to the unappropriated public lands lying within the park boundaries.

It has long been recognized that the waters upon the public domain
are subject to disposal in accordance with the laws of the several States.
There was no special guarantee for the benefit of Wyoming, other than
the provisions of general statutes relating to waters on the public do-
main. However, it is equally well recognized that the States, in exer-
cising their authority to dispose of water, may not grant any right or
privilege to use lands of the United States. From time to time, acts of
Congress have provided the exclusive means by which rights-of-way over
the public lands and reservations may be obtained for the purpose of
constructing diversion works, dams, reservoirs, and conduits. There
is no authority for the granting of such rights-of-way within the national
parks.
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There is some impression that the water flowing from Yellowstone
Lake contributes materially to the periodic floods on the Mississippi and
Missouri Rivers. Such is not the case. On the contrary, the lake acts
as a natural impounding and restraining reservoir during the season
when those floods occur. The reports of the United States Geological
Survey, based upon observations made from 1923 to 1934, inclusive,
show that the maximum discharge from Yellowstone Lake occurs usually
about two weeks after the date of maximum flow of the Yellowstone
River at Miles City, Montana. During the twelve-year period, the
earliest date of maximum discharge was May g1, and the latest date
was July 18. The mean date of maximum discharge for the 12 years
was June 26, long after the disappearance of any danger of floods on
the lower streams.

The maximum flow from Yellowstone Lake amounts to only a small
part of the flow of the Yellowstone River at Miles City, Montana. Dur-
ing the six years from 1929 to 1934, inclusive, the percentages were as
follows: 1929, 6%} 1930, 9%; 1931, 6%; 1932, 8%} 1933, 8%; 1934,
9%.

It will readily be seen that the outflow from Yellowstone Lake can-
not be considered an important contributing factor in any floods in the
Mississippi and Missouri valleys, and that any flood control measures
undertaken at Fishing Bridge or elsewhere on the lake or along the
river within the park boundaries would be almost wholly ineffective.

With reference to the idea of augmenting the flow of the Snake River
for irrigation and power purposes by water from Yellowstone Lake, the
policy governing national parks, as mentioned above, again comes to
mind. It is assumed that no one today questions the premise that the
natural features which the national parks and monuments were estab-
lished to preserve are of incalculable recreational and economic value.
Years of public service experience in the national park system adequately
prove this. Raising the level of Yellowstone Lake and tunneling through
to an outlet on the headwaters of the Snake River would have the ef-
fect of relegating the lake to a position of comparative recreational and
economic unimportance to the park.

Not only would the natural character of the lake be destroyed, but
other undesirable changes would certainly result from the permanent
stabilization of the lake at its present high-water mark. The destruction
of the Molly Islands, where the white pelicans and numerous other water-
fowl nest under protection, would be complete. The remarkably fine
sandy shores of Yellowstone Lake would be permanently submerged, and
the effect of wave action above the present high-water mark would be
incalculable. It would be necessary to raise a large part of the road
along the shore and to protect it by riprapping. Some of the hot springs
would be permanently submerged. The present high recreational value
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of Fishing Bridge and the adjacent camp would be destroyed, and the
natural character of the lake at its outlet would be fundamentally
changed if a dam or weir were to be installed to control the level. The
Yellowstone River and the falls within the park would, upon their being
converted to an artificially controlled display, lose their appeal to the
many thousands of visitors who now visit them annually during the peak
flow in June and July. The same unfortunate results would follow any
arrangement whereby the lake level would be subject to artificial fluctua-
tions, and, in addition, the shores of the lake would tend to become un-
sightly mud flats, such as those observed at Jackson Lake, a few miles to
the south of Yellowstone Lake, resulting from the establishment of an
irrigation reservoir.

If an irrigation and power project such as Mr. Boykin suggests were
ever approved, local people in the upper Snake River Valley would profit
at the expense of hundreds of thousands of actual and potential park
visitors. A precedent would be established for utilization of resources
in national parks throughout the country in connection with purely local
irrigation, power development, and other schemes, and the economic
values of the high public service to which the parks have been dedicated
would shortly be gone. In view of the interest the Congress and this
Department have consistently maintained in protecting the national park
system, I cannot at this time view Mr. Boykin’s recommendations
favorably.

Mr. Boykin’s letter of January 29 is returned herewith.

Sincerely yours,

CHARLES WEST
[13:0F 590:Ts]

! Representative Boykin (Ala.), on behalf of “a friend of many years standing,”
urged consideration of a proposal to dam Yellowstone Lake for irrigation purposes.
He denied that the appearance of Yellowstone Park would be harmed and said that
the “attitude of the National Park Service should be revised because of present and
future necessity” (OF 590). MclIntyre in his memorandum to Ickes (OF 590) said
that the President had suggested that he take up the Boykin matter with him. Ap-
parently no reply was made to Boykin.

648 WiLriam P, WwuARTON, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL PARKS
ASSOCIATION, TO ROOSEVELT

WasuimNeron, D. C., July 1, 1937
(Personal, Attention of Miss LeHand)

DearR MR. PReESIDENT: Senate bill 2681, authorizing the Colorado-
Big Thompson Transmountain Water Diversion Project, which passed
the Senate hurriedly without opportunity for public hearings, is, in the
estimation of this Association and others concerned with protecting the
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integrity of the National Parks, a serious menace to the entire National
Park System. By permitting economic use of natural resources within
the Rocky Mountin National Park, it would set a precedent which might
easily lead to breaking down the barriers which have been set up against
similar projects in the other Parks. If the National Park System is to
be maintained as a unique American institution, it is clear that economic
development within every Park must be prevented. Since National
Forests offer every opportunity for economic development under wise
restrictions, surely we can afford to maintain a few relatively small areas
of supreme natural beauty wholly in their original condition for the en-
joyment and inspiration of our people.

Since the real issue tends to become obscured by the claim of the
Reclamation Service that this project would have no effect on the
primeval conditions and natural beauty on the surface, it may be well
to add here that the National Parks Association is satisfied that the
necessary work cannot be carried on without actual impairment of these
values in the vicinity of the location of the proposed tunnel.

We shall do everything we can to defeat this authorization, as well
as any appropriation which may be made pursuant to it, or in anticipa-
tion of it, in the Interior Department Appropriation bill. I hope
that we may have your help in our effort to stop this project in the
House, or, if that fails, a ringing veto in defense of complete preserva-
tion for the National Primeval Parks.

With kind regards, Sincerely yours,

WM. P. WaARTON

[aps] There appears to be an entirely practicable route to carry
the needed water around the south end of the Natl Park, and wholly
outside of it.  This route should be surveyed.

[Notation:a:LEHAND] Mac to ack & hold it in case the Bill comes
down—"

[13:0F 402:TS]

* Acknowledged by MclIntyre, July 6, 1937 (OF 402).

649 ArNO B. CAMMERER, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, TO
ROOSEVELT

WasHiNGTON, July 6, 1937

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT: Reference is made to your
memorandum of June 17, requesting a memorandum on former Gov-
ernor Baxter of Maine.

In Who’s Who in America, Mr. Baxter is credited with being a
“champion of State’s rights.” In the Portland Press Herald, May 3,
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1937, he refers to the Baxter State Park, which he purchased and
donated to the State, as follows: “In planning for this over all those
years my sole interest was in the State of Maine, not in the National
Government.”

These evidences, as well as the correspondence that we have received
from Mr. Baxter protesting the Mount Katahdin National Park project,
indicate that he is so staunch an advocate of State’s rights that he would
consider even a national park as an undesirable invasion. We are
unable to understand his point of view since the proposed national park,
if ultimately established, would increase the park area at Mount Katah-
din from the present 7,000 acres of Baxter State Park to about 300,000
acres, which would provide a much more effective recreational area,
wildlife sanctuary and scenic wilderness, the very resources that he is
seeking to preserve for the State of Maine. . . .

We are informed by Mr. Myron H. Avery, President, Appalachian
Trail Conference, that the public facilities at Baxter State Park are
inadequate and poorly planned. The State legislature this year refused
to appropriate the requested $2,000 for the care of the park. Last
year, at the request of Governor Brann, this Service conducted a pre-
liminary investigation of the Mount Katahdin region and recommended
that approximately fourteen townships, including the Baxter State Park,
would be suitable for national park status, if the lands could be donated
in fee simple. Congressman Brewster has introduced the Katahdin
Park bill (H. R. 5864) at the request of people in Maine and not at
the request of this Department. It is contemplated that final report
upon the bill will be withheld until we have made further and detailed
study of the project, which study will be undertaken this summer.

The correspondence that was attached to your memorandum of June
17 is returned.?

ArNO B. CAMMERER
[13:0F 6-P:Ts)

* (OF 6-P.) Percival Baxter was governor of Maine from 1921 to 1925.

? Baxter to Mr. and Mrs. David Gray, April 26, 1937, enclosing copies of Baxter’s
letters to E. A. Pritchard of the National Park Service, Aug. 15, 1936, and to Senator
Hale of Maine, April 8, 1937 (OF 6-P). Baxter asked the Grays to intercede with
Roosevelt to prevent the establishment of a national park in the Katahdin area.
(Mrs. Gray was an aunt of Mrs. Roosevelt.) In his letter to Hale, he asked that
H. R. 5864, to create a Mount Katahdin national park, be “killed,” and said that he
had plans of his own for the improvement of Baxter State Park. H. R. 5864 had
been introduced on March 23, 1937, by Representative Brewster (Me.) ; H. R. 6599,
apparently a modification of the former bill, was introduced by him on April 22.

No action was taken on either measure (Cong. Rec., 75th Cong., 1st sess., 81: 3,
2664; 81: 4, 3772).

The case for a national park to include Katahdin was given in a statement by
Myron H. Avery, chairman of the Appalachian Trail Conference (ibid., 81: 10,
1411-1412). Avery said that the Baxter State Park took in only the mountain top
and that proper protection of the scenic values of the mountain could be given only
by the addition of extensive areas surrounding it. He also said that the state was in
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no position to care for the area. Several years before, Governor Louis J. Brann of
Maine had attempted to interest the Administration in a national park in the
Katahdin-Moosehead Lake region (Fechner to Roosevelt, Aug. 24, 1933, OF 6-P).
At that time the Park Service recommended that the President move slowly in ap-
proving such projects, since large cut-over areas did not make a national park. See
below.

650 RoosEVELT To MR. AND MRs. Davip Gray, Portland, Maine

[WasHINGTON] July 8, 1937
My pEAR MAUDE & Davip: I did not get the letter to you from
Governor Baxter until about two weeks ago and sent it at once to the
Interior Department for a memorandum. Here it is. Will you be good
enough to send it to the Governor and tell him, incidentally, that I,
know of the splendid work which he has done for conservation and wild
life.*
I hope all goes well.
Affectionately,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
[13:0F 6-P:cT]
*The “memorandum” is the preceding letter. The Mount Katahdin park pro-
posal came up again in 1938 and 1939; see post, 925.

651 JoseEpHINE ROCHE, ACTING SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY, TO
SENATOR Rovar S. CorperLAaND oF NEW YORK, CHAIRMAN,
SENATE COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE

[WasumNGTON] July 12, 1937

My pEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to H. R. 7051, a bill
“Authorizing the construction, repair, and preservation of certain public
works on rivers and harbors, and for other purposes.” This bill, as|
passed by the House of Representatives, contains in section 5 provisions
which are the same as those of H. R. 2300, a bill “To provide for a
survey of the Ohio River and its tributaries with a view to preventing
their pollution.” Under date of April 19, 1937, this Department, in
a letter to the Chairman of the Committee on Rivers and Harbors, House
of Representatives, reported adversely on H. R. 2300, as follows:

The Treasury Department has given careful consideration to H. R.
2300, a bill “to provide for a survey of the Ohio River and its tributaries
with a view to preventing their pollution.”

This bill would authorize and direct the Secretary of War to cause to
be made a survey of the Ohio River and its tributaries, to ascertain the
sources and extent of pollution, with a view to determining the most

feasible method of correcting and eliminating pollution, and to make
such recommendations for remedial legislation as is deemed advisable.
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The Secretary of War would be authorized, in carrying out this proposed
study, to secure the cooperation and assistance of the Public Health Service.

The Public Health Service has been engaged in scientific studies of
stream pollution problems for nearly twenty-five years. Methods of field
and laboratory procedure have been developed that are in general use
today. In addition the Public Health Service is, and has been for many
years, cooperating in a limited way with the State health departments in
connection with stream pollution studies. The work of the Public Health
Service in this field has been limited only by the appropriations made
available.

During the period 1913 to 1917 a careful study was made of the sources
and extent of pollution entering the tributaries and the main stream of
the Ohio River, and extensive laboratory studies were made of the Ohio
River throughout its length. During the period elapsing since this study
many changes have taken place with increasing population and industrial
development. The canalization of the Ohio River has changed completely
the pollution conditions in the main stream during low water periods. Some
effects of this canalization on pollution conditions have been studied more
recently in the stretch of river between Cincinnati and Louisville.

Were the War Department to undertake a study of this drainage basin
it would be necessary for that department to develop the required technical
force and duplicate much of the work that has already been done by the
Public Health Service, as well as to establish contacts with the State
agencies, such as already have been established by the Public Health
Service over a period of many years.

It would appear more logical that the Public Health Service, the federal
agency authorized by the Congress to make such studies under the Act of
August 14, 1912 (37 Stat. 309, U. S. C. Title 42, sec. 7) should make the
survey if it is required.

In view of the fact that the Public Health Service is the agency au-
thorized by the Congress to carry on stream pollution studies and is the
only federal agency properly qualified to make such studies, and since
stream pollution control is essentially a public health problem, the Treasury
Department does not recommend the enactment of H. R. 2300.

For the reasons stated in the report on H. R. 2300 this Department
recommends that Section 5 pertaining to the pollution survey of the
Ohio River be stricken from H. R. 7051.

Very truly yours,

(Signed) JosepHINE RocHE
[19:BUDGET BUREAU ENROLLED BILLS : T]

* This letter was sent to McIntyre by Acting Budget Director Bell under cover of
a letter dated Aug. 21, 1937, in which Bell reported on the bill referred to. Bell
noted that the Secretary of War and the Acting Secretary of the Interior recom-
mended that the bill be approved, and enclosed their letters to this effect, dated
respectively Aug. 17 and 21, 1937. Bell said he was “wholly in accord with the
Treasury position” that stream pollution was essentially a public health problem, and
that the Public Health Service was the agency authorized by Congress to carry on
stream pollution studies, but he felt that the matter could be “satisfactorily worked out
between the two departments,” and therefore recommended that the bill be approved.
Roosevelt approved the bill Aug. 26, 1937, but took note of the objection made by
the Treasury Department in a press release issued on the same date, post, 682.
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652 RooseveLT TO GOVERNOR GORDON BrownNiNG, Nashville,
Tennessee

[WasnuiNGTON] July 26, 1937

My peEAR GovERNOR BrowNING: During your recent visit you called
my attention to the fact that the acquisition of all lands in North Carolina
within the boundary lines of the Great Smoky Mountains National Park
project had been completed with funds made available by Executive
Order 6542 of December 28, 1933, but that some 26,000 acres in
Tennessee, estimated to cost approximately $745,000, needed for the
completion of the park, had not been acquired due to lack of funds.
You asked me why the Government should not complete the program
in Tennessee as it did in North Carolina.

The sum of $1,550,000.00 was made available by the above-men-
tioned Executive Order after North Carolina had advised that $1,145,-
540.08 was necessary to acquire two remaining timber parcels in the
park area, and Tennessee advised that $858,828.64 was necessary to
acquire all lands on the Tennessee side. This made a total of $2,004,-
368.72. There remained $506,557.86 of Rockefeller donated funds
which were also made available subject to certain conditions that were
met. This made a total of $2,056,557.86 available to complete the land
acquisition program.

The reliability of the estimates and the adequacy of the funds were
first questioned when court awards on the two remaining North Carolina
parcels were over $300,000 higher than the estimates. Checking of
the Tennessee estimates also found them far too low. The court awards
in North Carolina, however, had to be paid at once to stop accrual of
interest charges. Of course, these high awards resulted in a greater
shortage of funds for land acquisition in Tennessee. The National Park
Service estimates that the amount yet needed to complete the park is
approximately $745,000. Under the law and the agreements with the
chief private donor to the park fund it is contemplated that all of the
park lands in North Carolina and Tennessee must be acquired before
development of the park may be undertaken.

The provision in previous laws permitting the acquisition of lands
with Federal funds for CCC and other purposes, which would be appli-
cable to this project, were not continued by the Congress in the new
emergency legislation, and, consequently, there is now no existing au-
thority under which funds may be allocated to complete the land
acquisition in Tennessee for the Great Smoky Mountains National Park
project.’

Very sincerely yours,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
[13:0F 6-P:CT]

! Drafted by the National Park Service.
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653 RooseveLT To DANIEL C. Bearp, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL
Court oF HoNoORr, Boy Scours oF AmErica, Suffern, New
York

[WasuINcTON] July 28, 1937

DEear “Uncre” Dan: You are a grand Scout in every sense of the
term and I am thrilled to know the story of the characters in “The
Yankee in the Court of King Arthur.”* I am especially thrilled to
recognize the faces of Annie Russell and Sarah Bernhardt—even I re-
member them in their youthful or at least their prime days—and as for
Lord Tennyson, who could mistake it?

I wish I could join you in the joy of your camp. I am still searching
out bits of original wilderness. Two weeks ago we bought the last of
the sugar pine groves in California near the Yosemite.

By the way, up at Hyde Park we have thirty or forty acres of real
primeval forest between our house and the river. Some day I shall
show it to you.

Always your friend,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
[13:PPF 1104:CT]

* Referring to Beard’s letter of July 23, 1937 (PPF 1104), dealing mostly with his

manner of illustrating Mark Twain’s 4 Connecticut Yankee in King Arthur’s Court.

Beard said that he rejoiced to see that the President had “the wisdom and foresight
to see the necessity of protecting bits of wilderness in this great land of ours . . .”

654 RooseveLT TO ROBERT FECHNER, DIRECTOR, CIVILIAN
CoNsERVATION CoORPS

WASHINGTON, July 28, 1937

MemoranpuM FOR Hon. RoBeErRT FecHNER: I have signed the
Executive Order and I want only to make one suggestion in regard to
its administration.*

While it is legal to undertake projects on land belonging in private
ownership, I think it is a great mistake to do any more of this than we
can possibly help. There are some cases where the cutting of firebreaks,
for example, the privately owned forest lands, will safeguard publicly
owned lands against fire, but it is difficult to say to one private owner
“We will work on your land” and to his neighbor say “We will not
work on your land.”

Furthermore, in view of the fact that there is so much work to be
done in the national parks, the national forests, the national monuments
and the game refuges, I hope we can confine the CCC work almost
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entirely to these areas and to similar areas owned by states and munici-
palities.

F.D.R.
[13:0F 268:cT]

* Executive Order 7677-A, signed July 26, 1937, authorized the Civilian Con-
servation Corps to do work on certain county, municipal and private lands.

655 Freperic A. DELANO, VicE CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL RESOURCES
CoMMITTEE, TO JAMES ROOSEVELT, SECRETARY TO THE
PrRESIDENT

WasniNeToN, D. C., July 31, 1937

My pEAR JimmiE: I have been down here in Washington attending
meetings, and yesterday afternoon learned of a Joint Resolution that had
been passed by both houses but in different form, the House form being
very objectionable. As a Joint Resolution cannot be vetoed by the
President,” it is especially difficult to deal with, and I therefore send you
a copy of this resolution and a copy of the Congressional Record with
the passage marked on page 10127.

The resolution as passed by the House would give the War Depart-
ment authority to prepare a comprehensive plan for utilization of all
water resources in the United States. Reports on run-off retardation will
be prepared by the Department of Agriculture, and studies of reclamation
projects would be made in conjunction with the Department of the
Interior. The Senate Resolution would authorize the preparation of a
comprehensive flood control plan by the War Department. Authority
for the preparation of such a plan by the Departments of War and Agri-
culture already has been granted, in large measure, under the flood con-
trol act of 1936. It appears that the House resolution, if agreed to by
the Senate, would result in a national water plan which would have
been prepared without reference to important Federal interests such as
represented in the power activities of the Federal Power Commission and
the pollution abatement activities of the Public Health Service. It also
might ignore the State water planning activities which were initiated
throughout the country last year when, at the request of the President,
the National Resources Committee undertook the preparation of a com-
prehensive water program in cooperation with all Federal and State
agencies. A revision of the first report on “Drainage Basin Problems
and Programs” is now in progress.

In view of these facts it seems to me that it would be desirable to
attain agreement to the resolution as passed by the Senate with allowance
for participation by the Department of Agriculture in preparing reports
on run-off retardation. The resolution as passed by the House would

[o1]
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be an obstacle to the comprehensive water resources planning by all
Federal and State agencies which was initiated last year.

I hesitate to bother the President at this time, and would not even
call his attention to the matter if it did not seem to me very important.?

Very sincerely yours, FreEDpERIC A. DELANO

[13:0F 132:TS]

! Delano was in error; see post, 663.

*Senate Joint Resolution 57, “to authorize the submission to Congress of a com-
prehensive plan for the prevention and control of floods of all the major rivers of
the United States,” was introduced Jan. 30, 1937, by Senator Caraway (Ark.) The
companion measure, House Joint Resolution 175, introduced by McClellan (Ark.),
was amended by the House to give the War Department very broad planning powers
in the fields of conservation and hydroelectric power. The amendment was incor-
porated in the Senate resolution and this was passed on Aug. 2, 1937 (Cong. Rec.,
75th Cong., 1st sess., 81:1, 601, 604; 81:5, 5654; 81:7, 7822—7841, 7963-7964,
8163). On August 4 Roosevelt asked for a report on the measure from the Budget
Bureau, and on August 11 Acting Budget Director Bell submitted statements requested
by him from the agency heads most affected by the act (Bell to McIntyre, Aug. 11,
1937, Budget Bureau Enrolled Bills). Acting Secretary of Agriculture Wilson, in
his letter to Bell of Aug. 6, 1937, said that the resolution would aid his agency in
carrying out its responsibilities for flood control surveys as authorized by the act
of June 22, 1936. He was aware, however, that the proposed law might not be in
accord with the President’s general program. Ickes, writing August 9 as head of the
National Resources Committee, and August 10 as Secretary of Interior, urged dis-
approval for reasons essentially those stated in the memorandum sent by him to
Roosevelt on Aug. 4, 1937 (post, 660). Secretary of War Woodring, writing Aug. 10,
1937, said that the War Department had not objected to the resolution in its original
form. As amended, however, the War Department would be required to evaluate
flood control projects for hydroelectric development and other conservation purposes,
and would “call for plans for all works necessary for an effective soil and water con-
servation [sic] for all rivers and their watersheds.” He considered such an extension
of responsibilities more appropriately assumed by the Federal Power Commission and
the Agriculture and Interior Departments and he therefore recommended disapproval.

Acting Federal Power Commissioner Draper, in his letter of Aug. 6, 1937, recom-
mended neither approval nor disapproval but pointed out that the resolution would
transfer to the War Department functions hitherto exercised by the Power Commis-
sion. Draper said that it was apparent that the “underlying purpose” of the meas-
ure was “to confer upon the War Department the broad planning functions which,
under other legislation now pending . . . would be conferred upon newly created
regional conservation or power authorities.” This view was openly expressed in the
House debate; for example, Chairman Whittington of the House Committee on
Flood Control said, “We hear much about planning and planning agencies. Much
of the planning and many of the agencies would be duplications . . . The establish-
ment of additional agencies for flood control would result in delay.” (Cong. Rec.,
81:7,7831). (Cf. Maass, Muddy Waters, pp. 87-93.) On the basis of the reports,
Bell recommended that the resolution be disapproved.

656 RooseveELT ToO HAROLD L. ICKES, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR

[WasHiNcTON] August 2, 1937

My pEAR MR. SECRETARY: I am approving, with some reluctance,
the enrolled bill S. 2086, “To authorize the construction of a Federal
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reclamation project to furnish a water supply for the lands of the Arch
Hurley Conservancy District in New Mexico.” *

The necessity for, or desirability of, this legislation is not apparent
in view of the statement in the letter of Acting Secretary West which
accompanied the enrolled bill, that: “The plans so far made entail a
total cost of $8,278,000, or $184 per acre, which under present Recla-
mation laws would render the project infeasible. However, by a re-
vision of plans or by some other means, the repayment of the investment
may become possible.”

It seems to me that a determination of the feasibility of the project
and of the probability of its repayment of construction costs, through
the use of funds that are available to the Bureau of Reclamation for
such investigations of proposed Reclamation projects, should have been
a prerequisite to the consideration of legislation authorizing the con-
struction of the project.

I am persuaded, however, to approve this bill only because of the
provision which it contains forbidding the initiation of construction work
on the project unless and until you are able to make a finding, under
Subsection B of Section 4 of the Act of December 5, 1924, that the
project is economically feasible and will in all probability return its
construction cost.

In view of the fact that the Reclamation Fund will be exhausted by
the end of the present fiscal year and that its income for the next few
years will be no more than enough to provide for the projects now under
construction, I shall not be disposed to hereafter submit an estimate of
appropriation for beginning the construction of the project covered by
the enrolled bill until I am thoroughly satisfied that this project is
feasible and will repay the cost of its construction.

Sincerely yours,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
FJB/ABP®
[Notation:as] DWB

[13:0F 402:cT]
* Act approved Aug. 2, 1937 (50 Stat. 557).

* Drafted in the Budget Bureau, presumably by Frederick J. Bailey, chief of the
Division of Research and Investigation.

657 VerNON G. Davis, SPEAKER OF THE ARIZONA House oF
REPRESENTATIVES, TO ROOSEVELT

PuOENIX, ARIZONA, August 3, 1937
[Telegram] HonoraBLE Sir: The following Memorial was unani-
mously passed by the Legislature of the State of Arizona:
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A House Memorial Protesting Against the Proposed Withdrawal of
Land in Southwest Arizona as Game Refuge

The Secretary of the Interior, and The Chief of the Bureau of Bio-
logical Survey of the United States of America:

Your Memorialist respectfully represents: The total area of land
within the State of Arizona is 72,838,400 acres. Of this area Indian
reservations occupy 19,566,339 acres. National forests 11,203,438
acres. National Parks and monuments 671,610 acres. Military reser-
vations 73,008 acres. The Public Domain consists of something less
than thirteen million acres. Two-thirds of the State’s area is controlled
by Federal bureaus; less than one-fourth is subject to taxation. It is
understood that the Bureau of Biological Survey has requested the De-
partment of the Interior to have withdrawn from entry two large bodies
of land in the southwestern portion of the State, totalling approximately
3,400,000 acres for the use and propagation of mountain sheep and
goats and as game refuges. A large portion of the area which it is pro-
posed to have placed in these two game refuges is grazing land and
being used by local stockmen, while other portions thereof will soon
be irrigated by water from the Colorado River under the Gila project.
These proposed withdrawals if made will work undue hardships on the
users of said lands especially those persons engaged in the livestock
business, which is one of the biggest industries of the State and will also
greatly retard the development of the State, and in large measure pre-
vent these lands from being developed and improved and placed upon
the tax rolls. It is overwhelmingly the public sentiment of the people
of Arizona that these proposed game refuges be not established.

Wherefore, your Memorialist, the House of Representatives of the
State of Arizona, urgently requests that the proposed withdrawal of
public lands in southwestern Arizona for the purposes above stated
be not made.’

VERNON G. Davis
[13:0F 633:T]

* Answered post, 672.

658 RoosevELT To ALBERT Z. GrAy, Locust Valley, New York

WasHINGTON, August 4, 1937
DearR MR. Gray: I am glad you took the time to write me as you
did in your letter of July 8, relative to Senate Bill 2681, introduced by
Senator Adams, to authorize the construction of the Colorado-Big
Thompson project.' A companion bill has also been introduced in the
House but has not yet passed. The Interior Department Appropriation
Bill carries an item for commencing the construction of this project.
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You may care to read a synopsis of the Bureau of Reclamation’s report,
which has been printed as Senate Document No. 8o, a copy of which
I enclose.”

Please be assured that I share your appreciation of the national park
policy and will not by any Presidential act even remotely jeopardize
this national policy declared in 1916.°

Very sincerely yours,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
[13:0F 402:CT]

1 Gray opposed the project because he said he understood it would drain the lakes
and springs within Rocky Mountain National Park (OF 402).

* Colorado-Big Thompson Project, Synopsis of Report on Colorado-Big Thompson
Project Plan of Development and Cost Estimate . . . S. Doc. 8o, 75th Cong., 1st
sess. (Washington, 1937).

®S. 2681 was approved by the Senate without debate on June 24, 1937 (Cong.
Rec., 75th Cong., 1st sess., 81: 6, 5053, 6016, 6294-6295). The House Irrigation
and Reclamation Committee held hearings on the Senate bill and made a report but
the House took no further action. Senate backers of the Big Thompson project
then added an amendment to the pending Interior Department appropriation bill
which appropriated $900,000 to proceed with construction. The House conference
committee refused to agree to this amendment and the measure came before the
House for debate.

Opponents of the project said the park scenery would be harmed; debris from
the tunnel borings would be an eyesore; lake levels would be affected; power lines,
canals and other installations would line the approach roads. Representative Dirksen
(I11.) said the contemplated invasion of the park would establish a precedent: next
would come demands to open the park for mining and grazing and for the building
of railroads and air fields; in the years to come posterity would lament the lack of
vision that had permitted the spoliation. He pointed out that the hearings had
shown that alternate routes for the tunnel outside the park were available. Repre-
sentative Zimmerman (Mo.) voiced the general reaction of the western members when
he said that the only opposition to the bill came from “certain organizations through-
out the country that wanted to act as godfathers for the people of Colorado, and other
Western States in looking after our natural parks” (ibid., 81:7, 7408-7429). The
amendment was approved by the House July 22 by a vote of 174 to 154 with 103
not voting, and became law with the signing of the Interior Department appropriation
bill on Aug. 9, 1937 (50 Stat. 595).

659 Harowrp L. IcKES, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR, TO ROOSEVELT

WasHINGTON, August 4, 1937

My pEAR MR. PrESIDENT: I thought you might be interested in this
memorandum with reference to House Joint Resolution No. 175, which
has been prepared by the Water Resources Committee of the National
Resources Committee, by direction of Dr. Merriam.

Sincerely yours,

Harorp L. IckEs
[Notation:a] S. J. Res. 57 passed in lieu

[13:BUDGET BUREAU ENROLLED BILLS:TS]
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660 [Enclosure]

MEeMoORANDUM RE HOUSE JoINT RESOLUTION 175 AND SENATE JOINT
ResorLuTioN 57: This joint resolution, if approved by the President,
would authorize a national water-planning program which would be
carried out independent of much planning work already in progress by
Federal agencies other than the War Department, and by state and local
agencies now actively concerned with water-resources plans. The effect
of the resolution would be to centralize in the War Department a water-
planning function which now is and should continue to be distributed
among many Federal agencies. It would result in a single, static plan
presented to Congress without provision for continuing revision on a
regional basis in the light of changing national policy. For these reasons
it would establish a system directly contrary to the program of integrated
regional planning outlined by the President in his message of June g,
1937-

A national water plan was requested by the President during the early
part of 1938 and was submitted by the National Resources Committee
in December, 1936. It was intended to set forth the major problems
of water resources use, broad programs for the development of water
resources, and specific construction and investigation projects consistent
with the broad program. It resulted from the cooperative studies of
all Federal, state, and local agencies concerned. It was directed at an
integration of the multiple aspects of water use and control, and recog-
nized that flood-control in a given drainage area should not be con-
sidered independently of hydroelectric power, navigation, irrigation, pol-
lution abatement, municipal water supply, recreation, and wildlife
conservation. In this respect, the plan carries forward for the first time
on a national scale, the plans for smaller areas or for restricted problems
prepared by the Corps of Engineers, the President’s Committee on Water
Flow, the Mississippi Valley Committee, the Great Plains Committee and
other groups.

The resolution, as passed by the Senate originally, was intended to
provide Congress with a comprehensive statement on flood-control proj-
ects in major drainage areas. Such a statement is needed as an aid in
the consideration of individual projects. However, as the recent experi-
ence with the Ohio-Lower Mississippi comprehensive flood-control plan
has shown so forcefully, strictly flood-control plans are of little value un-
less integrated with larger programs for use and control of water for
other purposes. The House amendments extended the authority to in-
clude “provisions for . . . utilization of water resources through the
building of power dams or a combination of power, reclamation, con-
servation, and flood-control dams, and all work necessary for an effective
soil and water conservation.” Therefore the amendments were in the
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right direction, but along lines which are unsatisfactory for the following
reasons:

1. The planning of wise use and control of water resources and related
land resources is distributed by law among numerous agencies not in-
cluded in the resolution. The Federal Power Commission, the U. S.
Public Health Service, the International Boundary Commission, the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority are among the more important ones. Moreover,
several bureaus within the Department of Agriculture are concerned
with water utilization from standpoints other than run-off retardation
and erosion control.  Although all of these agencies are actively engaged
in water-planning work, they would not have a formal part in preparing
plans under the joint resolution. The current controversy between the
War Department and the Federal Power Commission over hydroelectric
and flood-control development on the Connecticut and Merrimack
Rivers illustrates the difficulties which might be expected to result from
the procedure outlined in the resolution. It should be noted that the
resolution does not indicate clearly whether or not the War Department
and Department of Agriculture reports would be integrated.

2. In preparing the report on “Drainage Basin Problems and Pro-
grams” (the national water plan) at the direction of the President last
year, all interested state agencies as well as Federal agencies were
brought into the work. For example, state sanitary engineers and con-
servation commissioners submitted proposals through the state planning
boards. Water-planning activities were initiated in most states as a
result of that first national survey. Continued cooperation with those
state and local groups in the planning of developments which affect
those groups primarily is to be desired. Such cooperation is not author-
ized or directed in the joint resolution.

3. In his message of June g, 1937, the President outlined a program
for planning of national resources on a regional basis. The essential
features were a group of regional planning bodies which were to be
integrated through a national planning board and the Bureau of the
Budget. If the joint resolution were to be approved in its present form,
the authority for such planning would in effect be delegated to the Sec-
retary of War. He would report directly to Congress. The planning
would not be organized on a regional basis. It would not “start at the
bottom’ with the state and local groups as suggested by the President.
The results would not necessarily be coordinated with the work of more
than a few other agencies. There would be no provision for revision
and checking the program in the light of national budgetary considera-
tions and of national planning policies. Once authorized, this new
planning venture would be used as an argument against the regional
organization proposed by the President.
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The joint resolution would substitute a new water-planning structure
for that which was developed during 1935. In so doing, it would ig-
nore certain interested Federal agencies, it would eliminate the present
joint State-Federal planning relationships, and it would establish an or-
ganization contrary in structure to that proposed by the President in
his message on regional planning.

In view of these considerations, it would seem that if the President
wishes to develop the program outlined in that message, the joint resolu-
tion should not be approved.

G. F. Warte *
[13:BUDGET BUREAU ENROLLED BILLS:TS]

! Gilbert F. White, a geographer specializing in conservation problems, from 1946
to 1955 president of Haverford College.

661 RooseveLT TOo DANIEL W. BELL, AcTING DIRECTOR, BUREAU
OF THE BUDGET

WasHINGTON, August 5, 1937

MEMORANDUM FOR THE ACTING DIRECTOR OF THE BUDGET: Please
prepare veto message after consultation with Interior, Agriculture, War
Department and National Resources Committee.

F.D.R.
[Notation:T] Let. from Secy. Ickes 8/4/37, with memo. re H. J. Res.
175 and S. J. Res. 57.

[13:0F 132:CT]

662 REPRESENTATIVE JoHN L. McCLELLAN OF ARKANSAS TO
RoOSEVELT

WasuiNeToN, D. C., August 11, 1937

My pEAR MR. PRESIDENT: At the suggestion of Honorable Daniel
W. Bell, Acting Director, Bureau of the Budget, I am writing this as
a memorandum in support of SJR 57, which now awaits Executive
approval.

I have just returned from my home in Arkansas, and am much sur-
prised to learn that any opposition had been expressed to this bill.
It passed both the House and Senate without a dissenting vote.

From the best information I have been able to obtain since my
return, it seems some are apprehensive that undue authority is given to
the Army Engineers in connection with hydro-electric development, and
that objection is directed to this provision: “and (the report) shall set
forth the values of such projects for hydroelectric development and other
conservation purposes.”
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The original bill did not contain this and other provisions that were
incorporated by the House Committee amendments, but these amend-
ments to the bill regarding hydro-electric power were incorporated at
the instance of members on the Committee and other members of the
House who expressed an opinion that no dams should be constructed
for flood control purposes with disregard to their availability and the
possibility of their utilization for power development. To satisfy those
who are favorable to the development of our power resources, the power

provision was incorporated in this resolution by the House Flood Control
Committee.

It must be borne in mind that this resolution authorizes and directs
nothing that will be binding on the Congress. When the report or
reports called for by the resolution have been prepared and submitted,
they will be in effect, if the letter and spirit of the bill are followed,
a recommendation for a comprehensive flood control plan, national in
scope, and covering all of the major streams of the Nation, and in
addition there will be pointed out incidental values and benefits that
may accrue by reason of the construction of such projects. If the
Congress cares to, it may from time to time by further legislation
authorize and appropriate money for the construction of any project
that may have been so recommended. It could enact legislation
authorizing the construction of all or any part. It is my thought that
a comprehensive report of this character will be very valuable in the
study of this problem as we undertake to find an adequate solution
in future legislation.

It can do no harm, but rather, will be an aid to the Administration’s
program of creating a number of authorities for the different drainage
basins. Such authorities in formulating their plans and the National
Resources Board in formulating its plans may well avail themselves of
such information and recommendations as the War Department may
submit in this report, or reports, pursuant to the direction and authority
contained in this resolution.

It is positively not the intention of this act to place any new authority
over power legislation with the Army Engineers other than it shall be
their duty in their reports to point out, where a dam is recommended
for flood control purposes, whether in their opinion it has any value or
possibilities as a power project in addition to the purposes it will serve
in connection with the control of floods.

I especially wish to respectfully call your attention to our conference
regarding this resolution on the 15th of June. At that time the Flood
Control Committee of the House had reported favorably HJR 175 with
amendments, but which as originally introduced was identical with
SJR 57. On June 10 I had written you, calling your attention to HJR
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175 and SJR 57, and among other things, I stated: “Before proceeding
further in an effort to obtain passage, I should like to have you consider
the merits of the proposal, and if you feel it does not seriously conflict
with the program you have recommended, I would be pleased to have
you give it your approval, or, at least, advise there is no objection to
its enactment,” and requested an opportunity to discuss the measure with
you at your convenience. On June 15, when you extended me the
courtesy of a conference, after discussion, you assured me that you had
no objection to the measure and that you preferred the House bill with
the Committee amendments rather than SJR 57, which had passed the
Senate and which was identical with HJR 175 in its original form.
Therefore, bearing in mind your preference and after you advised you
had no objections, I proceeded to obtain favorable action in the House
on HJR 175, and then called up SJR 57 and amended it by inserting
the House bill after the enacting clause. The Senate thereafter promptly
concurred in the House amendments.

After you had advised me that you had no objection to this legislation,
I asked if T might have the liberty to so state, and you replied in the
affirmative. The press in my state has carried a number of articles re-
garding this measure, and one to the effect that after my conference with
you, I stated that you had assured me you had no objection to its enact-
ment. Since its passage I have received many congratulatory messages
from my constituents and others in the State of Arkansas.

I sincerely hope you will not veto this bill. It is good legislation,
sound and wise from every viewpoint. I trust you will let it become a
law.

Sincerely yours,

Joun L. McCLELLAN

[13:0F 132:TS]

663 RooseveLT TO FREDERIC A. DELANO, VICE CHAIRMAN,
NatioNAL REsourcEs COMMITTEE

[WasHINGTON] August 12, 1937
Dear UncrLe FrED: Jimmy has shown me your letter.! It is a joint
Resolution; it is on my desk, and I am going to veto it!
You will hear from me in a day or so in regard to a committee to be
formed to bring in a comprehensive plan by January.

Affectionately,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[13:0F 132:CT]
* Ante, 655.
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664 Danier W. BeLr, AcTING DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET,
TO0 MARVIN H. MCINTYRE, SECRETARY TO THE PRESIDENT !

[WasHINGTON] 8/12 [1937]

MRr. McInTYrRE: Here is draft of memo. the President wanted in
connection with S. 57. Will you put in day and hour.
DWB

[Notation:as] How soon do you want to have this conference?
MHM

[13:0F 132:AS]

* McIntyre’s title was changed from Assistant Secretary to the President to Secretary
to the President on July 1, 1937.

665 [Enclosure] DRAFT MEMORANDUM, ROOSEVELT TO THE SECRE-
TARY OF WAR AND OTHERS

WASHINGTON

To—THE SECRETARY OF WAR, THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR,
THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, 1 HE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY,
TraE Acting DiRECTOR OF THE BupGET: Will you be good enough to
come to my office at on , for the purpose of discussing
with me a plan that I have in mind for the creation of a committee, upon
which you would serve, to make a comprehensive study of, and develop
a program for, the conservation and utilization of the water resources
of all our watersheds from the tops of the watersheds to the ocean.

It would be my purpose to have this committee bring to me a complete
program of water conservation and utilization for the next several years,
in time for the inclusion in the 1939 Budget to be submitted to the
Congress early in January, of the items for the first year of such a pro-
gram. These items would form a part of the total estimate of appro-
priation of not to exceed $500,000,000 for all kinds of public works
that would be included in the 1939 Budget.

It is suggested that you have representatives of the following agencies
under your supervision accompany you to this conference: Corps of
Engineers, United States Army; Reclamation Service; Public Land
Agencies; Forest Service; Soil Conservation Service; National Resources
Committee, and Procurement Division of the Treasury Department.

[13:0F 132:CT]
1 An attached memorandum, Roosevelt to Bell, Aug. 22, 1937, reads, “Will you

speak to me about this?” No further reference to the proposed conference has been
found.
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666 ROOSEVELT TO THE SENATE

Tue Warte House, August 13, 1937

To THE SENATE: I return herewith without my approval, Senate
Joint Resolution No. 57, entitled “Joint Resolution to authorize the
submission to Congress of a comprehensive national plan for the pre-
vention and control of floods of all the major rivers of the United
States, development of hydroelectric power resources, water and soil
conservation, and for other purposes.”

In my message of June g, 1937, I proposed for the consideration of
Congress, a thoroughly democratic process of national planning of the
conservation and utilization of the water, and related land, resources
of our country. I expressed the belief that such a process of national
planning should start at the bottom through the initiation of planning
work in the State and local units, and that it should contemplate the
formulation of programs on a regional basis, the integration of fiscal
and conservation policies on a national basis, and the submission of
a comprehensive development program to the Congress by the President.

The reverse of such a process of national planning is prescribed in
Senate Joint Resolution No. 57. By this resolution the War Depart-
ment would become the national planning agency, not alone for flood
control, but for all the other multiple uses of water. Although the
Department of Agriculture would prepare reports on runoff retardation
and soil erosion prevention, and the Department of the Interior be con-
sulted on reclamation projects, the War Department would report for
these coordinate agencies directly to Congress instead of to the Chief
Executive. The local and regional basis of planning would be ignored,
and there would be no review of the whole program, prior to its
presentation to Congress, from the standpoints of national budgetary
considerations and national conservation policies.

The corps of Army Engineers has had wide experience in the building
of flood control projects and has executed the projects entrusted to it
with great skill and ability. Its experience and background is not
alone sufficient, however, for the planning of a comprehensive program
for the development of the vast water and related resources of the
Nation.

The planning of the use and control of water and related resources
is distributed by law among numerous governmental agencies, such
as the Departments of Agriculture and Interior, the Federal Power
Commission, the United States Public Health Service, the International
Boundary Commission, and the Tennessee Valley Authority. The
Joint Resolution encroaches upon the functions of these agencies, and
ignores and duplicates the coordinated planning work already in prog-
ress under the general guidance of the National Resources Committee.
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I find it impossible to subscribe, therefore, to the proposal that has
been embodied in this Joint Resolution.

This does not mean, however, that the objective of this Joint Reso-
lution cannot be attained without the need of any legislation whatsoever.
I propose to present to the Congress in January a comprehensive na-
tional plan for flood control and prevention and the development of
water and soil conservation, such plan to be prepared by all of the
many Government agencies concerned.

I trust that this will meet all of the desires of the Congress.*

FrankLIN D. ROOSEVELT
[W. H. PRESS RELEASES : M]

* (Drafted by the Budget Bureau.) Read in the Senate Aug. 13, 1937, this mes-
sage was referred to the Committee on Commerce (Cong. Rec., 75th Cong., 1st
sess., 81: 8, 8823).

667 RooseveLT To MARVIN H. MCINTYRE, SECRETARY TO THE
PRESIDENT

WasHINGTON, August 17, 1937

MemoranpuM FOR Mac: Will you prepare a nice letter to Congress-
man McClellan explaining why I vetoed his Bill? *

F.D.R.
[13:0F 132:T]
*See post, 674.
668 StepHEN T. EARLY, SECRETARY TO THE PRESIDENT, TO

ROOSEVELT
WASHINGTON, August 17, 1937

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT: According to Secretary Wal-
lace, you promised the Wild Life Committee to issue, this week, a Procla-
mation designating a week in which the importance to the nation of wild
life preservation is to be given emphasis.

Please edit the attached, and I will circulate it for the approval of
the various Departments. I can’t do this without your approval first.

S.E.

[Notation:A] STE I don’t think I promised it for this week—Please
check

[Notation:as] Both Secretary Wallace and Senator Pittman say the
President is correct in this—no promise was made that the Proclamation
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would be issued this week. My information came from Henry P. Davis,
Secretary, Am. Wildlife Institute. W.D.H.*

[13:0F 378:Ts]

*William D. Hassett, at this time special assistant to Early. The proclamation
was issued Feb. 15, 1938, post, 745.

669 S. B. Locke, CONSERVATION DIRECTOR, Izaak WaLTON
Lracue oF AMERICA, TO MARVIN H. McINTYRE, SECRETARY
TO THE PRESIDENT

CHicaco, ILLiNois, August 18, 1937, 10:22 p. m.

[Telegram] M. H. McINTYRE: Acceptance in the House of water
pollution Act HR—2%11 * as amended by Senate by agreement between
Senators Lonergan and Barkley will give the Administration oppor-
tunity to claim real progress in field of pollution control as a contribu-
tion to public health and economic welfare of the country. Am informed
Representative Vinson favors amended bill but Mansfield who gave
original bill strong support somewhat doubtful about amendments. If
the President could indicate his approval of amended bill to Congress-
men Vinson and Mansfield it would be of great service and a real con-
tribution to public welfare. Your personal assistance greatly
appreciated.

S. B. LockE
[13:0F 114-A:T]
*The Vinson Water Pollution Bill.
670 Danier W. Berr, Acting DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET,

TO ROOSEVELT
WasHINGTON, Aug. 19, 1937

MEeMOrRANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT: I believe that the only matters
which have been eliminated in the Third Deficiency Bill as it passed the
House that you would be interested in talking to Senator Adams about
are the following:

Department of Agriculture: Farm Forestation and Woodland Man-
agement, Salaries and Expenses—We submitted an estimate of
$1,000,000 which has been eliminated. This, you will recall, is the shelter
belt project. The House Committee took the view that there is avail-
able from emergency funds for the fiscal year 1938 the sum of $700,000,
which should be sufficient to last until the end of the fiscal year and that
it would then be a proper item for inclusion in the 1939 Budget. Con-
gressman Ferguson attempted to get the bill amended on the floor of
the House for half of the estimate submitted but was unsuccessful. I

[104]



understand that Agriculture is asking the Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee to restore this. . . .*

D. W. BeLL
[13:0F 79:7TS]

! Representative Woodrum (Va.) opposed Ferguson’s amendment on the ground
that no emergency or deficiency was involved and that the matter should go to the
regular subcommittee on agricultural appropriations (Cong. Rec., 75th Cong., 1st
sess., 81: 8, 9g170—g171). The Shelterbelt (from 1937 on the Forest Service called

it the “Prairie States Forestry Project”) was carried on by the Forest Service with
emergency funds from the Works Progress Administration.

671 RooseverLT To HaroLp L. Ickes, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL
ResourcEs COMMITTEE
WasHiNGTON, August 20, 1937
My pEar MR. Ickes: In order to implement my message to Con-
gress withholding approval of Senate Joint Resolution No. 57,' I am
hereby requesting the National Resources Committee to proceed with its
review and revision of the report on Drainage Basin Problems and Pro-
grams. It is my hope that the Committee will be prepared to present
to me in January 1938 a comprehensive national plan for flood control
and prevention and the development of water and soil conservation.
In undertaking this revision it is understood that the Committee will
cooperate with and have the benefit of the activities of all the govern-
ment agencies concerned. In addition, the reviews of state and local
agencies interested in these problems should be carefully canvassed in
connection with the preparation of the revised program.
Sincerely yours,
[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]

[Notation: stampep] (Sgd) Ickes Draft reply sent to the White
House for signature Aug 20 1937 *
[13:0F 132:CT]

* Ante, 666.
* Drafted by the National Resources Committee.

672 RoosEVELT TO VERNON G. DAvVIS, SPEAKER OF THE ARIZONA
Housk orF REPRESENTATIVES, Phoenix

[WasHINGTON] August 21, 1937
My pEAR MR. SPEAKER: I have received your telegram of August
third, regarding the protest of the Legislature of the State of Arizona
against the withdrawal of certain areas in the southwestern part of that
State for use by the Department of Agriculture as game refuges.
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The Secretary of the Interior informs me that in lieu of game refuges
the present proposal of the Department of Agriculture is to place the
area in that part of the State which is to be included in a grazing district
also under game range administration in order that the grazing of the
domestic livestock and game therein may be regulated and adjusted.

He also informs me that this proposal has his approval insofar as it
does not conflict with the plans of his Department for the development
of the Colorado River and Gila Valley reclamation projects and that no
action is proposed until consideration has been given all the facts and
the objections of interested persons.

It appears that in areas in other States in which the same problem is
involved, the form of dual administration contemplated is satisfactory
to the stockmen and affords adequate protection to the game.*

Very sincerely yours,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
[13:0F 633:cT]
* (Drafted by the Interior Department.) The Arizona-Colorado River Commis-

sion, Phoenix, Arizona, also protested the proposed withdrawal of lands in a tele-
gram to Roosevelt of Aug. 3, 1937, and received the same reply, dated Sept. 3,

1937 (OF 633).

673 RooseveLT TOo Harry L. Horkins, WoOrRks PROGRESS
ADMINISTRATOR

WasHINGTON, August 21, 1937

MEemoranpuM For Hon. Harry L. Hopkins: Will you please tell all
of your Regional Directors that as a matter of administration policy no
further WPA projects will be approved for improving or repairing or
adding to sewers which dump into any creek or river?

On the other side of it, we will encourage projects for the building of
sewage disposal plants.

The same order has gone out to the PWA Administrator.

This is of the utmost importance.

F.D.R.

[13:0F 444—C:CT]

674 RooSEVELT TO REPRESENTATIVE JoHN L. McCLELLAN OF
ARKANSAS
[WasHINGTON] August 21, 1937

My pear ConGrREssMAN: This is the first opportunity I have had
for a personal reply to your letter to me of August eleventh with respect
to S. J. R. 57.
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In my veto message I outlined fully my reasons for disapproving the
Bill. T just want you to know that I read your letter very carefully
and gave much consideration to this measure.

Confidentially, however, the objectives of this measure will be carried
out anyhow and will be an important part of the complete report of the
whole subject of flood control. The survey, of course, will be made
by the Corps of Engineers and simultaneously, conservation, reforesta-
tion and the other factors entering into the problem will also be available.

Some time when we both have a little more leisure, I will be very
glad to talk over this subject with you.*

Very sincerely yours,

[FrRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
MHM/TMB
[13:0F 132:CT]
*(Drafted by McIntyre.) McClellan wrote again on Dec. 6, 1937 (OF 132),

asking for an appointment to discuss future flood control legislation. He saw the
President on Jan. 14, 1938 (PPF -O).

675 RoBerRT FECHNER, DIRECTOR, CIvILIAN CONSERVATION CORPS,
TO ROOSEVELT

Wasnineron, D.C., August 21, 1937

DearR MR. PreEsSmENT: On July 28, 1937 you sent a memorandum
to this office in connection with Executive Order No. 7677-A, July 26,
1937, which you had just signed. In this memorandum you made the
following statement:

While it is legal to undertake projects on land belonging in private owner-
ship, I think it is a great mistake to do any more of this than we can possibly
help. There are some cases where the cutting of firebreaks, for example,
the privately owned forest lands, will safeguard publicly owned lands against
fire, but it is difficult to say to one private owner “We will work on your
land” and to his neighbor say “We will not work on your land.”

I have discussed the contents of this paragraph with the several tech-
nical agencies of the Federal Government cooperating in Civilian Con-
servation Corps work and each of them assures me that they will be
guided by the policy that you suggest.

There are some phases of this situation, however, which I feel I
should bring to your attention. Under the work program for the Tenth
Period beginning October 1, 1937 we will have 1194 CCC camps operat-
ing primarily on privately owned forest lands. These camps are engaged
in the construction of firebreaks, truck trails, telephone lines, lookouts
and administrative facilities designed to protect the privately owned
forests from ravages of fire, insects, and disease. The basic authoriza-
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tion for this activity is contained in the Act of June 7, 1924 which
provides that the Federal Government may reimburse states for monies
expended by the states or by private landowners under state supervision
in a statewide system of forest protection. In no case, however, can
the Federal Government exceed fifty percent of the total expenditure
made by the states and private landowners. All states which have
extensive acreage of forest lands now have forest protection systems
supported wholly or in part through state appropriations.

As a general statement, all the states from the District of Columbia
north, and west to the Great Plains region support and finance pro-
tective systems wholly through the appropriations of state money raised
through ad valorem taxes. In the far West, and in most of the South-
ern states the state appropriations are supplemented by funds contrib-
uted through associations of forest landowners. In all of these states,
the state organization either handles directly the protective work, or
supervises the protection work done by forest protection associations.
In no case has any state or federal appropriation, to my knowledge, been
used for the single purpose of protecting lands of any individual or
corporation.

There must always be a state-wide or at least a community-wide pro-
tection system to which landowners in the West and South contribute
through payment of monies to the treasurer of an association. All work
done on land belonging to any private owner is, therefore, for the
purpose of carrying out state or community-wide protection plans. For
example, a road, telephone lines, or lookout structures on any owner’s
land may or may not be of more value to that landowner than it is to
his neighbors.

The majority of the states have recognized the protection of forests
as a public responsibility—financing and going about the job in much
the same way as municipalities finance and go about the job of fire
protection in cities. It is impossible for individual landowners to pro-
tect their forests against the ravages of fire, insects, and disease excepting
through state-wide or community-wide cooperative systems. I am in-
formed that no less than 75% of the forest lands that are important to
the Nation in watershed protection, timber production and public
recreation are privately-owned.

A small part of our work has to do with the rehabilitation and to a
limited extent the reconstruction of drainage systems. During the
Tenth Period of work beginning October 1 we will have 41 CCC camps
engaged in this type of work. All of these camps are located in some
of the most valuable agricultural lands in this Nation. Partly on ac-
count of the depression in agricultural prices, and partly because of a
lack of adequate maintenance programs, a very large part of these
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drainage ditches have become largely or wholly inoperative. Land-
owners claim that these drainage systems are quasi-public organizations
in many of the states that have given them a legal status conferring
the authority to levy assessments or taxes and to force their collection to
provide for maintenance.

As stated above, however, it has been impossible to maintain most
of these drainage systems during recent years. There is also a lack of
understanding about the best or the most economical methods of carry-
ing on maintenance work necessary on these ditches. Under the super-
vision of the Bureau of Agricultural Engineering, we are attempting
to devise methods and machinery that will reduce the cost of mainte-
nance work on drainage ditch systems to a figure that can be met by
the landowner.  On this type of work, as is the case in forest protection,
no one owner could maintain his drainage system separately. It has
to be a combined effort. The work benefits each landowner indi-
vidually, although not necessarily in proportion to the amount of work
done on his particular land.

The other large activity in which CCC camps engage on private
property is in connection with soil erosion. In the Tenth Period of
work beginning October 1, 1937, 374 CCC camps will engage in soil
control work under the supervision of the Soil Conservation Service.
Every one of these camps will operate on privately owned lands for
demonstrating methods of erosion control. A definite effort is being
made to establish a system whereby all CCC camps engaged in work
of this character will be working in cooperation with local erosion control
associations. Here, too, there is a lack of understanding on the part
of landowners and tenant farmers as to how soil erosion can be pre-
vented. The Soil Conservation Service is using every effort to get the
private landowner to make as large a contribution as possible toward
the cost of CCC work on hisland. All of the valuable agricultural land
of the country is in private ownership and wastage of soils is probably
the biggest loss that is occurring in the natural resources of the country.
There is no way to demonstrate proper methods of farming to save soils
excepting that it be done on privately-owned lands.

There appears to be no doubt that private landowners appreciate
the work that the Federal Government is doing to assist in the proper
use and protection of privately owned land. I hope our program will
meet with your approval.®

Sincerely yours,

RoBT. FECHNER
[13:0F 268:Ts]

*The Clarke-McNary Act.
? Answered post, 681.
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676 HaroLp L. IckEs, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR, TO
ROOSEVELT

WAaAsHINGTON, August 21, 1937

MEeMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT: I am taking the liberty of sending
you a prepared veto message on S. 2863, which has passed both Houses
before the report of the Department could be presented to the committee.
The Acting Director of the Budget advises that the proposed legislation
would not be in accord with your program at the present time. Further
than this, it affects the activities of the Department of the Interior so
materially that I feel it would be unwise to allow the bill to become a
law. So far as I know, there were no hearings either by committees of
the Senate or the House. It may be possible that through a joint resolu-
tion the bill may be recalled and referred back to committee. I under-
stand an effort to this end is being made this afternoon.

Harorp L. IckEs
[13:BUDGET BUREAU ENROLLED BILLS : TS]

677 [Enclosure] DRAFT BY IckES OF A PROPOSED VETO MESSAGE

To THE SENATE: I return herewith, without my approval, S. 2863,
a bill to promote conservation in the arid and semiarid areas of the
United States by aiding in the development of facilities for water storage
and utilization.

The bill provides for conservation of water resources in the arid and
semiarid areas of the United States, resulting from inadequate facilities
for water storage. It directs the Secretary of Agriculture to formulate
and keep current a program of construction and maintenance projects,
to construct and to sell or lease these projects with or without a money
consideration, and to carry out certain other operations in connection
with the construction program.

I am heartily in accord with the principle of conservation set forth in
the bill, but the work directed to be done therein is already being accom-
plished by suitable agencies. The National Resources Committee, of
which the Secretary of the Interior is the chairman, has completed a
study of the water resources of the entire United States and formulated
plans for an integrated program of construction in all the drainage basins.
This program is currently revised as conditions indicate.

The construction of facilities and the conducting of investigations con-
cerned with water resources in the arid and semiarid region of the
United States are already being undertaken, among others, by the Bureau
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of Reclamation, National Park Service, and Office of Indian Affairs.
The Bureau of Reclamation in particular, has been the leader in the con-
servation of water resources and has an excellent organization for con-
tinuing this work.

The bill covers a wide field of activity in the conservation and utiliza-
tion of the water resources of the nation, and as stated in the last two
paragraphs of my Message to Congress of August 13, vetoing Senate
Joint Resolution No. 57, in which I indicate that I propose to present
to Congress in January a comprehensive national plan for flood control
and prevention and for the development of water and soil conservation,
it is my view that water and soil conservation plans should await the
formulation of such comprehensive policy.

The bill is disapproved on account of its conflict with the present,
program for the development of water conservation under the jurisdic-
tion of the Interior Department, and on account also of the expected
formulation in January of a comprehensive national flood control policy,
with which S. 2863 might possibly be in conflict.

Sincerely yours,

[13:BUDGET BUREAU ENROLLED BILLS :T]

678 RooseveLT To DaNiEL W. BeLL, AcTiNG DIRECTOR, BUREAU
oF THE Bupcer, Harry L. Horkins, Works PrOGRrEss
ADMINISTRATOR, AND HENRY MORGENTHAU, JR., SECRETARY
OF THE TREASURY

[WasHINGTON] August 22, 1937

MeMoraNDUM . . . Sometime ago we discussed initiating a project
to survey all Government buildings, etc., throughout the United States
in relation to water pollution in respect to water supply and sewage. I
understand a survey of this kind was made for New York City and
Detroit.

What is the result?

Should this kind of study be extended?

I want to write Congressman John D. Dingell about it.*

F.D.R.
ILP

[13:0F 114-A:CT]

*No letter on the topic mentioned has been found although Roosevelt had been
corresponding with Dingell, who was from Detroit, on a Public Works Administra-
tion sewage disposal project for Wayne County, Michigan (OF 1788).
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679 Ro0OSEVELT To MARVIN H. MCINTYRE, SECRETARY TO THE
PRESIDENT

WasHINGTON, August 23, 1937

MEewmo For Mac: Tell him that we have already initiated a Federal
policy against stream pollution by refusing to approve PWA projects
for sewers that dump into rivers or bays, with the exception of the
Mississippi River, which is a problem all by itself.*

F.D. R.
[13:0F 114-A:T]

* Roosevelt referred to Locke’s telegram of Aug. 18, 1937, ante, 669. MclIntyre
wrote to Locke as directed Aug. 25, 1937 (OF 114-A).

680 Ro00SEVELT To REPRESENTATIVE A. WiILLIS ROBERTSON OF
VirciNia, CHAIRMAN, House SeLecT COMMITTEE ON CONSER-
VATION OF WILDLIFE RESOURCES

[WasHINGTON] August 23, 1937

My pEAR MR. RoBerTsoN: I have received your letter of August
fifth, in reference to the bag limit for sora.*

A decrease in the bag and possession limit on sora was justified due
to the fact that these birds are strictly migratory and become abundant
only in a few restricted areas during their migration. It was determined
that the previous bag limit of 25 is more than the species can bear
with any hope of perpetuating the sport of sora shooting throughout the
range of the bird in the United States. As you realize it has been
necessary from time to time to reduce the bag limit on waterfowl, the
reasons for which are as familiar to you as to any one else in the country.
I am sure you will find that the Department of Agriculture is not al.ne
in its appraisal of the situation with reference to the sora. I have
reason to know that such sportsmen, well known to you, as former
Senator F. C. Walcott, Dr. George Bird Grinnell and Mr. Thomas H.
Beck share the Department’s apprehension for the future sport of sora
shooting.

The Federal bag limits are as liberal on all species of migratory game
birds as their present status will admit and I feel, in view of the wide-
spread sentiment throughout the country that shooting of all migratory
game birds should be prohibited, at least for a year or so, that the real
sportsmen should be willing to accept with good grace reasonable limi-
tations on their hunting.®

Very sincerely yours,

[FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT]
[13:0F 378:cT]
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! Robertson protested the reduction of the bag limit on sora, a bird he described
as “delicious to eat” but “not much larger than an English Sparrow” (OF 378).
? Drafted by the Agriculture Department.

681 RooseverLT TO ROBERT FECHNER, DIrRECcTOR, CIVILIAN
ConSERVATION CORPS

WasHINGTON, August 24, 1937

MemoranpDuM FOR Hon. RoBERT FecuHNER: I have your letter of
August twenty-first in regard to work on private land. Your program
meets with my approval.

F.D. R,
[13:0F 268:cT]

682 STATEMENT BY ROOSEVELT ON SIGNING THE 1937 RIVERS AND
Harsors BiLL

Tue WaITE HoUusE, WaSHINGTON, August 26, 1937

For THE INFORMATION OF THE PRESS, AUGUST 27, 1937: In signing
H. R. 7051, the so-called Rivers and Harbors Bill, I note that in Section
5 thereof provision is made for a pollution survey of the Ohio River by
the War Department.*

Obviously a survey of this nature falls properly under the jurisdiction
of the Public Health Service. I am, however, asking the Secretary of
War and the Secretary of the Treasury to join in the appointment of a
committee of three to conduct this survey—an army engineer, a repre-
sentative of the Public Health Service and a non-government expert on
pollution problems.

FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT
[13:0F 25:T: COPY]

1 Act approved Aug. 26, 1937 (50 Stat. 844).

683 RooseveLT TO HaroLp L. ICKES, SECRETARY OF THE
INTERIOR

WasHINGTON, August 26, 1937

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR: In the ad-
ministration of H. R. 2512, An Act for the construction of small reser-
voirs under the Federal reclamation laws,* please submit a plan to me
under which, in the construction of these reservoirs, all possible labor
will be taken from the work relief or the Resettlement home relief lists
of needy persons.
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Also, I think it is important that efforts be made to select projects in
drought areas or areas where there is much need for soil erosion preven-
tion. Please submit list and places of projects.®

F.D.R.
FDR/DJ
[Notation:A] Mr. Hess * has the department’s report on H. R. 2512.

[13:0F 402:CT]

* Approved Aug. 26, 1937 (50 Stat. 841).
? Answered post, 703.
¥ Clarence T. Hess, head of the Office of Chief of Records in the White House.

684 Danier W. BeLr, AcTING DiREcTOR, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET,
TO MARVIN H. MCINTYRE, SECRETARY TO THE PRESIDENT

WasHINGTON, Aug. 27, 1937

My pear MRr. McINTYRE: By your memorandum of August 23,
1937 you referred to me, by direction of the President, for advice as to
whether there is any objection to its approval, the following bill:

S. 2863, An Act To promote conservation in the arid and semiarid
areas of the United States by aiding in the development of facilities for
water storage and utilization, and for other purposes.

I have referred this bill to the Secretaries of Agriculture and Interior
and am transmitting herewith the letter of the Secretary of Agriculture
and the letter of the Acting Secretary of the Interior, each dated August
26, 1937.

The Secretary of Agriculture states that he believes that the provisions
of the bill are well adapted to accomplish the purposes of the program
recommended by the Great Plains Committee and recommends that
the bill be approved.

The Acting Secretary of the Interior states that he does not think
that the bill should be approved for the reasons set forth in a memoran-
dum of the Secretary of the Interior to the President, dated August 21,
1937, enclosing a suggested draft of veto message. This memorandum
and its enclosure, which were referred to this office, are returned
herewith.

There is also returned herewith copy of a letter dated August 21,
1937, addressed to me by the Acting Secretary of Agriculture with re-
spect to this bill and his letter of the same date transmitting such copy
to the President.” A rather complete statement of the aims and pur-
poses of the bill are set forth in this letter of the Acting Secretary of
Agriculture.

While I have not studied the matter thoroughly, it appears to me that
what is sought to be accomplished by the present bill is, as stated by
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the Secretary of Agriculture, in accord with the recommendations con-
tained in the report of the President’s Great Plains Committee, which
report the President transmitted to Congress with his message of Feb-
ruary 10, 1937. I do not believe that the enactment of the bill will
cause any embarrassment with respect to the President’s regional plan-
ning or reorganization programs.

The bill authorizes an appropriation of “such sums as Congress may
from time to time determine to be necessary.” The Secretary of Agri-
culture states that he is at present inclined to the opinion that an appro-
priation of from $1,000,000 to $5,000,000 per year, until the purposes
of the act have been accomplished, should be adequate. It would be
my purpose, if the bill be approved by the President, to hold the amount
to be provided in the annual Budgets to the lowest possible figure con-
sistent with a reasonable administration of the act.

I recommend that the bill, which is returned herewith, be approved.

Very truly yours,

D. W. BELL
[Notation:A)] Approved 8/28/37
[13:BUDGET BUREAU: ENROLLED BILLS :TS]
! Both are present.
?The second letter only is present.
685 [Enclosure] HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE,

10 DANIEL W. BELL

WasHINGTON, Aug. 26, 1937

Dear MR. BeLr: I have Mr. Bailey’s letter of August 25 asking for
my comments on the enrolled bill, S. 2863, entitled “An Act to promote
conservation in the arid and semiarid areas of the United States by
aiding in the development of facilities for water storage and utilization,
and for other purposes.”

S. 2863 was the companion bill to H. R. 7697. Under date of July g,
1937, I submitted to the Chairman of the Committee on Agriculture
of the House of Representatives a favorable report on H. R. 7697.
That report was cleared with the Bureau of the Budget. See your
letter to me of July 3, 1937. Subsequently, on August 11, 1937, I
submitted to the Chairman of the Senate Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry a favorable report on S. 2863, and in that report referred to
the clearance of the companion bill with the Bureau of the Budget.

S. 2863 and H. R. 7697 were not amended in Congress subsequent
to the submission of my reports referred to above.

The present enrolled bill authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture to
assist in providing within the arid and semiarid areas of the United
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States facilities for water storage or utilization, including ponds, reser-
voirs, wells, check-dams, pumping installations, and similar facilities.
These are to be located where they will promote the proper utilization
of lands, and the bill expressly provides that “no such facilities shall
be located where they will encourage the cultivation of lands which are
submarginal and which should be devoted to other uses in the public
interest.” The Secretary is authorized to sell or lease such facilities
upon such terms and conditions as will advance the purposes of the
Act, and to require State and local cooperation in the program as a
condition of extending benefits under the Act to other than Federal
lands. These operations are to be financed by such appropriations
“as Congress may from time to time determine to be necessary.”

As I stated in my favorable reports to the Committees of Congress,
legislation along the lines of the present enrolled bill was one of the
major recommendations of the Great Plains Committee in its report
entitled “The Future of the Great Plains” which the President sub-
mitted to the Congress. I believe that the provisions of the present
enrolled bill are well adapted to accomplishing the purposes of this
program, and I recommend approval of the bill.

A few days ago, on August 21, 1937, I wrote you, in response to your
letter of August 18, concerning the present enrolled bill. In that letter
I stated to you that it is my belief that the present enrolled bill is con-
sistent with the program of the President as set forth in his message to
the Congress on June g, 1937, recommending the creation of regional
authorities. As I stated in that letter, the present enrolled bill is
necessary to the effective development of the Department’s land utiliza-
tion program. I have sent to the President, under date of August 21,
a copy of my letter to you of the same date.

May I add a final word about the probable cost. The enrolled bill
merely authorizes the appropriation of “such sums as Congress may
from time to time determine to be necessary.” I am at present inclined
to the opinion that an appropriation of from $1,000,000 to $5,000,000
per year, until the purposes of the Act have been accomplished, should
be adequate.’

Sincerely yours,
H. A. WarrLace
[13:BUDGET BUREAU ENROLLED BILLS : TS|

1S. 2863 was introduced July 28, 1937, by Senator Pope (Idaho). There was no
debate on the bill in the Senate, and in the House the only adverse comment was
made by Representative Taber (N. Y.) who said that it was bad enough having one
reclamation service, let alone two (Cong. Rec., 75th Cong., 1st sess., 81:7, 7719; 81:8,
8670, 8921, 9540-9541). The act was approved Aug. 28, 1937 (50 Stat. 869).
See below.
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686 RooseveLT To DANIEL W. BELL, AcTiNG DIRECTOR, BUREAU
OF THE BUDGET

Hype Park, NEw YORK, August 29, 1937

MEMORANDUM FOR THE ACTING DIRECTOR OF THE BupGeT: I have
signed S. 2863, an Act to promote Conservation in Arid Areas by the
development of facilities for water storage. I understand there is no
money appropriated. Please call it to my attention when we make up
the Budget this autumn.

At the same time, I should like to have from the Department of
Agriculture a plan for the carrying out of the purposes of the Bill; this
plan to list the projects with the location and cost of each.

Reclamation projects should not be undertaken.

As T understand it, most of the projects will be for what are described
as, “farm ponds.” If I am right in this assumption, why should we not
set a top limit on the construction of each.

The Department of Agriculture should get in touch with PWA and
other agencies which have been doing the same work in the past.’

F.D.R.
FDR/TMB

[13:0F 177:cT]

* Copies of this memorandum were sent to Wallace and to Ickes. A detailed
statement of the policies that the Agriculture Department proposed to follow in
carrying out the act was sent by Wallace to Roosevelt on Sept. 29, 1937 (OF 177).

687 Danier W. BeLL, AcTING DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF THE BUDGET,
TO MARVIN H. MCINTYRE, SECRETARY TO THE PRESIDENT

WAasHINGTON, dug. 30, 1937

My pEAR MR. McINTYRE: By your memorandum of August 23,
1937 you referred to me, by direction of the President, for advice as to
whether there is any objection to its approval, the following bill:
“S. 2670, An Act To provide that the United States shall aid the States
in wildlife restoration projects, and for other purposes.” *

I have referred this bill to the Secretary of Agriculture and to the
Secretary of the Treasury and am transmitting herewith the letter of the
Secretary of Agriculture dated August 26, 1937 and the letter of the
Acting Secretary of the Treasury dated August 28, 1937.%

The Secretary of Agriculture recommends that the bill receive the
approval of the President.

The Acting Secretary of the Treasury advises that, while the Treasury
is opposed to the method of appropriating tax receipts provided in the
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bill, since this method does not afford Congress an opportunity to review
contemplated expenditures and annually appropriate such sums as may
be justified in the light of subsequent conditions, and does not permit
the President to maintain an effective budgetary control over expendi-
tures, nevertheless he does not consider this objection a sufficient justifica-
tion for recommending that the President withhold approval of the bill.

It is provided in section 3 of the bill that “An amount equal to the
revenue accrued during the fiscal year ending June g0, 1939, and each
fiscal year thereafter, from the tax imposed by section 610, title IV, of
the Revenue Act of 1932 (47 Stat. 169), as heretofore or hereafter
extended and amended, on firearms, shells, and cartridges, is hereby
authorized to be set apart in the Treasury as a special fund to be known
as ‘The Federal aid to wildlife restoration fund’ and is hereby author-
ized to be appropriated and made available until expended for the
purposes of this act.”

The foregoing provision of the bill is so objectionable that I rec-
ommend the President withhold his approval of the bill solely on that
ground, without giving consideration at this time to whatever merit
the bill may possess in connection with the conservation and preserva-
tion of wildlife.

It will be recalled that during the first session of the 74th Congress
the Agricultural Adjustment Act was amended so as to appropriate
a sum equal to 30% of customs receipts to the Secretary of Agriculture
to encourage exportation and domestic consumption of agricultural
commodities. In his Message transmitting the Budget for the fiscal
year 1937 the President recommended the repeal of that amendment
in language reading as follows:

By appropriating directly instead of authorizing an appropriation the
amendment denies to the President the opportunity to consider the need
and include appropriate estimates in the Budget, and it denies to the Con-
gress the opportunity to review such estimates in their relation to the whole
program of the Government. The amendment violates the principles of the
Permanent Appropriation Repeal Act of 1934, and of the Budget and Ac-
counting Act of June 10, 1921. It is in conflict with sound administra-
tion in that it provides in advance for large annual expenditures without
any attempt to coordinate income and expense.

Except as to the amount involved, the Agricultural Adjustment Act
case and the one now before us are identical in principle and the above
quoted comments of the President apply equally to both.

While no accurate estimate can be made of the amount of the rev-
enue which will accrue in future years from the tax on firearms, shells,
and cartridges, the Treasury Department advises that the revenue from
such tax in the fiscal year 1937 amounts to $3,234,357.22.
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I recommend that the bill, which is returned herewith, be not ap-
proved. A draft of a proposed memorandum of disapproval is trans-
mitted herewith.?

Very truly yours,

D. W. BELL
[13:BUDGET BUREAU ENROLLED BILLS : TS]

*The Federal Aid to Wildlife Restoration Bill, or Pittman-Robertson Wildlife
Bill, was introduced in the Senate by Pittman (Nev.) on June 17, 1937, and in the
House (as H. R. 7681) by Robertson (Va.), on June 28, 1937 (Cong. Rec., 75th
Cong., 1st sess., 81:5, 5856-5857; 81:6, 6490).

?The second letter is not printed because it is adequately summarized here.

3The draft veto message states the objections expressed by Bell in this letter.
Roosevelt approved the act without comment on Sept. 2, 1937 (50 Stat. 917). It
became effective July 1, 1938, with an appropriation of $1,000,000, to be adminis-
tered by a newly organized division of the Bureau of Biological Survey, a Division of
Federal Aid in Wildlife Restoration. See Report of the Chief of the Bureau of
Biological Survey, 1939, pp. 35—36.

688 [Enclosure] HENRY A. WALLACE, SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE,
1O DaNiEL W. BELL

WasHiNeToN, D. C., dugust 26, 1937

Dear MR. BELL: We have your request of August 25 for our com-
ments on S—2670, “An Act To provide that the United States shall aid
the States in wildlife-restoration projects, and for other purposes,”
which has been enacted by Congress and submitted to the President.

It is observed that the general scheme of the act follows quite closely
that of the Act of July 11, 1916 (39 Stat. 355) commonly known as
the Federal Aid Road Act which was designed to aid the States in the
construction of highways and roads. Federal aid to the States under
this act is proposed for wildlife-restoration projects which are defined
in section 2 as the selection, restoration, rehabilitation, and improve-
ment of areas of land or water adaptable as feeding, resting, or breeding
places for wildlife, including acquisition by purchase, condemnation,
lease, or gift of such areas or estates or interests therein as are suitable,
or capable of being made suitable therefor, and the construction thereon
or therein of such works as may be necessary to make them available
for such purposes, and including also such research into problems of
wildlife management as may be necessary to efficient administration
affecting wildlife resources, and such preliminary or incidental costs or
expenses as may be incurred in and about such projects.

The act forbids expenditure in a State of any money apportioned
to that State until its legislature shall have assented to the provisions
of the act and until it shall have passed laws for the conservation of
wildlife which meet the minimum requirements of the Secretary of
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Agriculture, one of which shall be a prohibition against the diversion
of license fees paid by hunters to any other purpose than the adminis-
tration of the State’s fish and game department.

Section g provides that there is authorized to be set apart in the
Treasury as a special fund to be known as “The Federal aid to wildlife-
restoration fund” an amount equal to the revenue accruing during the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, and each fiscal year thereafter, from
the tax on firearms, shells, and cartridges imposed by Section 610,
title IV of the Revenue Act of 1932 (47 Stat. 169), as heretofore or
hereafter extended and amended, which fund is authorized to be appro-
priated and made available until expended for the purposes stated in
the act.

Section 4 authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture to deduct not to
exceed 8 per centum of the revenue covered into the Federal aid to
wildlife-restoration fund in each fiscal year for expenses in administering
and executing the act and the Migratory Bird Conservation Act, the
remainder to be apportioned among the several States, one half in the
ratio which the area of each State bears to the total area of all the States
and the other half in the ratio which the number of paid hunting license
holders of each State in the preceding fiscal year bears to the total num-
ber of paid hunting license holders of all States, with the proviso that
not more than $150,000 shall be apportioned to any one State and
that if the apportionment to any State is less than $15,000 annually
the Secretary of Agriculture may allocate not more than $15,000 to that
State when the State certifies that it has set aside not less than $5,000
from its fish and game funds or has appropriated that amount, for the
purposes of the Act.

Wildlife-restoration projects in any State accepting the benefits of
the act must be agreed upon by the Secretary of Agriculture and the
State fish and game department and must conform to the standards
fixed by the Secretary of Agriculture and to that end the State fish and
game department is required to submit to the Secretary full and de-
tailed statements of the proposed projects, which, if approved by the
Secretary, may receive not to exceed 75 per centum of the total esti-
mated cost thereof from the apportionment made to the State.

The act imposes upon the States accepting its benefits the entire
duty of maintaining wildlife-restoration projects established under the
act and provides that if they are not properly maintained the Secretary
of Agriculture shall withhold further apportionments to the State until
the project is put in proper condition of maintenance.

The foregoing is the substance and essence of the act. The scheme
of Federal aid to the States in constructing highways and roads has
worked well and it is believed will work equally well and advantageously
in the matter of wildlife projects as defined in the act. . . 2
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This act, if it becomes law, will undoubtedly stimulate the States to
action in the establishment of sanctuaries, reservations, or refuges vitally
necessary in a well-rounded-out nation-wide plan for the restoration and
conservation of our useful wildlife. The act is sponsored and earnestly
advocated by practically all of the conservation organizations, official
and unofficial, in the United States. It is recommended that it receive
the approval of the President.

You ask that we include estimate of the probable cost. As will have
appeared from the foregoing summary of the essential features of this
Act, the monies authorized to be appropriated thereunder are amounts
equal to the revenue accruing during the fiscal year ending June 3o,
1939, and each fiscal year thereafter, from the tax imposed by section
610, title IV, of the Revenue Act of 1932 (47 Stat. 169), not exceeding
8 per centum whereof being authorized to be deducted by the Secretary
of Agriculture for expenses in the administration and execution of the
Act and the Migratory Bird Conservation Act. We are informed by
the Treasury Department that the revenue from this tax in the fiscal
year 1937 was $3,234,357.22.

Sincerely,

H. A. WaLLACE
[18:BUDGET BUREAU ENROLLED BILLS : TS]

*In the part omitted, Wallace described past efforts of the Government to protect
wildlife, including the Lacey Act of 1900, the act establishing the Upper Mississippi
Wildlife and Fish Refuge of 1924, and the Migratory Bird Conservation Act of 1929.
Wallace pointed out that the act under discussion proposed to aid the states in setting
up wildlife refuges that could not, because of their small size and scattered location,
be administered by the Federal Government.

689 TrE ActiNnG SURGEON GENERAL, PuBrLic HEALTH SERVICE,
anD Harry L. Horkins, WoOrRKS PROGRESS ADMINISTRATOR,
TO ROOSEVELT

[WasHINGTON] September 2, 1937

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT: Reference is made to your
memorandum to Mr. Hopkins dated August 21st, regarding the Admin-
istration’s policy in reference to sewer projects. We are fully sympathetic
to the objectives in your memorandum and are submitting for your ap-
proval the following outline of procedures which will promote the con-
struction of sewage treatment plants.

In practically every State the sanitary laws prohibit the construction
or extension of any sanitary sewe<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>