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PREFACE

The history of Arkansas' Stream Preserﬁation movement 1s
not a long ope; because only in the recent past have Arkansans
taken a Serious look at the long term effeéts;éf such things
as damming streams and clearing land.

The core of thé movement for stream preser#ation centers
around the Buffalo River, in the Northwest Arkansas dzarks._
Because of'this, the bulk of this paper will Be devoted to the

Buffalo.



THE HISTORY OF THE STREAM PRESERVATION MOVEMENT
IN ARKANSAS

The original planﬁ ta dam the Buffalo R%?er @ate back to
193l,'When;théﬂU, S. Army Corps of Emgiﬂsef@/%egan to cast a
wishful aya:at\th@‘ﬁnfﬁala as a8 possible l&rgﬁ;?éﬁﬁ?VGif‘  But
these plansldiﬁ not materialize, parﬁiﬁ“b&naﬁSE‘hh%ﬁé was not
enaugh,m@ﬁey available and there were @ther iamﬁ for Whiﬁh
more cogent eaaaﬁ could be made. H@waver, thia iniltial try
did not end the Corps' hopes for a dam. ®

In Igs?a,aﬁsﬁﬁeﬁ study was submitted byfﬁhe En%iﬂﬁﬁrs,
‘This time it was a<fleod control plan far the @hié anﬁ Lower
Mississippl Eiv@ra, which included & reemmmsndatiwn‘fram the
chief of engineers that six dams be built in th& White River
é@&iﬁ;f@?afimaﬁ @pntr@1~~inaiuﬁimg;wna az‘kéméﬂﬁaekﬁ on the
Buffalo. This‘time; Congress authorized the construction of
the Lone Rock Dam in the Flood Control Act of 1938, However,
even though the dam was authorized, sufficient finances could
not be obtalned. Much iatar,?whaa<€@ﬁgr9ﬁs‘fiﬁally appropriated
the money, President Elsenhower used his vato,§QWﬁw Qn,twﬁ @1fh‘
ferent occasions.? )

- After tﬁé more reports by the ﬁﬁ@pﬁ,,in_igﬁﬁ, the -SBenate
Publie Works Committee called for the Englneers to make still
another study and decide whether the '‘authorized'' dam at Lone
Rock should be modified to include power generatlon, and whether
& dam should be bullt 59 miles up river, near '&iltm;m;; » Thls
study wasn't complete until 1964, and 1t was during this bime
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that the initial conﬁroversy over the Buffalc River came into
existence.? :

Some of the leading citizens of Marshall, Arkansas (popu-
lation, 1,095), decided that the Buffalo should be dammed;

They had long been watching Mountain Home and other towns proé—
per in the wake of Norfork Dam and decided that there was no
reason why they could not do the same. This was in May of 1961.
James Tudor, publisher of the Mountain WaQe, énd Glbson L. Walsh,
an abstracﬁof~took,the initiative and formed the Buffalo River
ImprovementbAssodiation. The sole purpose of this group was

to do everything in its power to obtain the dams on the Buffalo--
mulfiple—purpdse dahs at Lone Rock and Gilbert.*

By 1962, this group met with some stiff opposition. Land-
owners along the Buffalo labeled them as "ouﬁsiders," and they
found that their neighboring towns were not exactly sympathetié
to the idea of a dam.

Oppositi@n to the dam began to organize. .In the early part
of 1962, the Buffalo River Landowners Association was founded
to oppose tﬁe dams. The organization that proved to be the more
powerful waé_the Ozark Society, founded that same year mainly
for the purpose of saving the Buffalo.

However, this early in the race to save the Buffalo, public
opinion was not solidified. Even the major'newspapefs-of Arkan-
sas falled to take a clear-cut stand on the river's controversy.
But in May of 1962, U. S. Supreme Court Justice‘William 0. Douglas
provided perhaps the most unifying factor in forming opinions

favorable to the preservation of the Buffalo.
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Justice Douglas had seen a full-color ﬁiéture of the
Buffalo in Time magazine in 1961 and had been interested in
floating the river. The Ozark Wilderness Waterways Club, cré
ganized at Kansas City in 1956, invited Justicé Douglas tc make
ﬁhe trip to Northwest Arkansas and to see the Buffalo by‘canoe;

Justice ﬁéuglas ﬁas very lmpressed wilth the wild Ozark
stream--so impressed, in fact, that when queried as to what in-
terested'peféons could do to save America's qﬁiekiy disappear-
ing natural Streams, he replied, "Citizehs 3héu1d'unite in<9r~
ganized resistance and Ilnsist that their congressional répre&ent-
atives block construction of unneeded dams.'' Douglas added thaﬁ,
"' The seenefyAis magnificent. The Buffalo is one of the mﬂst |
beautiful rivers I've seen anywhere . . . This river is a heritage
worth fighting to the death to preserve.'

. The battlegrcund then, was established for the precedenfm

getting fight to gave the Buffalo River.

In November of 1964, the Army Engineers finally unveiled
their plans fbr a dam on thewﬁiver. They recommended only the
one dam at Gilhert, Justified on the grounds of flood control and
power generation. :There is some reason to belleve that the Corps
altered their plans -when they were faced with organized opﬁosition.

Another area of opposition faced by thé Englineers was from
the National Park Service. In May of 1963, the Park Service had
brought forth a propesal to make the Buffalo,a Mational,River.
In summary, the Park Service report states that ''...the building
of either the Lone Rock of Gilbert dams, or both, would so change
the character of the Buffalo that it would no longer be a nation- -

ally significant free-flowing river.''S
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A study prepared by the University of Arkansas for the Park
Service on the economiec impact projects that‘by 1972 (in the event
the Park Service Proposal is accepted and'tﬁe Buffalc does become
a National'River), ﬁourist spending in the Buffalo River area
would level off to thirty-four million dollars annually.” The
National River would also create 1,500 non-fafm Jobs. This would
certainly help the ﬁeople of Marshall and others ﬁho advocate the
dam on the grounds of monetefy value. The National River would
require abdut ten mlllion dollars tp put 1in operation, theée study
Indicates, whilile the qups of Englneers projected the cost of the
dam at fifty-five million dollars.® .

The River, in 1964, was left with three possibilities: The
Engineers could dam it, destroying at least in part, its wllder-
ness value. The Park Service could turn it into a national river
and the river could be preserved. Or, there could be no govern-
ment intervention which would open the door for private developefs
and land specuiators. |

After ali of the economic impact statements are made, and
the conservationlst groups are heard, in the end, politioians are
the ones who make the decisions that affect our natural resources.
It 1s almost a rule-~of-thumb that a dam wlll not be built in a
certaln state if the governor of that state is not in favor of it.
Perhaps the most significant step in saving the Buffalo from be-
coming Just another reservoir was taken by the former governor of
Arkansas, OrVal E. Faubus.

Governor Faubus, after hearing both sides of the controversy,
decided to take a definite stand. 1In December of 1965, he drafted

a letter to General William F. Cassidy, chief of the U. §. Army
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Corps of Engineers. Faubus made a cléar—cut synopsis of his
views on the proposed dam on the Buffalo. He informed Cassidy
that, in his opinion, the dam was not needed for flood control

or as a source of hydro-electric power. He also touched on the
intangible values of a free-flowing stream: ''Next to God's pro-
mise to man of the Salvétion of his soul, the greatest force for
good is man's capacity to enjoy énd be inspired by the unspoiled
beauty of God's creation.''® Faubus made it clear that he was in
favor of a natilonal river proposal and not of the dam. It was
because of the governor's stand that the dam was blocked at that
particular time.

Mr. Faubus did not stop here, however. Hilis next step was to
appoint a group dedicated to the preservation of Arkansas' free-
flowing streams. In 1967, the State Committee on Stream Preser-
vation was established by legislative act. This Committee was
composed of citizen members appointed by the governor for one to
three year tefms on a rotation basis. It was charged with the re-
sponsibility of making surveys to locate streams which should be
preserved, evaluating these streams to identify their character-
istics, preparing a comprehensive report, and recommending courses
of action to‘preserve some of these waterways for their recreation-
al and other values.1o The Stream Preservation Committee chose
five streams for study--the Buffalo, the Mulberry, the Kings, and
the Eleven Polint Rivers, and Big Piney Creek.

In February of 1968, a controversy arose over the Saline
River in Saline County. State Senator Virgil Fletcher of Benton
asked before the Senate why the Saline River was included in a list

of streams being considered for preservation. He said that before
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the~§¢mmittee was formed he had asked Senator Qﬁcar,Alagon-cf
Little Roek, who sponsored the bill to create the ﬁammitﬁée;»ifw
the Saline River was included and that Alagood had said 1t was
m&tg Senatior Fletcher remarked that for twenty yéang his aistriaﬁ
had been trylng to obtain a dam on th6.$alinéxﬂiver& which would
be higékeduif the river were aeiﬁ@teﬂ>far;th§~grwgramx Senator
Alagood mpologized to the Senate for having sponsored the bill
and;aaiﬂ.?he'commiktae ineluded the Saline River without his know-
ledge. He.went on to say thaﬁ he favored seeing the ﬁammittée
abolisghed.? ‘ _ , | , _

ﬁé%ﬁ&liya the Saline River had been included in a list of
streams being considered for study. MNrs. Howard Stern of Pine
Bluff, secretary of the Committee, a&iﬁwthefé-was.nmbhing slgui- .
ficant about the list. !'Since the Committee Is charged with -
studying the free-flowlng streams in the state,'' she sald,
"'naturally we drew up a list of thamx“13'

By 1969, the report of the State Committee on 8tream Preser-
vation was completed. The commlttee had completed their study of
the five designated streams, with some ald from the Arkarsas Plan~
ningfaﬁmmissianﬂ For the most part, the members contributed their
time and help in conducting surveys and making other valuable -
@antributiaaéa- The Committee had prepared lggiﬁlatignfﬁeammmenaing |
inclusion af thes@ gforementioned streams in_g State System &f
Scenic Rivers.

In spite of @ahﬁ?éversy over the Salline, Senator Alagma§4in,

trodiuced the first plece of legislation drawn up by the Committee.
This original legislation, introduced in 1969, proposed that the

state aequire easements to protect the streams, thelr scenic gual-
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ities, and recreational potentials. This bill named the five
streams that were initially studied. The blill was released from
its commlittee but was never called up for a vote during the legls-
lative session. | | |

The Stream Presar&ation Committee met lafer that year to
decide their next step. They advised their'chairman, Dr. Joe Nix,
to request the Governor (Rockefeller) to include a Scenic Rivérs
Bill 1n his call for a special session of the Arkansas Leglslature.!?

Governdr-Rockéfeller did include a‘Scenic Rivers-Bill ih his
call for a special session. So the‘Committee wrote a new version
of the Bili 1h hopes that 1t would be more palatable to both the
legislature'and the opponents of the last bill proposed. Senator
W. D. Mooréhdf El Dorado introduced this bill to the Senate. In
the closing days .of the seésion, a heated rush was put on the leg-
islature by the Carroll County Cattlemen's Associatioﬁ in an,attempt
to block the bill. Goverﬁor Rockefeller, trying to salvage some
of his other fequests in the sesslon, asked the sponsofs of thé
b111 to withdraw it, and they complied.

Another controversy of the stream preservation movement is
that of the Cossatot River. Gillham Dam would be built on the
Cossatot hOrtheast of DeQueen. The Corps of Engineers have said‘
that seventyvpércent of the benefits would bé for flood control
purposes,,twénty-two percent for water-éupply storage, seven per-
cent for water quallty and one.pensent for fish and wildlife en-
hancement. Most of the support for the dam has come from farmers
downstream who have suffered flood damages in the past.

Four conservation groups--the Environmental Defense Funds,

Inc., of New York; Ozark Society, Arkansas Audobon Socilety, and
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the Arkansas:Ecology Center——filed a lawsult aéainst the Corps,
contending tnat the environmental impact statement as required
by the National Environmental Protection Act‘(NEPA) of 1970, was
not adequate. The Englneers felt that tHey'were exempt from the
stipulations of the NEPA, on this occasion, bedause construction
of the dam was underway before the NEPA was passed.?'*

The Winter editlon of the Ozark Society Bulletin states,

'iA definite need exists for a thorough restudy of wateb devslop-
ment plans for the Cossatot River. Congress should authorize snch
studies, not only Uy the Corps of Engineers which contlnues to

push for completion of the project, but also by the Department of
"the Interior which was never afforded sufficient time to complete
its original studies. Public hearings--never held in regard to
this proJect——should be held. Construction of the Gillham Dam
ProJect should be suspended pending the completion of studies and
the holding of hearings. No real harm can come from the suspension
of cons'cr'uction."z1 |

More than nine million dollars has already been spent on
structures félated to Gillham Dam, but a contréct for the dam it-
self 1s belng held in abeyance because of the lawsuit. So, the
conservationlists galned at least a temporary stoppage which is
encouraging.

Governor Dale Bumpers, although he took no major stand during
his campalgn, expressed an interest in stream preservation just
prior to hils inaugaration, and during his inaugsration address.

He stated ''As I campalghed and went through some of those wild-
erness areas.in north Arkansas and crossed some of those beautiful,

shining, glistening streams, I realized those absolutely have to
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be preserved . . . beoguse.they are Jjust fantastic. They are
such great assets to the state.''??

. A new draft of a scenlec rivers pil1l was written late in 1970
to be brought before the legislature in the 1971 session. This
hew billl stated fhat the Stream Preservation Committee will not
have the pOWer.of eminent domain and must negotiate for elther a
scenlc easement Of.ﬁitle to the land. This was the point that
caused the most violent opposltion to the bill.,?'s Senator Wa D;
Moore of El Dorad¢ agaln was the sponsor of the Scenic Rivers Bill
in the Senafe. | |

The billl went to the Senate Natural Resources Committee and
recelved a ''do pass!'! recommendatién by that committee. The bill
virtually ';sailed" through the proper Senate-committee and the
Senate hearing, but was mef with opposition when 1t was brought
back to~theASenate floor. To the dismay of the Stream Preservation
Committee, Senator Carl Sorrels of Atkins introduced an amendment
to have the Blg Piney Creek removed from the Scenic RiverslBill.
Sorrels was under pressure from property owners along the Blg Pilney.
Sorrelé' amendﬁent sﬁarted a bfocess which kilied the bill. After
his amendment, another stream was removed. The Senate then ran
roughshod over the bill by introducling an amendment to include the‘
Arkangas River in the blll, a strangé paradox when one considers
the number of reservoirs on the Arkansas.'?” Joe Nix, chairman of
the Stream Preservation Committee stated, ''T just don't think the
people of Arkansas know what's at stake in this bill. If they diag,
they would ask theilr legislators to support the measure.''t®

Governor Dale Bumﬁers sti1ll pledges to press for a Scenic

Rivers Bill, although he did not make S. B. 94 a part of his
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legislative package. At the Spring meeting (1971) of the Ozark
Soclety, Governor Bumpers highlighted hls speech with the«announce;
‘ment of his support of the Buffalo National River Bill.s

On the natlonal level, at least one stream seems to -be winning
1ts right to remain in its natural state--the Buffalo River. In
1969, Senatofs J. W, Fulbright and John L. McCiellan, both of
Arkansas, introduced leglslation to the Sehate providing for the
Buffalo National River. The hearing was set by Sengtor Alan Blble
of Nevada, chalrman of the Subcommitteé on Parks and Recreation
under the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of the Senate.'®
The majority of testimonies glven were in favor of the bill, with
Mr. Fulbright, Mr. McClellan and Governor Rockefeller entering
statements favoring the proposal. To quote Sehator Bible: ''I
am sold on the preservatlion of great national river systems, and
I believe we have to move quickly because the bulldozers are not
far behind.''2°

The Buffalo National River Bill passed the Senate the filrst
time 1t was introducéd, but in the House of Reﬁresentatives, it
faltered. Representative John Paul Hammerschmidt (Rep.-Ark.)
introduced the legislation in the House, but it did not come to a
vote before Congress' adjournment; |

In January of 1971, again under the co-authorship of Senators
McClellan and Fulbright, the Buffalo Natlonal River Bill was in-
troduced. Again, many conservatilionlsts méde the long trip from
Arkansas to Washington to testify before Sénator Bible's subcom-
mittee on thé*bill. Agaln, the Senate passed the bill.

Representative  Hammerschmidt introduced the bill in the

House of Representatives in May, 1971. A hearing was set for
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October of 1971 before the House subcommittee on Natlioral Parks
and Recreation. A vote on the proposal is expected early in
1972,

The Arkansas Parks, Recreation and Travel Commission voted
to donate both Buffalo River Stéte Park &and Lost Valley State
Park to the Federal Parks Sys;em when the federal legislation is
approved. The donation was céntingent on the federal government
payling for capltal improvements. This was a definite step for-
ward in the struggle to obtain passage of the Buffalo National
River Bill.?2?

By October of 1971, a new draft for an Arkansas Scenic Rivers
Bill had been wriltten, again with the hope of satisfylng enough
of the opponents of the bill while obtaining g plece of sgignifi-
.caht legislation. ' |

The most recent developmeﬁt in the area of stream preserva-
tlon 1s the Cache Rivef controversy. The Corps of Engineers pro-
pésed a project at the cost of sixty million dollars, conslsting
of the dredging, clearing and realigning of about 140 mlles of
the Cache River Channel. Also, about fifteen miles of the Cache's
upper tributaries and seventy-seveﬁ mﬁles of Bayou DeView, the
Cache's princilple triburary.z22

A lawsult was filed agéinst the Engineers by conservatién
groups including the Arkansas Ecology Center, the Arkansas Wild-
life Federation, the Arkansas Duck Hunting Associlation, and the
Arkansas Game and Fish Commission. The suit says that the project
willl turn 231 miles of streams into ''ditches'', lower the water
table in the area, result in the unnecessary clearing of 170,000

acres of hardwood timberlands for the creation of unneeded
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agricultural land, aggravate flooding conditions on the lower
reaches of the streams, and spoil the streams with added silta-
tion and runoff on farms,?23 _

| Richard S. Arnold, attorney for the plaintiffs, filed a
motion asking for a temporary injunctlon against the Englneers.
He saild this was done to keep the Engineers from proceeding with
the project before the trial was started.2* Mr. Arnold is the
attorney who obtalned the injunctlon against the Engineers on the
Cassatot River (Gillham Dam) Project, and has quickly become
Arkansas' foremost environmental lawyer.

The Cache River Project would destroy nat only the stream
and hardwood timber, but the natural habitat of many wildlife
spécies as well.

Stream Preservatlon 1in Arkansas has suffered many setbacks,
but has also experienced some signlficant gains. 'The most out-
standing of these béing, of course, the Buffalo National Rilver,
which seems likely to pass the House of Representatives early
next year. |

Many people have been Instrumental in the movement, and have.
devoted thelr time and energies to the concept of stream preser-.
vation. The author would be at a loss to mention all the names
Involved, bnt nne man may perhaps be considered to be the initial
force behind what the movement 1s today. This man is Harold
Alexander of. Conway. For a number of years, Mr. Alexander lived
in Kentucky and wrote many articles about preserving streams in
thelr natural state, educating many people to the problem. He
1s an accomplished blologlst and combilnes academic excellence and

good jJournalism in hils articles. He moved to Arkansas and worked
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a number of years for the Arkansas Game and Fish Commisgsion.

Mr. Alexander is very much responsible for educating many of whom

make up the crux of the Stream Preservation Movement in Arkansas.
It seems that Arkansas' greatest gains In the area of

stream preservation have been made on a national level, But the

State Committee on Stream Preservation still hopés for action by

the Arkansas State Leglslature providing for an Arkaﬁsas Scenic

Rivers System.
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