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The Special Committee on Energy and Natural Resources
conducted six hearings in six different Kansas communities in the
week September 22-25. Most of the members of the Committee assem-
bled in Wichita, September 21 and left by bus on Monday, September
22 at 7:30 a.m. for Garden City. From there they went on to Hays,
Holton, Olathe, Chanute and Wichita for meetings. Members who
were not able to start with the group in Wichita joined at various
points during the tour. All members were present for the last four
meetings. Representative Francis Gordon joined the Committee at
Holton and attended the last four meetings as an observer.



Garden City Meeting

The meeting was held at the Co-op Community Building in
Garden City, at 2:30 p.m., September 22. Approximately seventy
persons were in attendance.* A number of them asked to make state-
ments.**

Representative Keith Farrar presented arguments against
legislation on soil erosion and sediment control; he expressed the
view that such legislation constituted unnecessary governmental
regulation. More people will be added to the payroll and a billion
and a half dollars will be needed for the program,he argued.

Other opponents of S.B. 12 questioned the need for legislation in
light of existing soil conservation programs, particularly in light
of the alleged costs involved in implementing a mandatory state-
wide sediment control program. Opponents wanted to retain a vol-
untary program.

Based upon suggestions and comments from conservation
districts, the Kansas Association of Conservation Districts Board
of Directors had prepared a state policy for erosion and sediment
control. Members of the Association were present at each of the
meetings and presented their policy recommendation which was as
follows:

"l. State legislation on erosion-sedimentation be enac-
ted during 1976 with a later but reasonable district
enforcement date. The proposed bill will:

a. Include all land under provisions of sediment
abatement law - rural, urban, private and public.

b. Give leadership and control to Conservation
District Boards.

c. Hold landowners responsible for sediment but
provide that persons having and following ap-
proved conservation plans are in compliance
with law.

* Names of those persons who registered at each meeting place
are on file in the Research Department.

** For those who had prepared written statements see attachments
which are identified by each particular meeting place.



Recommend public cost sharing on permanent
land treatment practices (as determined by
districts) at levels of 75 percent of actual
costs.

Incorporate a local appeal procedure to settle
disagreements and to modify plans.

Assign Kansas Conservation Commission leader-
ship for the erosion-sediment abatement pro-
gram at state level.

Resolve that sedimentation caused by "acts of
nature” (floods, downpours, long period of
draught) are the responsibility of all citizens.

Provide for enforcement, including penalties.

Continuation of a voluntary conservation program at
district level for a reasonable length of time to per-
mit individuals to get conservation plans and prac-
tices established before being faced with complaints
or penalties for excess soil loss. During the time
KACD would:

a.

Give strong educational emphasis for managing
land to reduce erosion and sedimentation.

Stress importance of updating farm conserva-
tion plans, and making progress toward comple-
tion.

Encourage application of conservation techni-
ques on construction sites and road grading
projects.

Seek long-term contracts (like Great Plains
Program and Long-Term Agreements) in getting
orderly conservation practices on agricultural
lands.

Revision of the National Water Quality Law goals. Two
features need to be changed:

a.

Zero discharge of pollutants from nonpoint

sources into navigable waters of the United
States should be extended to a more reason-
able rate.



b. Timetable for bringing nonpoint pollution
under control by 1985 is unrealistic. A
more gradual approach is needed."

These policy recommendations were presented either orally or in
a written statement at all subsequent meetings.

Although no one in attendance at Garden City spoke for
adoption of S.B. 12 in its present form, conferees representing
conservation districts recommended S.B. 12 be adopted with amend-
ments. A question was raised concerning the appeal period after
a violation is alleged by the local district. It was argued that
the appeal period should be extended from 15 to 30 days to allow
adequate time for making an appeal during peak work periods such
as harvest. Also, S.B. 12 contains no provision for natural di-
sasters. Various conferees contended that individual farmers
should not be held liable for damage resulting from soil erosion
which occurred as a result of a natural disaster. It was also
argued that a formula for financial assistance must be included
in the law. (A general consensus was that 75 percent federal or
state cost-sharing would be needed.) If not, the farmer could be
put in the position of having to foot the bill for required con-
servation practices. Local control was an essential ingredient
for those supporting S.B. 12 with amendments; in fact, some urged
that any control by the State Conservation Commission be eliminated.
One conferee contended that standards for soil erosion are set
forth in the law, and he proposed that a minimal discharge rate
be set in the law.

One recommendation was that any farmer actively engaged
in an erosion control program be considered in compliance with
the law, i.e., farm plans should not be required of all farms.

As for violations, a conferee suggested that a complaint be re-
quired (as in the Iowa law and under the wind erosion statutes in
Kansas) to be filed against the person whose land is subject to
erosion.

A conferee asked that consideration be given to revising
the federal law. Concern was expressed about the many programs
now mandated by Washington and the violations of personal freedoms
that might occur. Why was S.B. 12 necessary, one conferee asked?
In reply, it was explained that the 1972 amendments to the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act (PL 92-500) set goals for controlling
sediment. Although PL 92-500 does not contain penalty provisions
or authorize federal enforcement, it was generally agreed that a
state plan was required and S.B. 12 would be partial response to
that requirement. One conferee contended that sediment control
involves more than maintaining water quality; preservation of soil
for future generations is an important goal.



A more flexible and realistic time-table for implementation
of any legislation would be necessary, a conferee argued. The
shortage of conservation contractors is one of the problems in
this area.

Various conferees representing conservation districts
presented the Committee with surveys of the opinions of farmers
on conservation. These surveys were taken after the education
meetings conducted by the Extension Division of Kansas State Uni-
versity. The surveys show that a majority of those polled sup-
ported a national law requiring states to clean up the air and
water. (Copies of surveys which were presented at each of the
meetings are included with attached statements.)

At the conclusion of the meeting the Chairman summarized
the various points in S.B. 12 on which there was consensus that
changes are necessary. Those points were:

1. A provision whereby the landowner would not be
considered out in compliance for erosion result-
ing from natural disasters (i.e., provide for
Acts of God).

2. A provision for hardship cases be added.
3. A reduction in the penalty provisions be provided.

4, A 75% cost sharing provision be added for conser-
vation projects on agricultural land.

5. Adoption of a provision for complaints to be
filed against farmers in violation of the law.

6. Extension of the appeal period from 15 to 30
days.

A poll of those in attendance indicated that no one favored
S.B. 12 in its present form. If the six changes listed above were
included in a bill, a minority would favor passage of such legisla-
Eron

Hays Meeting
8:00 p.m. - September 22

Approximately seventy persons were in attendance at the
Hays meeting. Most of the issues raised at the Garden City meeting



were again raised by those persons who presented testimony at the
Hays meeting held at the auditorium of the Fort Hays Branch Ex-
perimental Station.

One representative of a conservation district stated that
society must assume some of the cost of erosion control, local
control of programs must be maintained with state guidance, and
differences in soil and climate must be taken into account in de-
veloping guidelines for the state. S.B. 12 was generally suppor-
ted on the condition that various amendments would be made, includ-
ing reduction in the penalty provisions, excluding erosion caused
by natural disasters, inclusion of a specific cost-sharing formula,
extension of timetables for implementing the law, and adding a
provision which would exclude farmers engaged in conservation pro-
grams from the requirement of developing a farm plan.

At Hays various conferees complained of the lack of funds
under present federal programs to meet existing needs. Also, it
was argued that the shortage of contractors had been caused by the
uncertain availability of federal funds.

One conferee argued that unless provision is made for
hardship cases, many elderly persons dependent on income from a
rented property would be put in an impossible circumstance. Also,
one conferee argued that the conservation districts should not be
excluded from considering the requirements for state-owned land.
A question was raised as to how matters would be handled in the
small towns in the counties. It was suggested that the bill be
more specific on how the division of authority over towns and
rural areas should be set-up.

Some conferees insisted on leaving conservation to local
communities without mandatory control. One conferee argued that
education should be used to push conservation, not mandatory legis-
lation. He contended that if the farmers are allowed to make
money, they will take care of the land.

In a discussion of the penalty provision in any legisla-
tion, one conferee stated that he heard that in South Dakota they
were considering a provision whereby a farmer would be prevented
from farming land if he could not get sediment loss under control.

In the poll of those in attendance, none favored S.B. 12
in its present form. However, a large portion would support such
a bill if the amendments listed from the Garden City meeting were
included. One person suggested that the reason for the way people
were voting is that no one knows what the EPA is going to do.so
they were prepared to move in the direction of erosion control
so federal regulations will not be imposed on them.



Holton Meeting
2:30 p.m. - September 23

As at the earlier meeting, approximately sixty persons
attended the Holton meeting which was held at the Jackson County
Fair Building. Issues raised at earlier meetings were again heard.

S.B. 12 was supported by some persons who presented tes-
timony but only if certain amendments were adopted. Supporters
argued that such legislation would close the gap in conservation
practices which has not been closed by voluntary action. Although
it was stated by these conferees that few individuals abuse the
land, they insisted that the law should have teeth to assure that
proper conservation measures are followed on all land. Local au-
thorities could, under the proposed legislation, force those who
ignore local appeals (out of state landowners, trustees of estates,
mines, oil company officials, etc.) not to abuse or misuse the land.

A speaker who argued against S.B. 12 admitted that com-
pulsory conservation is an idea whose time has arrived.  However,
he suggested that the power of compulsion be given to the conser-
vation districts. The State Commission should not have a veto
over the districts which would remain sovereign in conservation
management. An annual review of district progress should be under-
taken by the State Commission. He also suggested that the law be
terminated in five years with a provision for a look at progress
before imposing a new law charting a new course. He will urge of-
ficers in his conservation district not to serve if a bill like
S.B. 12 becomes law. Others argued against compulsory measures,
stating that farmers would not tolerate such control. Representa-
tive Glee Jones expressed the view that the bill is unnecessary.

A representative of the Kansas Land Improvement Contrac-
tors Association stated that penalties should not be considered
until the cost-sharing provisions are set out in the law. He also
thought that too much "red tape" would result from implementing
the present bill, and the "permit and regulation system" would
discourage contractors and force them out of the conservation
contracting business. Instead, he recommended that an incentive
or promotional plan be adopted rather than a mandatory system,

Those who supported mandatory legislation suggested amend-
ments to S.B. 12 similar to those presented at earlier meetings.
They emphasized local control, cost-sharing, exclusion of erosion
resulting from extreme acts of nature, reduction of penalties, and
provision for hardship cases. A strong educational program in
the transition from voluntary to compulsory measures is necessary,



conservationists argued. Long-term contracts, like the Great
Plains Program or LTA agreements, should be extended.

Representatives of conservation districts do not want to
delay passage of a bill because implementation of any legislation
will require five years, one conservationist stated. A law is
necessary to encourage good farming practice and discourage bad
farming practices so the land is preserved for future generations.

One conferee argued that disaster payments should not be
allowed to farmers who are not involved in a conservation program.

Again the audience was polled on these issues: (1) 75%
cost-sharing; (2) exempt compliance when erosion results from
natural disasters; (3) reduce penalty; (4) exempt hardship cases;
(5) change appeal period from 15 to 30 days; and (6) implement
complaint system by local farmer or local public body.

None of those present supported S.B. 12 in its present
form. A small minority would support S.B. 12 if the six amendments
were implemented, and a near majority still opposed the bill if it
contained those changes.

Olathe Meetings
8:00 p.m. - September 23

Approximately seventy persons attended the meeting. Is-
sues were again developed which had been presented at earlier meet-
ings. The recommendations of the Kansas Association of Conserva-
tion Districts were presented to the Committee and endorsed by
the Franklin County Soil Conservation District.

Other representatives of conservation districts presen-
ted testimony supporting S.B. 12 with the following amendments:

1. Inclusion of 75% cost-sharing.
2. Reduction of penalties.

3. Exemption of those presently conforming to con-
servation programs.

4. Establish reasonable goals.
5. Keep local control of the program.

6. Exempt hardship cases.



An engineer stated that there were problems with S.B. 12
as it would apply to urban centers. First, it would be wvery costly
to developers. Second, it does not contain defined standards for
compliance. Finally, the SCS offices in urban counties do not have
staff to implement such a law in those counties.

It was revealed that the Mid-America Regional Council is
involved in coordinating an effort to develop a '""Model Erosion and
Sediment Control Ordinance' for cities in the metropolitan Kansas
City area. The chairman of the Mid-America Association of Conser-
vation Districts described the effort.

The eight-county Mid-America Association of Conservation
Districts, Mid-America Regional Council, representatives of engineers
in private practice, representatives. of the home builder association,
city representatives and Soil Conservation Service representatives
are working on a '""Model Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance"
that could be adopted by any local unit of government within or
outside of the Kansas City metropolitan area. Workshop meetings
are presently being held to iron out details and wording to make
the model ordinance workable and acceptable to all groups involved.
According to the testimony:

"The 'Model Ordinance' would require that an erosion and

sediment control plan be submitted and approved before

a building permit would be issued for development within
a city. The preliminarydraft excludes agricultural land
and developments of less than five acres.

"Conservation districts would have the responsibility to
review and comment on all development plans falling within
ordinance requirements. Developers would have the option
to use any structural or vegetative practice or combina-
tion of practices that would prevent excessive soil loss
from a development area.

"Intentions are to develop a workable ordinance that the
Mid-America Regional Council can endorse and recommend
to units of government within the Metropolitan Kansas
City area. The Mid-America Regional Council is a volun-

tary association of local governments in the Kansas City
Metropolitan Area."

The Committee working on this new ordinance requested that
the Committee delay consideration of S.B. 12 until the ordinance
is available.
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Strong opposition was voiced against S.B. 12 by some con-
ferees. One speaker, representing the Waukarusa Watershed and the
Wabaunsee County Board of Supervisors, wanted legislation to pro-
tect organized watersheds from the EPA. According to the conferee
the Kansas Fish and Game Commission is coming in and changing the
program which has already been contracted by the Soil Conservation
Service, consequently, he expressed extreme frustration with bureau-
crats. If S.B. 12 passes, three-fourths of the local Board members
will resign, he told the Committee. The bill will create another
bureaucracy (a new advisory board) when we do not know who is
in control of conservation, (the water people or the agricultural
people, etc.). This bill has too many mistakes in it, he continued.
The supervisors at the local level have been working out in the field
since 1937 and will continue to do so, but S.B. 12 will not work
and he suggested in the strongest terms that the Committee not
pass the bill. "Put it off for another year', he suggested, *and
study it more.” "I would prefer to continue on as we are', he
recommended.

A conferee representing a city argued that city planning
commissions can solve these problems for urban centers.

In the poll of the audience, no one supported S.B. 12
in its present form. A small minority would support the bill with
the six amendments noted from earlier meetings, and a majority
still opposed it. Each of the separate six items were then raised
for inclusion in the bill and a majority supported their inclusion
under those conditions, however, the number voting on these items
was quite small.

Chanute Meeting
10:00 a.m. - September 24

Over 150 persons attended the Chanute meeting which was
held in the Auditorium of the Neosho County Community College.
Again, the recommendations of the Kansas Association of Conserva-
tion Districts were presented to the Committee. Issues raised
at earlier meetings were again raised by those who presented testi-
mony on S.B. 12.

Those persons supporting some type of legislation recom-
mended particular changes in S.B. 12. One conferee stated that a
cost-sharing formula was needed in the law and that the penalty
provisions are excessive. He also argued that legislation not be
made compulsory and more authority should be at the local level
for implementation of the law.
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A conferee favoring S.B. 12 insisted that voluntary mea-
sures would not work, but he allowed that amendments to S.B. 12 were
necessary. He stated that he would rather not see a penalty provi-
sion, and he noted that eventually the district supervisors will
have to be elected by the public at large.

The representative of a conservation district expressed
concern about the level of cost sharing and finances. He stated that
a survey of land ownership would show that most agricultural land
not under conservation treatment is owned by retired owners using the
land for retirement income or heirs of the farmer who once owned
the land. Requirements for compliance with the law state that ex-
ceptions can be granted agricultural landowners if cost sharing funds
are not available. TIf the level of cost sharing is set too low a
situation could develop which could be financially disastrous for
persons greatly dependent on rental income from farm land. It is
his opinion that a level of 757 cost=-sharing is necessary to protect
the absentee landowner. According to the conferee,most of the land
owned by active farmers is under a conservation program. Most land
owned by absentee landowners is not under a conservation plan because
the rental income is simply insufficient to justify an unassisted
conservation program. Present programs have not been sufficiently
funded to fill the gap.

A second concern with S.B. 12 dealt with finances. Miami
County is rapidly being urbanized, thus under S.B. 12 the Conserva-
tion District Board will be dealing with construction of industrial
and residential developments and related earth movement. The conferees
stated that in that situation the legal and technical requirements
to meet the level of inspection and enforcement will most certainly
exceed present staff capabilities. Under present staffing technical
help cannot be provided. Without provisions for raising more funds
to hire legal and technical help, the requirement of S.B. 12 cannot
be met.

A representative from another conservation district took
exception to various provisions in S.B. 12. He stated that the
method of establishing an advisory board on the state level will not
allow adequate representation by people in agri-business. He also
urged that reasonable limits be placed on emissions from all areas
consistent with the makeup of that particular district (i.e., per-
haps three to five tons per acre for his own area). A reasonable
formula for cost-sharing should also be included. Finally, he stated
that landowners with land in more than one district should not be
required to have their plan reviewed directly by the state commission.
Such a provision by-passes local control.

During the course of the meeting there was discussion
of the necessity for Kansas to enact legislation. Dr. Wilber Ringler
explained that although state legislation is not mandated, a state
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plan for soil abatement is required by the EPA under PL 92-500.
It is not clear whether the requirement for a state plan means that
legislation is necessary, Ringler concluded.

Strong opposition to S.B. 12 surfaced at the Chanute
meeting. One conferee stated that the minute you tell a landowner
what he has to do on his own farm, he will probably spend more time
and effort protecting his land rights than it would take to get his
land in compliance.

A letter was presented and placed in the record which pro-
tested that since the landowner pays taxes on his land, he should
have a right to determine what is done with it. Others insisted that
farmers are doing terracing voluntarily and the delays in this activity
are, in part, the result of an insufficient number of contractors.

One conferee opposed the bill because it would force his elderly
neighbors, who could not afford conservation work, into conservation.
If you are going to force them, he went on, the government should
pay the bill. But, he suggested, we should put off such legislation
and in the future younger people will take over these farms and they
will engage in conservation practices.

A substantial amount of the opposition to S.B. 12 was
from persons who wanted less government meddling in their lives.
They characterized such legislation as providing ''Big Brother"
programs in Kansas. One speaker argued that the state should be
trying to get the federal government to fund existing SCS programs
adequately rather than passing this legislation.

In a poll of the audience, no one supported S.B. 12 in
its present form. A wvast majority would prefer no bill at all; a
minority did want some type of bill. With the six amendments noted
at earlier meetings, a majority still would oppose S.B. 12. 1In a
consideration of each of the six provisions individually, a majority
supported inclusion of those six items, if a bill passed. Very few
opposed inclusion of the amendments.

On the evening of September 24, Committee members gath-
ered informally in a meeting room of the Broadview Hotel in Wichita
to discuss the testimony received so far by the Committee, and the
direction the Committee might take in future consideration of S.B.
12. After considerable discussion of the necessity for state legis-
lation in light of EPA guidelines, Chairman Moore was directed to
write or call the EPA in Washington to get clarification of what the
state's responsibility is on non-point source pollution.

In considering other issues, one member suggested that
the Committee think about the planning phase and determine who should
have responsibility for erosion control -- the Department of Health
and Environment or the State Conservation Commission. Another member



- 8 -

wanted the provision for an advisory committee deleted from the bill.
A member insisted that some planning and guidelines be set down for

an erosionand sediment control program. Finally, one member suggested
that they should wait and not push for legislation until it was needed.
It was agreed to consider these issues again when the Committee meets
for their October meeting.

Wichita Meeting

9:30 a.m., September 25

Approximately eighty persons were present at the Wichita
hearing held at the Broadview Motor Hotel. As at previous meetings
diverse views were expressed on the issue of mandatory soil erosion
and sediment control.

Various speakers supported legislation but felt that por-
tions of S.B. 12 were not acceptable. One of them suggested that
changes be made in the penalty provisions, that 75% cost-sharing
be made available "on a steady and sound long-term basis,'" and the
timetable for implementing the law be made more realistic. One
speaker suggested that four years of voluntary compliance be provided
to assure the success of the program. The representative of a con-
servation district board of supervisors expressed the view that in
light of federal legislation passed in 1972, S.B. 12 is necessary and
a good bill. Another speaker wanted ''land-disturbing'" activity better
defined in the bill. State guidelines should be set out in the bill,
was another recommendation.

Various speakers expressed the view that farmers presently
involved in conservation programs should be considered as in compliance
with the law thus not requiring a new farm plan from them. The need
for a specific cost-sharing formula set out in the bill was generally
conceded. One speaker stated that mandatory control was needed over
those persons who do not take care of terraces which have already
been put on a farm with partial public funding.

A speaker who supported the Task Force report recommended
changes such as adding a cost-sharing formula, exempting hardship
cases, setting out a minimum erosion standard, and providing ample
time and personnel for implementing the law. She also presented a
novel approach for funding the program, a local and state tax for
an erosion and sediment control program. The formula for funding
would be 30% from the county, 307% from the state, and 40% from the
individual. Another speaker defended state aid for erosion control
by referring to the example of Towa.
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A number of speakers who supported some type of legisla-
tion pointed to the sediment loads deposited in road ditches as proof
that action should be taken now. One speaker stated that the number
of persons required for road work would be reduced if land were
treated. A representative of the Metropolitan Planning Department
expressed general support of the bill, stating that there are not
adequate regulations to control homebuilders.

A speaker, representing a planning agency, expressed
concern that provisionsin S.B. 12 as they relate to urban-oriented
areas are explicit, while provisions for rural areas are nebulous.
Also, he was concerned over the regulatory relationship between in-
corporated areas, fringe areas and rural areas. He anticipates the
fractionalization of governmental responsibility under the bill as
presently written.

Opposition to S.B. 12 came from many sources. A real
estate appraiser, representing home builders, argued that the require-
ment of the issuance of permits for grading and other activities would
have a detrimental effect on real estate development. He also noted
that additional controls would require an increase in paperwork and
personnel. Sediment control is being adequately handled, he insisted.

A county assessor and former conservation district super-
visor agreed and stated that education is the way to go, not putting
people in jail.

A farmer concluded that penalties were too severe and the
timetable too restrictive. He recommended that more time was needed
to study the bill.

Others opposed the bill because it imposed additional
regulations and costs, and it would require more time to implement
conservation practices than is required under present conservation
programs. A representative of the construction industry insisted
that S.B. 12 is discriminatory in that it provides that farming ac-
tivity will not be in violation if financial assistance is not avail-
able, however, no such exemption is provided for any other industry.
Also, the time required in obtaining the approval of a plan before
obtaining a permit would further delay building activity. He also
noted that the penalties are an unreasonable violation of a citizen's
right to life and liberty.

Other speakers expressed the view that government inter-
ference is a greater hindrance than a help to conservation.

The poll at the conclusion of the Wichita meeting revealed
no supporters of S.B. 12 in its present form. Approximately a half
wanted no bill at all; the other half wanted some type of legislation.
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If the six points, referred to in earlier meetings, were amended
into S5.B. 12, approximately one-third would support the bill; and
about one-half would still oppose the bill. In consideration of

the individual items or amendments (assuming a bill passes), a
majority supported the amendments; no opposition to any of these in-
dividual items was expressed.

Prepared by Ramon Powers

Approved by Committee on:

/O —22 75
Date
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~ REMARKS BY REPRESENTATIVE KEITH FARRAR
TO THE :
SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON LENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES
GARDEN CITY, KANSAS
SEPTEMBER 22, 1975
Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee:
I appreciate the opportunity to express my concerns to you
about Senate Bill 12,
Frankly, I do not see the need for this proposed legislation.
The constitution guarantees the right of citizens to own
property. I feel this bill will infringe on these rights. Who-
ever controls land use, controls land value:

Mr. Chairman, I hope that during the meeting today, I will

hear the answers to many guestions I have about this bill.

[
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1. As a start, why should the conservation district be given

the power to "fix, assess and collect reasonable fees," for in-
spections on my land, when I don't want them there in the first
place; or make me liable for a fine or imprisonment if I fail to
submit or follow an épproved conservation plan?

2. How many people will we be addi%% to the.payroll to
approve and monitor all of these plans? Will the citizens paying
the bill feceive-their moneys worth?

3. Why not include a provision within the bill for urban
homeowners, shopping centers, industrial sites, etc., to provide
a means to hold all the rainfall that lands on their property?
Percentage wise, we probably have more fertilizer runoff from
cities than we do fromrfarms.

4. How much has it cost to "educate the public" on the need

for an erosion and sediment control law?

=
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Garden City
September 22, 1975
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5. Where do we find the billion and one half dollars it has
been estimated to cost just to preven£ rural and agricultural runoff?

6. Finally, what guarantees do we have that thé approved
plans will not have to be changed to meet new state and federal
guidelines? . Example - approximately 20 years ago the conservation
districtlwhere‘l live, in drawing an irrigation plan for my
neighbbr, claimed better than 20 acres of his half section was
wasteland and should be seeded to grass. Also, another 100 odd
acres would never-be irrigated, because the ground had too much
slope and Lherefore there was no need to make a topography map of
that portion of his farm.

Since that time my neighbor, not knowing any-better, has been
producing 100 bushel of milo, good alfalfa, and better than 120
buéhel of corn, on the above mentioned land. If this bill had
been in effect, look at the loss to the farmer, and the local
economy, also —-- he would have been-eiigible for fines and im-
prisonment. We cénnot afford this bill. |

I fly over this state many times during the year from Hugoton
to Topeka, énd I would say that the farmers, as a whole, are doing
a good job of conservétion; It just makes sense to be a good
steward of the land --- if you are not, you will see the results
on your profit and loss statement by the end of the year.

In conclusion, I hope the committee will not recommend Senate

Bill 12 favorably for passage. I feel it would establish a huge
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bureaucracy, not answerable to the pubiic, with tremendous powers.
Mr. Chairman; I am at a loss to offer amendments in an effort to
improve this bill. If we were debating this bill on the floor of
the House in Topeka, I would move to strike the enacting clause,

something I haven't done since being elected to the legislature.

Sincerely,

-~
/%fif*%? ;;ihf 2
#F P 2 e 3
B 4 Lk,

. ‘ KEITH FARRAR
Representative
124th District
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September 22, 1975

THE GREATER SOUTHWEST REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION

Comments
on

Pronosed Legislation on Erosion and Sediment Control, Senate
Bill 12

At a regular meeting of the Greater Southwest Regional
Planning Commission held in Tribune on Sept. 10, 1975, the

following points were made concerning Senate Bill 12,

1. Redefine the "Conservation Plan" with as much
gspeeclfiecity as posgible. ‘

2. Reconsider liability penalties, and make provisions
for hardship cases.

3. Define a more detailed financial plan to implement
the intent of the Bill, especially spell out the
local match involved.

4. Provide a more realistic and flexible time table
of implementation.

ol

The Greater Southwest Regional Planning Commission -
recommends that these modifications to the Bill be seriously
considered, and further recommends that the intent of the
Bill be carried out through the local Soil Conservation
Districts. The Greater Southwest Regional Planning Commission
will work cooperatively with these local Soil Conservation
Districts in this regard.

#* Distinguish between normal farm operations and -

natural disasters.
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Box 429 - Scott City, Kansas 67871 - Phone: (316) 872-3530

Septembver 22, 1975

TO: SPECIAL CONMMITTEE O ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCE
SUBJECT: EROSION AMND SEDI ENT CONTRCL LECISLATION

The Scott Couaty Conservaticn District board of super-
viscrs believes ccnservation practices are the sclution to
erosion and sedimentatiocn. If all farms had a ccnservation
plan as recommended by the Scil Conservaticn Service, erosion

and sediment would cease to te a prcblem.

We support legislation which would ceoplete the conser-
vation program in Kansas., We suprort this legislation for
these reasons:

L. National water polution laws are demanding that

each state enact resulaticns to tring soil erosion
under cocntrol.

2. Because some landowners refuse to practice good
conservaticn and abuse their land, some meeans is
needed to get practices on that land to stop erocsicn
there. Senate Bill 12 provides suthority to do that.

3. Conservatiocn distriéts on the local level and the
State Conserveticn Commission on the state level
have provided the leadership necessary tc get éonser-
vaticn prectices cn the l? 'd e1d to handle difficult

conservaticn prcgrams. e hLelieve the two agencies

nebiiste

!
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shculd be given the responsibility to handle the
ccnservaticn program Senate-éill 12 calls for.

L. Ve helieve the most wcrkable program can ccme from

. those who will be directly affected, the fermer.
Senate Bill 12 allows the local people in each
ccunty or district to plan the program which best
fits their prcblems and needs. Working through
local leadership, we believe, is the best way to
accemplish this. |

We telieve éqnsideration shculd be given to some amendmenté
toc the till. We contzcted the 24 countieg_of Southwest Kansas
to get their comments about cost-sharing. In all instances the
reply came btack that ;ost—sharing should be previded at the 709
te €09 level. We svgrest the bill spell cut the cost-sharing
‘at 75% for conservaticn practices on ferm land.

Landcwners shcould be protected from being held liable for
violatifn resulting frem acts of God, (Excessive rain, wind, etc.)
The listility penalties should te softened and provision made
for hardship cases.

We believe the intent of the bill is good and with a few

amendments should be =zdcpted by the legislature.

Kiééykfij_/fyéi;fi;?f7z(¢¢7f

Clyde Schinnerer, Chairman
Scett County Board of Superviscrs
Scett Ceocunty Conservation District



Meade County Conservation District
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September 22, 1975

Report to Legislative hearing held in Garden City, Ks., Sept. 22, 1975.
By Meade County Conservation Districte.

The Meade County Erosion and Sedimentation Committee held five (5)
meetings in the county since Jamuary. These meetings were held in all
three towns, lleade, fowler, and Plains. The slide presentation from the
extension service was shown at each meeting. Opinion surveys were
completed by the people who attended those meetings, The results of this
survey is enclosed.

Following the final meeting, the Committee met and discussed the results
of the meetings. The Committee felt that the following items should
be passed on to the Area and State committees for their consideration.

If a state law is enacted, these points should be considered:

1) HMany expressed the opinion that consideration should be given to
re~direct er revise the Federal law conceming sediment control
programs before state legislation is drafted. It was expressed that
we are getting too many mandates from Washington, and that personal
freedoms are being violated.

2) Due to the unfavorable economic situation facing farmers today, the
cost share for conservation practices should be spelled out in the law
i.e. who will provide cost share funds and what per cent.

(jb The committee felt that local control is essential, with the Cone
servation District as the logical agency. This is also the opiniopof
the people contacted. See opinion sheet.

L) It was noted that in Fact Sheet 10 published by the State Adivsory
Committee that the information for Meade County should be updated.

Cropland adequately treated is presently 117,11l acres with 227,371

acres needing treatment. Pasture-Rangeland adequately treated is

presently 108,561 with 154,977 acres needing treatment. These figures
reflect that additional land has received proper treatment since 1968 g
when the report was.written. ., cus, Cehl of prosde Co. Al Yeriz Ftlo
Hdorpewl ¥  Alplidy e /

5) “ That present programs to control erosion and sedimentation, such as

the ACP program and the Great Plains Conservation program should continue

to be funded by the federal government.

CONSERVATION - DEVELOPMENT - SELF-GOVERNMENT



Wleade County Conservation District
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(6) The time table set by the National Law is impractical, Due to the
shortage of contractors to install conservation structures etc,

(7) To attain zero pollution is impossible, A minimum allowable discharge
rate for sediment should be established and spelled out in any laws,

(8) Proposed penalties are excessive, No penalties should be applied

to farmers who have made application for corrective practices to be done
and then must wait for contractors to do the work,

/{ZZ /a¢§%ﬁﬂ

Roy Seybert Chairman
Meade County Conservation District

Encl.

CONSERVATION - DEVELOPMENT - SELF-GOVERNMENT



SUMMARY OF 3SURVIY IN MEADE COUNTY, KANSAS

Your Opinion, Please

My reaction to the national law requiring all states to clean up the
better environment is:

Favorable E@ Unfavorable

Comments:

on Co
ﬂr.i 3 -

"

air and water for a

No Opinion

In my county, I believe that sedimentation, caused by wind and water

Minor Problem @ Moderate Problem

Comments:

erosion, is a:

Major Problem

In my county, I believe sedimentation can be controlled by:

§1§ Voluntary Action Some State Regulation EEB]Z

Comments:

Combination of Both

Which ef the folleowing alternatives for citizen action do you favor:

Continue the present voluntary soil and water conservation programs, and accept the

provisions of the National Water Quality Act when imposed.

@ Approve Kansas Task Force recommendations for strengthening the present conservation
- district law in order to get greater participation in sediment control programs.

12$ Work for partial revision or complete redirection of the National Water Quality Act

before designing state sediment control programs.

(Continued on back)

(Check all that apply)

LL]- Landowvmner City Dweller

county, and am a --

Bﬂ Farm Operator —QM Ag-business owner or operator

'1, Realtor, land developer, or contractor




If a sediment abatement law is drafted, should the following provisions be included:

a.

Give leadership and control to present Conservation Districts.

Agree @ Disagree E,o No Opinion

Comments:

Provide that persons following approved conservation plans (on farms, building sites,
etc.) are in compliance with the law.

3 Agree @ Disagree [ 67 No Opinion

Comments:

Place limitations on land disturbing activities that cause excessive soil losses and
gedimentation problems (like row crops up and down hill, leaving land unprotected
during long periods of construction, etc.).

Agree ‘ Disagree No Opinion

Comments:

Authorize Kansas Conservation Commission to set state guidelines for controlling
erosion and sedimentation from land disturbing activities.

Agree E‘_éj Disagree No Opinion

Comments: _

Recommend cest-sharing from federal and/or state funds on land treatment practices.

Agree Digagree D No Opinion

Comments:

Establish local appeal procedure to settle disagreements and to modify approved plans.

Agree [] pisagree [l o Opinion

Comments:

Publication of Education Committee: Chairman, Wilber Ringler, Assistant Director of Agricultural Production Programs, KSU; John
Blythe, Farm Bureau, Manhattan; Lester Branson, ASCS, Manhattan; Jack Burke, State Leader, Radio-TV-Films, KSU; Richard
Cunningham, League of Municipalities, Topeka; Barry Flinchbaugh, Extension Economist, KSU; Robert Paris, State Association of
Conservation Districts, Dighton; Fred Paris, Extension Editor, News, KSU; Donald Robertson, Soil Conservation Service, Salina;

Joan Snyder, League of Women Voters, Salina; John Spurling, State Conservation Commission, Fort Scott; Rosalie Thompson, Tuttle

Creek Davelopment, Manhattan; Leo Wendling, Extension Engineer, KSU.

Cooperative Extension Service @ Konsas State University @ Manhattan

MEF-385

November 1974

Issued in furtherance of Cooperative Extension work, acts of May B and June 30,

ment of Agriculture.  Robert A Bohannon, Directer of Extension, Kansas State
Science. Available 1o all individuals without discrimination on the basis of race

1914, in cooperation with U. S. Depart-
University of Agriculture and Appled

, calor, national origin, sex, or religion.

11-74--10M
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THE SbUTHWEST KANSAS{IRRIGATION ASSOCIATION
ULYSSES, KANSAS
STATEMENT BY: Dale Williams, chairman
| Water Committee
Subject: Senate Bill 12 Soil Erosion and Sedimentation Control
Special Committee Hearing, Garden City Coop Center, Sept. 22, 1975
Mr. Chairman, committoe members, and research staff members: |
First, I welcome ali of you to productive and progressive Southwest

Kansas where living and breathing are still simple and easy compared

i

to our neighbors in the'eastern half of.Kansas. I suppose our
"Dust Bowl to Breadbasket' success story can serve as a model to
the remainder of the state in developing once barren wastelands
into a very productive area for our state and the nation. The
key to our success has been individual initiative, pride, and
vision on the part of the agricultural community of this area.
The stepping stones to productivity have been wise conservation
practice and water quality control. These are certainly integral
parts of irrigation farming. Let me again emphasize that

~ "individual initiative and pride" -are essential parts of agri-
cultural productivity here. It is our hope that you will make
those_points a prevailing consideration in development of a state
soil erosion and sedimentation control law.
However, it has taken a tremendous investment in money and physical
effort to bring about this very economically important part of the
state's agricultural productivity. Certainly, from yOour own re-=
search into conservation program costs, you can realize how much
it has taken in the past 45 years to make this area productive.

Add to that the considerable investment in machinery, equipment,

e s i T Lt T foets ey - y—pie . S



and materials each year to produce a crop and you realize how deeply

the Southwest Kansas agricultural producer is commifted to providing

for the well-being of our country.

In view of our experiences here, we are very disturbed by the present
appearance of Senate Bill 12, We have heard much about the intent of
the state conservation commission as the administrator of this law;
however, it is not reflected anywhere in the wording of the law.

As an example, we hear that farming programs that fit within the
guidelines of Public Law 92-~500 will not require permits. However,
submission of a farm plan aﬁd its approval is a permit program énd
eﬁceeds the requirement of non-point control. To make an identification
of a non-point pollution problem, to find a solution to that problem,
and then to implement correction hardly necessitates a pexmit re-
quirement to operate. No legislation that goes beyond what is needed

to qualify Kansas and what can reasonably be implemented is necessary.
Gentlemen, you and I realize that the cost of implementation is going

to be critical and is of yet indefinite. Presently there has been no
identification made nor guidelines established for non-point péllution
control programs. Until these have been done,rlegislation should not

be implemented. We should have positive and known factors wifh provisions
for correction and addition to the law as they are needed or required.
To legislate a comprehensive program without guidelines and standards
could affect an unrealistic and burdensome program.

Senate Bill 12 would establish the state conservation commission as

the administrating agency and yeﬁ we know that the requirements of
Public Law 92-500 will far exceed the capability of a single agency

to administrate. It is even more confusing to us on what we are getting

ourselves into in view of another peice of proposed legislation

T B R Y ST 1] AT Pt Al s R A T T | 4 A D T ey I e A e 8 m A R T b W 3 e e e e TS



currently being studied in Kansas. I refer to the proposed reorganiza-
tion of the State Department of Agriculture. That proposal would abolish
the state conservation commission. Does the left hand of government
know whaf the right hand is doing? Aren't you propesing to hand‘this
commission an awesome administrative responisbility and then at the
same time abolish that commission?
What is more reasonable, we feel, would be to have an agency serve as
a clearing house of technology, research and planning that would
involve all local entities and their particular expertize and authority
in a cooperative, volunteer program with minimum regulatory requirements.
The western third of Kansas presently is involved in the process of
forming groundwater management districts. We feel very dependent
on these agencies to be able to give input into such a volunteer
progfam. Groundwater management districts would have the expertize
and authority in safeguarding the integrity of water quality.

et me conclude by simply saying we believe too much emphasis is
being put into a law that can only make conservation efforts more
confusing and unrealistic. Also, with our past experience with

costs of conservation programs we have initiated, we believe an

equitable cost-share formula should be a part of the law.

We have also found in our past experiences with conservation
program costs that there is a point where the cost exceeds the '

benefits to be realized. We would be particularly interested in

cost-benefit ratios being established.
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REACTION TO PROPOSED LEGISLATION -- SENATE BILL #12

Prepared by Board of Directors,
Kansas Assaciation of Conservation Districts

Over 500 members of the Kansas Association of Conservation Districts have
studied, discussed, and debated altermatives to the soil erosion-sedimentation
issue. Last fall and winter, armed with fact sheets and a slide-tape presentation
prepared by Kansas State University, they talked and held meetings to find out
what action might be feasible from a farmer-landowner viewpoint. Here's what they
found out.

Cost.sharing, the practice of the government paying the initial cost of a
conservation practice (terraces, waterways, diversion ditches, ponds), is probably
the most importént aspect ;f a state sediment contrel policy. District Conserva-
tion Supervisors report that conservation practices are usually established on land
on a voluntary basis at a rate that will utilize available federal cost-share funds.
Two years ago wheﬁ cost sharing money was withheld it virtually stopped all comnserva-

tion construction projects. An adequate cost-share program is mandatory for sedi-
ment abatement.

Local control is another eésential coﬁdition of a stepped-up consefvation pro-
gram. Each county has unique erosion-sedimentation problems that can best be solved
by local people. Once the problem is locally recognized and defined, people usually
work together in seeking an acceptable solution. Local control with state guidance
is the key.

Flexibility in program implementation is also essential. The sediment abate-
ment effort must be tailored to fit county or community needs. Soils, rainfall, and

cropping patterns are greatly different from one part of the state to another. A

conservation program must accomodate these differences.
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These are general overall priorities that our members feel should be incorporated

into the Kansas sediment abatement policy.

Based upon suggestions and comments from conservation districts, the KACD

Board of Directors put together a state policy for erosion and sediment control.

The policy requests action along three separate lines:

(1) State legislation on erosion-sedimentation be enacted during 1976 with

a later but reasonable district enforcement date. The proposed bill

will:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(£)

(g)

(h)

Include all land under provisions of sédiment abatement
law--rural, urban, private, and public.

Give leadership and control to Conservation District Boards.
Hold landowners responsible for sediment but provide that
persons having and following approved conservation plans
are in cdmpliance with law.

Recommend public cost sharing on permanent land treatment
practices (as determined by districts) at levels of 75
percent of actual costs.

Incorporate a local appeal procedure to settleldisagreements
and to modify plans.

Assign Kansas Conservation Commission leadership of the
erosion-sediment abatement program at state level.

Resolve that sedimentation caused by "acts of nature'
(floods, downpours, long periods of drought) are the
responsibility of all citizens.

Provide for enforcement, including penalties.

(2) Continuation of a voluntary conservation program at district level for

a reasonable length ¢f time to permit individuals to get conservation

plans and practices established before being faced with complaints
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or penalties for excessive soil logs. During this time KACD
would:
~(a) Give strong educational-emphasis for managing land to
reduce erosion and sedimentation.

(b) Stress importance of updating farm conservation plans,
and making progress toward completion.

(c) Encourage application of conservation techniques on
construction sites and road grading projects.

(d) Seek long term contracts (like Great Plains Program and
Long Term Agreements) in getting orderly conservation
practices on agricultural lands.

(3) Revision of the National Water Quality Law goals. Two features
need to be changed:

(a) Zero discharge of pollutants from nonpoint sources into
navigable waters of the United States should be extended
to a more reasonable rate.

(b) Timetable for bringing-nonpoint pollution under control
by 1985 is unrealistic. A more gradual approacﬁ is
needed.

The KACD Board believes that the above policy is workable and will result in
more conservation on the land and an effective sediment abatement program to satisfy
National Water Quality Laws.

State legislation is an essential first step in implementing our proposed state
policy on erosion and sedimentation.

Senate Bill #12 has many desirable features--gives leadership to Conservation
District Boards, holds landowners responsible for sediment coétrol, and has a local

appeal procedure to settle disagreements.
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We believe Senate Bill #12 would be more acceptable to farmers if the penalties
for noncompliance were reduced, the provisions for cost sharing clarified and set
at the 75 percent level, and that landowners would be excused from sediment that
was a result of an act of nature--floods, downpours, and long periodslof drought.
Our goal is to have an erosion-sedimentation program that relies heavily on
voluntary action by landowners but yet has "teeth" to bring into line those that
continue to abuse and misuse land. Senate Bill #12, with amendments, is an

essential first step in accomplishing our goal.

J. Wendell Eggerman, Green

Robert A. Paris, Dightcn

Robert J. Binder, Hays

Lynn Buerki, Wichita

E. E. Jabes, Derby
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TC: Kesnsas Legislature's Special Committee on Fnervy & haturdl Reqou cés

FROM: Rawlins County Conservation District

e

SUEJECT: Erosion and Sedimentation Control Legislation (S.B. 12)

CCCASION: Public Meet ‘Hays, Kans as,'gcpuomODr 22, 1975

The Rawlins County Conservation District opnoses passage of the
Erosion and Sedimentation Control legislation at this time. We feel
Kensas should we until the tcrn1n01ry and areas of responsibility

1t
cf the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 (PL92-500)
are more clesrliy C611ned.

Since
ibility of
waters!" to
ci conservati

o

on creek and r
projects.

ngs were held last winter the resvons-
hes been expanded from "“navigable

ing change will challenge the authority
istricts trying to 11ﬂ7 ment the proposed Hansas law

r bottom land and could infringe upon entire watershed

nal meet
: 'p -

)
.

(28}
i

E”V]“C”W ntzl Grgznlrablonb have won a court chullenrc and trc

any ﬁOle S;urcc of vo uLlon iron thc nerﬂlt piorra regardless of
size.

These rulings indicate that the definitions in PL92-500 are to
vague and further interpretation is needed. Action by the States to
ownlv with the federal law are uncertzin and sheould be delayed until
the definitions and organizational responsibilities are more clearly
established at the federal level.

The supervisors of the Rawlins County Conservation District are
willing to UCCﬂ“t the leadership of the proposed erosion and sediment-
ation law but feel that all private lands should be controlled within
the guidelines of the law at the local ievel in cooperation but without
infringement by federal and state agencies. Ve do not feel this is
possible at this time while the courts are trying to define various
points of the federal law.

ﬂeanwhile, we urge continuing and strengthening our vresent
prcgrams. We feel our county has been making satisfactory progress
towvard controlling the prblCP Availebility of cost-sharing funds
and technical sssistance have been our limiting factors.

Respnectfully submitted

Rawlins County Conservation District
P Y A

Nodee )] / Pt
Robert Martin, Chairman
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106 West 3rd, Box 96 - St. John, Kansas 67576 o S

' September 17, 1975

The S5tafford County Coneervation District basically supports Senate
Bill #12, with changes. :

Page 5, %ec. 4, (a), line 5, should read, "when proposed land dis-
turbing activities sre to be performed on state-owned lands or by
or on bhehalf of a state agency, plens for erosion and sediment con-
trol shall be submitted to the commission and district for review
and approval." '

Fane 5, line 15, (1) - How will man hours be furnished and financed.
Page 5, line 21, (2) - Explain details of proposed plan. For this

to be an effective law, there will have to be liberal financial
assistance,

If financial money 1s available, but no c-ntractors, what happens
then? or If no finencial assistance, or contractor is aveilable,
what happens then?

Fane 7, Sec. &, line 15, how is this financed?

Page 9, line 11, should continue to read, except as stated in. Sec-
tion 4-(e).

Fage 9, Sec. 7, line 12, Jho pays fees? Financing comes from Whom?

Pane 10, line 29, (e) (1), uwho is the reviewing avthority? These
reviews zhould be conducted locally.

Page 12, line 13, Sec. 10 {(e), dhat is the time element allowed?

Lle feel the peralty is tno severe after first serving., Are there
provisions for storms and =2ct of God?  If sediment is From operators
nun field ond doesn't effect anyone else, how does the hill effect
farmer?

Three board members plan nn z2ttending the Hays meeting, Sept. 22.

Sincerely,

[ . =
7 T)}:(}_‘)(_,c e C (_-'G L r

Maorinn Alpera, Chairman
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Decatur County Soil Conservation D strict |

PHONE 475-2342 OBERLIN, KANSAS 67749

_Haas

September 17, 1975

Senator Moore, Chairman
Legislative Committee
Eneigy & Natural Resources
% Robert Binder

Hays, Kansas

Dear Sir:

We will he wnable to attend the hearing on Senate Bill # 12 on September 22,

1975,

In reguard to policy position on Erosion and Sedimentation Regulations.
We the Decatur County Conservation District Board of Supervisors are in agreement
with the policy and position of the KACT Board.

We feel the Soil Conservation Districts are able to handle the requiremente set
forth for them in this Bill

Sﬁnccmely,, D

. .\J(M. // (”:,Zj 1)7 AT

Bartes B. Brown, Chaixrman
Decatur County Conservation District
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Twenty-five yvears after the organ%zatioﬁ of the Wallace County
Conservation Distriect, we, the district supervisors stop to reflect,
consider the changipg times, the needs of the people, their ability
to pay as we go, In an attempt to ch;nge or updaté our long range
plan and state some of our thoughts and set down our goals,

The Seventies, Sigﬁs of change, produce,more, protect more,
Practices need to be tailored to meet local conditions and
requirements, Local.people have quite an investment in conservation
l5ystems, they need and want something to say about reteining the

local, voluntary soil conservation programs in the years ahead,

We would like to continue the voluntary cooperative approach to
conservation on the land thaf has been developed over the yearéo

We feel that more minimum tillage or reduced tillage would
result in decreased soil losses from wind and water, It would'be
more compatible with the use of large modern farming equipment, It
could also save fuel and labor and cut irrigation water demand,

The consensus of opinion of tﬁis district governing body is
thaf local people, with continuing technical help, can solve local
proﬁlems better than legislators because problems and pedple differ
from place to place, g

A mandatory conservation program would result in less conserva-
tion on the land and increased costs, We feel it would take more
people ard are apprehensive about becoming policemen. (We like to

get along with our neighbors), We feel that it would be impossible

and unadvisable to legislate local people into doing what they don't



vant to do. We feel the laws would be ignored and overlooked,

To supply the ever increasing demand for food it is apparent
that the cropland hase will continue to expand, This expansion
will include mahy acres of class VI 1aﬁd, which should never be
plowed,

| The whole community should discourage bringing acres .into
cropland that cannot immédiately be protected against erosion,
The land converted from grassland to cropland should be protected
. with conservation treatment before the hard rains and the wiﬁdé
start to blow, Every acre shguld have the conservation treatment
plamned from the start,

Mandatory countrols with deadlines will require ever expanding
investments in counservatioun systems that will tax our citizens beyond
their ability in a given short éeriod of time,

The prevailing phileosophy behind the increased expansion of
éropiand is “get it while it's there",

Ultimately, ﬁhe only management tool that will limit the
coutinued expansion of irrigatéds and non-irrigated cropland will
be, "econonics™, ’

The challenge.is there, can we motivate action without mandator&
controls before we lose our main allies, the farmers andfranchers
of our county-and counttrye.

The natioﬁ is celebrating her 200th birthdéy, the éonservation
movement it's 4lst birthday,' Lets continue, but don't hurry.. Haste

makes waste. Quality must be maintained,
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This Statement Prepared by the Ellis County Conservation District Board of

Supervisors and presented at the Legislative Hearing at Hays on September 22, 1975
by Wesley Bittel, Chairman, Ellis County Conservation District Board.

¥

The Ellis County Conservation District has been following closely
the development of Senate Bill #12 since the Governor's Conference on Erosion
and Sediment Control. Two members of the local board attended this Conference
and all have had the opportunity to help develop this piece of Legislation
" from the beginning.

‘Also, the District Board appointed a local Committee on Sediment Control
to help infcrm the people of Ellis County of the National Water Qual ity Act
and aonT the problems of sedimentation and also to assist them in deciding on
The best soluticns.

This local Committee has held information meetings to six organizations
and groups in the county. Aftfer these meetings an Opinion Poll was taken and
90% recognized the problem and favored some means of regulation. A compiete
record of the Opinion Polls taken are on file at the Conservation District
Office and upon request from this Senate Committee, we will furnish you a
detailed analysis of our questionnaire.

Rather than express our own views in detail, the entire Conservation
District Board unanimously supports the Kansas Association of Coﬁservafion
District's Policy Position Statement on Erosion and Sedimentation which has

already been presented to you.



REACTION TO PROPOSED LEGISLATION -- SENATE BILL #12

Prepared by Board of Directors,
Kansas Association of Conservation Districts

Over 500 District Officials of the Kansas Association of Conservation Districts
have studied, discussed, and debated alternatives to the soil érosion~sedimentation
issue. Last fall and winter, armed with fact sheets and a slide~tape presentation
prepared by Kansas State University, they talked and held meetings to find out
what action might be feasible from a farmer-landowner viewpoint. llere's what they
found out.

Cost sharing, the practice of the government paying the 1ﬁitial cost of a
conservation practice (terraces, waterways, diversion ditches, ponds), is probably
the_gggf_j@ﬁgrtant agpect of a state sediment control policy. Since conservation
practices usually do not increase yields or returns immediately from land and the

cost of these practices cannot be passed directly to the consumer, it is essential

that society assume this extra expense. An adequate cost-share pirogram is mandatory

/

for sediment abatement. ?ﬁ =
Local contreol 1s anotherressential condition of a stepped-up conservation pro-
gram. Each county has unique erosion-sedimentation problems that can best be solved
by local people. Once the problem is locally recognized and defined, people usually
work together in seeking an aéceptable solution. Local control with state guidance
is the key. :l.
Flexibility in program implementation is also essential. The sediment abate-
ment effort must be tailored to fit county or community needs. Soils, rainfall,
and cropping patterns are greatly different from one part of the state to another.

A conservatilon program must accomodate these differences.
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Based upon suggestions and comments frem conservation districts, the Kansas
Assoclation of Conservation District Board of Directors put together a state policy
for eroslon and sediment control. |

The policy requests actlon along three separate lines:

(1) State legislation on erosion-sedimentation be enacted during 1976
with a later but re;sonable district enforcement date. The proposed
bill will:

(2) Include all land under provisions of sediment abatement
léw——rural, urban, private, and public.

(b) Give leadership and control to Conservation District Boards.

(c) Hold landowners responsible for sediment but provide that
persons having and following approved conservation plans
are in ccempliance with iaw.

(d) Recommend public cost sﬁaring on permanent land tréatment
practices (as determined by districts) at levels Qf-ﬁS
percent of actual costs.

(e) Incorporate a local appeal procedure to settle disagreements
ana to modify plans.

(f) Assign Kansas Conservation Commission leadership of the
eroéion—sediment abatement program at state level.

(g) Resolve that sedimentation caused by "acts of nature"
(floods, downpourg, long periods of drought) are the
responsibilify of all citizens.

(h) Provide for enforcement, including penaltiles.

(2) Continuation of a wveluntary conservation program ait district level for
a reasonable length of time to permit individuals to get conservation

plans and practices established before being faced with complaints
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or penalties for excessive soil loss. During this iime KACD
would:

(a) Give strong educatlonal émphasis for managing ‘land to
reduce erosion and sedimentation.

(b) Stress importance of updating farm conservation plans,
and makingrprogress toward completion.

(c) Encourage application of conservation techniques on
construction sites and road grading projects.

(d) Seek long term contracts (like Great Plains Program and
Long Term Agreements) in getting orderly conservation
practices on agricultural lands.

(3) Revision of the National Water Quality Law goals. Two features
need to be changed:

{(a) Zero discharge of pollutants from nonpoint sources into
navigable waters of the United States should be extended
to a more reasonable rate.

(b) Timetable for bringing nonpoint pollution under control
by 1985 is unrealistic. A more gradual approach is
needed.

The XACD Board believes that the above policy is workable and will result in
more conservation on the land and an effective sediment abatement program to satisfy
National Water Quality Laws.

State legislation is an essential first step in implementing our proposed state
policy on erosion and sedimentation.

Senate Bill #12 has many desirable features--gives leadership to Conservation
District Boards, holds landowners responsible for sediment coﬁtrolﬁ and has a local

appeal procedure to settle disagrecments.



o

ferd

We believe Senate Bill #12 would be more acceptable to farmers if the penalties
for noncompliance were reduced, the provisions for cost sharing clarified and set
at the 75 percent level, and that landowners would be excused from sediment that
was a result of an act of nature--floods, downpours, and long periods of drought.
Our goal is to have an erosion-sedimentation program that relies heavily on
voluntary action by landowners but %et has "teeth" to bring into line those that

continue to abuse and misuse land. Senate Bill #12, with amendments, is an

essential first step in accomplishing our goal.



ihis Statement Prepared and Dreseniod at the Legistative Hearing at Hays on
ey

September 22, 1975, by Robert J. Binder, Hays, Kansas.

Gentlemen, this concludes my Testinony for the Kansas Association of
Conservation Districts Board. If you will pe?miT me a couple of minutes, |
would like to make a few observafions‘as a private citizen and a farmer.

Several weeks, ago, | visited with at least onc among vour group here
tonight, after a putlic Hearing in Topeka concerning another mztter and we

talked about Senate Bill #12 and the National Water Quality Lav. The remark

was made at that time, that "We don't like for the Federal Government telling

us In Kansas what to do". And | couldn't agree more with that rhilosophy.
We have been concerned about Sediment in Kansas for many years, in fact, long
before they even knew what Sediment was. My grandfather had crosion and
sediment problems and built some of the first terraces in £llis County. My
father experienced the same problems énd I still have problems today. The
only difference being that foday we are a |ittle more knowledgeaﬁle and kriow
how to cope with erosion problems. However, as we think these Thfngs Through
and realize that a areat deal of soil conservation work still rﬁma%ns to be
done and as wc also realize that much of the work left +o be dbna_is on land
owned by people that knowingly continue To abuse and misusé agriculture lands,
and realizing that many acres of Kansas land is owned by absentce land owners,
I can't help but feel that the action we will take with Senate BilL #12 is
something we probably should have dane several years aqgo. At any rate we would
be taking that type of action within the next few years anyway.

Il would like fe Think +that what we are doing by en-acting Senate Bill #12,
with the modifications that the Kansas Association of Conservation Districts

Board sets out, is a responsibility we owe to ourselves and to future goncrations



Statement by Robert J. Binder, Continued e et LT ~-- Pane 2

for their survival.

There have been many observations made in the past months concerning
the cost involved in Senate Bill #12. This éerfainly is something to be
concerned about but | think even more important, we should be asking ourselves
anc our grandchildren what will it be worth to them.

As a farmer, a Tax payer and a concerned citizen, | bciieve we need

to take positive action and enact Scnate Bill #12.



Kansas Association of Conservation Districts

September; 15, 1975

Senater Vincent E. Moore, Ghairman

Special Committee on Energy and Natural Resources
1316 Arrowhead

Wichita, Kansas 67203

Dear Mr. Moore:

Your schedule on the public Hearings for Senate Bill #12 indicated that
your Committee on Energy and Natural Resources will be in Hays on the
evening of September 22, 1975. It appears that a meeting place and all
other arrangements have been taken care of. |f, however, you will need

any assistance, secretarial help, registration or assistance in any manner,
please feel free fto call on me and | will make the necessary arrangements.

As a member of the Kansas Association of Conservation Districts Board, |
will also like to appear on the program to make a Statement to your
Committee concerning Senate Bill #12.

Find enclosed a copy of Tthe Kansas Association of Conservation Districts
Board Policy Position on Erosion and Sedimentation.

Looking forward to visiting with you on September 22nd.

Resgeszu Yy yours,
[ ///}E’ Q f’?( '-/‘t/

Robert J. Binder

RJB:ds
Board of Directors
J.WENDELL EGGERMAN ROBERT A. PARIS ROBERT J. BINDER E. E. JABES LYNN BUERKI
President Vice President Secretary-Treasurer Route 1, Derby, Kansas 67037 Rt. 8, 14707 West Pawnee Road
Green, Kansas 57447 Dighton, Kansas 67839 2818 Vine Street Telephone: (316) 776-2488 Wichita, Kansas 67235
Telephone: (913) 944-2738 Telephone: (316) 397-2140 Hays, Kansas 67601 Director Area V Telephone: (316) 722-3448
Director Area |V Director Area Il Telephone: (913) 625-5430 Director Area 11}

Area | Director
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reasonalilio length of time 4o permlt Individualis 4a get conservation plans
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5. Durlng this Tima The KACD Bosed would:
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and sadimentation,

(b} Struss importance of upfating farm consarvation

brogress Yoward comptlation,

{c) Encouraga apptication o censervation tachnicquas on construciion sites
, and road grading projscte,

{d} Seek iong term contracrs (iike Great Plgine Frogre

Rarecmants) in getting ordarty
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EROSION AND SEDIMENTATION

APt s :—p“

Pawnee Heights High School ' 86 //w};fgﬂﬁﬂ«

Larned High School E 78 /
TOTAL 164

i

Your Opinion, Please

1. My reaction to the national law requiring all states to clean
up the air and water for a better environment is:

142 12 9
877 Favorable 7% Unfavorable 6% No Opinion 164
COMMENTS

2., In my county, I believe that sedimentation, caused by wind
and water erosion, is a:

26 93 44
1672 Minor Problem 57% Moderate Problem 27% Major Problem 163
COMMENTS

3. ‘In my county, I believe sedimentation can be contrclled by:

20 5 134
13% Voluntary Action 3% Some State regulation 84% Combination
of Both 160
COMMENTS e
4. Which of the following laternatives for citizen action do you
favor:

53

347% Continue the present voluntary soil and water sonservation
program, and accept the provisions of the National Water Qualirt,
Act when imposed. 156

88

56% Approve Kansas Task Force recommendations for strengthening the
present conservatidn district law in order to get greater
participation in sediment control programs.

Work for paetial revision or complete redirection of the
National Water Quality Act before designing state sediment
control programs.,

U o =
O
N

5. If a sediment abatement law is drafted, should the following
provisions be included:

a, Give leadership and control to present Conservation Districts.

94 16 50
59% Agree 10%Z Disagree 31% No Opinion 160
COMMENTS

b. Provide that persons following approved conservation plans
(on farms, building sites, etc.) are in compliance with the law.

111 8 39
70%Z Agree 5% Disagree 25%Z No Opinion 158
COMMENTS '

(over)



c. Place limitations on land disturbing activities that cause
excessive soil losses and sedimentation problems (like row

crops up and down hill, leaving land unprotected during long
periods of constructlion, etc.).

107 23 28
677% Agree 157 Disagree 18% No Opinion 158
COMMENTS

d. Authorize Kansas Conservation Commission to set state
guidelines for controlling erosion and sedimentation from land
disturbing activities,

37
104 18 ] '
65% Agree 11%Z disagree 23% No Opinion 159

COMMENTS

e. Recommend cost-sharing from federal and/or state funds on land
treatment practices.

25 20 ' 42
60% Agree 13% Disagree 27% No Opinion 157
COMMENTS

f. Establish local appeal procedure to settle disagreements and to
modify approved plans.

114 ; ¢ 37
727% Agree 4% Disagree 23% No Opinion 158
COMMENTS

I live in Pawnee County~148, other counties-16, and am a

44 Landowner 47 City Dweller
58 Farm Operator 12 Ag-Business owner or operator
84 Rural Resident 6 Realtor, land developer, or

contractor




EROSION AND SEDIMENTATION

Garfield, 6th grade 15
Northside, 5th and 6th grade 80
Pawnee Rock, 6,7,8th grades 48
Pawnee Heights, 7th grade 13
Pavnee Heights Jr. High 26
Larned Jr. High 128

TOTAL 318

Your Opinion, Please

R N E

7

\{)N/j]}

1. My reaction to the national law requiring all states to clean
up the air and water for a better environment is:

288 - 4
S27 Favorable 1%
COMMENTS

Unfavorable

No Opinion 310

2. In my county, I believe that sedimentaion, caused by wind and

water erosion, i1s a:

67 151
217 Minor Problem LB8%

COMMENTS

Moderate Problem

98

31% Major Problem

316

3. In my county, I believe

sedimentation can be controlled by:

61 19 235

197%Z Voluntary Action 6% Some State Regularion 75% Combination
_ of Both 315

COMMENTS e

4. Which of the following alternatives for citizen action do you

favor?

85

27% Continue the present voluntary soil
programs, and accept the provisions

Quality Act when imposed.

170

and water conservation
of the National Water

54% Approve Kansas Task Force recommendations for strengthening
Y the present conservation district law in order to getgreater

participation in sediment control programs.

60

control programs.

19% Work for partial revision or complete redirection of the
National Water Quality Act before designing state sediment

5. If a sediment abatement law is drafted, should the following

provisions be included:

a, Give leadership and control to present Conservation Digtricts

154 19

50% Agree 6% Dizagree

137

(over)

447% No Opinion

©

310



b. Provide that persons following approved conservafion plans

(on farms, building sites, etc.) are in compliance with the law

210 .31 ‘ 67
68% Agree 10% Disagree 22% No Opinion 308
COMMENTS '

C. Place limitations onlland disturbing activities that cause
soill losses and sedimentation problems (like Tow .crops up
and down hill, leaving land unprotected during long periods of
construction, etc,),

192 7 45 67
63% Agree 157 Disagree 22% No Opinion 304
COMMENTS t

d, Authorize Kansas Conservation Commission to set atate '

guidelines for controlling erosion and sedimentation from land
disturbing activities.,

198 40 67
65% Agree 137 Disagree 22% 305
COMMENTS

e. Recommend cost-sharing from federal and/or state funds on
land treatment Practices.

153 62 86
51%Z Agree ; 21% Disagree 28% Wo Opinion 301
COHMMENTS

f. Establish local appeal procedure to settle disagreements and
to modify approved plans.

L T, L

WL g

196 30 76
~-65% Agree 10%Z Disagree 257 No Opinion 302
I live in Pawnee County-272, other counties~46, and am a ' |
27 Landowner" 76 City Dweller
39 Farm Operator 16 Ag~business owner Or operator
61 Rural Resident 6 Realtor, land developer, or
contractor
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Hol+eum,

TEZ;;; September 25, 1975 N
b & @

Dear Sir:

In response to your statement that citizens should submit to you
any additional comments on erosion and sediment control legislation
not covered in the meeting, I offer the following comments.

1.

The only justification for passing erosion and sediment control
legislation is that it will increase the pace and/or the scope
of on-farm conservation practices enough to, a¥ least, offset
the cost of a regulatory program. But it will not do so,
because~

a. The final direct costs (indirect costs are often greater)
of any regulatory program are always far higher than
anyone ever estimates, (I covered some of this in my speech).

b. I deny that the pace of on-farm comservation will be

: increased in any -vay because regulatory programs can
exercise no “control over the primary incentives and
constraints that govern the adoption of secil and water
conservation activities at the farm level, which are-

1. The availlability of earth moving equipment

2. Weather

3. The avallability of Federal cost-sharing funds.

4. The price of farm products (farmers' ability to pay).

c. Some increase in scope may occur, but not as much as we
are led to believe because, as you heard at the meeting,
the earth moving equipment is fully occupied doing work
for those who are willing cooperators. To force those
unwilling farmers to become cooperators would require
that district supervisors deny the willing in favor of
the unwilling. Tt is only natural to expect that local
people will be quite reluctant to do battle with their
reluctant neighbors, unless,

The State Conservation Commission, in discharging their respon—
sibilities under Senate Bill 12 to develop a "comprehensive
control program and guidelines, interprets the language of the
Bill to also include guidelines for the adminstration and

enforcement of this program in addition to those already

spelled out in the Bill. One would be naive if he predicted the
"Commission" would pass up this opportunity. For is this task
not a part of any comprehen51ve state erosion and sediment
control program?



Of course it is, and of course they will! But if you limit
state intervention to only technical advice, you are covering
the very same ground already covered by the "memorandum of
understanding" between the Distict and the Soil Conservation
Service. So the only additional service that will be provided"
by the State Conservation Commission is the application of
"compulsion"; and try as I might, I cannot help but see'where
the Districts' authority, reponsibility and sovereignty is

not effectively transferred to the State Conservation Commission
by Senate Bill 12.

3. This bill also says that any farmer who has an "approved"
conservation plan "shall not be deemed to be engaged in prohibited
land disturbing activity". The point I feel that is generally
overlooked is that the State Conservation Commission also has
the authority and responsibility, under Senate Bill 12, to
establish the criteria for farm conservation plans. So, again,
as environmental demands continue to escalate, so will the
pressure on the Commission to make the farm conservation plan
ever more stringent in both scope and detail. Have you ever
seen a regulatory program issue less stringent regulations
and reduce their demands? Can the benefits to the rural people
and to society ever begin to equal the inevitable costs that
are an inherent part of such a regulatory program? You know
they won't! They never dol

One final point - the people who support State control argue that
the alternative is "home rule'", a situation where there would be 105
different conservation plans, where one county might have severe limts
and the next county have none. I ask you, what in the hell is WrOng
with that? Why 1s "uniformity" such a noble virtue?

If conservation is such a good idea{and it is), why does the State
need to rely on force? Any good farmer will tell you that, under today's
economlc pressures, good farming practices include soil conservation
practices. Economics is doing far more to . -omote good soil care than
regulations ever can; and this is especially true in the rural areas
where the state police power is at a minimum.

iy
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RANSAS LAND IMPROVEMLENT CONTRACTORS ASSOCIATION

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. We are pleased with this opn-
ortunity to avpear before vou today to explore with you the feasibility of
Senate Rill 12,

Since a governmental agency will, in all probability, monitor this law, if
passed, will it be all technical advice or partiallv a cormon sense approach.
For example; many farmers are also land improvement contractors and have an
idea as to what might be best for their particular situation. Mumerous farm-
ers have, for the past forty vears, practiced good conservation without the
technical assistance or financial assistance of any governmental agency. This
should not be discouraged. Due to a lack of federal funding we are now faced
with a need for mandatory laws.

Penalties shculdn't even be considered, before considering the cost-sharing
of this law., With so many different plans, how will technical assistance he
funded. Each year Soil Conservation Service experiences a cut in their per-
sonnel ceiling and appropriation for their assistance isn't on the same level
as inflation.

Making it unlawful for any person to engage in a "land disturbing activitv"
unless he has submitted a plan for erosion and sediment control for approval,
is going to slow down the conservation pace in Kansas,because you are creating
another form of "red tave" that the farmer or rancher will be forced to en-
counter, thus, discouraging the very thing we all want--"less erosion".

Senate Bill 12 calls for walk on inspections and in view of +he fact that
the phrase "land disturbing activities" isn't spelled out this could lead to
another catastrophe such as the OSHA laws, which, are no longer recognizable
by the members of congress.

Members of Xansas Land Improvement Contractors Association view Senate Rill
12, as promoting work for the contractor by some land owners who are neglect-
ing their land, but the permit and regulations system could be so. discouraging
as_to give_the contractorg the attitude of "to hell with it all® and quit the
conservation contracting business.

Feasibility fo this bill isn't with the scope of reality, unless appropri-
ations are made for continuous cost-sharing. You must consider the small farm-
er who is near retirement and is forced to conform to these requirements, hv
digging into his cash reserves, only to be hit bhv a possible seven inch rain
tall at a critical time. If a heavy rain were to hit newly prepared terraces
this small farmers whole investment could be wiped out.

The Kansas Land Improvement Contractors Association, along with many other
organizations have been promoting erosion control measures for vears and still
feel the average land owner will be more agreeable to worlk with, talie hetter



care of his land and be a better citizen, if an incentive or promotional

type of plan is adopted xather than the mandatory system.

. In todav's world of poor grain and cattle markets, it should he understood
that any further governmental controls are likelv to cause our farmners and
ranchers to become welfare cases and those that are employed by our farmers
and ranchers would be added to the ranks of the unemployed.
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Over 500 District Officials of the Kansas Association of Conservation Districts
have studied, discussed, and debated alternatives to the soil erosion-sedimentation
issue. Last fall and winter, armed with fact sheets and a slide~tape presentation
prepared by kansas State University, they talked and held meetings to find out
what action might be feasible from a farmer-landowner viewpoint. Here's what they
found out.

Cost sharing, the practice of the government paying the initial cost of a
conservation practice (terraces, waterways, diversion ditches, ponds), is probably
the most important aspect of a state sediment control policy. Since conservation
practices usually do not increase yields or returns immediately from land and the
cost of these practices cannot be passed directly to the consumer, it is essential
that society assume this extra expense. An adequate cost-share program is mandatory
for sediment abatement.

Local control is another essential condition of a stepped-up conservation pro-
gram. Each county has unique erosion-sedimentation problems that can 5esﬁ be solved
by local people. Once the problem is lccally recognized and defined, people usually
work together in seeking an acceptable solution. Local control with state guldance
is the key.

Flexibility in program implementation is also essential. The sediment abate-
ment effort must be tailored to fit county or community needs. Soils, rainfall,
and cropping patterns are greatly different from one part of the state to another.

A conservation program must accomodate these differences.
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Bgsed upon suggestions and comments from conservation districts, the Kansas
Assoclation of Conservatlon District Board of Directors put together a state policy
for erosion and sediment control.

The policy requests action along three separate lines:

(1) State legislation on erosion-sedimentation be enacted during 1976
with a later but reasonable district enforcement date. The proposed
bill will:

(a) Incl?de all land under provisions of sediment abatement
law--rural, urban, private, and public.

(b) Give leadership and control to Conservation District Boérds.

(c) Hold landowners responsible for sediment but provide that
persons having and following approved conservation plans
are in compliance with law.

(d)‘ Recommend public cost sharing on permanent land treatment

practices (as determined by districte) at levels of 75

e g e oy
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(e) Incorporate a local appeal procedure to settle disagreements

percent of actual costs.

and to modify plans.
(f) Assign Kansas Conservation Commission leadership of the
erosion-sediment abatement program at s;ate level.
AT
(g) Resolve that sedimentation caused by '"acts of nature"
(floods, downpours, long periods of drought) are the
responsibiliﬁy of all citizens.
(h) Provide fqr enforcement, including penalties.
(2) Continuation of a voluntary conservation program at district level for
a reasonable length of time to permit individuals to get conservation
plans and practices established before being faced with complaints

ot o f it il el
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or penalties for excessive soil loss. During this time KACD
would:

(a) Give strong educational emphasis for managing land to
reduce erosion and sedimentation.

(b) Stress importance of updating farm comnservation plans,
and making progress toward completion.

(c) Encourage application of conservation techniques on
construction sites and road grading projects.

(d) Seek long term contracts (like Great Plains Program and
Long Term Agreements) in getting orderly conservation
préctices on agricultural lands.

(3) Revision of the National Water Quality Law goals. Two features
need to be changed:

(a) Zero discharge of pollutants from nonpoint sources into
navigable waters of the United States should be extended
to a more reasonable rate.

(b) Timetable for bringing nonpoint pollution under control
by 1985 is unrealistic. A more gradual approach is
needed.

The KACD Board believes that the above policy is workable and will result in
more conservation on the land and an effective sediment abatement program to satisfy
National Water Quality Laws.

State legislation is an essential first step in implementing our proposed state
policy on erosion and sedimentation.

Senate Bill #12 has many desirable features--gives leadership to Conservation
District Boards, holds landowners responsible for sediment cogtrol, and has a local

appeal procedure to settle disagreements.
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We believe Senate Bill #12 would be more acceptable to farmers if the penalties
for noncompliance were reduced, the provisions for cost sharing clarified and set
at the 75 percent level, and that landowners would be excused from sediment that
was a result of an act of nature--floods, downpours, and long periods oé drought.
Our goal is to have an erosion-sedimentation program that relies heavily on
voluntary action by landowners but yet has 'teeth" to bring into line those that
continue to abuse and misuse land. Senate Bill #12, with amendments, is an

essential first step in accomplishing our goal.



KA-SCD-28 Seneca, Kansas 66538

To: GSpecizl Committee on Energy and Natural Rescurces

The sediment and ercsion control committee for Wemaha County feels
the propesed law in general is very good. We feel the work should
be as much as possible cn a voluntary basis and then only if cost~
sharing is provided at a minimum of 60Z for most conservation
practices.

We also bzlieve some agreement at the state level will have %o be
worked out with the E.F.A. on Environmental Assessmert Impact
Statements. At the presert time work has been stopped on all
watersheds in the County because of Envirormmental Complaints.
Estimates are that it will take two to three years and thousands
of dollars expenditure for a study to appease the envirommental
group so that the work required under this law can be accomplished.
This must bte elimirated il the time table is to remain in force.

We agree with the law, as we understand it, that anyore who is
carrying ocut the requirements of a Conservation Plan approved by
the Conservation District Board shall be deemed in compliance.

~ i . /
. z’a-" : /’é/]l\-’ﬂf-i A-v At ey

Leo Spielman, Chairman
Memaha County Sediment &
Erosion Contrel Committee

Lt i B e R
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Mr. Chariman:

I wish to point out early some flagrant abuses and misuses of our

—

priceless Kansas soi%% Soil which is the backbone of America's Agricultural
Tl

, - Tigef t
production) We, motTof us, have gyes Lo see everv year where violent weather
- et ’
(along with ( sorry to say/Lh%sq@@hkind's help) pressures our pliable every
: 7 .

Dy w"‘-{ C”d’
y1e1d1nw15011»to erode and sedimentate. 1 say some folls are insensitivehgo

this our valuable resource and they are ones who need the ccnfiﬁ%ing power of
—=, Hass o
SRé/¥H/ a law. We farmers are urged by the administration, yes, some labor
leaders and consumers for all out producﬁion... Maybe not urged,, just ordered]||
‘ o
Vith this in mind... I think its a Lapse of , memories of the "Dirty thirties',
Sure we have'better methods of soil care and control today but”in battling the
elemenbs of nature,.. she's as tough as she ever was, uThere is a new generation
f:f'bo z[ r’-'/ o “14‘7
today..! that has nevw, large, powerful tools and if time, tide, drouth or floods
gain a foothold.... good bye soilllf —
i P T A ;" /’, —C'J

As Kansans » We mudt be watchful w1th an eagle evei Look close at some

Flint Hilis county reasonably close to where I live,,., Along Interstate 70 west

of Topeka.@fwgbuth sidefgiso K-177 south of the Manhattan Interchange and T know

n
- ‘?‘]-:"- ;

08 A
of othere places™ {n» Chase County., Here.iswrangeland disturbed or plowed on 5§ to
15 % slopes. Ittg folly... Its erosipy and sediment! How many others might follow
this example just for production's sake? Yes, I know,.. private rights and privileées

has ' -
is whag\made our country great!!! But once virgin land is turned its!' doubtful
ﬁf. - o g

reclamation can return it to, 100 % former state....{( T learned this from J%cle 20

OT more years ago when I exuberantly told him I would return that newly purchased

80 acres to what it once was,



B
Personally may I examine SB 12 for some changes at this point I see as x. \1qJ;/ e
e T T
necessdtﬂ- Why not advocate 75% cost sharing)((hilii cost money from qomewhero}»«¢»u<:>

f&o get erosion control on the remaining land completed.
At the same time the law could use some excuses,.. such as those for
"Acts of GodY... £loods.. drouth; Liability pénalties need te be softened or
studied’gagh as hardship cases., There needfto be a provision’fﬁg exegzion for
those persons without a prescribed conservation plan but who are conforming

with practices in a proper balance and method.

| £ ot
B.A. %’%ﬁ~9ﬂ the other hand it is not all that difficult for good conservation manage

ment... Many, many Kansas farmers are in the fold and deserve praise for excellent
farming practices.
Cs Speaking of timetables... -Fhese target dates are useful as a projection..
if they are flexible and do not deal with an impossible problem. Shucks...
cp eyt b
everyone isnagfolved with minute and long term goals ( AS a farmer, I've seen
many of my timetables waft out the window }J. Then I find I must start over again.
When we hear of Zero pollution as farmers and conservationists, we shake
our headsand recommend a reasonable approach'zr/” ’/—de“*Pké;ﬁ,/“”v’£%¢‘jﬁﬂ”*”*’ \
7@&wmémaé &aﬁﬁ DT, V/ﬁ; G2
Zero Discharge by 19857 /%7mhty/
How can a most successful voluntary &40 year;program be overnight turned
into a mandatory 10 vear program?
However, if this is EPA'S edict ( or the&-=f anyone else),..-I-should

..-L‘—;_
say.-to-the members of the Kansas Legislature andithe states' citizens we'd

¥

best get cracking on S. B. 12 as the tool to keep tdwsk important local expertise

to do the job it knows, rather than that of " any other state of federal agancy"™ ~— —

School G/t‘""‘a-"?"f;"z::"é{;‘;'w ( L Plyea 5—*5\_4 Z f 7"(?’}»{)(("}1’\"-'»(.'_4"— f—- Z_ ’ZZ{"’A) j A .""/’_ e

- J -
Bd. member ~ N dT [ / (g‘_ f‘L’,« oL Cle ‘”unr&"ﬂ: /) \-"r} i éb e ,‘_,?’ u 1:_...ﬁu;:. (.—u.. e oAl {/ ’1‘«/'(/ i// {i)*“"'
10 yrS. aQ_O L’_cv'}‘/?l/- o / / A ( / ol :’ "L/' /1’ T L e - ,ﬁ A& C.-/J g :,.;,._
D. Committee members.... lately I hard Some unreasowable Challtnges to SB

12. ( I am Co-Chr. of Kansas Livestock Assoc.- Range & Conseralion Committee..

I heard an official of our state's agency on Health & Environment indicate ver=-



approach the¢-task better in this way. = —

bally that S. B. 12 was meritious in some respects althought his agency could

To Conduct a study and present the facts in 3 years ( by 1978)... because
q va i(llfti #ﬂr’J Vi
of inconclusive guidelines by EPA at the present & etc... ( In other words " trust
me... push the dust under the carpet and in 3 years my agency will pull the rabbit
G M-o—ni ‘? MJI"W .
from the hat.... prestol') Now comm+Ltee—fT ends, 1 know your committee records
show this agency officiélly appeared before you and presented yvou with a more con-
B

cise version. (gSometimes folks will latch on to anything that hides reality.)

;2.look at it this way... I trust many agency officials... but 3 years from
now the Kansas conservation farmer and the erosion and sediment problems... en-
larged will still be herel... are we sure where a trusted agency off1caa1 m1ght be?

E —

-

Senate Bill 12 is to be sure, a first step bill for the state of Kansas... It
has the studious endorsement of the Kansas Task Force on Sediment & Frosion Control,
Among the many stacks of legislative bills approved each year... very few have had

the exposure in even the limited way SB 12 has received to the public of our state,

¥ A A g e
It is exposed to our citizens and expla1ned33,/— f/é»ﬁnbr sl ﬂxlﬁ "5 v[“’””* b %é,

C ,,4;—;,; 7 S e Ffagid .,“,Q% é,f /"f.c.f,\,_ &TWLZ’LEV-
I honestly, Mr. Chaifman and Committee membersy] belfeve, my mments ‘

Py s
though far ranging have been made in thought\of moderation. -
I believe it is the finest of govermental action on the part of this Energy

and Natdral Resources Committee to hold these statewide hearings. You are to be

surely commended for your dilignece, Thank youl

jzyéifm.éy/;;ZJ!L$'A;;4WMf
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PERTAINING TO: :

A Model Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance - Metropolitan Kansas City

The 8 County Mid-America Association of Conservation Districts, Mid-
America Regional Council, private engineer representatives, home builder:
assocliation representatives, city representatives and Soil Conservation
Service representatives are working on a "Model Erosion and Sediment
Control Ordinance' that could be accepted and used by any local unit of
government within or outside of the Kansas City Metropolitan area. Work-
shop meetings are presently being held to iron out details and wording
to make the model ordinance acceptable and workable to all groups in-
volved.

The'"Model Ordinance'" would require that an erosion and sediment control
pPlan be submitted and approved before a building permit would be issued
for develeopment within a city. The preliminary draft excludes agricultura.
land and develcopments of less than 5 acres.

Conservation Districts would have responsibilities to review and comment
on all development plans falling within ordinance requirements. De-
velopers would have the option to use any structural or vegetative
practice or combination of practices that would prevent excessive soil
loss from a development area.

Intentions are to develop a workable ordinance that the Mid-America
Regional Council can endorse and recommend to units of government within
the Metropolitan Kansas City area. The Mid-America Regional Council is
a voluntary association of local governments in the Kansas City Metro-
politan Area.

The City of Bonner Springs, Kansas presently has a sediment and

erosion control ordinance. Overland Park, Kansas is working on a
similar ordinance. Overland Park will be encouraged to wait until the
model ordinance mentioned above is developed and consider acceptance of
it. :

Workshop sessions on the Model Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance
should be completed within the next month or so.
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September 22, 1975 -k °d

Kansas Jegislator's Special Committee on
Energy an% Natural Resources

¢/o State Conservation Commission

Room 406, Mills Building

Topeka, Kanszas 66612

Reais Proposed Erosion and Sedimentation
Control Legisiation (S.B. 12)

Gentlemen:

The proposed lecislation is very similar to a model GRADING,
EROSION AND CONTROL ORDINANCE which was being considered
for adoption by the Mid-Americs Regional Council located

- ip Kansas City. : :

Revresentatives from local units of government, the Home
Builder's Associiticn Builder's Association and many
professional organizstions were requested to attend a meeting
on February 11, 1975 and comment on the proposed ordinance.

I was asked to attend this meeting on behalf of the Missouri
Society of Professional Engincers.

Upon completion of this meeting, Mid-America Regional Council
received letters from almost every orgzanization represented
at the meeting objecting to the ordinance. Copies of some

of thesae letters are enclosed, Please note that Representative
- Bogina served on the Missouri Society of Professional
Engineer's Committes which objected to the ordinance in its
present form. As a rvesult of these objections, and after
several subsequent meetings hosted by M.A.R.C., it has

been decided to rewrite the ordinance sa that it could be.
accepted by all parties invoived (ie: The Builder, the City
or other local govermmental agency, the Conservation District,
and the Engineer, Landscape Architect or other Professional
assisting on the project). 2 ._

The new ordinance is approximately one-half completed, and
should be finished within two months. .

The Committee working onr this ﬁew ordinance requests that
Kansas S.B.-1Z be delayed until the ordinance is available
for study by the Special Committee,




rage <&
September 22, 1975

o

If you need additional information, please contact Mr. Gordon
Marking with MARC or myself. Thank you.

- Very truly yours,. |
- GEORGE BUTLER ASSOCIATES

R W 2y

Wilber A. Copenhifer, P.E.

.m¢:pf , - _--'—'541/'7‘2{ Bps A o ' ,
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LEO D. MULLIN=—oxccutive vice presidont

“Marcn 4, 1975

VMr. Richard F. Davis, Executive Director . .
Mid-America Regional Council

20 West 9:h Street

Kansas City, Missouri 64105 5

RE: Sediment and Erosion Control Ordinance as proposed by Mid-America
Regional Council ‘

Dear Mr. Davis:

As you may be aware, members of the Home Builders Association and

ysm; have attended the two public hearings thus far on the above cited
ordinance. As per a conversation with vour legal counsel, Joe James, on
March 3, 1975 I am submitting comments today as a result of the February ilth
hearing at the oiiices of the Mid-America Regional Council concerning tiis
ordinance.

1. 1In its present form, and if adopted, the above referenced orcdinance
would cause considerable delays in review of project plans, and of
course, thereby result in delays in completion (o) construcuon schedules
for development'projects.

2. At the above February 11th meeting it was noted that Standards

were not provided in the ordinance for the control of sediment and

erosion and at that time we asked that copies of these Standargs

and Specifications be mailed to individuals present for their revies

in connection with the ordinance. These Standards and Specificeiions

have been received and while they do provicde some insight into whnat

is expected by the Soil Conservation Service, it should be pointed

ou: to the Mid-America Regional Council that these Stancards and

Spacifications overlap and differ in many areas with the Standards

and Specifications for storm sewer design as published by the American

Public Works Association, Kansas City Chapter. Since the afore-

mmentioned APWA specifications are in wide usage in the Xansas Cit

Metropolitan area, I believe it behooves the Home Builders Association

to the Mid-America Regional Council and the Soil Conser—

vation Service that these specifications be rewritten in light of this
that overlaps and the incongruities do not come about as a

ult of Standards and Specifications being prepared by two separate

L
L
L
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3. At the meeting it was pointed out that the Soil Conservation Service does not
presently have staff members available to review erosion control plans for develop-
ments in the event tﬁa* this proposed ordinance comes into wide usage in the

Xansas City Metropolitan area, and especially should the larger cities in the

Ada

Metropolitan area acopt the proposed ordinance.

w4

4. As Home Builders we should protest the writing of an ordinance which excludes
& being developed for agricultural use and land being developed for highway

surposes. Since these two areas have been excluded, our position should be that )
tme remaining development is not significant to justiiy the need oi such an ordinance .

is time. AL that meeting when asked to give information concerning the magni-
tucde of the overall problem in order that a determination could be made concerning
eitectiveness of ihe proposed ordinance, the Soil Conservation Service indicated
there are no iest st L.d‘es available in the midwestern area to indicate the overall
nitude of the problem. Again, the Home Builders position on this should be that
we oppose e creation or passage of an ordinance for the control of Sediment an
Trosion when no one has any information or idea of the magnitude of the problem
which needs solving. As a result of this, any ordinance may be inadequate since
we do not know what is needed.

rtr rt
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5. It became obvious irom the discussion at the above meeting that the definition
of projects to be covered by the ordinance and their size, or lack of size, should be
clarified to a much greatier extent. : :

8. This ordinance would have to be accepted and passed by cities who then would

Da required to eniorce the ordiﬁance thus creating two major problems. In the .
larger cities this would require the significant addition of budget funds, which are
es-htlc,mwy hard to come by in todays economy, and secondly, in the smaller cities

no *echnical staff is available to handle and process the requirements of this
ordinance. Tnerefore, I would suggest that the Home Builders indicate that at

this time they would be opposed to the publishing of this proposed orcinance until
such proplems can be resolved, or, that the proposed ordinance be enforced by

otner authorities.

Ls & result oi the apove commenis I would suggest that the Home Builders take a
position as follows: ;

Ls Home Builders we are acutely aware of the problems caused by inadequate
control of sediment and erosion. We would agree that controls are necessary,
mut we believe these conwrols should be provided on the local level, not by the
adostion of another ordinance but by existing subdivision regulations, storm

crainage design criterla, zoning controls and building codes. It ls apparent



. Mr. Richard F. Davis
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=hat local officials are exercising increased control and regulation over such
systems within our communities. We believe our local oificials should be
ncouraged to continue these practices to pre'vent erosion, sedimentation, poor
-zinage facilities and to preserve land values as well as the natural beauty
and esthetics of the community, However, the creation of another reviewing
agency with broad powers, staffed by additional tax supported employees at
great expense to the tax payers, additional delays to the land developer, thereby
creating additional cost and perhaps a reduction in land values, would produce

g net loss to the community. This will produce the effect of discouraging further

cevelopment in the metropolitan area because of costs and delays. We can agree

a

S e
with the objectives of the proposed ordinance, but we cannot agree with the
review procedures and with the inadequacies of the standards in light of present
TS

Geve;opmer tandards for storm sewers and erosxon control.
i

Sincerely,

: 7
‘ ' ) Q\)\\_&Q&\&_ "'L""-"x"p""
o Ronald D. Talcott, Chairman
‘Public Affairs Committes
_ Home Builders Association of
' ' : S Greater Xansas City

RDZT:ico

CC

2o D. Mullin, Executive Vice President
Zome Bui laers Association of Greater Kansas City

Ross B, Wyss, President .
Eome Builders Association of Greater Kansas City *
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N ‘ , March 17, 1975

d w3

sizzatiar T Mr. Richard F. Davis, Executive Director
o Mid-America Regional Council

20 West 9th Street

Kansas City, Missouri 64105

Re: Model Sediment and Erocsion

Contrel Ordinance
Dear Mr. Davis: C

As indicated in our letter dated February 28, 1975, the
official report of our committee is enclosed. As indicated
4n its report, our comnittee is willing to assist MARC in the
preparation of a suitable model ordinance.

$eatt mazeTIes : Very truly yours,
JES 7 ) P
€FrRTEL ST Yy
JERSEIF LY Yo NP ,ZJJJ"’
o !-50 "/\...-d.'-l'_l/ &-9‘/

JaTh D =R lE P2
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e

B.YJ. Stables, P.E.
Chairman, PEPP Section

amt _ C. A. Mauch, P.E.
Enclosure '~ President
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¥r. B. J. Stables, P.E.
Crhzirman, PEPP Section

P. 0. Box 8405

Kansas City, Missouri 64114

Re: 1lModel Sediment and Erosion
Control Ordinance

Dear Mr. Stables

As professional engineers, we are acutely aware of problems caused by
inadequate design of storm drainage and erosion protection facilities. .
Certainly adequate control is essential. However, we believe that this
control can best be provided at the local level through subdivision
regulations, storm drainage design criteria, zoning controls, and building
codes. Public works officials and local governing bodies in our metro-
politan area are exercising increasing local control and regulation over
storm drainage design within their communities. We encourage them to
continue in their diligence to preserve land values, to prevent erosion
and sedimentation, to improve drainage facilities, and to preserve the
natural beauty and aesthetics of the community.

Az a committes of the Professional Engineers in Private Practice Section

.0f the Missouri Society of Professional Enginecers, we have reviewed the
proposed '"Model Sadiment and Erosion Control Ordinance" distributed by

MARC a2t a meeting on February 11, 1975, and the "Standards and_Specificat10ns
for Erosion and Sediment Control in Urban Areas" of the Mid-America
Assocization of Conservation Districts which was subsequently distributed.

It is our opinion that promulgation and adoption of the proposed ordinance
would be disruptive and would not accomplish the intended purpose of
improving erosion aund sediment control. Our opposition to the proposed
ordinance stems from the following factors:

1. The program, if adopted, could result in substantial delays in
project planning and completion due to preliminary survey and con-
struction requirements and the time needed for review by the Soil
Conservation Service.

2. The definition of projects to be covered by the ordinance is extremely
broad. Only agricultural projects are excluded. Many other types
of projects are presently reviewed and controlled to minimize any
adverse effects, such as highways, water distribution systems, scwer
systems, storm sewers, and sanitary landfills. When those and all
public works projects are excluded, there is serious question whethex
enough remains to justify the need for an ordinance.



‘¥Mz. B. J. Stables _ -2 .- March 14, 1975
Chairman, PCPP Section
Kansas City, Missourdi
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"3, ©Neither the Soil Conservation Service nor the cities in the area
presently have the staff wvhich would be required to perform the
required revicws.

.. Tha cities would be required to enforce the ordinance. This would
be difficult and costly for small communities which do not have a
technical staff.

5. The added cost to developers may be substantial and the delays
resulting could be disastrous in today's financial climate. The
ordinance would create a strong disincentive to development inm any
city which adopts the ordinance.

6. . The “Standards and Specifications" distributed are incomplete and
poorly written for use as a form of code. They are neither standards
nor specifications and would have to be completely rewrltten to serve
as a guide for enforcement. :

7. The criminal penalties for violation appear to be inappropriate as a
meihod of enforcing this type of ordinance. A bond would appear to
be a better technique.

8. A use pernit seems particularly out of place and unenforceable in
this type of ordinance.

If en erosion znd sediment control or dlnance is deemed necessary, we
sugzest that a better approach would be to adopt Chapter 70 of the 1973
Edition of the Uniform Building Code. This Code is widely used in the
area and readily available to all persons who may have a need to refer

to it. The Uniform Building Code is kept up-to-date by an organization of
knowledgeable building officials and is practical to enforce.

The responses to our draft from Jack D. White, Codes Administrator of
(ansas City, Missouri; James L. Hutton, Jr. representing the Builders'
Lssociation of Missouri; and Don D. Hurlbert, City Engineer of Kansas City,
Missouri are attachad. Several other persons furnished us copies of their
letters to Mid—America Regional Council supporting our position..

Our committee stands ready to assist in the preparation of a reasonable
rodel ordinance, but we cannot support the present draft...

/Z/ /’(’Cr »"/\

:Jruq /bor01n1

Very truly yours,
ol 7 J «/{.
;’ﬁ//’/' e ;:’2’ ({‘}'ﬁ— Al

W. A. Copenhafer, Jr. P.E.
Chairman

/ —
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1. . Vansant, P.L. . . Broun, P.E.




Public Works Denartmant Area Coda 815

" Building Coda Eng 271-1464
E]mlc.m 5s & Inspactions  Plan Checking Eng 274-1554
Superintencant 274-2452

Building Inspactions 274-1371
Dangerous Buildings 274-2558
Electrical Inspzclions 274-2467

P Environment Inspections 27.2-2527
i :[.ouilng Inspactions. 274-13858

- echanical Inspections  274-12
City of Kansas Cily, Missouri 18th Floor, City Hall Permits 27:-115'2:’
Haatt of Amarica Kansas City, Missouri 64105 Properly Conservation  274-2452

March 7, 1975

¥Mr. Bob Vansant, J.D., P.E.
% Black & Veatch

P. 0. Box 8405

Kansas City, Missouri

Re: Sediment and Erosion Control Ordinance

Dear Dob:

After reviewing the enclosures that you have forwarded regarding
reference ordinance, this office would tend to take the following

position:

The Codes Administration Division does not support the
ordinance proposal for twd reasons, i.e.

1. Such an ordinance delegates authority for supervision i
of technical review to a thirxd party goveLp'ental
agency.

2. The scopz of this proposed ordinance is already contained
in Chapter 70 of the Uniform Bulldlnv Code Appendix which
could be adopted.as an integral part of the Ruilding Code.
The preponderance of jurisdictions in the Metropolitan.
Kansas City area use the Uniform Building Code. Thexefore,.
implemsentation of such an ordinance on a uniform basis,
would teke a minimum of effork.

Very Lrulj yours,

Oeve G170 f"‘“'

;’JackD 1’h1te I’..E
Codes Administrator

CDA/IDW/gw
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Mr. Wilber A, Copﬂnhmer, P.E,

Geoige Butler Associates :
4210 Johnson Drive '

Shawnea Mission, Kansas 66205

Dear Mr., Copenhafer:

{ received your letter dated. February 27, 1975 concerning tha :oaosad
Sadiment and Erosion Control Ordinance. | have had several conversations
with some of our membars and their comments and opinions are very similar
to tha rough draft you enclosed in your leiter to me, 1believe you have
covered the area thoroughly in your rough draft and my only comment con~
gerning it is that we hardily agree with what you have said.

i | can ba of any help in tha future, please advise me. o )
Sincerely yours,

BUILDERS' ASSOCIATION of MISSOURI

eie A il O

J‘Iclrnes L. Hutton, Jr.

JLH/css

OFFICERS and DIRECTORS _
Don E. Sharp, First Vice-Presidant Shelton C. Howard, Second Vica-President Wiiliam D. Sandars, Treasurer
Edwin D. Arnmon V. 1. Bruca D. F. Cahiil Thomas K. Fiich /. O. Gooch Julian Knapke
J R Soenter President Jozz=ph A Maderak Tirnoihy Rohrer V. H. Simon Viitliam W, Weeks James L. Young
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‘City of Kansas City, Missouri 19th Floor, City Hall
Hezart of America : Kansas City, Missouri 64105

March 4, 1975

Hr, Wilber A. Copenhafer, P.E,

George Butler Associates :

4210 Johnson Drive -
Shawnee lission, Kansas 66205 )

Dzar Ir. Copenhafer:

I have reviewed your draft response %o the Mid-America . :
Regional Council concerning the "Model Sediment and Erosion
Control Ordinance.®

1. . The language would be more appropriate it if indicates
- that the ordinance - "could" result in substantial
delays —————— . I personally feel that the City has
control over the administration and thereby could
set up the reguirement very early in the process so
that - no - delay would result, that is, parallel
process rather than linear process.

2. Projects, private or public, should be reviewed prior
to the taking of bids for the potential adverse effect
onto downstream properties, even agricultural activities.
But how do you do it practically? We now consider all
effects during our design review phase of all public
projects but we do not at present review the effects of.
private projects. It seems to me that your paragraph 2
would be correct if you would indicate that "many other
types ol projects are presently reviewed and controlled
to minimize any adverse effects, such as highways, water
distribution systems, sewer systems, storm sewers, and
sanitary landfills", striking out the words "should
also be excluded", and the rest of the paragraph would
then stand. :

Fe: 0K
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¥r. Wilber A. Copenhafer: ;
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5. The addsd cost to developers "may" be substaniial and
any dzlays resulting from the review or the additicnal
work necessary "could'be disastrous in today's financial
climate. Last sentence o.k.

6. I have not s=en the Standards and Specifications so I
cannot comment on paragraph 6.

T« Convup.
8. Concur.

I generally concur with the substance of your draft. I feel
that a common subdivision regulations which permit the loeal
authority to protect downstreanm property owneérs fronm upstream
development, administered by professional engineers engaged
in the practice, should circumven:t the extensive erosion ang
sediment problems. I do feel that we need a common  ground
from which to work so that all local authorities have the
same reqguirsmant.

I concur in the adoption of Chapter 70 of the 1973 Edition
of the Uniform Building Code. This really is the only
weakness in Kansas City's review process and I have recop-
nended same to our Codes Administrator, Jack White, so that
at the next review that portion of the Uniform Butlding:
Code could be adopted by the Gity,

I hope the above comments are of some benefit to you in.
your review process. Thank you for the opportunity to
commant.

%incerély yours,

3 e / //#
Koo A Gfeealidiced

Don D. Hurlbert, P.E.
City Engineer
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Mr. Thomas M;.dblgrove
9024 Rosewood Drive .
Prairie Village, Kansas

March 3, 1975

Mr. Richard F. Davis, Executive Director
Mid-America Regional Conference

20 West 9th Streat _

Kansas City, Missouri 64105

Re: Model Sediment and Er031on Control
Ordinance

Dear Mr. Davis: _ R

Unfortunately members of our organization were not
zbla to attend the MARC Conference, February 11, 1975,
dealing with this proposed ordinance. However, since.
that time wn havae besn able to meet and review the
first draft of this model ordinance and we would

like to make the following general comments:

L In the past and more recently during the
period of the 1960's there was considerable
land developmant that did not. recognize the
resulting long or short range effects on the
environment. :More recently public awareness
of these problems has stimulated lending
institutions and developers toward more intensive
analysis of the land which has included the -
uses imposed and the methods by which these
uses may be developed with minimal dlsruptlon
Consequently, most local governing agencies,
large and small, are aware of and insist

n “good! developmant practices:

2. The imposition of the broad scope of wegulatory
; criteria set forth in this ordinance could not
be’ satisfactorily administered by most of the
-governing agencies in the metropolitan area

66207

because of Tncreased staff and other costs requlrea

- This could lead to wvarious types of cost-saving
operational procedures that would do more harm
than good to the community and its goverming
body.

For example, St. Louis County currently has

a waste water control ordinance requiring
retension basins, sodded drainage swales

and several other procedures. 1Tt is generally
felt that the administration of the oxrdinance
has done nothing more than to increase building
costs.
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B s This type of regulation would tremendously

increase pra- developmﬂnt costs which are already

high due to the factors mentioned in pdraﬁraph

ona., In some instances, we feel that this might

stop initial investigations into ploposed developmeants
prlor to prellnxnary analysis and i e251b111ty

studies.

YMore specifically, we feel that the proposed ordinanca,
end the accompanying standards and specifications do not
achileva their intended purpose and we are apposed ta
this measure as it now stands bescause of the folch1no
factors:

i It requi?as a considerable amount of duplication
of information normally SUDmltLEd'Wth working
drawings.

2. . Problems encowmtered on major projects that

require considerable time to complete have not
baen thoroughly considered.

3. Local governing agencies that de not have
technical persomnel on their staff would be
unable to administer this ordinance. Projects

overlapping two or more JufldeCulops would
create additional inequities.

L. Requiremants set forth in the '"Standards
and Specifications” seem to be unclear and
would be somewhat difficult to enforce as a cods,

As professional landscape architects we are concerned

about the environment and the abuses which have occurred

2s a result of poor land plamning. We also balieve

that in many areas more stringent requirements may

be necessary regarding drainage,. erosion control and

presarvation of existing natural features. However, we
eel that this might best ba accomplished at the local
level and that MARC might better influsence these local

units of government by informing them of various
techniquas to regulate these problems that would be

less difficult to administer. Such as, updated zoning
centrols, subdivision regulations, buzldlng codes

and feasible methods to acquire and/or presexve open Space.

The Missouri Assoclation of Landscaps Architects
recognizes and appreciates the problems encountered by
the MARC Committee in attempting to provide eriteria
that will improve and enhance the metropolitan areas.
Ve will be happy to act as a contributing organization
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to assist this cormmittee in the preparation of a
rore meaningful model ordinance for sediment and
erosion control. Co

Sincerely yours,

e It

Thomas M. Colgr&;L
Secretary, M.A.L.A.

TMC :pE
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; i . , Please Reply:
MARCH 7, 1975 A - 1021 Pennsylvania

Kansas City, Missouri 64105

MR. RICHARD F, DAVIS, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
MID-AMERICA RECIONAL COUNCIL .
© 20 WEST 9TH STREET o
KANSAS CITY, MISSOURI 64105
R MODEL SEDIMENT AND EROSION
CONTROL ORDINANCE

Daor Mr. Davis:

Ve have reviewed the proposed Model Sediment and Erosion Control Ordinence and wish to
odvise you we are cpposed to this ordinance for numerous reasons.  [f is our opinion that we
have enough conirals under existing ordinances in law without the addition of cnother burecu~
cratic requirement which adds additional costs to a project by causing delays and consumirg

.
it seems that every governmental or planning agency expends on inerdinate amount of tim=

« - aftempiing to promulgate ordinances which will sarve their own ssif-seeking purposes of
justifying their existence ond continued growth os an empire puilding segment of cur govern=
ment. Wa could analyze this proposed model ordinance section by saciion developing erd
substantiating our objections in each particular instance, We do not wish to enter into this
type of discussion since it would prooably be misundersioca and assumad by those propesirg
this that we would accept the ordinance if the wording were changed.

Pizcse understand that we as professionals understand cur professional responsibility to cur
community and environment ond intend to promote and exgand more judicious oppraaches
to proner environmental control. We do nof, howasver, believe that the expansion of
burecucratic requiremants is o proper solution in this particvlar instunce.
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SOIL CONSERVATION DISTRICT o
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Phone 913 242-1109 yd
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OTTAWA, KANSAS GG60G7

The Franklin County Conservation District endorses the recommendations of the

Kansas Association of Conservation Districts. The recommendations are:

(1)

(2)

State legislation on erosion-sedimentation be enacted during 1976
with a reasonable district enforcement date. The proposed bill will:

(a)

(b)

" {c)

(d)

(e)

(1)

()

(h)

Include all land under provisions of sediment abatement law-=
rural, urban, private, and public.

Give leadership and control to Conservation District Boards.

Hold landowners responsible for sediment but provide that
persons having and following approved conservation plans are
in compliance with law.

Recommend public cost sharing on permanent land treatment
practices (as determined by districts) at levels of 75 percent
of actual costs.

Incorporate a local appeal procedure to settle disagreements
and to modify plans.

Assign Kensas Conservation Commission leadership of the erosion-
sediment abatement program at state level.

Resolve that sedimentation caused by "acts of nature" (floods,
downpours, long periods of drought) are the responsibility of
all citizens.

Provide for enforcement, including penalties.

Continuation of a VDluntary conservation program at district level
for a reasonable length of time to permit individuals to get conser-
vation plans and practices established before being faced with com=-
plaints or penalties for excessive soil loss. During this time the
KACD Board would:

(a)
(b)

(c)

(d)

Give strong educational emphasis for managing land to reduce
erosion and sedimentation.

Stress importance of updating farm conservation plans, and
malking progress toward completion.

Encourage application of conservation technigques on construction
sites and road grading projects.

Seck long term contracts in getting orderly conservation practices
on agricultural lands,

w L

P



FRANKLIN COUNTY
SOIL CONSERVATION DISTRICT

209 West Second Box 11

e

Phone 913 242-1109

OTTAWA, KANSAS 66067

(3} Revision of the National Water Quality Law goals. Two features need
to be changed:

(a) Zero discharge of pollutants from non-point sources into
navigable waters of the United States should be extended
to a more reasonable rate.

(b) Timetable for bringing non-point pollution under control by 1985
is unrealistic.

Senate Bill # 12 introduced during the 1974-75 Kansas Legislative session
contains many of the provisions listed above. However, amendments need
to be made. Cost sharing and sediment caused by "acts of nature" are two
points that need legislative attention.

Kansas Association of Conservation Districts Soard:
Wendell Eggerman

Robert Paris

Robert Binder

E. E. Jabes

Lynn Buerki

FRANKLIN COUNTY CONSEREAE;OV DISTRICT BOARD OF SUPERVISCRS

//7o/x(/f<“ F 4;// /fijéD _ /?/K/LLAJ’“ /(;LW@.L/’}
r/ﬁéf//”‘ébu /}J" ZL"-E'///) " { /_/L \//z ;
/{Z/’{’L— rLf’K /*//




PR AR e ST

P.O.Box 316 - Council Grove, Kansas 66846
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Senator Vincent E. Moore, Chairman and Members
Legislative Committee cn Energy & Natural Resources

Mr. Chairman & Committee Members:

The Morris County Conservation District considers it's record in the
protection of soil and water resources in the past forty years as outstand-
ing. The farmers and ranchers of this district have made great strides by
applying measures to protect and improve these soil and water resources.

In evaluation of the present status of conservation practices, we find proof
that training, knowledge and expericence have made our county district an im-
proved resource area in our state.

However, even with this fine action on the part of some or even most
land-occupiers in our district, it is dishearting to discover many acres
untended in regard to sediment and erosion control. This large segment of
land is of prime concern to our district.

In the years ahead as societys demands' focus on food and fiber and as
implementation of the Water Quality Act of 1972 moves steadily towards its
deadline date prior to the next century, it seems to us very necessary for
local control to be exercised rather than that of other federal forces.

Many students of soil and water conservation, for years have shown con-
cern on the other hand for a need, regardless of impending laws, for a more
comprehensive pattern of resource protection. This is the main thrust in
the Kansas Task Force recommendations on Sediment and Erosion Control.

In consideration of these various facts, the Morris County Conservation
District recommends that conservation districts, with their proven expertise,
be designated the leadership and control responsibilities outlined in Senate
Bill 12.

The State Conservation Commission is the very logical state agency to
be entrusted to set up state guidelines for the control of erosion and sedi-
mentation.

We request the Legislative,Committee on Energy and Natural Resources to
support the provisions of Senate Bill 12.

Morris County Conservation Distrist

Robert Gieswein, Chairman
Harold Johnson

Arley Davis

William Cashman

Charles Dalquest



MEH]O ﬁmson Flora /{f}}\ﬂfyﬂ
Harveyville, Kansas 66431 (:) lézﬂf,f””

Sept. 10, 1975 e

Senator Vincent E. Moore .
Chairman, legislative Committee on
. Energy ard Natural Resources

P.0. Box 1521

Wichita, Kans. 67203

Dear Senator Moore:

I understand that there will be a hearing on Senate
Bill 12 in Olathe on Sept. 23, but do not have the
location and time,

I would appreciate being allowed to testify, and
also that you will notify me if you will give me time,
and the details of the meeting.

Sincerely,

e A5 D :
/ng;ifki{52ﬁf ;;?f;fszffi__am —

Mason D, Flora
Past, President, KACD
Chairman, Wabaunsee County Conservation District

@

e



1709 North 98th St. - Kansas City, Kansas 66111 - Phone: 334-1590

September 23, 1975

STATEMENT

The Wyandotte County Conservation District Board of Supervisors
want to go on record as favoring the general idea of SENATE
BILL 12, recognizing the need for sediment control legislation
with local control, rather than and in preference to, legis-
lation on the federal level.

We recognize certain things about SENATE BILL 12 will need to
be changed, particularly the funding section, and the penalty
section. TFunding on projects where the cost is greater than
the return to landowners, should be spelled out specifically,
so as to relieve the landowners financial responsibility.
Penalties should be adeguate to assure compliance but scaled
down from the present form, particularly each day violations.

Consideration should be given to the workload placed on district
supervisors, who are at present unpaid volunteers.

To review all the potential plans submitted within the suggested
time limit, would be physically impossible. Consideration
should be given to the personnel ceiling placed upon the Soil
Conservation Service, whom districts rely on for technical
assistance.



P.O. Box 3266 - Lawrence, Kansas 66044

BECARD OF SUPERVISORS

ORVIL POHL
Route 1
Baldwin, Kansas

CARL SPRAY

547 Schwartz Road
Lawrence, Kansas
RAYMOND NICHOLS
RR 1

Lecompton, Kansas
DON PALMATEER

RR 4
Lawrence, Kansas

J ¢ i r )
HERSCHEL HEMPHILL We recommend that water quality standards and

RR 2
Baldwin, Kansas

regulations be adopted on a regional basis.

We strongly support the concept of clean water, but

we will objecet to reguletions of water use, stream
quality standards, or regulationg of the agricultural
industry that are not based on scientifie research

and sound judjment or regulatione which are unrealistic

and dravn in such a manner as to jeopardize agricultural

production in Kansas.

we would support continuing the present volnbsinyy
program of soil and water conservation with proper
finaneial assistance with equal sharing of State

Vil
7 ‘ / N o Y

and Federal funding.

ST
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September 22, 1975

Kansas Jegislator’s Special Committee on
Energy Natural Resources

¢/o State Conservation Commission

Room 406, Mills Building

Topeka, Kansas 66612

Re: Proposed Erosion and Sedimentation
Control Legislation (S.B. 12)

Gentlemen: ) '
The pf@p@s@d legisiation is very similar to a model GRADING,

EROSION AND CONTROL ORDINANCE which was being considered
for adoption by the Mid-Anerica Regionzal Council located -

- in Kansas City.

Representatives from local units of government, the Home
Builder's Assocdition Builder's Association and many
professienal organizstions were requested to attend z neeting
on February 11, 1875 and comment on the proposed ordinance.
I'was asked to attend this meeting on behalf of the Missouri
Society of Professional Engineers. :

Upon completion of this meeting, Mid-America Regional Council
received letters from almost every organization represented

at the meeting objecting te the ordinance. Copies of sonme

of these letters are enclosed. Please note that Representative
Bogina served oan the Missouri Society of Professional
Engineer's Committee which objected to the ordinance in its
present form. As a result of these objections, and aftey
several subsequent meetings hosted by M.A.R.C., it has

-beern decided to rewrite the ordinance so that it could be

accepted by all parties involved (ie: The Builder, the City
or other local govermmental agency, the Conservation District,
and the Engineer, Landscape Architect oy other Professional
assisting on the project). , 1

The new ordinance is approximately one-half completed, and
should be finished within two months . .

The Committee working on this new ovdinance requests that
Kansas 5.B.-12 be delayed until the ordinance is available
for study by the Special Committes.



rage 4
September 22, 1975

If you need additionsal information, please contact Mr. Gordon
Marking with MARC or myself. Thank you.

Very truly yours,
- GEORGE BUTLER ASSOCIATES = -
Z%QQ%QLJf fﬁ%ﬁ’ Glo~.
, - Wilber A. Copenhzfer, P.E.
WAC:pf Surte BoL£ A E
- Fzie  Tokn=cr D/"/a/e,_ i :
Shawnece Mission, Ks, éezos
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LEQ D. MULLIN=axcculive vice president

“March 4, 1975

Vr. Richard F. Davis, Executlve Director . s
Mid-America Regional Council
20 West Sth Street '
Kansas City, Missouri 64105 2

RE: Sediment and Erosion Control Ordinance as proposed by Mid=America
Regional Council :

Dear Mr. Davis:

As you may be aware, members of the Home Builders Association and

my self have atended the two public hearings thus far on the above cited
ordinance. As per a conversation with your legal counsel, Joe Jamaes, on
March 3, 1975 I am submitting comments today as a result of the February 11th
hearing at the oifices of the Mid-America Regional Council concerning this
ordinance.

1. 1In its present form, and if adopted, the above referenced ordinance
would cause considerable delays in review of project plans, and of
course, thereby result in delays in completion of construction schedules
for development projecis. ' : '

2. At the above February 11th meeting it was noted that Stancards

were not provided in the ordinance for the control of sediment anc
rosion and at that time we asked that copies of these Stancdards

and Specifications be mailed to individuals present for their review

in connection with the ordinance. These Standards and Speciiications

have been received and while they do provide some insight into what

is expected by the Soil Conservation Service, it should be pointed

out to the Mid-America Regional Council that these Standards and
Specifications overlap and differ in many area s with the Standards

and Specifications for storm sewer design as published by the American
Public Works Association, Kansas City Chapter. Since the afore-
mentioned APWA specifications are in wide usage in the Xansas City
Metropolitan area, I belleve it behooves the Home Builders Association
to suggest to the Mid~America Regional Council and the Soil Conser-

vation Service that these specifications be rewritten in light of this

fact so that overlaps and the incongruities do not come about as a

result of Standards and Specifications being prepared by two separate



eeting it was pointed out that the Soil Conservation Service does not
taff members available to review erosion control plans for develop~

) nt that this proposed ordinance comes into wide usage in the

s City Metropolitan area, and especially should the larger cities in the

Metropolitan area adopt the proposed ordinance.
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4. As Home Builders we should protest the writing of an ordinance whnich excludes

being developed for agricultural use and land being developed for highway

oses. Since these two areas have been excluded, our position snould be that )

maining development is not significant to justily the need of such an ordinance .
s time. At that meeting when asked to give information concerning the magni-

e of the overall problem in order that a determination could be made concerning

efisctiveness of the proposed ordinance, the Soil Conservation Service indicated
shara are no itest siudies available in the midwestern area to indicate the overall

gnitude of the pr oblem. Again, the Home Builders position on this should be that

we Oppose tne crea tion or passage of an ordinance for the control of Sediment and
Trosion when no one has any information or idea of the magnitude of the problem

which needs solving. As a result of this, any ordinance may be inadequate since

we do not know what is needed.
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5. It became obvious from the discussion at the above meeting that the definition
o projects to be covered by the ordinance and their size, Or lack of size, sn.ould he
‘clarified to a much greater exient,

[

6. This ordinance would have to be accepted and passed by cities who then would

be required to eniorce the ordinance thus creating two major problems. In the -
arger cities this would require the significant addition of budget funds, which are
extremely hard LO come by in todays economy, and secondly, in the smaller cities
no technical staff is available to handle and process the requirements of this
ordinance. Therefore, I would suggest that the Home Builders indicate that at
this time they would be opposed to the publishing of this proposed ordinance until
such probiems can be resolved, or, that the proposed ordinance be enforced by

other authorities,

—

Ls a result of the above comments T would suggest that the Home Builders take a
position as ifollows: ‘

As Home Builders we are acutely aware of the problems caused by inadequate
conirol of sedimant and erosion. We would agree that controls are necessary,
hut we pelieve these conirols should be provided on the local level, not by the
adontion of ancther ordinance but by existing subdivision regulations, storm
drainage design criteria, zoning controls and building codes. It is apparent,



+hat local oificials

are exercising increased control and regulation over such
sams within our communities. We believe our local officials should be
encouraged to continue these practices to prc've“]t erosion, sedimentation, poor
zinage facilities a'ld to preserve land values as well as the natural beauty
hc 1cs of the community, However, the creation of another reviewing

1 broad powers, staffed by additional tax supported employees at

e to the tax payers, additional delays to the land developer, thereby
itional cost and perhaps a reduction in land values, would procduce
the community. This will produce the efiect of discouraging furtner
in the metropolitan area because of costs and delays. We cen agree
+ivas of the proposed ordinance, but we cannot agree with the

and with the inadequacies of the standards in light of present

tand rds for storm sewers and erosion control.
. .I
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Sincerely,

e
. 2 Q\)ﬁ&cﬁ@fc}\{. """"X"“"“
e Ronald D. Talcott, Chairman
‘Public Affairs Committee
Home Builders Association of
' ' : . Greater Xansas City

RDT:Cb

CG:

Teo D. Mullin, Executive Vice President
rnome BLU.IGEI'S Association of Greater Kansas City

Ross B. Wyss, President
Home Builders Association of Greater Kansas Clhy 3

-
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March 17, 1975

Mr. Richard F. Davis, Executive Director .
Mid-America Regional Council

:;.\r-.!. ey!

:;‘-J_.;nc‘q_;yf-:.u;; =itz 20 Hest 9th Street
o Kansas City, Missouri 64105 ‘

T=oMeS CBATE

s#hﬂﬂ'mnlt - Re: Model Sediment and Erosion
Control Ordinance

Dear Mr. Davis:

< 3ia 5o

As indicated in our letter dated February 28, 1975, the
official report of our committee is enclosed. As indicated
in its report, our comnittee is willing to assist MARC in the
preparation of a suitable model ordinance.

Very truly yours,

29

!--'-E:I:A-'_P..?‘!A-(\‘-'.SE;,\_?,Z A * i B J Stablf_.s; P E
' Chairman, PEPP Section

C 75( J 72&%0&

amt ‘€. A. Mauch, P.E.
Enclosure President
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ROISST a AL Era}“ mans 1n
Privame Pracmicn Snevion

WESTERN CHAFTEP,
MISSOURI SOCIETY OF PROFESSIOMNAL ENGINEERS

March 14, 1975

-

¥Mr. B. J. Stables, P.E.
irman, PEPP Section

. 0. Box 8405

Kansas City, Missouri 64114

Re: {odel Sediment and Erosion
Control Ordinance

D°3f Mr. Stables:

As pro;essmonal engineers, we are acutely aware of problems caused by
inadequate design of storm drainage and erosion protection facilities.
Certainly adequate control is essential. However, we believe that this
control can best be provided at the local level through subdivision
regulations, storm drainage design criteria, zoning controls, and building
codes. Public works officials and local governing bodies in our metro-
politan area are exercising increasing local control and regulation over
storm drainage design within their communities. Ve encourage them to
continue in their diligence to preserve land values, to prevent erosion
and sedimesntation, to improve drainage facilities, and to preserve the
natural beauty and aesthetics of the community. :

As a comnittes of the Professional Engineers in Private Practice Section

.0f the Missouri Society of Professional Engineers, we have reviewed the
proposed '"Model Sediment and Erosion Control Ordinance" distributed by

MARC at a meeting on February 11, 1975, and the "Standards and Specifications
for Erosion and Sediment Control in Urban Areas" of the Mid-America
Association of Conservation Districts which was subsequently distributed.

It is our opinion that promulgation and adoption of the proposeé ordinance
would be disruptive and would not accomplish the intended purpose of
improving erosion and sediment control. Our opposition to the proposed
ordinance stems from the following factors:

1. The progran, if adopted, could result in substantial delays in
project planning and completion due to preliminary survey and con-
struction requirements and the time needed for review by the Soil
Conservation Service.

2. The definition of projects to be covered by the ordinance is extremely
broad. Only agricultural projects are excluded. Many other types
of projects are presently reviewed and controlled to minimize any
adverse effects, such as hiphways, water distribution systems, sewer
systems, storm sewers, and sanitary landfills. When those and all
public works projects are excluded, there is serious question whethex
enovgh remains to justify the need for an ordimance.



¥Mr. B. J. Stables ‘ - 2.- March 14, 1975
Chairman, PLPP Section
Kansas City, Missouri

3. Neither the Soil Conservation Service mor the cities in the area
presently have the staff which would be required to perform the
required reviews.

l.. Thes cities would be required to enforce the ordinance. This would
be difficult and costly for small communities which do not have a
technical staff.

5. The added cost to developers may be substantial and the delays
resulting could be disastrous in today's financial climate. The
ordinance would create a strong disincentive to development in any
city which adopts the ordinance.

6. - The "Standards and Specifications" distributed are incomplete and
poorly written for use as a form of code. They are neither standards
nor specifications and would have to be completely rewritten to serve
as a guide for enforcenment. -

7. The criminal penalties for violation appear to be inappropriate as a
method of enforcing this type of ordinance. A bond would appear to
be a better technique.

8. A use permit seems particularly out of place and unenforceable in
this type of ordinance.

If an erosion and sediment control ordinance is deemed necessary, we
sugzest that a better approach would be to adopt Chapter 70 of the 1973
Edition of the Uniform Building Code. This Code is widely used in the
area and readily available to all persons who may have a need to refer

to it. The Uniform Building Code is kept up-to-date by an organization of
knowledgeable building officials and is practical to enforce.

The responses to our draft from Jack D. White, Codes Administrator of
Kansas City, Missouri; James L. Hutton, Jr. representing the Builders'
Association of Missouri; and Don D. Hurlbert, City Engineer of Kansas City,
Missouri are attachad. Several other persons furnished us copies of their
letters to Mid-America Regional Council supporting our position..

Our committee stands ready to assist in the preparation of a reasonable
rodel ordinance, but we cannot support the present draft...

;7f’ Very truly yours, y
A Y4

a2 AP
C// 'Jicux’\\:r’*- \E?bg;,’,/// 522222“ . G%ﬂifuijﬂbéﬁ“

fuvuqlfBorﬁlnﬁ, W. A. Copenhafer, Jr. P.E.

Chairman

/\j ufo{ - ()W%u (i s

L. Vansant, P.L. E. L. Browun, P.E.



City of Kznsas City, Missouri
Hezart of Amazrica

Mr. Bob Vansant, J.D., P.E.
7% Black & Veatch

P. 0. Box 8405

Kansas City, Missouri

Public Warks Denartmant Area Code i

o

Buildings & Inspectio

18lh Floor, City Hall
Kansas City, tissouri 64105

March 7, 1975

Re: Sediment and Erosion Control Ordinance

Dear Bob:

Building Code Engj

ns Pian Chzcking Eng.
Superintendant
Building Inspactions
Dangeraus Buiidings
Elactrical Inspactions
Environment Inspections
Housing Inspactions.
Mechanical Inspections
Permits
Property Conszrvation

After reviewing the enclosures that you have forwarded regarding
reference ordinance, this office would tend to take the following

position:

The Codes Administration Division does not support the
erdinance proposal for two reasons, i.e.

1. Such an ordinance delegates auvthority for supervision
of technical review to a third party governmental

agency.

2. The scopz of this proposed ordinance is already contained
in Chapter 70 of the Uniform RBuilding Code Appendix which
could be adopted as an integral part of the Ruilding Code.
The preponderance of jurisdictions in the Metropolitan
Kansas City area use the Uniform Puilding Code. Therefore,
implemantation of such an ordinance on a uniform basis,
would take a minimum of efforkt.

CoA/JDW/gw

Very truly yours,

/? N ,/”f%%fﬁf'“- '
Q .-;'Lf/,’,_jj_‘_g/_:-\;//’) l}_,,/fm_ 7

/Jack D. I\fﬁfl‘.é, P.E.

u/COdes Administrator

274-1464
2741584
274.2462
274-1371
274-2553
274-2487 .
2742527
274-1235
274-1271
274-1554
274-2452
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\\_.”_ﬁ R H W Managing Diractor
N and General Counse!
"~ LEONA S. STUENKEL
Execulive Secretary
JANMES L. HUTTON
Labor Relations Director
' WILLIAM P, BROWNING
MCH'Ch 5, ]975 Jelfaerson City Ottice
Mr. Wilber A, Copenhafer, P.E,
George Butler Associates ' j
4210 Johnson Drive
Shawnea Mission, Kaensas 66205
Dear Mr. Copenhafer: '
I received your leiter dated. February 27, 1975 concerning the proposed
Sediment end Erosion Conirol Ordingnce. | have had several conversations
with soma of our members and their comments and opinions are very similar
to the rough draft you enclosed in your letter to me, 1believe you have
covered the area thoroughly in your rough draft and my only comment con-
cerning it is that we hardily agree with what you have said.
If | can be of any help in the future, please advise me. _
' .
Sincerely yours,
BUILDERS' ASSOCIATION of MISSOURI
Qe AT
i e t\.—-’AJL&VT .
ames L. Hotton, Jr.
. JLH/css

OFFICERS and DIRECTORS

Don E. Shacp, Firsl Vice-Presidant Shellon C. Howard, Sccond Vice-President William D. Sandars, Treasurer
Ed~in D. Arnmon W. T. Bruca D. F. Cahill Thomas M. Fitch v/, 0. Gooch Julian Knopke
J R Sonter, frresidant Joszph A, Maderay Timoihy Rohrer \W. H. Simon \William W. Weeks James L. Young
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Divisicn of Enginzearing

City of Kansas City, Missouri 19th Floor, City Hall
HBezart of Arnerica . Kansas Cily, Missouri 64106

Mr.

‘March 4, 1975

Wilber A. Copenhafer, P.E.

George Butler Associates : _
L210 Johnson Drive j
Shawnee Mission, Kansas 66205

Dear Iir. Copenhafer:

I have reviewed your draft response to the Mid-America

Regional Council concerning the "Model Sediment and Erosion
Control Ordinance." -

1

. The language would be more appropriate it if indicates

that the ordinance - "could" result in substantial
delays —————= . I personally feel that the City has
control over the administration and thereby could
set up the requirement very early in the process so
that - no - delay would result, that is, parallel
process rather than linear process.

Projects, private or public, should be reviewed prior

to the taking of bids for the potential adverse effect
onto downstream properties, even agricultural activities.
But how do you do it practically? We now consider all
effects during our design review phase of all public
projects but we do not at present review the effects of .
private projects. It seems to ma2 that your paragraph 2
tould be correct i1f you would indicate that "many other
types of projects are presently reviewed and controlled
to minimize any adverse effects, such as highways, water

distribution systems, sewer systems, storm sewers, andg

sanitary landfills", striking out the words "should
also be excluded", and the rest of the paragraph would
then stand. '

0.X.

Tt
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dir, Wilber A. Copenhafer:

iy

B, ©0.%

5. The addesd cost to developers "may" be substantial ang
any delays resulting from the review or the additional
vwork necessary "could'be disastrous in today's financial
climate. Last sentence o.k.

6. I have not seen the Standards and Specifications so T
cannot conmnment on paragraph 6.

. Concur.
. Concur. ' ‘ : _ .

I generally concur with the substance of your draft.. I feel
that a common subdivision regulations which permit the loecal
authority to protect downstream property ownérs from upstream
development’, administered by professional engineers engaged
in the practice, should circumvent the extensive erosion and
sedimant problems. I do feel that we need a common . ground
from which to work so that all local authorities have the
same requiremnant.

I concur in the adoption of Chapter 70 of the 1973 Edition
of the Uniform Building Code. This really is the only
weakness in Kansas City's review process and I have recom-
mended same to our Codes Administrator, Jack White, so that
at the next review that portion of the Uniform Building
Code could be adopted by the City.

T hope the above comments are of some.benefit to you in.
yYour review procsss. Thank you for the opportunity to
commant. ;

o i Sincerely yours,

. } o P ‘7%.
\4{« 'i L, (‘/-’T.;“.L’--ifl-"—‘ Co g .

g

Don D. Hurlbert, P.E.
City Engineer
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Mr. Thomas Ml,dbigrove T
9024 Rosewocod Drive . .
Prajirie-Village, Kansas 66207

Mareh 3, 1975

.

Richard F. Davis, Executive Director

Mid-Am=rica Regional Confewence
20 West 9th Street :
Kansas City, Missouri 64105

Re:

Model Sediment and Lr051on Control
Ordinance

Dear Mr. Davis:

Unfortunately members of our organlzatlon were not
able to attend the MARC Conference, February 11, 1975,

dealing with this proposed ordinance. However, "sinca.
that time we have been able to meet and review the

first draft of this model ordinance and we would
like to make the following general comments:

Lo

In the past'and more recently during the .
period of the 1960's there was considerable

tand developmant that did not. recognize the
resulting long or short range effects on the
environment.- - More recently public awareness

of these problems has stimulated lending
institutions and developers toward more intensive
analysis of the land which has included the -
uses irzposed and the methods by which these

uses may be developed with minimal dlsruptlon
Consequently, most local governing agencies,

large and small, are aware of and insist

on "good! development practices;

The imposition of the broad scope of rengatory
criteria set forth in this ordinance could not

be’ satlsfactorlly administered by most of the
gove“nlna agencies in the m&tropolltan area
because of Tnereased staff and other costs requlred

- This could lead to variocus types of cost-saving

operational procedures that would do more harm

than good to the community and its goverming
body.

For example, St. Louis County currently has

a waste water control ordinance requiring
retension basins, sodded drainage swales

and several other procedures. It is generally
felt that the administration of the ordinance

has done nothing more than to increase building
costs.
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(R This type of regulation would tremendously
) increase pra-devalopment costs which are already
high due to the factors mentioned in paragraph
ona. In some instances, we feel that this might:
stop initial investigations into proposed developments
prior to preliminary analysis and feasibility
studies. ' :

fore specifically, we feel that the proposed ordinance,
and the accompanying standards and specifications do nat
achieve their intended purpose and we are opposed ta
this measure as it now stands because of the following
factors:- s

x ok It requires a considerable amount of duplication
of information normally submitted with working
drawings. .

2, Problems encoumtered on major projects that

require considerable time to complete have. not
been thoroughly considered.

Fs Local governing agencies that do not have
technical personnzl on their staff would be
unable to administer this ordinamce. Projects
overlapping two or more jurisdictions would
create additional inequities. ‘

b, Requirements set forth in tha "Standards
aund Specifications" seem to be unclear and
would be somewhat difficult to enforce as a code.

As professional landscape architects we are concernad
about the envirconment and the abuses which have occurred
as a result of poor land plamming. We also believe

that in many areas more stringent requirements may

be necessary regarding drainage, erosion control and
presarvation of existing natural features. However, we
feel that this might bast be accomplished at the local
level and that MARC might better influence these local
units of governmant by informing them of various '
techniquaes to regulate theses problems that would be

less difficult to administer. Such as, updated zoning
centrols, subdivision regulations, building codes

and feasible methods to acquire and/or presexrve open space.
The Missouri Association of Landscaps Architects
recognizes and appreclates the problems encountered by
the MARC Committee in attempting to provide criteria

that will jmprove and enhance the metropolitan areas.

We will be happy to act as a contributing organization
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to -assist this committea in the preparation of a
more meaningful model ordinance for sediment and
erosion control.

Sincerely yours,

g Jlyltre

Thomas M. Colgro’v:[_
Secretary, M.A.L.A.

 TMC:pf
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. . . , Please Reply:
MARCH 7, 1975 , 1021 Pennsylvania
Kansas City, Missour; 64105

MR. RICHARD F. DAVIS, EXECUTIVE DIRECTCR
MID-AMERICA REGIONAL COUNCIL

- 20 WEST $TH STREET
KANSAS CITY, MISSOURI 64105

RE: MODEL SEDIMENT AND EROSION
CONTROL ORDINANCE

Da&r Mir. Dcv?s:

Ve have reviewed the proposed Model Sediment and Erosion Control Ordinance and wish io

odvise you we are opposed to this ordinance for numercus reasons. it is our opinion that W
have enough contrals under existing ordinences in law without the addition of cnother burecy-
eratic requirement which adds addifional cosfs to a projact by causing deloys and consuming

tima. '
1 . 1
it seems that every governmentel or planning agency expends on inordinate amount of time
attempiing to promulgate ordinances which will sarve their own seif-seeking purposes of .
justifying their existence ond continued growth os an empire building segment of our govern= j
ment. Wea could analyze this proposed model ordinance section by seaction developing ard ‘
substantiating our objeciions in each particulor instance. We do not wish fo enter into +his j
type of discussion since it would probably be misunderstosd and assumed by those propesirg
this that we would accept the ordinance if the wording wera changed.

Plense understand that we as professionals understand cur profassional responsibility to cur _
& . .. . . S i
community arnd environment and intand to premote and exgand more judicious approaches :
. i 1 N . 3 :
to proper environmental control. We do not, howavser, believa that the expansion of
bureaucratic requiremants is o proper solution in this particvlar instance,

Sincerely, ‘
Al CMoane

L

S L g S L

Jepn C. Monree, Jr. ' .

it B ol Sl P Pl B

]
Prdsident ' N
\ | - |
bed:  Messrs. Colgrove, Tiernay, Copenhafer, Hution, Pearce :
3




P.O.Box 427 - Olathe, Kansas 66061 - Phone: PO 4-1931

i

To the Spe01al Committee bn Conservation and Natural Resources
Public Hearing on Senate Bill No. 12

September 23, 1975

Olathe, Kansas

During the last thirty years, the Johnson County Conservation District
has been giving technical assistance to landowners who wanted to apply
soil conserving practices. This technical assistance was always given
to landownefs who voluntarily applied conservation to the land. This
volunteer method has worked well, but only 50% of the needed land treatment
for erosion control has resulted.

Therefore, the Johnson County Conservation District Supervisors
beliéve that some form of legislation requiring mandatory control of erosion
and sedimentation is necessary.

Realizing that state legislation must be initiated for erosion and
sedimentation control in order to meet a federal mandate, please take note
that it has taken thirty years to get approximately 50% of neqessary'
land treatment needed. By 1985, the other 50% of necessary land treatment
must be applied. This is_justrlO short years away.

Conservation Districts must have the needed funding and adequate‘staffinq
of technical personnel in order to execute the law. These necessary funds
and manpower have not been provided for in the proposed legislationf

The Johnson County Conservation District Supervisors submit the

following comments of the proposed Senate Bill No. 12.

(more)



(2)

On page 2, lines 28, 29 and 30, state that the state advisory board
be paid compensation, subsistence, mileage and other allowances in
_conductiﬁg necessary busihess.

The Johnson County Conservation District Supervisors believe that
state funds be allowed for the local advisory board and more state funds
for district supervisors in carr?ing out their obligations relative to
this law.

On page 3, lines 20, 21 and 31, and on page 4, line 1, eludes to the
amount of financizl assistance recommended.

The Johnson County Conservation District Supervisors believe that
a minimum of 75% federal and state cgst-sharing funds be available to
landowners to carry out conservation land treatment.

On page 4, line 18, it states that a desiynated city or county may
waive said designation of responsibility.

The Johnson County Conservation District Supervisors believe that
cities and counties should accept responsibility for enforcement of this
proposed act and cannot waiyg their responsibility.

On page 5, lines 10, 11 and 12, it states that when a lahdowner has land
in more than one district, plans for erosion and sediment may, as an
alternative to submission to each district concerned, be submitfed to the
commission for review and approval.

The Johnson County Conservation District Supervisors believe that
local districts be responsible to approve plans when the owner has land in
more than one district and said districts decide which district is responsible

to approve the plan.

(more)



(3)

On page 5, line 15, it states that the district shall expeditiously
review plans submitted.

The Johnson County District Supervisors believe that ample time be
allowed for the district to review the plans. It is hoped that ghis doesn't
mean 10 working days as is expected for the state commission to review
plans submitted. Time required would be governed by avallable staffing
and funds to the district. No provisions are made for this additional work
load. Additional staff and funds must be available.

At the present time, severe personnel ceilings are in effect for the
Soil Conservation Service, whose technicians assist the districts. It
is doubtful these personnel ceilings would be removed just to add Soil
Conservation Service staff to Kansas Conservation Districts becéuse of
a state erosion and sediment law.

On page 5, line 17, with reference to plans meeting conservation
standards.

The Johnson County Conservation District Supervisors believe that
an mverage soil loss figure be considered as allowable over a period of
years and that large storms, of course, be considered acts of‘God and
therefore landowners not be held responsible for erosion and sediment
resulting from these storms.

Oﬁ page 6, lines 24 through 31, and on page 7, lines 1 and 2, states,
"If there is not available to any such person at least the amount of
financial assistance stated in the district or commission program for
the installation of erosion and sediment control measures required in an
approved farm or ranch plan, or for measures to conform agricultural and

forestry practices to conservation standards established pursuant to this

(more)



(4)
act, any such person who fails to install erosion and sediment control
measures required in approved farm or ranch conservation standards shall
not be deemed to be engaged in prohibited land disturbing activiéy subject
to penalties under the act."

The Johnson County Conservation District Supervisors helieve that
‘a minimum of 75% federal and state cost-share funds must be available.

On page 9, Section 7, "The Commission, districts and any city or county
designated to administer the provisions of this act, are hereby authorized
to receive financial, technical or other assistance from any source for
use in accomplishing the purposes of this act, are hereby authorized to fix,
assess and collect necessary and reasonable fees for permits and inspections
pertaining thereto."

The "ohnson County Conservation District Supervisors believe that
expenses for approval of plans and inspections on agricultural land shall
be funded by state funds.

On page 12, Secticn 10, part fb), "The appropriate permit-issuing
authority, the district, the commission or any aggrieved person who suffers
damage or is likely to suffer damage because of a vieclation may appeal
to the district court in accordance with the rules of civil procedure for

injunctive relief to enjoin a violation or threatened violation of any

P s

provision of section 4 or 6."

The Johnson County Conservation District Supervisors believe that

i
¢
4
i
i

in cases of gross violation by a landowner, contractor or a developer,

the conservation districts have injunctive power to cease their operation.
Sincerely,
2

y WA il -/’J-,"i: « /(’14/;,((_,
v . ,,//

Harold Schlavel, Chairman
Johnson County Conservation District
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P. 0. Box 37  Girard, Kansas 66743 - Telephone 724-8231
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September 23, 1975 Ci)ﬁ ,ﬂAA;Jf
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.

Senater Vincent E. Moore

Chairman, Legislative Committee on
Energy and Natural Resources
Kansas State Government

State Capitel

Topeka, Kansas 66612

Dear Mr, Chairman and Members of the Committees:

My name is John Spurling. I am a member of the State Conservation Commission.
I would like to discuss briefly a few observations relative to Senate Bill 12,

First of all Mr. Chairman, our nation is saturated with laws. We have laws
regulating everything f£rom spitting on the sidewalk to dealing with life itself,
and no one is more objective to new laws than I am. DBut we have no laws that I
know of to protect our life sustaining soil, which is one of Gods greatest
gifts te mankinde In some areas of our state, what we have done to the soil
entrusted to our care by our creator is a scandal and a shameful testimony

to mans irresponsibility. We have ran helter skelter through our natural
resources as though they will last for an eternity, but the day of reckoning

is at hand,

We live in & nation that loses more than two million acres of agriculture
land each year to airports, highways, urban development, etec. Our nation at
one time consisted of two billion acres of forest and prairies but it is
shrinking before us at every turn. Our agriculture land that is left,
especially our Kansas land,must be protected by conservation measures,

I, like most farmers, and others would like to see counservation dene on a
voluntary basis, but I realize now this is unrealistic. We do need a law,
because a lot of people still defy conservation practices and cause excessive
soil erosion that ends up as pollution.

I favor Senate Bill 12 because it is an essential first step in bringing
soil erosion under tolerable limits in Kansas. Senate Bill 12 puts teeth
into a conservation program and gives local people the authority to get an
important job done.

However I would like to see Senate Bill 12 amended to -

- Spell out cost share amounts

~ Protect landowners from being held liable for violation resulting
from acts of God, flcods, downpours, and extended droughts,

- Soften liability penalties.

~ Provide for hardship cases.

{ more)
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o

I feel with amendments such as these to Senate Bill 12, would improve its
acceptability and workability.

Senate Bill 12 is a large order. You may think that is to big an order. But
large as the order is, it is not to large to attempt or to large to ‘achieve,
The Kansas people in the past have demonstrated their ingenuity and ability
to fulfill larger orders than this,

But this large order will not be sclved unless action is taken,; and action
will not be taken until people like you and me throughout the state of

Kansas fully realize the nature of the problem and the need for its solution
-and impress upon our people and ocur respesentatives the necessity for acticne

Mro Chairman, I would like te thank you and the members of the committee for
taking time from your busy schedule to conduct thzse meetings across the state
to give our people a chance to express their opinicns. As you fully realize
when the "72 Amendment to the Pure Water Act'" was passed, our people were
voiceless at those committee hearings. Mr. Chairman, you and the committee
are to be highly commended for choesing this course of actione

Sincerely,

/s
/.

9 /
Z‘/’/" IgpRu /%;S

John Spurling
Secretary
Crawford County Conservation District
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P.O. Box 436 -

Independence, Kansas 67301 - Telephone: 331-4920

September 18, 1975
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Senator Vincent Moore
Special Committee on Energy and Natural Resources

State Office Building
Topeka, Kansas 66612

Dear Senator Moore:

The Montgomery County Conservation District would like to go on
record of supporting Senate Bill 12 in principle, However, the District
does not or would not support such a bill if administered by another
state or federal agency. The District feels that if this bill or a
similar one does not have local administration, it would be very hard

to live with.

The District recommends that the following changes should be made
in Senate Bill 12:

1. Specify a 70-75% cost-sharing program on permanent practices.
2. Include all lands, both private & publie, urban and rural.

3. Resolve that sedimentation caused by "acts of nature" (floods,
downpours, long periods of drought) are the responsibility of
all citizens.

The District proposes a voluntary conservation program with ade-
quate funding and technical assistance at district level for a reasonable
length of time to permit .individuals to get conservation plens and
practices established before being faced with complaints or penalties
for excessive soil loss.

Sincerely, ;
(4 oF
i - "’. , - Y ;(/Z?:L’
’g{; M—/{if?dﬂvv /// /{ e .(_/_,/. e

William G. Huneycutt, Chairman
Montgomery County Conservation District

cc: State Conservation Commission
KACD Board of Directors
KACD Legislative Committee
The Nathan Hayse Special Liaison Committee

ST S R R S 5 S
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0 Ltes T, Good, Chairman Wiami County 5003

Thege remarks are from my own ohservation gnd stud

my y of the prohlems
) [ L T -
. in connection with Senate Bill No, 12,

I bhelieve my own farm would be in compliance and would like to see
every farm with some kind of a2 plan to eventually meet a reasonable standard.

But, and here is part of the problem, the minute you %
what he has to do on his own farm, he will probably spend m ime and
effort protecting his land rights than it would take to get his la
compliance,

The landewners that need the most work done on their farms are the
least able to do the needed work. 1In order to get some of this work done

on the land, I think, we would need a cost-share for the needed practices
of 607 - 30% or better 607 Covernment - 307 Landowner,

Then if this kind of help was apprégiated where would S5SCS5 get the
sonal to do the layout work involved?

Then you have the problem of what to do about violations. TIf the SCDR
has the job, I think you will see a big turnover in members.,

T think that until we see something realistic in the way of standards-
cost share-techinal help-enforcement procedure- T would rather continue
education on the problem,

It is one thing to write 2 hew law such as this and quite another to
implement that XIxaw law,
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Miami County Conservation District
10 EAST PEORIA - PAOLA, KANSAS 66071

L

Phone: 294-3331

Sept. 23, 1975

To: Interim Committee on Senate Bill #12

From: David W. Wilson, Miami County Conservation District Supervisor

At the outset, I wish to state my firm support for any efforts to continue
soil and water conservation in Kansas. It is gratifying to us who are active
in conservation to see the public aware of the needs for expanded conservation.

My first concerns deal with the National Water Quality Act and the requirements
it places on the states. It is my opinion that some aspects of the present

law are unworkable and threaten property rights. I would encourage you to
become active in supporting reasonable changes in the National Water Quality Act.

In regard to S.B. 12, several areas need to be clarified. First deals with

the level of cost sharing. I am certain a survey of land ownership would show
that most land not under conservation treatment is owned by retired owners

using the land for retirement income or heirs of a farmer who owned the land.
Requirements for compliance with the law state that exceptions can be granted

if cost sharing funds are not available. If the level of cost sharing is set
too low a situation could develop which could be fimancially disasterous for
persons greatly dependant on rental income from farm land. It is my opinion a
level of 75 percent cost sharing is necessary to protect the absentee land owner.
Most of the land owned by active farmers is under a conservation program. Most
land owned by absentee landowners is not under a conservation plan because the
rental income is simply insufficient to justify an unassisted conservation program.
Past ACP, REAP, and related programs have not been sufficiently funded to fill
the gap.

My second concern with S.B. 12 deals again with finances. Miami County is
rapidly being urbanized, thus under S.B. 12 the Conservation District Board

will be dealing with construction of industrial and residential developments and
its related earth movement. In that situation the legal and technical require-
ments to meet the level of inspection and enforcement will most certainly exceed
our present staff capabilities. By law, we can raise a maximum of $8,000. I
am sure the Soil Conservation Service will not provide legal assistance and
under present staffing, cannct provide technical help. Without provisions for
raising more funds to hire legal and technical help, we cannot meet the require-
ment of S.B. 12. The same situation will exist in all counties in or near urban

areas.

My third concern deals with the requirement for a land owner to have a conserva-
tion plan to be in compliance with the law. I am afraid that if this law is
adopted the Conservation Districts will be swamped with requests for planning.
With the present level of staffing of the SCS, they can't meet all planning needs
and continue with present conservation work. The law may well stop application
of conservation practices rather than accelerate them. A system of gradual
compliance is necessary to prevent a lapse in progress in conservation work.

Continued
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to: Interim Committee on Senate Bill #12

Finally, much of the undesirable and expensive portions of this bill are
mandated by the Federal Government. I encourage you to insist that the
Federal Government back up these requirements with funds or make a positive
and immediate effort to relax the more stringent and expensive regulatioms.

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to express my opinions to you.

David W. Wilson, Vice-Chairman
MIAMI COUNTY CONSERVATION DISTRICT
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September 24, 1975

Energy & Natural Committee
Senator Vincent Moore, Chairman

‘Dear Sir:

First, I would like to comment as to the need for such a law in

the State of Kansas. In our county, approximately 80% of our land
owners already have in affect a conservation practice and I am

sure the other 20% would, if they knew this service existed, have

a program for their farm voluntarily. I am speaking strickly for
agriculture as I am a farmer and also work as an ag. representative
in a local bank. I do not feel that such a law is needed for the
majority of Kansas farmers. At the price of real estate they are
presently paying, it behooves them to keep their own soil where it
is. Also, I am of the opinion that you are being forced into
inaugurating this piece of legislation by Washington, which, as

you well know, will never understand our local situation. So be it.

As for the bill, I feel you have done an excellent jggrpf covering
the general needs. I do feel that there should be a committee that
will make the final decision and this committee should include ox

be our elected county commissioners. I think that in Section 4, where
it states that where land is -involved in more than one district that
this should be governed by the local district with a liaison between
these people. Here, again, I feel thet we are losing our local
control when we have to go upstairs to handle our problems. We
should, also, recognize that not all ferm operators are in the
position, financially, to carry out these practices in the allotted
time.

William L. Mentzer
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ALLEN COUNTY STATE BANK &™

Phone 316 365-2161 . 1 West Madison

IOLA, KANSAS 66749

GERALD WRIGHT
Executive Vice President

September 24, 1975

Senator Vincent Moore
Chairman

Energy Natural Resources
Legislative Committee

Subject: Senate Bill Number 12

You and your committee have done a commendable job of a proposal for the State
of Kansas, to comply with the federal regulation. My question is, when are we
going to assume a position of independence and refrain from appeasing our
position and true convictions by continuing to conform to federal bureacracy.

Section Three (a) states the plan shall continue among other items, a list of
erosion and sediment control measures for which the cost is greater than the

return to the owner and specify the amount of financial assistance recommended.

It seems prudent to evaluate very heavily the advisability of continued subsidities
in the face of deficit budget. (federal)

Further stated in Section 3, subparagraph (a), if the local commission has not
submitted an approved program, the commission has the right to develop an approved
plan to be carried out by the district, does restrict the local district from

the priviledge of minimizing the conformity with the federal law.

Section 4, subparagraph #1, the district shall expeditiously review plans submitted
to it should be changed to given period of time.

Section 7, the pass through cost of any assistance by the commission would
seem only to tend to increase the overall cost of the program.

Respectively submitted,

4%5/,{/ J&Zc/,;C/ ‘

"Gerald L. Wright



Allen County Conservation District
’Conservation Is Everybody’s Business”

P. C. Box 407 ‘ Telephone 365-5641
lola, Kansas 66749

September 23, 1975

The Honorable Senator Moore
Chairman Special Committee

on Energy and Natural Resources
State Office Building

Topeka, Kansas

Dear Sir:

We are writing this letter to give you our thoughts and opinions

on revision of Senate Bill No. 12 as it affects erosion and sediment
control plan for the State of Kansas and more particularly for our
conservation district.

As a matter of background, I would like for you to consider this to
be a condensed opinion of the district. Throughout this year we

have conducted and cooperated with extension service in approximately
ten meetings. We have distributed questionnaires and computed the
responses. We have appointed seven additional members who meet with
our regular board of supervisors in discussing this common problem.
So, I hope you will accept this opinion as being a county wide con-
sensus.

Under Section Two of SB 12, it outlines the method of establishing

an advisory board on the state level consisting of seven to eleven
members. As outlined, we feel it does not adequately allow represent-
ation of agriculture and feel, at least numerically, it would be
dominated by commercial, environment and governmental interests
whereas agriculture is going to be a larger part of this plan. We
Suggest more emphasis be put on agri-business people for this board.

No. 2. We feel that reasonable limits should be placed on emissions
from all areas consistent with the make up of that particular district.
In our district, we feel that from three to five tons per acre per
year would be a workable objective.

No. 3. We feel that there should be some reasonable formula for
cost~-sharing. We also feel that this might be broken down into two
categories. One for a practice that would be beneficial to the land
owner or occupier and another at a higher rate that is not beneficial
or productive to the individual land owner but would contribute to
the over all control,

OUR STRENGTH



The Honorable Senatcor Moore, September, 23, 1975, Page Two

No. 4. Under Section Four of SB 12 (2), it states that land owners
with activities invelving land in more than one district may submit
their plans and request for review and approval directly to the
state commission. This seems unfair to us as it would permit
larger owners and operators to by-pass local control.

We respectfully submit these suggestions to your review panel and
are hopeful that such inputs throughout the state will be helpful
in shaping a better final law for us all.

Sincerely yours,

N S

P

i ) | 7 /4

" Ray ngéhall, Chairman
Aller County Conservation District
Board of Supervisors

RP/ba



What control will districts have over land that is not being disturbed,
for example, badly eroded land that is allowed to stand idle?

What disposition of septic tanks identified under EPA's water supply
act as injection wells? Will this come under the jursidiction of
conservation districts?
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P.O. Box 522 - Emporia, Kansas 66801 - Telephone: (316) 342-8344
September 24, 1975

STATEMENT PRESENTED by THE LYON COUNTY
CONSERVATION DISTRICT at the HEARING on
SENATE BILL 12, CHANUTE, KANSAS

The Lyon County Conservation District highly recommends that county conservation
districts be given leadership and control responsibilities for sedimentation abatement
programs in Kansase

Under the Conservation Districts Law of 1937, as amended, conservation districts
and their supervisors are charged with the responsibility of: 1) Carrying out
preventive and control measures (for soil erosion) within the district, and 2) To
develop comprehensive plans for the conservation of soil and water resources and for
the control and prevention of soil erosion, flood damages, impaired drainage and the
effects of drouth within the district. The law also enumerates an additional 10
responsibilities too lengthy to list here.

Now after nearly 40 years of training, knowledge, and experience in erosion
control in Kansas, the abilities and qualifications of local districts have been
well establisheds They have soundly performed their responsibilities in planning,
application, and administration of soil and water conservation, which is directly
refated to sedimentation control,

Because of these qualifications and abilities, we highly support the
recommendations of the Kansas Task Force and the provisions of Senate Biil 12 that
pertain to conservation districts., We also support the concept that the State
Conservation Commission be designated the state agency to set guidelines for
contrelling soil erosion and the resulting sedimentation problems., They, too, have
proven themselves exceptionally capable over the past 40 years in guiding districts
as specified in the Conservation Districts Law of 1937, as amended.

It is important to point out that the above views are widely supported throughout
Lyon County. This is confirmed by the fact that letters expressing the above concepts
and opinions have been sent to Senator Moore, with copies sent to other concerned
legislative members and friends of conservation districts, from the following
organizations and agencies:

Lyon County Conservation District

Lyon County Commissioners

Lyon County Extension Council

Allen Creek Watershed District

Eagle Creek Watershed District
Jacobs=Phenis Creeks Watershed District
Rock Creek Watershed District

Respectfully submitted,
/7 A
/én/f/’ . /7[@/” A

Dan G. Gasche
Chairman
Lyon Co., Conservation District
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TESTIMONY
by
Dennis Foltz, Executive Director
Chikaskia, Golden Belt and Indian Hills
Regional Planning Commissions
before the
Kansas Special Legislative Committee
on
Energy and Natural Resources Regarding
Sediment and Soil Erosion Regulation (S.B. 12)
on
September 25, 1975

at the Hotel Broadview
Wichita, Kansas

¥ %k %k k xk

My name is Dennis Foltz and I am appearing in my capacity
as Execﬁtive Director of the Chikaskia, Golden Belt and Indian
Hills Regional Planning Commissions. I appreciate the opportunity
to appear before you, to testify on this important proposed
legislation.

As with all pieces of legislation that I have ever read,
no proposal will ever suit everyone. However, although there are
some areas of concern with this proposed bill, I believe that it
has some extremely strong points upon which I would like to
elaborate a little further.

First éf all, the bill offers a commodity that seems to be
fast disappearing from the American scene and that is local regulatory
control. Representing an association of local governments, I can
assure you that local control of local decisions is something that
is highly desired by the people in the twelve-county area which I
represent here today. In fact, one of the primary purposes of our
Regional Planning Commission effort is to work as an association of
local governments, to propose locally workable solutions to our

local and areawide problems to the State and Federal Governments, in
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order that they can assist us in solving®those problems. Unfortunately,
in the last few years the process has worked the other way around,

and too often the State and Federal agencies have been placed in the
position of having to thrust their solutions upon us. We hope to
change that. I believe that the local regulatory control granted

in this bill is a step in the right direction.

In line with what I have just gaid, I would like for you to
know that we are not so naive as to expect that we will forever
be able to exist without regulations. In today's crowded society,
with its ever increasing demands upon our environment and resources,
we know that some increase in regulation and management of different
aspects of our lives will occur. However, we feel that it is
extremely impoftant that we be allowed the opportunity to assess
needs and regulate based upon our local needs and abilities. Only
in that way will regulation be equitable and workable.

Let me give you an example of what I am talking about. Approx-
imately a year ago we began talking, in our area, of our long-range
water and land resource needs. As a first concern, we focused on
present and potential water poliution pfoblems. From this discussion
developed the realization of a need for a water quality study that
would assess both surface and sub-surface water needs, as well as
their urban and rural implications. Local governments, Conservation
Districts, Groundwater Management Districts, and other organizations
in our area supported an application by the Regional Planning Com-
missions for EPA water quality planning assistance under their

Section 208 program. Although that application has become ensnarled
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at the State level in some red tape, we are still hopeful that it
will eventually be approved, in order that our local people can
propose solutions for our water quality problems and can specify
the necessary management and regulatory responsibilities thereof.

I believe that the proposed Senate Bill 12 provisions are generally
consistent with our Section 208 request.

Besides the need for local control, there is another aspect of
the bill that has considerable merit and that is that it involves our
local Conservation Districts, who have a long history in dealing
with land management. TFrom past experience, I can assure you that
my experience with Conservation District board members has been that
they are genuinely concerned with their task and seek to accomplish
their objectives in a workable manner. I can also report that the
persons with whom I have had the good fortune to work cooperatively
from the Soil Conservation Service have presented themselves as
professionals and, although they are Federal employees, they have
shown a unique sensitivity to local needs.

As with most pieces of legislation, there are areas of concern
with the proposed Senate Bill 12, although I do not believe these are
serious. One concern is the eguitability in the bill in regulations
between urban and rural areas. It appears that the urban-oriented
regulations are swift and explicit, whereas, the rural portions are
delayed and nebulous.

Another area of concern is regulatory relationships between in-
corporated areas, fringe areas and rural areas. I would not want to
see, for example, the building and construction regulations carried

out by a city, either within its incorporated area or its urban fringe,
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become so complicated by overlapping regulations that development
would be unduly onerous.

My final area of concern is the fractionalization of governmental
responsibility. By this I mean to say that I do not believe it is a
generally good practice to encourage the creation of new special
districts which spread the responsibility of elected officials among
so0 many people, to the extent that the general public cannot maintain
a public official's accountability. I believe that this particular
aspect of this bill, which may or may not require Conservation Dis-
tricts to be generally elected by the public, is something that war-
rants further discussion and possibly modified solutions.

I appreciate the opportunity to have appeared before you today,
and can assure you that this is a matter which is of considerable
importance to our Commissions and that I, or members of my Board,

I believe would be happy to testify further at a later date, should
you so desire.

Thank you.

% ok Kk k¥



PAT H. SAUBLE
Chairman

EDNA M, MOXLEY
Vice President

Marion County
ROBERT R. BROOKS, Chm.
Marion, Kansas
ED GRIMWOOD, Secy.
Burns, Kansas

Morris County
HAROLD JOHNSON, Chm.
Dwight, Kansas
AL FISHER, Secy.
Herrington, Kansas

Lyon County

LLOYD LEWIS, Chm.
Emporia, Kansas
JOHN DeLONG, Secy.
Emporia, Kansas

Chase County

REX R. DENHAM, Chm.
Strong City, Kansas

RUSSELL SCHWILLING, Secy.

Strong City, Kansas

L’J‘C&tr'

MARGARET J. REES
Secretary

ED GRIMWOOD

I Treasurer

Gentlemen:

My statement in support of Senate Bill 12 will be brief and
to the point. It is being made on bshalf of the Flint Hills
Rescurce Conservatibn and Development Council. Action by the
Council was preceded by a detailed study of Senate Bill 12 by our
Land and Water Resource Committee.

The Committee found the Bill to be compatible with our goals
and objectives, and with exception of the timetable provided for
in P.L. 92-500, felt that implementation is both administratively
and physically possible, The RC&D Council strongly supports those
sections of the Bill which designate Conservation Districts and
the State Conservation Commission as the local and state agencies
to administer the Act.

Conse;vation Districts, with assistance of numerous federal,
state and local agencies, units of goverﬁment and organizations
have established an enviable record in controlling soil erosion

and reducing sedimentation. Thelr accomplishments have been the
results of vcluntary actions on the part of land users and of

local leadership directed at solutions to local problems.



More receﬁtly, nembers of our RC&D Council have had the
opportunity to evaluate the Water Strategy Papar issued by the
Environmental Protection Agency. This paper addresses itsélf
to Nonpoint Socurce Pollution Management requirements set forth
in the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (P.L. 92-500). We
are of the opinion that Senate Bill 12 is tailored to meet the
requirements and guidelines outlined in the Water Strategy

Paper,

On behalf of the Flint Hills RC&D Council, I urge the

enactment of Senate Bill 12.

P "é (et {4

Pat H. Sauble, Chairman
Flint Hills RC&D Council



Whel v
Edwin Hebiger, Chalrman
Rice County Conservation District

If conservation was estsblished on all the land as recommended by the
Soil Conservation Service, our soil losses would Be greatly reduced and
sediment would not bs the problem as it is today. |

Sinﬁe National Water Pollution Laws demand that cach state enact'rules
and regulations to control nonpoint pollution (soil erosion), Kanses will
have to come up with some measure that is acceptable by the Enviromental
Protection Agency.

Senate Bill #12 gives the State Conservation Committee and the local
Board of Supervisors the responsibility for the control and leadership in
implementing the scdiment abatement program. This could be an important
factor in its success. Local people know their problems far bstter than
someone from outside th: area. The Conservation Districts have the technical
knowledge in their personnel to implement the sediment abatement program.

Any new regulations for the szdimont abatemont must be drawn up by the
pcople (landowners and farmers) whe are dircctly involved with whatever
assistance thc- may need from the State Conservation Commission.

Giving L years voluntary compliance to cstablish a s:diment abatement
program is very csscntial,

We will always have some landowners who do not wish to follow a sediment
abatcment program that have severe soil losses. This pollutus our watuer, re-
duces thc capacity of ponds, and causcs damage to our highways. Conscrvation
leaders need authority to stop these abuscs.

There will have to be cost-sharing on permancnt practices to mect the

requirements of the timetable set up by National Water Pollution Laws.



.A.;'Ev_ .

We fecl Scnat: Bill #12 will be o catalysﬁ'in h:lping develop watcrshed
programs. Watershed districts would curtoinly h;;p in reaching nonpoint
pollution (soil erosion).

These arc some of the reesons why we arc in‘favor sf Scnate Bill -#12.

Wo give it our support. We fecl it is a start in the right dircctiom, also
it gives duo recognition to ‘the rcoport of the Kensas Erosien-S.dim.nt Control
Task Force.

We believe some odditions o Senate Bill #12 would be in orders

(1) Some additionsl financisl assistencc in hardship cascs.

'(2) Excmpting lendowners from pcnalty ¢aused by nctural disssters

such 2s flocod and droughts
- (3) Cost-sharing on piarman.nt practicus b sut up rhen tha plan iq
developed.

(L) Definc what a plan is and the reguiromonts to implement the plan.

Scnatc Bill #12 will giv. th. impctus for thos. who do not hsve a plen
on consurvztion practices, to begin impl;munting good consirvation proeticoss
Personally, thesc hcarings on Scnete Bill #12 hove stertcd people to con-,

- sid ring and inquiring about what should be done.
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Rice cou

Rice county has become the first in a
central Kansas conservation district
extending from the Oklahoma to Ne-
braska line to complete and present
recommendations for soil erosion and
pollution control.

Oral Brunk, Rice county scil conserva-
tionist, said at a meeting in Lincoln
several days ago Rice county was the
only one reporting the completion.
“Some haven't even started yet,”’ he
added.

The recommendations ave in compli-
ance with the Erosion and Sediment
Abatement bill, as approved by the
Kansas Legislature. The legislative ac-
tion, in turn, comes as a resul; of the
Environmental Protection agency at the

;1::

federal level, which now has the lever- -

age of a federal law requiring states to
come up with proposed solutions to
erosion and sediment problems. The
nationwide effort presumably will lead to
full control of surface effluents, and
eventually is intended to present a
means of pin-pointing sources of pro-
blems. There is some feeling this could
be extended to include a requirement
that all upland farmers terrace and take
other runoff control measures to prevent
soils from eroding and becoming sedi-

ment at lower levels,

Each county in Kansas was asked to
form a committee for the purpose of
presenting recommendations at the state

level, where a statewide proposal for -
compliance with the federal mandate can

be prepared.

Ed Hodgson of Little River has served
as chairman of the Rice county group.
Leonard Ricker of Raymond was vice-
chairman and Marlin Sitiner of Bushton
was secretary. Other members of the
committee were Delbert Obermeyer of
Bushton, Cecil Johnson of Sterling,
Gene Deeds of Little River, Gary Proffitt
of Sterling, Mrs. James Tobias of
Lyons, Wes Bernstorf of Lycns, Willard
Janssen of Geneseo, Dale Hazlett of
Sterling, Arnold Fankhauser of Lyons,
John Snyder of Raymond and Mrs. Dale
Scott of Chase. Ex-officio members were
Brunk and Bill Hundley, director of Rice
county extension.

. L'.;,Et-g\, A,
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RICE COUNTY EROSION AND SEDIMENTATION COMMITTEE
Mareh, 1975

The.Rice County Erosion and SedimentationCommittee has concluded their series
of educational efforts regarding the proposed Kansas Senate Bill No, 12. This is

an act relating to soil erosion and sediment control in Kansas,

The Act provides for the adoption of a statewide program and guidelines; re-
quiring adoption of programs by conservation districts; requiring approval of
plans in comnnectlion with land disturbing activities; prescribing unlawful acts and
providing penalties; providing for inspections and reports; and providing for re-

view and appeal of district or commission determinations,.

P

'The Rice County Committee supports the Kansas Task Force's recommendations

to the Kansas Legislature (i.e. S.B. No, 12),

However, they call attention to the need for a cost sharing stipulation in-
volving Federal-State-County and Lardowner; provide for hardship, indigent cases;
erosion standards or guidelines be based on the Soil Loss Guide used by the Soil
Conservation Service in preparing conservation plans; allow ample time for sub-
mitting applications for conservation plans by landowners; and provide for perw

sommel to accomplish the task.

The committees efforts to reach the people of Rice County with information
about S.B. Nos 12 included direct mail, radic, news releases, local, community,
and civic group programs and the county-wide public program March 1st in which

both State Senator Jack Janssen and State Representative Ansel Tobias participated,

The mailing list included 1400 landowners and farm operators. Enclosures
with letters of transmittal included: 4, Scope of Problem in Western Kansas;
#9, Erosion Control Progress, South Central Kansas; 713, Alternatives for Citizen

Action. and #14, Task Force Recommendations,
Rice County Conservation Needs Inventory of 196? was used to develop a pro—
jected model of cost sharing: S

4,600 miles of terraces $2,914, 560
6,900 acres of waterways __$1,359,300

Totel ¢ ¢ & « $L!' 2?3 860
This represents 137, 614 acres terraced with an average cost of $31.50 an
acre, Assume a 50% cost share basis - a 5 mill levy in Rice County for 6.16 years

would pay for all the terraces and waterways_(ioe¢ landowners would put up an equal

amount)e

it o/ 19 o : = *} 7
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A cost sharing formula of actual costs is suggested;l

Federal and State Funds e o o e @ .". e © o 30%
County‘*..a......o.....--oBO%

Landowner........o.......elﬁo%

*Suggesting a permissive maximum levy of 2 mills, .

1Set—aside compliance if funding from Federal and State sources not available,

RICE COUNTY EROSION AND SEDIMENTATION CONTROL COMMITTEE

Officers:
Chairman, Ed Hodgson, Little River
Vice-Chairman, Leonard Ricker, Raymond
Secretary, Marlin Sittner, Ellinwood

Members:
Delbert Obermeyer, Bushton
Cecil Johnson, Sterling
Gene Deeds, Little River
Gary Proffitt, Sterling
Wes Bernstorf, Lyons
Willard Janssen, Gensseo
Dale Hazlett, Sterling
Arnold Fankhauser, Lyons
John Snider, Raymond
Mrs. Dale Scott, Chase

Ex Officio
Oral Brunk, Lyons
William C, Hundley, Jr.

Ed Habiger, Bushton

Farmer
Farmer

Farmer

Banker

County Cormissioner
Little River Watershed
Farmer

Soil Conservation District
Farmer

Banker

City Commission

Extension

Farmers Union

District Conservationist

County Extension Director and
Agricultural Agent

Chairman, Soil Conservation
Distriet



1. My reaction to the national law requiring all states to clean up the air and water for a
better environment is:

gé‘ié‘? C: Favorable / ,?;,E = g&é@ Unfavorable ‘,_;'E’I - /%Z ;:Z ] wo Opinionéﬂ" ‘!‘%—2

Comments:

2. In my county, I believe that sedimentation, caused by wind and water erosion, is a:

f S‘¥ [ ] Minor Problem /3 - éﬂ t?Z[iﬂiderat:e Problem f‘?é?“ 5’?‘?‘;] Major Preblem é’?ﬁ,ﬂ &f;},é

Comments:

3. In my county, I believe sedimentation can be controlled by:

! 54 [::] Voluntary Actig‘ﬂ?ﬂ/?&?‘g’j Some State Regulatﬁd‘?ﬂ/;&z Combination J{’]‘i ié.;s t;j:}

Comments:

!gi 4, Which of the following alternatives for citizen action do you favor:

jq.m e ?@ntinue the present voluntary soil and water conservation programs, and accept the
nvovisions of the National Water Quality Act when imposed.

”‘r&‘] Approve Kansas Task Force recommendations for strengthening the present conservation
district law in order to get greater participation in sediment control programs

Imrk for partial revision or complete redivection of the National Water Quality Act
before designing state sediment control programs.

(Continued on back)

county, and am a --

(Check all that apply)

E:] Landowner 88 Ej City Dweller ?2—

D Farm Operator 5% Ag-business owner or operator q

[:] Rural Resident 4‘3 Realtor, land developer, or contract

5“'”7/"7 Lar-;/
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If a sediment abatement law is drafted, should the following provisions be included:

a, -Give leadership and control to present Conservation Districts.

@Agree f/? gg ZD |:| Disagree @ él % D No Oplnlcl;I /" ?

Comments:

b. Provide that persons following approved conservation plans (on farms, building sites,
etc.) are in compliance with the law.

CE] Agreejs?ﬂgm_:gt?ig ,  [__] Dpisagree dyﬂ --3 ?@ [] wo Ogagn?orig 0?@

Comments:

¢, Place limitations on land disturbing activities that cause excessive soil losses and
sedimentation problems (like row crops up and down hill, leaving land unprotected

during long periods of construction, etc.).
. o - ﬂ
([: Agree f@g.— '7';? %DD Disagree /gu ff% [::l No ! nlon ?
Comments:

d. Authorize Kansas Conservation Commission to set state guidelines for controlling

erosion and sedimentation from land disturbing activities. %?
'E‘m“h‘\ ‘
g{.,_[:' Agree J/4 = ?5@ "’;?e#) (] pisagree /)~ g ?0 ‘ No O%RIDH
Comments:

e, Recommend cost-sharing from federal and/or state fuads on land treatment practices.
B ] *
¢ €5 F o5 3 Mﬂ“g?,
e Agreegj&ié?_ 09’@.} &{\J’ [[7] pisagree 5_. a{‘{ ?@ [ ] o opfififon

Comments:

f. Establish local appeal procedure to settle disagreements and to modify approved plans.

Cﬁ Agree ‘/;Lé,a- ??ﬁ):} Disagree @ﬂw Kg,% Ej ‘No Opirzggnu?

Comments:

o3

Publication of Education Committee: Chairman, Wilter Ringler, Assistant Director of Agricultural Production Programs, KSU; John
Blythe, Farm Bureau, Manhattan; Lester Branson, ASCS, Manhattan; Jack Burke, State Leader, Radio-TV-Films, KSU; Richard
Cunningham, League of Municipalities, Topeka; Barry Flinchbaugh, Extension Economist, KSU; Robert Paris, State Association of
Conservation Districts, Dighton; Fred Parris, Extension Editor, News, KSU; Donald Robertson, Soil Conservaton Service, Salina;
Joan Snyder, League of Women Voters, Salina; John Spurling, State Conservation Commission, Fort Scott; Rosalie Thompson, Tuttle
Creck Development, Manhattan; Leo Wendling, Extenson Engineer, KSU,

Cooperative Extension Service e Kansas State University @ Manhattan
MF-385 ) Novembcr 1974
Issued in furtherance of Cooper:m\e Extension work, acts of May 8 dllﬂ' June 10, 1914 in cocperahon with U S Deparl
ment of Agriculture. Robsrt A Bahannon, Directer of Extension  Kansis State Unvers 1y of Agricullure and Appled
Science - Available 1o all individuals without discimination on the basis of race, color natonal origin, sex or religion

11-74--10M
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Gillum
Phene 536-4321

GYPSUM, KANSAS 67448
Seplenber 25, 1975
Renarks presented before the Special Commitiee on

Energy and ilotueal Reaources on Senate Sidl # 12

9 an Glea Gillun of Gypawn, Kansas and o Farner. 9 have serwed fox
thinty yeara on the Séline County Consemation District Soard.

9 built ny firal terraces over d0 yeats ago with a horse grader
pulled by ry fawn tractor and they were daid out by onr @ wity agent,

9 believe in connewstion of the dand and also conasequation of
water, 9§ ) fhad not believed % that 9 could Leave my dand in betier
condition and tilth when § quit Samming than it wes when 9 atarted
farning 9 would not have w0 rhed at consewation of the land as howd
as § did, 9 have set up doronstrations to ahow sarers they could
build their terraces with the eguiprent they alrcady owned, plows and
one~weys,

We comvinced a Lot of people that it wos bet er to fawn wils
terraces thean with ditches, There are atild peépfbe, today that refuse
2o have ter:aces on rfthf_vz'/r, dand,becarse they want to {ori up and down
the hill and arownd the shole ¢ield,

9 an glad Lo aze the legisdature of the State of Kanacs take an
wntereal in ine dand and pass @ bill tnto law with guiddines set up
by local and state people ioiheon than o law passed by Yashington aund
wiles wiitlen and adwinisteored by -fUaAgr’vfﬂ(‘gtom

Jevraces ard “atemays holi the aoil and keep it from washing
away, ad alao have a benedit to townships, cownty and state high-

way c!e,cafui‘r.a-:u;zu‘.
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Phone 536-4321
GYPSUM, KANSAS 67448

They keep ditches Srom having io be cleaned and aralier bridges
can be built beconse of the water being controlled,

i L A dormer Comnty Engincer in Salive Cownty told ua d,eue/c@L yeaa.
agé, Where the land is all treated with conservelion practices above
a baidge,we can save & by building a ot snailes bridge, V!

Another Comity Engincer told me just last week that 3/4 of their
coal of eleaning ditehes could be soved il o'l of t'eir dand was
protected by consewation proctices,

9 hope that the ledislature and Governor ace their way clear o
alao allocate one to one and o#hal million dollars a year for permanent
praciices on a 75% coatl sharing practice so that the conmsewation program
in Kansos can be accelerated to a point where we have a dot deas gedive
entalion deaving the Land and poliutios owr streans and rivera.

After over 30 yeare with Conservetion Districis we have ondiy 50%
of the land treated, Ye have tried education, desvnstrations aid have
profil and loss §igures ko show that terraces and weteways are profil
stakond, -

We need to clean wp our streams wrl wivers. Sut let ua :wjm
with the farmer ond tandowner alone and szt a deadiine IS o 20years
hence, Lets clean up our waw sewage and industricl potlutants being
dunped into owr atreans and riwers. Car all of you senators Lunthiully
aay that yowr fown in irealing id sewage 100% cud thore are no podl=
utanta §rom induainy being discharged ito our wivera,

Letla put some tooth into the Public Health dava and enforce them
C'Z/.L Senate Billi#12 does to the fatnmet,

Thank you for detting be appear belore you Zoday,
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MARTIN K. EBY CONSTRUCTION CO.,ING.

GENERAL CONTRACTORS - P.O. BOX 1679 + 610 NORTH MAIN - (316) 267-1371 - WICHITA, KANSAS 67201

PLEASE ADDRESS REPLY TO THE COMPANY
September 23, 1975 ATTENTION OF THE WRITER

Senator Vincent E. Moore
1316 Arrowhead
Wichita, Kansas 67203

Dear Vince:

Thank you very much for your letter of September 21, 1975, and the
news release of September 8, 1975 concerning the publie hearing on
proposed legislation on soil erosion and sedimentation control to be
held at 9:30 a.m., September 25 at the Broadview.

I hope to be in attendance or to have someone from our organization
in attendance, but would like to briefly give you my views.

In the first place, I believe that the federal guidelines for eliminating
erosion which the bill seeks to implement are not realistic. History

tells us that the first white settlers to see the Mississippi River described
it as "too thick to drink and too thin to walk across." This was frue

of all other major rivers in America as was evidenced by the centuries-
old alluvial flood plains along all the major rivers in America. The
whole geologic history of earth is composed of uplift and erosion cycles.
The expenditure of the estimated $1.4 billion mentioned in your press
release (I hope this is not an annual expenditure) appears to be an
unreasonable attempt to thwart nature's inevitable course.

More specifically, I consider the bill to be discriminatory because it
provides that farming activities (which obviously create well over 90%
of the soil erosion and river sediment load in the state) will not be
considered in violation of the act unless the state has adequate financial
assistance to install the erosion setup and control measures required
for an approved farm or ranch plan. While I am very much in sym-
pathy with the farmers' position, I can not support such discriminatory
legislation and would. suggest that all other industry be given the same
immunity from the penalties of the act if the state did not previde such
‘funds (which I hope that it would not).

I am concerned that the creation of an additional department to review
building permits will add to the time required for obtaining of building
permits and believe that much of this activity is duplicated in the filing




MARTIN K. EBY CONSTRUCTION CO. INC.

Senator Vincent E. Moore
Page -2-
September 23, 1975

of environmental impact statements. I note that page 5, Section 15
provides that the District will "expeditiously“review plans submitted

. and would appreciate a clearer limitation of the review time such
as the"10 working days"specified in line 22 on the same page.

Section 10 which provides for a fine up to $500 or one year's imprison-
ment for each and every violation, with each day's violation constituting
a separate offense, would appear to me to be an unreasonable violation
of the citizen's right to life and liberty and an unreasonable penalty

in view of the relative seriousness of the violation.

Yours very truly,

Martin K. Eby, Jr.

President

MKEJr: jg

ce:  Senator Paul Hess and
Representative Sharon Hess
L. E. Laurion
dess Myers
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W .‘—11 Tz,
I ém Dick Neville, Chairman of ﬁhe_Kingman County Board of
Supervisors. I also attended the‘éovernor‘s Conference
in Ssling in 1972 as a member of KACD District Operations
and Outlook Committee.
First I would like to give my personal views of the
problem at hand:
1. Polution in the form of sediment.
2. The more critical and sad part is the watching of good
productive land being steadily deformed and destroyed by
careless and foolish land owners who by their indeference
and poor management are permitting, what in my opiniocn is
this country's biggest and solidest natural resource

which 1is our agricutural land to be degraded.

Speaking for the people I represent, being the rest of the .

board from Kingmesn County and the farmers and people

who have made their wishes known in the educational
meetings throughout the county, there are some things that
are of & concern to these people most important of which is:
1. The penalitie;

2. The 75% cost sharing and its being available not op:a
here today and not tomorrow but on a steady and sound

long-term basis.

Brd
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3. The time Table. Though they are not very realistic,

they have served g purpose, that of bringing the problem

to the attention of the public, while there is still a lot

of farm land worth saving for future generations.

In regards to the feelings of the public at the meetings,
I and the rest of the board attended throughout the County
of Kingman, people were in very strong support of the ides
that something needs to be done.

Although most farmers are real reluctant to surrender any
. of their freedoms, and this bill is a lcss of some degree:
of freedom for all land owners including myself. Eighty
per cent think it's a smell Price to pay to correct some
terrible abuses to the land. p

I know that the Kingmen County board is in support of the¢
state policy of the KACD board as of May 1375 and signed
by our own Area IIT Director, L&nn Buerki, as well as

all 5 Area Directors. Thank You.

by

L)
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I am pbers L. Sheeiz of Horwich, Kanzas, ﬂin;maﬁ vounty
I am a Supervisor of the Kingman County vonservation Jistfict

I appreciate the opporiunity to speak before this committee. Thank you for
taking the time to listen.

I am a farmer--landowner and tenant.

With the help of two sons I operate a small family farm corporation

lhe land we operate 1s a2lmost 100% under good conservation practices including

wabterways, concreie structures, and terraces.

oome of our cultivated land has been returned to grass for grazing.

I favor Senate 84111 #12 with the recommended changes of the task force.
I favor land use legislation because we are not gebiing enough land treaiment.
/

we have been 30 years getiing 50% of the work done. “We need this law to

aceclerats the program as voluniary program is noi getting it dona,

i

feel the lceal eounty consservaiion distriets should (with the help of the
conservaiion serviee) be ihe ones to rule as to when and how the
guidelines are carried oui. In other words, L favor local control
" whensaver possible.

we do need a reasonable amount of iime bto comply with the law.

I believe the public is concerned about polution and sedimentation. Ihe
=olution is good eonservavion.
% landowner contacied me soon afier the ielevision and radio new media
began talking about a law o control sedimentation and erosion
wanting to ¥now whai o do. X recowsmended a Zarm plan and siariing

1and treatment with e¢oss sharing over a period of this. :his has
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Kecently the Hi-way vepariment hauled tons of sand onus of she road diiches

on highway K42 west: of dorwich, It had washed from the adjoining field

that needs to be terraced ang farm@ﬁ on the contour,

#hat is the chanee this will be done under presen: laws?

Very S1im.

The cost to haul 21l that sediment would have gone a long way toward

giving the adjoining land the proper ireaiment.

We do need & the federal governuent expecs:
EATm 28

faraer to ppoduse chsap food for the 4meprican eonsumer,

@08t sharing program as long as the

i recommend
70% eost shaving.

‘Thank ¥ou.
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STATENENT ON SENATE BILL 12 DY FREDRIC A, K
CHAIRIVAN OF PRATT COUNTY CONSERVATION DISTR
OF SUPLRVISORS

w2, VICE-
CT BOARD

ER
=
I

Ifr. Chairman,

The Pratt County Conservation Jlstr ¢t Board of Super-
visors have discussed the National Water yuality Act

of 1972, and how it pertains to our cocunty, several

times in the past year. The following is SUmmAary

of our position on this problem as of September 17, 1975.

:J
(o

m -

e, first of all, wish that legislation on sedimentation
control were not necessary, either at the national or
state level., e think there is too nmuch legislation
already, and that regulations in additional areas should
be avoided if possible,

llowever, since national legislation was passed in 1972,
something will need to be done in our state. Land treat-
ment for conservation purposes is moving steadily ahead
in our area on a voluntary basis, with 2 big assist from
cost-sharing programs. The pace, though, is not nearly
fast enough to meet the goals set forth in the nation-

al legislation,

In order to even come close to mecting the federal time-
table, we think state legislation will be necessary.

In that light, we think Senate Bill 12 is basically very
good. [PPirst of all, it puts the supervision of this
program in the hands of the state conservation commission
and the conservation districts. Ye think this is eutrers-
ly important because these are the veople who have been
working with seil and water conservation for vears.
Secondly, the bill provides eost-sharing for the imple-
mentation of the erosion control construction., This
seems quite necessary because the costs to the landowmer
would be much greater than the benefits he receives.
Also, the authors of the bill accept the fact that if a
landowner is following a current conservation plan
accepted by the district, that he is deemed to be in
compliance. The importance of this is noted because
conservation distriets already have such plans for all
types of soil, and landowners could readily know when
they are following correct procedures. We think it will
help to be able to penalize farmers for violating these
plans, because we do sce some abuses ocecurring on
conservation structures already in use,

In surmary, we think that if an erosion and scdiment
control bill is deemed nccessary, that Senate Dill 12

is a good one,

Rcsnec\:fully qubyatved
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My name is Louis B, Earle, Sedgwick County Assessor. I would like to give you
a little of my background from 1934 to 1967. I‘Was employed by the Scil Conservation
Services at Mankato, Kingman, Burlington and Leavenworth, Kansas; Lamar and Trinidad,
Colorado; Mayaguez, Puerto Rico and in Hichita frém 1945-67.

After approximately 20 years at Wichita, Kansas, I would like to show y;u a
map, indicating the part of the Coumty that was cooperating with the Sedgwick County
Soil Conservation District. As you can see, almost all of the farmers in the County
were Soil Conservation District cooperators. TFollowing are some very important
statistics that indicate the amount of conservation work completed by the fall of

1945 to the fall of 1?66:

TOTAL ON A
CONSERVATION PRACTICES THE TAND ' COMPLETE
District Cooperators 2,745 , 86
Conservation Farm Plans 2,590 80
Completed Farms 1,061 33
Ponds & Lakes 1,370 86
Terraces 3,758 49
Drainage 78,100 60
Conservation Crop Rotation 410,000 92
Concrete Structures 4,378 71
Wildlike Area Improvement. 10,493 76
Land to Wildlife-Recreation 7,241 36
Acres Completed 226,600 41,

You must remember that this work was done on a voluntary basis, and much of it was
due to the tremendous cooperation received by individuals and groups of Sedgwick
County. I am listing some of those who did so very much to promote conservation:

CRAW CONSERVATION AWARDS, sponsored by Mrs. Wauketa Wright.

BANKERS PROGRAM Girl Scouts

BOY SCOUTS Camp Fire Girls

GOODYEAR Wichita Chamber of Commerce
KG&E CO. AWARDS Churches -
Newspapers, Radio & TV Stations Farm & Ranch Club

Heavy Equipment Dealers Izazak Walton League
Extension Service Kiwanis Club

Schools Rotary Club.
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These individuals and groups voluntarily did promote a voluntary program.

Undér Senate Bill #12, the U. S, Conservation Technicians and the Soil
Conservation District Supervisors would be forced to spend their time as police-
men, instead of promoting and laying out conservation pracﬁices. If, by any
chance, more work could be done because of SB #12, where would additional equip-
ment come from all of a sudden?

Police Departments have learned that they can accomplish more through
education than they have been able to by using brute force. Even though alcoholism
is supposed to be a disease, better results have occurred by education than by

the Police Departments putting people in jail. Those working in the drug control

program get better results through education than through the Police Departments.

When people felt that there was a real shortage of gasoline and it was
suggested that they should drive 55 miles per hour, it was reasonably well
observed. As soon as the law was passed making 55 mph the mandatory speed limit,
and the public felt there was not a shortage of gasoline, much of the public began
exceeding the speed limits most of the time. Following would be some of my ideas:

1. Conservation program should continue to be voluntary with
the exception of very extreme cases.

2. A decision should be made as to the amount of money the Government
is going to furnish for the different conservation practices and,
therefore, the farmer can be assured of this Government assistance
each and every year, according to the plan.

3. The technicians and district Supervisors, along with other groups
should spend their time selling the benefits of conservation instead
of policing the conservation.
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In the past, Government assistance was pretty spotty. Some years, there
were sufficient funds, some years there were only about half enough, and other
years no funds were available. The land owner was just never able to depend
on Government assistance.

I might mention that when I first read Senate Bill #12, I immediately wrote
a letter to Vince Moore, outlining my opposition. It was so terribly foreign to
Americanism. I really felt-i was reading Hitler's Manifesto instead ofla proposed
bill before the Kansas Legislature.

' I urge you Legislators to do everything in your power to see that America

remains the Land of the Freel.

Respectfully submitted,

. Sedgwick County Assessor

LBE:mj
9/26/75
cc - Hon. Vincent Moore




- DISTRICT SUPERVISORS

Lynn Buerki, Chairman

........................... Goa. , Kansas
Roger Lemon, Vice-Chairman . ................ ..~~~ Viola, Kansas
Pete Lorg, Jr., Secretary-Treasurer. . .. .. ... .. .. Cheney, Kansas
OB BpmEr, Th. + v oo 29 8 5 4 58 8 1m0 s o5 8 g e Viola, Kansas
A, S Ritchie ... vunvuunionons i » 3 332N, Broadway, Wichita, Kansas

...... Edith L. Bozarth

1966 DISTRICT ADVISORS

OWNERS OPERATORS
Edward Miller, Sedgwick, Kansas ......_._... Orville Miller, Valley Center, Kansas
J.H. Downing, 407 Morningside, Wichita ........... Jack Richardson, Valley Center
Frank Bodecker. Benron, Kansas.................. Vernon Hopkins, Benton, Kansas
Howard Ulmer, Re. 2, Valley Center covvvevenvnnnn ... .-Wayne Miller, Valley Center

Glenn Turner, Rr. 2, Valley Center

............................................................

The District Advisors are the owners and operators of the five farms that
win the Bankers Conservation Awards. They serve a one-year term.

U. S. SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE PERSONNEL

R
ASSIGNED TC THE DISTRICT

LOUIS B. EARLE 0.']. VAN VRANKEN
WYNN A. COLLIER : JOSEPH B. BECKER, JR.

YOUR DISTRICT INCOME AND EXPENSES

INCOME

New COOPEMBERLS & 4w w0 wom w0 £ 58 606§t 2 mom o 0 s i $ 585.00
s e LT R T T VT T PO 1,321.00
MESHRIBREOUS o om0 4105 50 o w v s o 217.92
SUETRFILE § 01§ 5905 il mim b w08 %53 55 4 o s o0 o 306.40
Tree PLAOKINE « w0 0g s 8 4 nim v immwow o5 055 55 5 s mome e e e 2,558.85
FEREICIR PR ot 00 58 58 i 05 N 5 0 g o s 7,893.30
TOTAL 12,882.47
EXPENSES ) -
Annual Meeting, Bankers Tour & Banquet,etc. ............ .. 648.80
EEHSE BERUIE s o x o v v 0 6 0 B85 B w8 8 719.80
Adleiontil CLEEEL BRI o ¢ oo boo s v 516 5 5 5 5ot » o m e g s o e 269.81
Office Equipment, Photographic Supplies, Phone, Awards, :
Educztional & Mise. .. ... ... . ... .. . B B e s 1 1,201.98
State & National Dues & Expenses ... ... .. ... .. ..., ... . 672.48
SUMVeying . ...l ¥ S 624.15
Tree PIAOLRE o ottt m s hom e mime e son a5 5 5 5 i s e 1,924.62
THCEIEBIDE oo vov o5 9 5 630 5w v e o s 38 3 B g s | 7,526.94
TOTAL - $13,588.58

b
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MAP OF THE SEDGWICK COUNTY SOIL tONSERVAT[dN DISTRICT
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WOULDN'T YOU RATHER BE IN THE "BLACK?”

Those dark colored farms are cooperators with the Sedgwick Counry Soil
Conservarion District. 1,061 of them have completed all of their conservation
work. Many more have almost completed their conservation work. Others are well
along. Some have just started. A few have accomplished very little conservation
work but they have at least indicated their interest by becoming cooperators with
the District. They have, however, worked out a conservation farm plan on their

farms.

Those farms shown in white have not indicated any interest in soil and

warer conservation, Surely, this is an oversight on their part.

Thy not join the “‘crowd” and become a cooperator with the District and,
at least, work out a conservation plan for your farm? Over 2,700 other landowners

in the county have. 2,700 farmers surely can’t be wrong.
The District Supervisors Welcomes You To The *“‘Fold.”
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Kansas Association of Conservation Districts

September 26, 1975

Senator Vincent Moore
State Senate Building
Topeka, Kansas 66612

Dear Senator Moore,

Reference is made to Senate Bill 12 and the hearing
in Wichita on September 25.

I do appreciate the opportunity to speak to this
issue and commend your Committee for its concern.

Please know that the supervisors of the 20 conservation
districts din my KACD Area III and I stand ready to
assist you and your Committee wherever possible to

find an equitable solution to sedimentation. Please
feel free to call on us.

Best wishes for a successful £all and winter.
Sincerely,
o 2ot
@%@fm D AALAACAS
Lynn Buerki

KACD Area III Director
and Past President

Board of Directors
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Statement By Lynn Buerki, Wichita, Director
Of The Kansas Association of Conservation Districts

To The Kansas Legislature Special Committee On Energy And
Natural Resources

September 25, 1975
Broadview Hotel
Page 1

Senator Moore, Representative Tobias, Distinguished Committee
Members - My name is Lynn Buerki, dairyman, farmer, from rural
Wichita. With due respect, may I address the Committee today

in terms of 3 positions I hold? First, as a member of the Board
of Directors of the Kansas Association of Conservation Districts
(KACD); 2nd as the Area III Director of KACD; and 3rd, as a
private citizen and supervisor of a conservation digtridt?

As you have traveled throughout the State this week, I am sure
you have heard the policy statement on Senate Bill 12 of the
Board of Directors of the Kansas Association of Conservation
Districts. I wish to offer the policy statement for the record.
Do you wish me to read it in its entirety, summarize it or hand
it to you for inclusion in the record?

SUMMARY OF THE KANSAS ASSOCIATION OF CONSERVATION DISTRICTS POLICY
KACD policy encourages sediment control legislation with;

L Specified cost sharing stated

2. Local control of program

3. Flexibility of program
The statement includes recommendations that legislation be
enacted in 1976 with a later enforcement date; it recommends
continuation of a voluntary program at the district level for
a reasonable length of time; it calls for revision of the
National Water Quality Act to change zero discharge terminology
and the timetable. KACD's policy statement endorses Senate

Bill 12 with changes.
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REACTION TO PROPOSED LEGISLATION -- SENATE BILL #12

-

Prepared by Board of Directors,
Kansas Association of Conservation Districts

Over 500 District Officials of the Ransas Association of Conservétion Districts
have studied, discussed, and debated alternatives to the soil erosion-sedimentation
issue. Last fall and winter, armed with fact sheets and a slide-tape presentation
prepared by Kansas State University, they talked and held-meetings to find out
wﬁat action might be feasible from a farmer-landowner viewpoint. Here's what they
found out;

Cost sharing, the practice of the govermment paying the initial cost of a
conservation practice (terraces, waterways, diversion ditches, ponds), is probably
the most important aspect of a state sediment control policy. Since conservation
practices usually do not increase yields or returns immediately from land and the
cost of these practices cannot be passed directly to the consumer, it 1s essential
that society assume this extra expense. An adequate cost-share program is mandatory
for sediment abatement.

Local control is another essential condition of a stepped-up conservation pro-
gram. Each county has unique erosion-sedimentation problems that can best be solved
by local people. Once the problem is locally recognized and defined, people usually
work together in seeking an acceptable solution. Local control with state guidance
is the key.

Flexibility in program implementation is also essential. The sediment abate-
ment effort must be tailored to fit county or community needs. Soils, rainfall,
and cropping patterns are greatly different from one part of the state to another.

A conservation program must accomodate these differences.
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Based upon suggestions and comments from ﬁonservation districts, the Kansas
Association of Conservation District Board of Dir;ctors put together a state policy
for erosion and sediment control.

The policy requests action along three separate lines:

(1) State legislation on erosion-sedimentation be enacted during 1976
with a later but reasonable district enforcement date. The proposed
bill will:

(a) Include all land under provisions of sediment abatement
law--rural, urban, private, and public.

(b) Give leadership and control to Conservation District Boards.

(c¢) Hold landovmers responsible for sediment but provide that
persons having and following approved conservation plans
are in compliance with law.

(d) Recommend public cost sharing on permanent land treatment
practices (as determined by districts) at levels of 75
percent: of actual costs.

(e) 1Incorporate a local appeal procedure to settle disagreements
and to modify plans.

(f) Assign Kansas Conservation Commission leadership of the
erosion-sediment abatement program at state level.

() Resolve that sedimentation caused by "acts of nature"
(floods, downpours, long perlods of drought) are the
responsibility of all citizens.

(h) Provide for enforcement, including penalties.

(2) Continuation of a voluntary conservation progrém at district level for
a reasonable length of time to permit individuals to get conservation

plans and practices established before being faced with complaints
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or penalties for excessive soll loss. During thils time KACD
would:

(a) Cive strong educational emphasis for managing land to
reduce erosion and sedimentation.

(b) Stress importance of updating farm conservation plans,
and making progress toward completion.

(¢) Encourage application of conservation techniques on
construction sites and road grading projects.

(d) Seek long term contracts (like Great Plains Program and
Long Term Agreements) in getting orderly conservation
practices on agricultural lands.

(3) Revision of the National Water Quality Law goals. Two features
need to be changed:

(a) Zero discharge of pollutants from nonpoint sources into
navigable waters of the Uﬁited States should be extended
to a more reasonable rate.

(b) Timetable for bringing nonpoint pollution under control
by 1985 "is unrealistic. A more gradual approach is
needed.

The KACD Board believes that the above policy is workable and will result in
more conservation on the land and an effective sediment abatement program to satisfy
National Water Quality Laws.

"State legislation is an essential first step in implementing our proposed state
policy on erosion and sedimentation.

Senate Bill #12 has many desirable features--gives leadership to Conservation
District Boards, holds landowners responsible for sediment coQtrol, and has a local

appeal procedure to settle disagreements.
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We believe Senate Bill #12 would be more acceptable to farmers if the penalties
for noncompliance were reduced, the provisions for cost sharing clarified and set
at the 75 percent level, and that landowners would be excused from sediment that
was a result of an act of nature--floods, downpours, and long periods of drought.
Our goal is to have an erosion-sedimentation program that relies heavily on
voluntary action by landowners but yet has 'teeth" to bring into line those that
continue to abuse and misuse land. Senate Bill #12, with amendments, is an

essential first step in accomplishing our goal.
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Continued Statement By Lynn Buerki, Wichita, Director
Of The Kansas Association of Conservation Districts

Now may I address you secondly as Area III Director
of the Kansas Association of Conservation Districts?
My Area includes 20 counties reaching from Nebraska
to Oklahoma, through the center of Kansas. I asked
each county conservation district recently to state
its concerns and feelings about Senate Bill 12 to
me. With your permission I would briefly like to
review these results with you.

Basically, the counties responding indicated that IF
sediment control must be accelerated to meet require-
ments by EPA and the National Water Quality Act, Senate
Bill 12 is acceptable with extensive changes. The
local control concept, 70-75% cost share, provisions
for hardship cases, acts of nature, adjusted time
deadline, decreasing penalties, and definitely stating
a definition of an approved plan are a few of the
suggested changes. All agreed that conservation
districts should remain in control. Several counties
cling firmly to the voluntary conservation program
concept.




Continued Statement by Lynn Buerki, Wichita, Director
of the Kansas Associlation of Conservation Districts
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As a private citizen and conservation district supervisor at
a county level, may I also offer comments regarding sediment
control and Senate Bill 127

For approximately 35 years conservation districts have
functioned with some very difficult obstacles to overcome and
the application of conservation practices has been hindered
because of basically 6 reasons: #l. Programs are set up on
a year to year basis with serious loss of momentum while
wailting for cost share funds eacih year. #2. When received,
the amount of cost share funds is inadequate (for examnle:
this year Sedgwick County funds were finally released in

May in the amount of $26,000. Based on construction costs
today, we recently estimated that over $10,000,000 would be
needed to control sediment on agricultural lands in Sedgwick
County alone.) #3. USDA-Soil Conservation Service (SCS) 1is
our able working partner that provides technical assistance.
This agency has experienced constant cuts in operation budgets
and personnel ceilings that have hindered conservation
extensively. #4. Conservation districts do not have
adequate budgets to hire technicians to pick up the slack
caused by personnel ceilings in the Soil Conservation
Service, nor do they have adequate funds to conduct intense
educational programs. #5. When programs dwindle and conservation
application peaks about 3-4 months out of a year, our
conservation contractors are forced to find work in other
segments of business. When funds are sporadically released,
a shortage of contractors to actually do the earth work is
apparent. No one can blame the contractor because no matter
how dedicated one is, you simply cannot allow $100,000
machines to sit idle. And finally, #6. Why do people

simply ignore their resource responsibilities to this world
and future generations? Stewardship apathy is difficult

to understand and explain.

Much has been accomplished in spite of these 6 holddowns that
I've mentioned, but where would we be today if they had been
overcome? Perhaps 95% of the land would have been adequately
treated by now instead of 50%. Can we move ahead if they

are not overceome? Where would we be today if conservation
districts had had a fair shake with budgets and cost share
spending? Will Senate Bill 12 solve these problems? I wonder!
Are there provisions in Senate Bill 12 to provide for guaranteed
increased funds for cost share and operations, personnel,

and education? Does it guarantee a steady accelerated flow of
conservation work? Will it place additional stress on conservation
districts?

I do feel strongly that by virtue of 35 years experience,
conservation districts need to remain in position to work with
landowners on resource conservation problems at the local level.

I have no other criticism to offer of Senate Bill 12 -- only
questions. All are stated in my written testimony which I am
submitting for your review and consideration.
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QUESTIONS -- Senate Bill 12 &

—

Page 2; Sec. 2 (a); Line 17: "To assist in the development

of such programs, the commission shall name an advisory board
" Would it make more sense for the advisory board

to be a policy making board and should the duties of this

board be more clearly defined?

Page 2; Sec. 2 (a); Line 21: "....industry, agriculture and
the natural environment.' Should not conservation districts
be included? While much of what this board does will have

a direct effect on conservation districts, wouldn't it be
feasible and appropriate that a representative per commission
delineated boundaries throughout Kansas be elected by the
conservation district supervisors within those respective
boundaries? These five representatives would be included
in the original "...seven (7) mor more than eleven (11)...'
To insure adequate representation, should a certain percentage
of the members of this board be landowners? Tenure of
membership of the board is not stated but the term of office
for the chairman is stated as two years. Should both points
be clarified?

Page 2; Sec. 2 (a); Line 15: 'The commission shall, in
cooperation...develop and coordinate a comprehensive state
erosion and sediment control program.' What criteria must

be met? What is involved in a state erosion and sediment
control program?

Page 2; Sec. 2 (b); Line 31: "To implement this program,

the commission shall,..." Would it be more acceptable if

the commission would implement the program at the state level
as instructed by the policy making or advisory board and

that the duties outlined in this section be the explicit duties
of that advisory or policy making board?

Page 3; Line 1: "...and adopt rules and regulations setting
forth guidelines...'" What type of rules? Does this mean
something different than guidelines?

Should some indication be made in Senate Bill 12 that the
standards and specifications used today by the Soil Conservation
Service will be the guidelines -- or accept the recommendation
of the Soil Conservation Service?

Page 3; Sec. 3; Line 18: " .and contain a list of erosion

and sediment control measures for which the cost is greater

than the return to the owner, operator...'" Within what time
frame should the cost benefit ratio be considered? Why is the
list to be included at all and could not the return of any or all
practices be greater than the cost of construction if the

right time element is used? Could this minimize cost share
assistance availability?
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QUESTIONS -- Senate Bill 12 continued

Page 4; Line 14: "In cities and built-up areas, the
commission shall designate a city or a county to develop,
adopt and carry out the erosion and sediment control program
and exercise the responsibilities of a district..." Will
this clause be carried out only in cases where the local
district will not submit a program or does this statement
mean the commission may make this designation at its
discretion? Would it be more efficient because of the local
district's knowledge of relationships and situations for the
local district to make these determinationsand designations
within each one's respective boundary? In the event the
designation is waived by a city or a county, who then has
the responsibility? If an entire county is designated to
the county proper, what then happens to the conservation
district within the county? TIf a large city rejects the
responsibility, does the district or the commission assume
the task? In any event, where would the manpower come from
to handle such a workload?

Page 9; Line 6: '"...notice shall require that such resident
owner, ....' What does resident mean? What about non-
resident cwners?
Page 9; Line 8: "....measures within six (6) months from
the date of the notice and shall complete the same within a
reasonable time.'" Should reasonable time be defined more
clearly? 1If working with a hardship case, wouldn't 6
months to commence work be unreasonable?

Page 9; Sec. 7; Line 16: "...to fix, assess and collect necessary
and reasonable fees for permits and inspections pertaining thereto.
Under the present memo of understanding, conservation districts
cannot charge for technical expertise which is provided by

the Soil Conservation Service (SCS). If SCS provides

technical assistance, can districts legally charge fees for
permits and inspections? Does this mean that if districts

are going to finance the implementation of Senate Bill 12

through fees, they will in turn have to hire technical help

to perform these duties?

"

Will cost share funds be provided for to correct damage to
applied conservation measures damaged or destroyed by acts
of nature such as a hundred year frequency rain?

What happens if a district simply doesn't have a sufficient
budget to carry out the implementation of Senate Bill 127

What method of certification will be required of the landowmer
when he certifies that he will carry out his plan?

Throughout the bill, terminology used is "owner, operator
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Lot

QUESTIONS -- Senate Bill 12 continued

or occupier'. Does this mean that the operator can be

held responsible for violation if the owner won't cooperate?
Can the operator apply conservation work without the owner's
consent? Exactly who is responsible?

Will districts be required to make an annual compliance
check of land already under an approved plan? Where will
the manpower come from to do this?

Should an "approved plan'" be defined. DMany people are

supporting this bill with the idea that if they now have

an applied conservation plan on their land, they are automatically
in compliance. Is this correct?
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In conclusion, let me say that I have no quarrel with sediment
control. We need to conserve our precious soil resource.

No one can be more aware of the urgent necd to do

so than a person who has been dlregtly involved w1Lh
conservation for over 20 years as 1 have.

However, with adequate funds, personnel, cost share
programs and budgets for education, I believe we might
accomplish much, much more in a shorter length of time
at a lesser expense to Kansas, to Her landowners and
Her citizens. DBased on the progress conservation

has made to date in spite of the circumstances we've
encountered, you really can't prove me wrong.

As'a citizen and a supervisor of a conservation district

and KACD Area Director, my concern is first to our resources
but equally so to the landowners of Kansas and the
conservation district supervisors in the 20 counties T
represent.

I definitely encourage curing the problem but I would also
encourage caution and consideration of the action taken

and the reaction felt by your people. Will the law actually
solve the sediment problem? Are we replacing grass roots
representation with a paid bureaucratic dynasty? Are

we considering the rights we are sacrificing with

each new law? Can you ever effectively substitute

control for education?--And at what cost to the landowner?
How much more economic strife can agriculture stand?

Above all else -- we must remain calm, rational and
use sound judgment in creating legislation, even when
complying with irrational Federal Law.

Gentlemen, I don't envy you your task and I admire and
congratulate you for your interest in the people's
views and your concern for our resources. Thank yvou
for this opportunity to speak.
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September 22, 1975

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

We, the Comanche County Conservation District Board of Supervisors,
camnot heartily endorse the concept of mandatory regulations of
soil and water conservation practices on agricultural land.

However,

(1)

(2)

(3)

(L)

if mandatory regulations do come, we believe that

the regulating agency should be the State Conservation
Commission and administered by the local conservation
district;

the timetable should be extended by several years due
to the lack of adequate technical assistance, lack of
contractors etc.;

there should definitely be cost-sghare on 211 practices
applied to comply with adopted standards, the percent

of cogt-share should be at least 70% and if funds are
not available, practices need not be applied until funds
are available and

the conservation district plan should be the basis for
land treatment.

COMANCHE COUNTY CONSERVATION DISTRICT
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Merle Wait, Chairman

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

WENDELL BROWN FRED LOHRDING MERLE WAIT NEILL JACKSON LAWRENCE RICH
Wilmore, Kansas Coldwater, Kansas Protection, Kansas Coldwater, Kansas Protection, Kansas



Mr. Chairman and Members of the Special Committee on
Conservation and Natural Resources:

My name is Leo Wetta and I am a member of the Board of Supervisors
for the Conservation District of Sedgwick County. Our local board
has had numerous discussions on the overall problem of sediment
control and the various suggested changes in our existing state
law. Out of these discussions, which I assure you, total many
hours, we present a commentary on the proposed Senate Bill No. 12.

To say the least, if Senate Bill No. 12 becomes law as presently
written, it will very definitely change the responsibilities and
will increase tremendously the activities of each local Board of
Supervisors. Our contribution presently, as it has been in the
~past, is primarily to develop education of landowners and land
occupiers as to those practices which are damaging to the soil.
We provide the local influence and the local communication and
work closely with the technicians employed by Soil Conservation
Service. It is and has been a worthwhile occupation. We know
that the job of preventing soil erosion and sediment control is
not finished by any means. How it can be accomplished seems to
be the issue that confronts all of us. With those preliminary
remarks, we pass to a more close examination of Senate Bill and
particularly how a local supervisor might view its implication
if it becomes law.

"Land disturbing activity", per definition in the Bill covers
practically every conceivable land change including tilling, clear-
ing, excavating, etc. but excepts home gardens and minor land
changes such as connections for a gas line or for a utility line

to a residence. It is certain that the word tilling means

farming practices affecting every farmer.

Section 4 (a) provides, "no person may engage in any land
disturbing activity until he has submitted to the district a
plan for erosion and sediment control for such land disturbing
activity and such plan has been reviewed and approved by the
dighbricts » ="

Section 4 (b) "the district shall expeditiously review plans
submitted to it and shall approve any such plan if it determines
that the plan meets the conservation standards of the district
and if the person responsible for carrying out the plan certifies
that he will properly perform the erosion and sediment control
measures included in the plan and will comply with provisions

of this act.”

As we understand the implications of how this bill affects each
individual farm and farmer, it appears that once the guidelines
have been established that each individual farm will have to make
application for a plan. The plan will have to be prepared and
approved before that farm is in compliance with the guidelines
adopted.

The State Commission is given the complete authority to develop
conservative standards. This is provided in the bill as set
forth in Section 2 (a). There is mention of a 7 to 1l member
Advisory Board in this same section and I don't believe it is
clearly provided what duties or what rights to recommend this
Advisory Committee has with respect to the guidelines to be set
out by the Commission. It would secem to me, and I believe to
any farmer or farm owner that the conservation standards and the
guidelines which the State Commission is required to adopt could



be formulated now so that everyone interested in this Bill vonld
have a general understanding of what these standards will entail.

It would seem to me that members of the Legislature would want
to know in detail, how stringent and comprehensive the state
erosion and sediment control program would be.

Under Section 3 (a), each district shall adopt, within the
state guidelines, an erosion and sediment control program
consistant with the State program and guidelines. We

assume that generally speaking and from a practical standpoint,
the district guidelines will be identical to the state,possibly
with few minor exceptions.

To implement this program, under Section 2 (b), the Commission
must complete its rules and regulations by January 1, 1978.
Within a year thereafter, each district shall have implemented
and secured approval of the district rules and regulations by
the State Commission. If my calculations are correct, by 1979,
each farm owner or occupier must have submitted to the district
a plan for erosion and sediment control for any “lsnd dis-
turbing activity" and such plan has been reviewed and approved
by the district.

In Sedgwick County, presently, we have, exclusive of real estate
within the City limits, a total of 2730 plans, approximately

85% of the total farms. Again, if our understanding is correct,
each one of those plans would have to be submitted or re-
submitted and the plan drawn up, approved, inspected by the
local district and the plan either be approved or denied.

Our first great question and our first great concern is how

do we develop in Sedgwick County or across the State of Kansas
for that matter, the staff to handle all of the plans, do all the
inspections and do all the approvals. It appears that the
position of a supervisor is going to be full time, to say the
least.

Supervisors do not have the technical skills to prepare the
plans. As you know, Soil Conservation Service, federally
funded, and with federal personnel do all of the technical
work for our conservation districts. The National Association
of Conservation Districts prints much educational material and
among its publications is the "Tuesday Letter". 1In the

letter dated September 9, 1975, and I quote - "as a sequel

to the series of over 40 sediment control conferences sponsor-
ed during the past two years, National Association of Conser-
vation Districts, will conduct a one year program in the

field of manpower, education, and training for sediment
control . . . The purpose of the project, which will run
through September 30, 1976, is to determine manpower, training,
and related educational needs in those states which have
enacted sediment control legislation. Programs in states

with established sediment control procedures will be studied
and the information will be provided the states now getting
underway in this field, or contemplating the passing of such
legislation." The further question occurs, once it has been
determined, how many personnel are needed, then where will

we get all of the trained technicians to draw up the plans
and, implement them. What do we tell the applicant, who needs
a permit, that we do not have the personnel to consider his



unapproved activities? This man is certainly going to be
interested in getting a permit, because we know that the
issuance of the permit is necessary for him to make a living.

When we consider the vast amount of paper work that will be
involved, the great amount of time necessary to draw up the
plans, supervise and inspect the various land units involved,
that there should be much more time for implementing the bill
in the State of Kansas.

Another area which will require considerable staffing is with
regard to the activities covered in Section 6 (a) in the Bill,
we assume that the "permit issuing authority" will be

the Conservation District. Anyone who wants to grade, build
or otherwise require a permit must agree to periodic inspections
to insure compliance with the approved plan again. The
continual development of rural residences and businesses

can require quite a staff to handle their permits, inspections,
etc. The necessary personnel, housing, transportation, of
employees, etc. can create a staggering budget for each
Conservation District, particularly one like ours within a
metropolitan area where much soil disturbing activity occurs.

Section 3 (a) provides for public assistance, the need

for which must be completed and be couprled with the land-
owners plan at its acceptance by the district. I quote

"The plan shall contain among other items, a list of
erosion and sediment control measures (for which the

cost 1s greater than the return to the owner, operator,

or land occupier and specify the amount of financial assist-
ance recommended".

Subsection (e) of Section 4 excuses compliance with the
plan and avoids the penalties of engaging in prohibited
acts if public assistance funds necessary to complete the
plan are unavailable. Consider the implications of what
each individual plan must entail. Consider the judgment
or judgments which must be put into the development of the
plan, first of all what 1t will cost, and secondly, what
the return of such alleged improvement will be to the
landowner. There is nothing spelled out as to the number
of years to capitalize the returns theoretically avail-
able to that landowner 1f he completes the plan as re-
guired. Surely a landowner, operator or land occupier is
entitled to more specific protection from the application
of this law than is given in rather vague language in
Section 3 (a). One of the comments from our Board was
something like this - "When cost-sharing money was
steadily available, farmers could plan their conser-
vation practices". For the last two or three years, at
least, cost sharing money simply has not been appropriated
by the Federal Government. What indication is there

this will change? In any event, it seems to us that this
Bill could be improved so that the landowner, operator or
land occupier would definitely know what percentage of the
cost is going to be borne by public funds. The demand

to cure our sedimentation problems comes from society,
generally. If society wants pure water, then society
should have to pay the bill, or the greater proportion of
it. When public assistance money is made available and
the land owner, operator, or occupler uses that money,
then I think you can put some mandatory control into the
maintenance of those works of improvements. This has



not been the law up to this time. The Conservation District
cannot do anything presently about a farmer who will not

respect his terraces or his grassed waterways, etc., the
majority of the costs of which improvements as furnished by
the Government. If the money is available to the farmer to

improve and make his farm more productive, then I believe the
farmer will abide by any such regulations about the maintenance
and repair, 2 '
We recommend that this area of the Bill be written more
specific as to public assistance and the percentage to be
furnished by Governments, either Federal, State or Local.
If it is not made more specific, cost-sharing formulas
could become a nightmare for supervisors.

Throughout the Bill, the words Owner, Occupier or Operator
is used in regard to making application, implementing farm
or ranch conservation plans. 1In Section 9 (a), we note
that only the word land occupier is used. Fow can the
tenant be made responsible for implementing a plan if the
landowner does not consent to the plan? Can the tenant

be charged with the crime of failing to have a permit,
failing to comply with the plan? Can the tenant "land
occupier" be fined $500.00 a day for each day of continued
violation or be sent to County Jail for not more than one
year? I doubt whether that provision of the proposed bill
is constitutional. It would be the same as if a clerk

or an employee in a business would be held responsible

for criminal vioclations of the Income Tax Law.

I am sure I have not covered all of the guestions that
occur with regard to Senate Bill 12. From a personal
viewpoint, I dislike mandatory controls. Conservation
districts have always led and tried to educate land-
owners and this has seemed to be a workable program, if
sufficient public assistance funds are available to the
individual landowner so he can improve or maintain his
farm. We would favor some type of mandatory control
once public assistance funds are used to assist. I
think some farmers are lax and have not carried out

the conservation plan or program that they originally
adopted. This type of conduct is not right. Generally
we follow the recommendation of R. M. Davis, Administrator
of the Soil Conservation Service, who in a letter, dated
August 21, 1975, stated as follows: "But a mandatory
conservation program would cost the taxpayers more. It
would require many more technicians to make it work.
Worse yet, it would turn some technicians and District
Supervisors into policemen. Inevitably, there would be
attempts to generalize solutions to problems over a large
area. The results would be a less flexible program, a
less responsive one. I for one don't want to see this
happen".

We recommend further study on the whole proposal.

Respectfully submitted,
SEDGWIEK COUNTY BOARD OF SUPLRVISORS

‘10 R. WETTA
Member
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over 40 sediment contreol confercnces sponsored duu ng Hw past two ye: 1]:3, I\ALD W 111 conriuu a4 one-
year program in the field of manpower, education, and training for sedi
conlrol. Named preject director is Robert E. Willinms, former Assista 2
the Administrator of the Soil Conservation Service for Environmenlal Develop-
ment. Bob also served as Director of the Plant Sciences Division and held other
posts in SCS.

The purpose of the project, which will run through September 30, 1976,
is to determine manpower, training, and related educational needs in those
states which have enacted sediment control legislation. Programs in stales
with established sediment control procedures will be studied, and the informa-
tion will be provided to states now getting under way in this field or conlemplating
the passage of such legislation.
3 We also expect the information on manpower, training materials, and

Williams sources of assistance to be helpful in determining the scope of national needs in

this field. The project is supporied by a $60, 000 grant from the Environmental Protection Agency, and
an advisory committee representing local, state, and national interests is being organized to provide
advice and counsel.

NEW CATALOG MAILED TO EACH DISTRICT. A copy of NACD's beautiful full-color 1976
catalog has heen mailed to each district. It's packed with ideas, services, and products that can help
your district do the best possible job.

Printing scrvices, awards and plaques, cameras, pocket calculators, caps and jackets, coffice
signs, brief cases, lilterbags, and letterheads--these and dozens of other items are available [rom
NACD's Service Department, 408 E. Main St., Box 855, League City, Tex. 77573. If you'd like a
personal copy of the 20-page catalog, just write to Manager Dave Stewart at that address.

Included with your catalog is a special notice quoting close-out prices for remaining full-color
conservation hillboard posters as shown bezlow. Many districts have used these poslers to incrcase
public awareness of their work. Space is contributed as a public service hy outdoor advertising
companies,

YOUR leep i undep caver !
ENVIRONMENT

~ KEEP IT FRESH |
AS A DAISY

. W' '
%\ \” Wm% M :
T m%z}_%a i Y

SIHORT TAKES. Rev. Daniel O. Parker, a member of NACD's Soil Stewardship Advisory Com-
mittee, has been employed by the Colorado Association of SCD's as their full-time execulive secretary....
Approved for operations is the Deport Creek Watershed Project in Lamar and Red River Counties,
Texas....ll's official. Sccretary of Agriculture Earl Bulz has announced that there will be no set-aside
requirement for the 1976 feed grain, wheat, and upland cotion programs....Predictions are that the
Environment and Land Resources Subcommiltee of the Senate Interior Commitlee will mark up S. 984,

Sen. Jackson's land use bill, next month. The obhject is to keep the issue alig. ﬂ ;

When your address changes, please give the Service Department complete details, George R. Bagley, President

including cld address and code number as shown below. St. Joseph, Louisiana 71366
PHone: (318) 766-3579

The National Association of Conservation Districts Nomprofit

Organization
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NITED STATES DLEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Soil Conservation Service
Washington, D.C. 20250

August 21, 1975
TO: All SCS Field Offices
FROM: R. M. Davis, Administrator
SUBJECT: Current Developments
My long held conviction is that the continuing vitality and diversity of the soil
and water conservation programs that SCS and conservation districts have developed

justify the faith and confidence we have in the voluntary, cooperative approach to
conservation.

In my talk at the SCSA annual meeting in San Antonio, Tex., I sdid that '"one tenet
in the SCS since the days of Hugh Bennett has been that local people, given appro-
priate technical assistance, can always come up with better, more lasting solutions
to resource problems than can more distant bodies of planners or legislators or
bureaucrats,"

I also expressed another strong belief when I said that "unless local people formu-
late their own goals for conservation, and work out their own plans for achievip%
those als, I don't believe they will have much incentive for expanding the soi

and _wdter conservation program,.

- . "We have learned from experience that it is next to impossible to legislate or
regulate Americans into doing anything they don't want to do. Laws can be ignored,
regulations conveniently overlooked or forgotten. - .

"For these reasons, I am not in the camp of those who believe that the way to get
more conservation on the land is through more regulation. Yet if we are not able
to make continuous improvements in conservation through voluntary programs, the

- pendulun will suing inexorably toward more Tegulation and control. .
/ "But a mandatory conservation program would cost the taxpayers more. It would re:)
quire many more technicians to make it work. Worse yet, it would turn some u
technicians and district supervisors into policemen. Inevitably, there would be -

g attempts to generalize solutions to problems over a large area. The results woul
be a less flexible program, a less responsive one. I for one don't want to see /

this happen." o

I also voiced my contention that conservationists must also continue to advocate
the preservation of prime agricultural land for agriculture. I called attention

- to last month's Seminar on Rétention of Prime Lands in which USDA took the leader-
ship. SCS has started an inventory showing extent and location of prime and unique

A0




SEDGUWICK COUNTY CONSERVATION COSTS

Wonk to date - based on todays construction costs.

Amount on

Practice Land
Ponds &

Dams (Eanthen

FLEL) 1696 ea.
Pipe .
Fixtuhes 500 ea.

Waterways 2130 ac.

S;&uetunaé 5063 ea.

Pollution

Apbatement

Facllities 10

Ternnaces 47248 mdi.

PLt fon

Tallwaten 15

X

@ 5280 = # of feet X 15¢

X

Average Size

Today's Cost

2500 cy

1000

ey

$.50 pen cy

$500.00 ca.
$150.00 ac.

$125.00 cy

$10,000.00

$.50
TOTAL

Does not include grass seeding on Land Leveling.

Based on fact that Sedgwick County is 50% adequately
trneated in ag Land.
complete Lt foday.

IZ would cost $10,000,000 to

Price

$2,

¢

$

$3’

$

53,

7

120,000.

250,000.
319,500,

164,375,

100,000.

364,416,

750,000,

00
00

00

00

00

$10,

068,291,

00
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Phone 536-4321

@?YPSUM, KANSAS 67448
é‘ep«te.-:tb@z 25, 1975 .
Remarka presented before the Special Comuitice on

' fne/ag.q and llotuwal Resouwrces on Senate 5L # 12

9 an Glea Gillun of Gupswn, Kanscs and a Fawnen. 9 have azrwed for
thirty years on the Séline County Conservation Diatrict Soard.

9 built my $irat terraces over H0 years ago with a horse grader
pulled by ry sars iractor and they were laid out by one @ wity agent,

9 believe in comsewation of the land and also conasetvetion of
water, If 9 had not believed s that 9 coudd Leave my Lond in betier
condition aud tilth when § guit ‘arming thar it was when § ataried
farning J would not have o rked at consewation of the dand as hard
as § did, § have set up domonstrations fo show jariers they coudd
buidd their teviacza with the eguipment they already owned, Iéio'vd, ad
onewais,

We convinced a Lot of people that it was bet er to farn with
Lterrares than with dilehes, There are atill peép,f,e today that refuce
to have teriaces on ‘ft/‘bfzf/t‘ dand, becanse they want o {crn up and down
the hill cud arownd the shole je’ua&l.

9 e gled to aze the legislature of the State of Kanaca tale an:
dntereal in the dawd and pass a bl dnto law with cuidlines set up
by docal and atatec people tather than a daw paased by ashington and
rwles wiitien and aduiniatered by aschington,

Jerraces and atemays hold zhe soil and keep it from washing
away, and also have a benelit to townshipe, county and atale high-

way depaw,@ﬁ/_!,
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Phone 536-4321
GYPSUM, KANSAS 67448

- Jhey keep ditches {rom having fo be oLaaned and analler bridces
can be built becanse of the water being controlled,
o oA forner Cownty Engincer in Saline County Zold ws several years
@, Wihete the lond ia ald treated with conseiwation practices above
a bridge,we can aave § by building a Lot amaller bridge."

Another County Engineer told me just dast week that 3/d of their
coal of cleaning ditehes conld be agved i all of their dand was
protecied by conserwalion practiceas

9 hope zhat the ledisdature and Govewor ace their way clear to
also cllocate one to one and o half million doliars a year gor permanent
praciices on a 75% coat sharing practice 4o that the consewation program
in Kansca can be accelerated to a point where we have a dot dew.s sedim-
entalion leaving the Lend and pollutiag ouwr streans and riveras

After over 30 years with Conservation Districts we have ondiy 50%
of the land trected, Ve have Zried education, demonstrations and have
profit and dosa {icures Xo show that terraces and wetewways are profdit
nmakera.,

We. need to clean up our streans anl tivers, But let wa mWa/at
with the farmer ond bndowner alone and s2l a deadiine 15 or 20years
hence, Lets cleasn ip our taw sewace and industrial polluiants being
durped inio our streaia and rivers. Can all of you aenctors Tunthiuliy
day that yowe town in treativg it sewage 100% and thore are no poll-
wlants $rom dndusiry being didcharced into owr wivers,

Letls put some toeth into the Public Mealth lavs and enforce them
as Seaate SilLH12 does Lo the farmer.

Fhaik 'qou yor detting be aprear before you today.



