
Soil C021servat1on Sen-ice 
For Congressmn lbbert J. Dole ot Kansas 
Remarlta tor JCansas Association ot Soil 
ConaerYation District's Area One Meeting, 
Stockton, Kansas, November l, 1966 

It's a pleasure to be back home once again and talk to you people who have 

done--are are doing--so much in conserving and developing natural resources in 

Kansas. 

The soil conservation district movement is truly one of the most effective 

and rewarding undertakings in the history of this Nation. I ccamend you district 

supervisors for your work in encouraging and accelerating the developnent of 

natural resources throughout the northwest area of the State. 

I want to speak on 11'l'he Attitude on CoDServation in Wasbington"--how that 

attitude affects you and what you can do to influence it~ 

'!'he view from Washington does give a person a different perspective-~and one 

not always to his liking. Believe me, this has been an exciting and exhausting 

two years--& time I will not soon forget. But it has been rewarding--rewarding 

tor those like you and me who know the importance of resource conservation and 

the magnitude or the job ahead. 

The 89th Congress has been, by any measuring stick, a Conservation Congress. 

'l'his Congress has displayed an admirable bipartisanship in supporting sound soil 

and water conservation developnent as a benefit to all the people. 

I am proud to have supported much noteworthy legislation in this area of 

national concern. Congress passed, and the President signed into law- .. 

l. The Water Besources Planning Act, which authorizes the President to 

establish river basin planning ccmmissions and a Water :Resources Council. •• 
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2. The Water Quality Act, 'Which establishes a new water pollution control 

agency and authorizes additional :funds for pollution control efforts ••• 

3. The Rural. Water l"acilities Act, which makes possible the planning and 

building of' ccanunity water supply and sanitation facilities in rural areas ••• 

4. The Water Resources Recreation Act, which establishes a uniform policy 

for fish and wildlife enhanceaent and recreation 1n Federal water projects ••• 

5. .An amendment to the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act, which 

increases the maximum capacity of watershed structures from 5,000 acre-feet to 

12,500 acre-feet. 

These Acts and other Federal legislation concerning resource conservation 

have had strong support t'ran both sides of the aisle. 

levertbelees, the Administration has proudly and loudly taken credit for 

these achievements--for which I can't blame it. 

It has been less vocal, though, in areas where it has attempted to obstruct 

resource conservation~-areas that would have had a serious effect on you personally 

and your work. 

I know you have heard about these. But they bear repeating since we haven't 

heard tbe end ot them. 

First of all there was a proposal in 1965 to reduce Soil Conservation Service 

appropriations for technical assistance tQ soil conservation districts and to ask 

tbe farmers and ranchers to make up the deficit--or receive less help in planning 

and appl:ying the needed conservation practices. 

The plan called for reducing SCS conservation operation funds by $20 million 

and charging farmers and ranchers a like sum. 
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At that time I appeared betore the appropriations camnittee to oppose the 

plan and pointed out that if sucb a proposition peuused, JCansas :farmers would have 

to raise $586,ooo annually. Almost 50 percent ot that, ~89,000, would have to 

be raised in my Congression~ District. 

I told the camittee chairman that o:f all eepaents ot our population, the 

:farmer is in the least position to assume an additional :financial burden. 

As you know, no such proposal to cut SCS f'ul'lds was ever introduced. 

This past year, the Administration slowed the watershed program down to a 

standstill when it instructed the Bureau ot the Budget to stop sending project 

work plans to Congress for approval. 

3 

For months, not one plan vas sent to Congreas--not one project was approved 

for o))erat1ons. Watershed developnent schedules were interrupted all over the 

country. 

The tie-up was caused by a difference of opinion. '!'he President believed--

and still does-- that tbe Congressional CODlllittee procedure for approving water-

shed projects is an unwarranted encroachment on the authority of the Executive 

Branch. 

We were finally able to get the log jam broken. In early August the Bureau 

of the Budget sent the 56 wa.tersbed work plans it had been holding to Congress. 

In so doing, the Bureau 8&1.d that no further plans will be submitted ai"ter the 89th 

Congress adjourns until Section 2 of the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention 

Act (setting forth Congressional committee approval. procedure) is amended. 

So the basic issue has not been resolved. Starting in January the Bureau 

of the Budget Yill again start holding up watershed work plans. 
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My interest in the small watershed program is by no means a selt1sh interest. 

The fact is that this Congressional District does not lend itself to PL-566 develop-

ment a.e well as other areas. Bu.t tbe rest of' Kansas can and is making good use 

of the program. as well as the Nation as a vhole. 

I f'1rm.ly belieTe that small watershed developnent needs to be stepped-up and 

the program enlarged. Measures that could stand further consideration are cost-

sharing on municipal and industrial water 8UJ>P1'r developaent, and cost-sharing on 

upland conservation measures similar to that under the Great Plains Conservation 

Program. 

I know that J!eOple in three counties in this Congressional District are 

interested in PL-566 possibilities in developing the .Beaver Creek watershed. 

Although this is still a gletlDl in people 's eyes, I will be interested in the 

progress of the undertaking. 

Kansas does not have to take a back seat to any State when it comes to 

resource developnent--and you people, you su:pervisore and coo:perators in soil 

conservation districts, deserve much or the credit. 

The K!lllSaa Association of Soil Conserve.t1on Districts has the respect of 

conservation~minded people and groups throughout the State. I want to canmend you 

on the pol.icy- statement y-ou issued this year 1n which you set f'orth clearly where 

you stand in resource conservation. 

Your State assoc1.at1on was one of four in the Nation that test1f'1ed before 

the agricultural appropriations camnittee this year. It was MY' privilege to ac-

company Raymond Schemm, your association president, when be appeared before 

Mr. Wbitten's committee. 

You do have the power to influence Washington's attitude on conservation. 

Let no one tell you otherwise. 

This document is from the collections at the Dole Archives, University of Kansas 
http://dolearchives.ku.edu

Page 4 of 14



NOV 1 1968 

5 

Ka.naas 'leads the Nation in miles or terraces and acres of grassed waterways 

eetabliehed. And it ranks among the top 10 States 1n many other conservation 

accaaplishmerrta. 

Statevide / 105 organized soil conservation districts blanket Kansas. District 

cooperators number more than 88,ooo. More than 24 million acres of Kansas land is 

covered by be.sic soil conservation plans. 

More than 2,300 Great Plains Conservation Program contracts have been completed 

in tbe State, embracing over 11 800,000 acres ot land. More than 70,000 acres of 

cropland will be converted to grass under this. program. 

~lier this year I told my colleagues from the House floor that tbere is 

evidence in Kansas that atter 10 years of operations the Great Plains Conservation 

Program is equal to the task for which it was conceived--to m1n1m.1Ze the hazards 

of clilllate by converting unsuitable land for continuous cultivation to permanent 

vegetation. ID wy mind, I said, the progress in Kansas alone justif'ies the budgetary 

increase which Congress voted last year tor this activity. 

Kansas is also one of the leading States in watershed project applications, 

planning, and construction. Kansas bas 26 small watershed projects comp1eted or 

under devel.opnent and seven of these are multiple purpose projects for municipal 

water supply and recreation, 1n addition to watershed. protection and flood preven-

tion. An additional 17 projects have been authorized for plann1l'lg assistance. 

'l'hirty-two applications are awaiting assistance. 

This year the Executive Branch wanted to reduce watershed starts by 50 percent 

in fiscal year 1967, but Congress, knowing f\111 well the importance of this program, 

didn't go along Yith this thinking and restored the cut. 
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In fiscal year 1966 a total or $2.1 million vas allocated to Kansas ror 

watershed construction. J'ttty-eight floodwater retarding structures were built 

bringing the State ts total to 149, tbe third largest nationally. 

6 

The small watershed program I believe, otters the bt!st opportunity for soil 

and water resource developnent within the soil conservation district. It is a 

basic program, designed to meet particular area needs. These projects are inspired 

and initiated by local people, and developed largely througb local effort. 

We Kansans can be proud of the interest in soil and water conservation thus 

far shown by the State and local governments. 

A recent amendment to tbe State Soil Conservation District Lav makes State 

financial assistance available to districts, and the 1963 State Water Plan Act 

provides for turtber State participation in water conservation programs. 

The Kansas Legislature appropriated $90,000 a year for watershed planning in 

1961 and 1962. This was raised to $120,000 during each of the next four years, 

and is estimated to be raised again to $190,000 for 1967. 

Total State appropriations for soil conservation work in fiscal year 1967 

will reach $416,500. Local governmental contributions will swell this figure by 

another $200,000. 

These are highly encouraging developnents and will go far in helping us meet 

soil and water conservation needs in this State. But much :remains to be done. 

It is o~ utm.ost importance that we continue to seek new tools and avenues to 

carry out resource conserva.tion and developnent work. We are making definite 

progress. 

You and I know that management or our land, water, and related resources is 

one of the most important jobs facing us today. 
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The attitude on conservation in Washington ha& been a. favorable one due 

in no small measure to strong bipll'tisan support • We must keep it so. 

I pledge :you I will do my pert. Be the good Lord willing, I will continue 

to vigorously support the cause of conservation through every means open to me 

Within the halls ot CongreSB and outside it. 

A.a a Nation w are blessed Yi th a land of abundance, the JBOBt dynamic and 

most productive agriculture in the vorld. And it Mems to me ve a.11 have much 

at stake in aeei?lg that we keep it that way. 

7 
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KANSAS ASSCX::IATION OF SOIL CONSERVATION DISTRICTS 
AREA ONE MEEI'ING 
NOVEMBER 1, 1966 

REMARKS OF CONGRESSMAN BOB DOLE 

IT 1 S A PLEASURE TO BE BACK HOME ONCE AGAIN AND TALK TO YOU PEOPLE 

WHO HAVE DONE -- AND ARE DOING -- SO MUCH IN CONSERVING AND DEVELOPING 

NATURAL RESOURCES IN KANSAS. 

THE SOIL CONSERVATION DISTRICT MOVEMENT IS TRULY ONE OF THE MOST 

EFFECTIVE AND REWARDING UNDERTAKINGS IN THE HISTORY OF THIS NATION. I 

COMMEND YOU DISTRICT SUPERVISORS FOR YOUR WORK IN ENCOURAGING AND ACCEL-

ERATING THE DEVELOPMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES THROUGHOUT THE NORTHWEST 

AREA OF THE STATE. 

I WANT TO SPEAK ON "THE ATTITUDE ON CONSERVATION IN WASHINGTON" --

HON THAT ATTITUDE AFFECTS YOU AND WHAT YOU CAN DO TO INFLUENCE IT. 

THE VIEW FROM WASHINGTON DOES GIVE A PERSON A DIFFERENT PERSPEC-

TIVE -- AND ONE NOT AWAYS TO HIS LIKING. BELIEVE ME, THIS HAS BEEN AN 

EXCITING AND EXHAUSTING 'IWO YEARS -- A TIME I WILL NOT SOON FORGET. BUT 

IT HAS BEEN RE!lARDING -- RE1'1ARDING FOR THOSE LIKE YOU AND ME WHO KNOV 

THE IMPORTANCE OF RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND THE MAGNITUDE OF THE JOB 

AHEAD. 

THE 89TH CONGRESS HAS BEEN, BY ANY MEASURING STICK, A CONSERVATION 

CONGRESS. THIS CONGRESS HAS DISPLAYED AN ADMIRABLE BIPARTISANSHIP IN SUP-

PORTING SOUND SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION DEVELOPMENT AS A BENEFIT TO ALL 

THE PEOPLE. 

I AM PROUD TO HAVE SUPPORTED MUCH NOTEWORTHY LEGISLATION IN THIS 

AREA OF NATIONAL CONCERN. CONGRESS PASSED, AND THE PRESIDENT SIGNED INTO 

LNd -----
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1. THE WATER RESOURCES PLANNING ACT , WHICH AUTHORIZES THE PRESI-

DENT TO ESTABUSH RIVER BASIN PLANNING COMMISSIONS AND A WATER RESOURCES 

COUNCIL ......•.. 

2. THE WATER QUALITY ACT, WHICH ESTABLISHES A NEW WATER POLLUTION 

CONTROL AGENCY AND AUTHORIZES ADDITIONAL FUNDS FOR POLLUTION CONTROL 

EFFORTS ........ . 

3. THE RURAL WATER FACILITIES ACT , WHICH MAKES POSSIBLE THE PLAN-

NING AND BUILDING OF COMI-UJNITY WATER SUPPLY AND SANITATION FACIUTIES 

IN RURAL AREAS ........ . 

4. THE WATER RESOURCES RECREATION ACT , WHICH ESTABLISHES A UNI-

FORM POUCY FOR FISH AND WILDLIFE ENHANCEMENT AND RECREATION IN FEDERAL 

WATER PROJECTS ........ . 

5. AN AMENDMENT TO THE WATERSHED PROTECTION AND FLOOD PREVENTION 

ACT, WHICH INCREASES THE MAXIMUM CAPACITY OF WATERSHED STRUCTURES FROM 

5,000 ACRE-FEET TO 12,500 ACRE-FEET. 

THESE ACTS AND OTHER FEDERAL LEGISLATION CONCERNING RESOURCE CON-

SERVATION HAVE HAD STRONG SUPPORT FROM BOTH SIDES OF THE AISLE. 

NEVERTHELESS, THE ADMINISTRATION HAS PROUDLY AND LOUDLY TAKEN CRE-

DIT FOR THESE ACHIEVEMENTS -- FOR WHICH I CANNOT BLAME IT. 

IT HAS BEEN LESS VOCAL, THOUGH, IN AREAS WHERE IT HAS ATTEMPTED 

TO OBSTRUCT RESOURCE CONSERVATION -- AREAS THAT WOULD HAVE HAD A SERIOUS 

EFFECT ON YOU PERSONALLY AND YOUR WORK. 

I KNCW YOU HA VE HEARD ABOUT THESE. BUT THEY BEAR REPEATING SINCE 

WE HAVEN'T HEARD THE END OF THEM. 

FIRST OF ALL, THERE WAS A PROPOSAL IN 1965 TO REDUCE SOIL CONSER-

VATION SERVICE APPROPRIATIONS FOR TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO SOIL CONSERVA-
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TIOO DISTRICTS AND TO ASK THE FARMERS AND RANCHERS TO MAKE UP THE DEFICIT --

OR RECEIVE LESS HELP IN PLANNING AND APPLYING THE NEEDED CONSERVATION 

PRACTICES. 

THE PLAN CALLED FOR REDUCING SCS CONSERVATION OPERATION FUNDS BY 

$20 MILLION AND CHARGING FARMERS AND RANCHERS A LIKE SUM. 

AT THAT TD1E I APPEARED BEFORE THE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE TO 

OPPOSE THE PLAN AND POINTED OUT THAT IF SUCH A PROPOSITION PASSED, KANSAS 

FARMERS WOULD HAVE TO RAISE $586,000 ANNUALLY. AIMOST 50 PERCENT OF THAT, 

$289 ,000, WOULD HAVE TO BE RAISED IN MY CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT. 

I TOLD THE COMMITTEE CHAIRMAN THAT OF ALL SEGMENTS OF OUR POPULA-

TION, THE FARMER IS IN THE LEAST POSITION TO ASSUME AN ADDITIOOAL FINAN-

CIAL BURDEN. 

AS YOU KNCW, NO SUCH PROPOSAL TO CUT SCS FUNDS WAS EVER INTRODUCED. 

THIS PAST YEAR, THE ADMINISTRATION SLCWED THE WATERSHED PROGRAM 

DClVN TO A STANDSTILL WHEN IT INSTRUCTED THE BUREAU OF THE BUDGET TO STOP 

SENDING PROJECT WORK PLANS TO CONGRESS FOR APPROVAL. 

FOR MONTHS, NOT ONE PLAN WAS SENT TO CONGRESS -- Nar ONE PROJECT 

WAS APPROVED FOR OPERATIONS. WATERSHED DEVELOPMENT SCHEDULES WERE INTER-

RUPI'ED ALL OVER THE COUNTRY. 

THE TIE-UP WAS CAUSED BY A DIFFERENCE OF OPINION. THE PRESIDENT 

BELIEVED -- AND STILL DOES -- THAT THE CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEE PROCEDURE 

FOR APPROVING WATERSHED PROJECTS IS AN UNWARRANTED ENCROACH1-1ENT ON THE 

AUTHORITY OF THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH. 

WE WERE FilJALLY ABLE TO GET THE LOG JAM BROKEN. IN EARLY AUGUST 

THE BUREAU OF THE BUDGET SENT THE 2£ WATERSHED WORK PLANS IT HAD BEEN 
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HOLDING TO CONGRESS. IN SO DOING, THE BUREAU SAID THAT NO FURTHER PLANS 

WILL BE SUBMITTED AFTER THE 89TH CONGRESS ADJOURNS UNTIL SECTION 2 OF THE 

WATERSHED PROTECTION AND FLOOD PREVENTIOO ACT (SETTING FORTH CONGRESSIONAL 

COMMITTEE APPROVAL PROCEDURE) IS AMENDED. 

SO THE BASIC ISSUE HAS Naf BEEN RESOLVED. STARTING IN JANUARY 

THE BUREAU OF THE BUDGET WILL AGAIN START HOLDING UP WATERSHED WORK PLANS. 

MY INTEREST IN THE SMALL WATERSHED PROGRAM IS BY NO MEANS A SEL-

FISH INTEREST. THE FACT IS THAT THIS CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT DOES Nar 

LEND ITSELF TO PL-566 DEVELOPMENT AS WELL AS OTHER AREAS. BUT THE REST 

OF KANSAS CAN AND IS MAKING GOOD USE OF THE PROGRAM AS WELL AS THE NATION 

AS A WHOLE. 

I FIRMLY BEUEVE THAT SMALL WATERSHED DEVELOPMENT NEEDS TO BE 

STEPPED UP AND THE PROGRAM ENLARGED. MEASURES THAT COULD STAND FURTHER 

CONSIDERATION ARE COST-SHARING ON MUNICIPAL AND INDUSTRIAL WATER SUPPLY 

DEVELOPMENT, AND COST-SHARING ON UPLAND CONSERVATION MEASURES SIMILAR TO 

THAT UNDER THE GREAT PLAINS CONSERVATION PROGRAM. 

I KNQ:f THAT PEOPLE IN THREE COUNTIES IN THIS CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT 

ARE INTERESTED IN PL-566 POSSIBIUTIES IN DEVELOPING THE BEAVER CREEK 

WATERSHED. ALTHOUGH THIS IS STILL A GLEAM IN PEOPLE 1 S EYES, I WILL BE 

INTERESTED IN THE PROGRESS OF THE UNDERTAKING. 

KANSAS DOES Nar HAVE TO TAKE A BACK SEAT TO ANY STATE WHEN IT 

COMES TO RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT -- AND YOU PEOPLE, YOU SUPERVISORS AND 

COOPERATORS IN SOIL CONSERVATION DISTRICTS, DESERVE MUCH OF THE CREDIT. 

THE KANSAS ASSOCIATION OF SOIL CONSERVATION DISTRICTS HAS THE RE-

SPECT OF CONSERVATION-MINDED PEOPLE AND GROUPS THROUGHOUT THE STATE. I 

WANT TO COMMEND YOU ON THE POUCY STATEMENT YOU ISSUED THIS YEAR IN WHICH 
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YOU SET FORTH CLEARLY WHERE YOU STAND IN RESOURCE CONSERVATION. 

YOUR STATE ASSOCIATION WAS ONE OF FOUR IN THE NATION THAT TESTI-

FIED BEFORE THE AGRICULTURAL APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE THIS YEAR. IT 

WAS MY PRIVILEGE TO ACCOMPANY RAYMOND SCHEMM, YOUR ASSOCIATION PRESIDENT, 

WHEN HE APPEARED BEFORE MR. WHITTEN 1S COMMITTEE. 

YOU DO HA VE THE PCllJER TO INFLUENCE WASHINGTON 1 S ATTITUDE ON CON-

SERVATION. LET NO ONE TELL YOU OTHEJMISE. 

KANSAS LEADS THE NATION IN MIIES OF TERRACES AND ACRES OF GRASSED 

WATERWAYS ESTABLISHED. AND IT RANKS AMONG THE TOP 10 STATES IN MANY 

OTHER CONSERVATION ACCOMPLISHMENTS. 

STATEl~IDE, 105 ORGANIZED SOIL CONSERVATION DISTRICTS BLANKET 

KANSAS. DISTRICT COOPERATORS NUMBER MORE THAN 88,000. MORE THAN 24 

MILLION ACRES OF KANSAS LAND IS COVERED BY BASIC SOIL CONSERVATION PLANS. 

MORE THA"l' 2,300 GREAT PLAINS CONSERVATION PROGRAM CONTRACTS HAVE 

BEEN COMPIETED IN THE STATE, EMBRACING OVER 1,800,000 ACRES OF LAND. 

MORE THAN 70, 000 ACRES OF CROPLAND WILL BE CONVERTED TO GRASS UNDER THIS 

PROGRAM. 

EARLIER THIS YEAR I TOLD MY COLIEAGUES FROM THE HOUSE FLOOR THAT 

THERE IS EVIDENCE IN KANSAS THAT AFTER 10 YEARS OF OPERATIONS, THE GREAT 

PLAINS CONSERVATION PROGRAM IS EQUAL TO THE TASK FOR WHICH IT WAS CON-

CEIVED -- TO MINIMIZE THE HAZARDS OF CLIMATE BY CONVERTING UNSUITABLE 

LAND FOR CONTINUOUS CULTIVATION TO PERMANENT VEGETATION. IN MY MIND, 

I SAID, THE PROGRESS IN KANSAS ALONE JUSTIFIES THE BUDGETARY INCREASE 

WHICH CONGRESS VOTED LAST YEAR FOR THIS ACTIVITY. 

KANSAS IS ALSO ONE OF THE IEADING STATES IN WATERSHED PROJECT 

APPLICATIONS, PLANNING, AND CONSTRUCTION. KANSAS HAS 26 SMALL WATERSHED 
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PROJECTS COMPLETED OR UNDER DEVELOPMENT, AND SEVEN OF THESE ARE MULTIPLE 

PURPOSE PROJECTS FOR MUNICIPAL WATER SUPPLY AND RECREATION, IN ADDITION 

TO WATERSHED PROTECTION AND FLOOD PREVENTION. AN ADDITIONAL 17 PROJECTS 

HAVE BEEN AUTHORIZED FOR PLANNING ASSISTANCE. THIRTY-T1l0 APPLICATIONS ARE 

.Af.vAITING ASSISTANCE. 

THIS YEAR THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH WANTED TO REDUCE WATERSHED STARTS 

BY 50 PERCENT IN FISCAL YEAR 1967, BUT CONGRESS, KNO-IING FULL WELL THE 

IMPORTANCE OF THIS PROGRAM, DID NOT GO ALONG WITH THIS THINKING AND RESTORED 

THE CUT. 

IN FISCAL YEAR 1966, A TOTAL OF $2.7 MILLION WAS ALLOCATED TO 

KANSAS FOR WATERSHED CONSTRUCTION. FIFTY-EIGHT FLOODWATER RETARDING 

STRUCTURES WERE BUILT BRINGING THE STATE'S TOTAL TO 149, THE THIRD LARGEST 

NATIONALLY. 

THE SMALL WATERSHED PROGRAM, I BELIEVE, OFFERS THE BEST OPPORTUNITY 

FOR SOIL AND WATER RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT WITHIN THE SOIL CONSERVATION DIS-

TRICT. IT IS A BASIC PROGRAM, DESIGNED TO MEET PARTICULAR AREA NEEDS. 

THESE PROJECTS ARE INSPIRED AND INITIATED BY LOCAL PEOPLE, AND DEVELOPED 

LARGELY THROUGH LOCAL EFFORT. 

llE KANSANS CAN BE PROUD OF THE INTEREST IN SOIL AND WATER CONSER-

VATION THUS FAR SHQ\IN BY THE STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS. 

A RECENT AMENDMENT TO THE STATE SOIL CONSERVATION DISTRICT LA\v 

MAKES STATE FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE AVAILABLE TO DISTRICTS, AND THE 1963 

STATE WATER PLAN ACT PROVIDES FOR FURTHER STATE PARTICIPATION IN WATER 

CONSERVATION PROGRAMS. 

THE KANSAS LEGISLATURE APPROPRIATED $90,000 A YEAR FOR WATERSHED 

--.., 
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PLANNING IN 1961 AND 1962. THIS WAS RAISED TO $120,000 DURING EACH OF 

THE NEXT FOUR YEARS, AND IS ESTIMATED TO BE RAISED AGAIN TO $190,000 FOR 

1967. 

TOTAL STATE APPROPRIATIONS FOR SOIL CONSERVATION WORK IN FISCAL 

YEAR 1967 WILL REACH $416, 500. LOCAL GOVERNMENTAL CONTRIBUTIONS WILL 

SWELL THIS FIGURE BY ANOTHER $200,000. 

THESE ARE HIGHLY ENCOURAGING DEVELOPMENTS AND WILL GO FAR IN 

HELPING US MEET SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATI(l\J NEEDS IN THIS STATE. BUT 

lvnJCH REMAINS TO BE DO!-E. 

IT IS OF UTMOST IMPORTANCE THAT WE CONTINUE TO SEEK NEW TOOLS 

AND AVENUES TO CARRY OUT RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT WORK. 

WE ARE MAKING DEFINITE PROGRESS. 

YOU AND I KNCW THAT MANAGEMENT OF OUR LAND, WATER, AND RELATED 

RESOURCES IS ONE OF THE MOST IMPORTANT JOBS FACil-lG US TODAY. 

THE ATTITUDE ON CONSERVATIOO IN WASHINGTON HAS BEEN A FAVORABLE 

ONE DUE IN NO SMALL MEASURE TO STRONG BIPARTISAN SUPPORT. WE MUST KEEP 

IT SO. 

I PLEDGE YOU I WILL DO MY PART. BE THE GOOD LORD WILLING, I WILL 

CONTINUE TO VIGOROUSLY SUPPORT THE CAUSE OF CONSERVATION THROUGH EVERY 

MEANS OPEN TO ME WITHIN THE HALLS OF CONGRESS -- AND OUTSIDE IT. 

AS A NATION WE ARE BLESSED WITH A LAND OF ABUNDANCE, THE MOST 

DYNAMIC AND MOST PRODUCTIVE AGRICULTURE IN THE WORLD. AND IT SEEMS TO 

ME WE ALL HAVE MUCH AT STAKE IN SEEING THAT WE KEEP IT THAT WAY. 
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