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. CHAPTER T
'INTRODUCTION o
~_7A;‘.Generalf

Through the years englneers have endeavored to heep
pace w1th the t1mes and adapt to changlng criter1a in
~iplann1ng and des1gn1ng new dev1ces and fac1l1t1es for our-1
"fast changlng soclety | New processes and materlals arev
'1evolv1ng rap1dly, and while technology is advanc1ng at an‘:
vﬁ1ncreas1ng rate, eng1neers have remalned sens1t1ve to these

'changes, opt1m1zlng the1r designs through the use of. sound
:“'econom1c pr1nc1p1es and eng1neer1ng Judgement |
| Ih plann1ng for water resources development,lengineers
'»'heve been conoerned pr1mar11y w1th economios Factors such
tas return on 1nvestment and beneflt to—cost rat1o haVe
J_become the most common yardstlcks din measur1ng the
| defflclency of a water resources progect (ll) Recently
,englneers have begun to quest1on the adequacy of th1s

approach and recogn1ze the 1mportance of oon51der1ng the

,.soc1ologlc and human1stlc factors related to water resources3kg;'

._development as well , The problem 1n water resouroes
jplann1ng 1s now recogn1zed as one of pred1ct1ng the soc1o~;.
'econom1c 1mpact of a development as well as est1mat1ng 1ts

e‘pecun1ary costs and benef1ts (9)



‘Too often englneers and economlsts 1nvthe plannlng -
.l'organ1zat1on tend to assume that the publlc cannot under—
-lfstand such problems or proposed solutlons and that they‘know
v?the best answer. On the contrary, the publ1c should also.:
be consldered a partner in the dec1s1on—mak1ng process.

”~3Yet, today the publ1c seldom part1c1pates 1n the plann1ng

f.of a progect save through occas1onal publ1c hearlngs,' Ihe

'1_:1nteract10n of planners and the publlc today 1s ord1nar1ly

lfllmlted to that of the admlnlstrators w1thin the plann1ng o
“{.organlzations and pol1t1cal and c1v1c leaders of the ben-

;eflted publ1c : Because of the lack of complete 1nteract1onaf

- of planners and publlc and because of publ1c apathy,~

’;lmportant soclal or economlc benef1ts may be underestlmated
and the potent1a1 adverse soc1al effects of a proposed

progect may go unnot1ced unt1l 1t 1s too late
i . . Ny . . ; s .

l»B,LiJustification,ofﬁThiszeSearCh

Y”EkCeptthr secondary'henefits'derivedlfrom economic

: growth and development most benef1ts from water resources

-proJects accrue to people located away from the progects at

";the expense of the local people A flood control reservo1r:i

'5jbenef1ts people downstream from the dam Water supply and

»water qua11ty control progects are often constructed for

vjrcitles located downstream from the progect Recreation and .

ﬂfflsh and w1ldl1fe beneflts derlved from reservo1rs accrue ;

'j~to users who may travel great dlstances to V1s1t the

‘“{progect Buu; what are the effects of such a progect on



the people located in the,immediéte vicinity? 'De'the
benefits received by otners justify the inconveniences and
hardships experienced'by local residentS? Does the local -
economic development:and growth‘usuélly“assoéiated'with é'
water—development prdjeCt_effset its adverse effects on the‘
local peeple? Do attitudes‘of the local pubiic teward_a
 project change by the time,it is énmpleted and in Qperafion?
Sound planningvrequires'thét’theeeIQuestions and many
vothers be considered before a project cén be justified.
Past;experienees provide the»ﬁnswers to some, but many
remain'unanswered,becauée of'iack of investigation.

Although eech_projeet involvee a variety of planning
problens, this research.is 1imifed to a case Study of a
particular reservoir developmenf. It is felt that research
‘into the effects of sueh a developmenf on thevlocalypeopleri
Twill serve to point out‘seme‘of the considerations that must
be included in the planning prOcess’tovinsure é completely

satisfactory development.

C. Objectives

The bbjective of this étudy was.to exemine a community
whichﬂhas been directly affected by a multiple pnrpose
reservoir project and attempt'fo answer tne following
queStions frem the resnlts of the investigation:

1. Has the community experienced economic”growth and

deVelopment as a result of the construction of the project?



’el2§ Has the overall welfare or well be1ng of people in .
hthetcommunity 1mproved due to the progect7 ‘ . .

‘l3 Has the development affected the soc1a1 stnucture
'l.of the commun;ty? | B | | | l | '

dv‘4l' What adverse effects of the development on the

ulocal people, 1f any, could be avolded in the future, and'

"‘how? o

-Answers to these quest1ons w111 notvprov1de a basls for
;tfuture plann1ng, but 1t is hoped that they w1ll serve to
;;?emphaslze the 1mportanoe of cons1der1ng and- antlclpat1ng
~!the soc1al and econom1c effects of a reservo1r proaect on

15ethe local people as well as the beneflted publlc



| CHAPTER 11
'LITERATURE SURVEY
-1A;,3General‘

The effects of large reservolrs on local people has
hbeen the subJect of research in the Unlted States s1nce the
_r;early 1940' . However, much of the research has been
hconducted by s001olog1sts 1n a few scattered prOJects 1n
.economlcally depressed areas,_and 1nterest 1n the flndlngs
has generally been llmrted to publlc welfare agencies
.Slnce the trend 1s toward more complete,‘comprehens1vee-i

plannlng 1n water development s1nce w1se plannlng neces-

51tates predlctlon of the s001a1 and economlc 1mpact of a‘ e

’prOJect and s1nce predlctlons must be based largely on

o experlence, the results of such research 1n the future will

'{nO'doubt play an 1mp0rtant-roll-1n the.plannlng.process
Some of the f1nd1ngs of past research are dlscussed in- the
v follow1ng paragraphs to show some of the common problems'

ijencountered,

- B. *AftitUdéS.Toward DiSplacement*'"’

Slnce reserv01rs are not always planned to beneflt
cre51dents 1n the reserv01r area, 1t 1s often dlfflcult for?

f‘_these people to understand the purpose or need of such



57'deyélopment Ba1ley (l) reported that the. people 1n the,

YiFalcon Reservolr area Of Zapata County, Texas found it

'27,d1ff1cult to understand the generos1ty of the Un1ted States

b"b1n help1ng to rel1eve suffer1ng 1n many parts of the world f

'wh1le,vat the same t1me, it did not g1ve s1milar compas—

,/

'sionate cons1derat1on to a sltuat1on 1t created here at

f7home» W11ken1ng and Gregory (27) found that the res1dents S

vtln the reservo1r area of the Wappapello flood control

X*yprOJect 1n M1ssour1 expressed a generally pass1ve attltude

vy;toward the prOJect but that "a large number of those in:

' 'jthe area d1rect1y affected by the dam have expressed

resentment 'and occas1onally, hatred toward the bulldlnge_,
»of?the;dama” They feel that ‘even. the’ Government has no .
right“to comenln andrdemand thersale of thelr.farms-for a g
~purpose wh1ch wlll not benef1t them 1n any way. . Thls is

”opart1cularly true of the older 1nhab1tants of the bas1n.”—

"eC.“jProperty Valuesfand'Replaeement cdstS‘

| Although property owners usually receive fa1r pr1ces___
jfor the1r property,;they may also encounter costs and
”'burdens wh1ch were not cons1dered 1n the plann1ng processggl:

:D1splaced fam111es must look for new homes,'move the1r

"'household goods and settle in, new and sometimes strange vf“«’fw

.ssurround1ngs ! Fam1l1es who relocate near the reserv01r
'_are ‘often faced w1th buylng a home in. a seller's market
i_Kr1stJanson (lO) reports that ,when purohas1ng reservolr

ilands, the Tennessee Valley Author1ty emphas1zes ”equltable,



7':treatment of the ind1v1dual by‘recogn121ng the costs and

'hardshlps that fall upon the dlsplaced ﬁ,whlle the Corps ofr

,”Englneers pollcy 1s based only on the Concept of falr a*-‘fﬁ:'

f'market value, and 1t does not recognlze that Just cpmpen—'

satlon requ1red by the Unlted States Const1tut10n "may

”malso be 1nterpreted to allow owners to reta1n the1r same

{:t'flnanc1al positlon before and after taklng " Balley (1)

if,hfound that the greatest complalnt of the people of Zapata"iqy
va3county Was ”over the appra1sed value‘[bf the1r propertv]

. in relatlonshlp to the cost of replacement at a new';xw f,;

f.locatlon 5 In the Wappapello Bas1n of Mlssour1 208 of 304'

'""‘famllles affected bY the progect needed 3551Stance from

pub11c agencies to accompllsh the move from the reserv01r S

~_area (27)l

D. Effects of 'Re'l‘dca_ft“fi'éhf on Business =

= Although economlc growth 1s usually;assoclated w1th

‘f'reserv01r development the dlsplacement of farm famllles
';sfrom a bas1n may ser1ously affect the patronage of.'
Elﬁbus1nesses in nearby towns by alterlng the1r market areas

h'Slmllarly, the relocatlon of a town 1n a predomlnantly

;[ﬁagrlcultural area may have adverse effects on bu51nesses 1nf;;;=

“lpthe town The merchants of Zapata, Texas and Greenv111e,jv7”;'

nglssourl expressed fear of these effects before thelr townsﬁffff

E-5were relocated (1) (27)




B EEffct :of";-La.nq;muisit ion on Tax Revemues

Valuable land 1s often taken out of productlon througthiV

} ‘acqu1s1t1on by federal agenc1es,:resu1t1ng 1n loss of

’jicounty tax revenues Unless these 1osses are compensated

'f'as 1n the case of the Tennessee Valley Author1ty s payments’f,_

51n 11eu of taxes (7), countles may experience serlous R
.f; f1nanc1al handlcaps. Wilkenlng and Gregory (27) estfmated»f'
ythe Wayne County tax levy 1oss would be 12 per cent as a |
:iresult of the acqu1s1t1on of 48 700 acres of Wappapello f;bﬁff

‘mBas1n 1ands by the Corps of Englneers

F Leadérshipfin_RelQCating:a Communitycf”"’J“

‘ When a town 1s forced to relocate due to the construc—fwzﬁﬁ

f;t1on of a reservo1r proJect, one of the most 1mportant

' factors contrlbutlng to'1ts success 1s“dynam1c leadershlp

,}fMost 1andowners are not fam111ar w1th 1and acqu1s1t1on

,flprocedures of water development agen01es and 11ke1y as
o not w111 f1nd themselves 1n a state of bew11derment when

%i;they 1earn they must relocate Water development agencles '

;f;usually prov1de only the min1mum 1nformat10n necessary to jf"”’

Eﬂfcarry out the land acqu1s1tion, and the people affected

V:foften f1nd the ordeal frustratlng and confus1ng

ﬁifleadershlp can help t° unite the people Of the commun1ty

‘ 'Effective}

tfftoward common obJect1ves and 1nsure eff1c1ent plannlng and 3'"'

’deevelopment of the new town The successful relocatlon of xﬁf‘l

’Vdﬁlll New Hampsh1re prQV1des an excellent example of such




Qleadershlp and unlflcatlon (4) On the other hand Ba11ey
'h-(l) cqncluded that g lack of dynamlo leadershlp 1ncreased
the difflcultles 1n plannlng [}he new town of Zapata,

’ 'Texas] " :'




T7A.;‘séreCtibﬁaof‘thélstud§5ﬁféaglgﬂg_kfflf~-:aﬁa:_; |

The community of Mannford Oklahoma was selected for

MFjstudy for a number of reasons . It prov1des an excellent

Rfiopportunlty for study because the communlty relocated duehﬁ

fjto constructlon of the Keystone Reservoir PrOJect in 1962

?”*and the early effects of the prOJect are st111 fresh in the ta
vm1nds of the local people 1 The Mannford commun1ty also |

Q}lafforded an opportunlty to study both rural and urban;yfflj'

U7effects whlle llmitlng the study to a relat1vely small area,}s

lgOne of the most 1mportant reasons for select1ng Mannford
afls that the entire c1ty elected to relocate from ther

f reserv01r area as an entlty and 1t prov1des an opportunlty'
'*,to study the soc1al impact and problems 1nvolved 1n such a

2 relocat1on.¢ j'ﬁf

B.T’Limitshofdthe StudyfArea.y

The study area 1s located 1n Oreek and Pawnee Counties, Q_)

y,;Oklahoma on the Clmarron R1ver arm of Keystone Reservolri_;n

5f;about f1ve mlles west of Keystone Dam - Mannford is a

"] atelite c1ty of Tulsa, Oklahoma wh1ch 1s located abput 25

'5zm11es to the east The study area 1ncludes the clty of

-‘*jSbf;;“



';hll}“

‘ ;MannfOrd”anddtheiportion5ofpthe surroundlng rural area

"1?whlch 1s clearly ass001atedhw1th the clty both s001a11y and L

v,fleconomlcally Fr1nge areas_whlch through 1nterv1ews w1th
g res1dents and con51derat10n_offthe towns serving them,-show o
dt1es w1th ne1ghbor1ng townshand~cities; asrwellfas'Mannford,

) were excluded The study area 1s de11neated in Flgure 1

. fMefhods*offInvestigation'a

Data perta1n1ng to the relocatlon of the 01ty of

'thannford were obta1ned by a thorough search of the c1ty s

o records and f11es of the Tulsa D1str1ct Corps of Eng1neers

Supportlng 1nformatlon was obta1ned through rnterv1ews’
dw1th off1c1als of the 01ty and the Corps of Englneers
Informatlon and data re1at1ng to economlc growth of ther
‘{communlty were obtalned from the records of 01ty owned |
:*land prlvately—owned ut111t1es, the 01ty post offlce,taffd

“survey of bus1nesses and 1ndustr1es 1n the communlty and

'3_fpersona1 1nterv1ews w1th communlty bus1nessmen

V1ews of the publlc were recorded in: personal 1nter5
1'v1ews w1th a random sample from 165 old Mannford fam111esf"7’

Tipwho now res1de 1n the study area | Questlons asked the

re51dents were taken d1rect1y from a prepared questlonnalre,{jj;

”fthe format of Whlch is presented in. the‘Appendlx ézﬁnswers,zgf” ;

?'as well as notes of the conversatlons stlmulated by the ;*ﬂ

"questLons, were recorded on: the questlonnalres
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RESULTS

g A,f.Socialmand Economichevelopment_of 01d Mannford .

R History of the Community;

e Old Mannford was settled in Indlan Terr1tory in the ;
'¥early 1900 s near where travelers forded the C1marrcn »vr
R1ver.ﬁ The town was located on land or1g1nally allotted
to an Ind1an famlly named Mann, andsthe settlement came to
’fbe called Mann s Ford Later the name was shortened to

'Mannford (20) The first bus1nesses 1n the settlementv

"1ncluded a general store, a-hardware-store, and a hotel

'°The town was offlclally founded before statehood in 1905 (3).:'
The town ex1sted as an agr1cultural commun1ty untilc
011 and gas f1elds began to develop in the area prlor tob;;’
»‘1920 (6), and econom1c development in the area reached a
Tpeak about 1930 due to oil and gas product1on The arealh-.y
sthen exper1enced a decline dur1ng the depression years and
'”d1d not beg1n to recover unt1l 1nit1al ¢onstruct1on of |

e}"Keystone Dam and Reservo1r began 1n 1956 The decl1ne 1n

.the area s economy was evidenced by a reduct1on 1n the'f,f IR

T.total populat1on of Mannford and Clmarron Townsh1ps (the

"jgreater port1on of the study area) from a peak of 2 576 1n



14

ll1930 to 1 202 in 1960 (23)(24)(25)

In1t1al construct1on of the Keystone ProJect brought

, aan 1nflux of transient workers and the1r fam1l1es 1nto the
*-Mannford area ' By the t1me res1dents began relocat;ng in,v
11962 the number of fam111es in Mannford had 1ncreased from

Elja low of 165 in 1958 to 221 (6)

2QifTransbortation:Routes -*

'[:TOId{Mannford waS'locatedyonubklahoma Highway 51 at .

flitsvjunction'with OklahOma HighWay 48'which“connecteduit‘

‘}Kw1th U S nghway 64 on the north s1de of the C1marron

if:River.y These h1ghways prov1ded access to all towns in’ the
‘E;area‘ however,'except for H1ghway 48 they were old and 1n
'fgpoor cond1t1on pr1or to the1r relocatlon due to construct1one
. of " Keystone Reservo1r : Some of the familles 1nterv1ewed
.yblndlcated that they were dlscouraged from maklng more shop—
:.plng trlps to other towns because of the poor roads _“The::
n“town was also served by the St Lou1s~San Fran01sco Rallroad
H'wh1ch played a s1gn1flcant roll 1n the area s earller f'T
”Jeconom1c development However, the railroad was ot less.-

‘1mportance to Mannford Just pr1or to 1ts relocat1on

B Untll constructlon of the reserv01r prOJect began and
‘ﬁfMannford was forced to relocate,‘the town was typrcal of ;/ S

3;lmany small old towns 1n the state It was characterlzed

jf?by old and vacant bu1ld1ngs, a llmited number of new




,15

5bu11d1ngs and 1mprovements and a- generally run down appear-

rntance ; The town s 1ack of a master plan, bu11d1ng code, or

“h"r1g1d restrlctlons 1ed to 1ts haphazard development

R Table I shows a summary of the Corps of Englneers gross

f: rea1 estate appra1sa1 of the school and pr1vate1y—owned s

‘;propertles w1th1n the corporate 11m1ts of the 01d town (5)

'n_The table 1ndlcates that the average value of re51dent1a1

'*'gResldent1a1 Dwe111ngs (165 sets) x”f,v. *Tiaﬁn¥655 OOOf

1property 1n old Mannford was approx1mate1y $4 920 per
‘_re51dence and that the average va1ue of commer01a1 propertyvh
»;was $5 550 per estahllshment excludlng mineral values
wSome old Mannford 1mprovements are 111ustrated 1n Flgures 2 .

l'rfthrough 7

o GROSS REAL ESTATE APPRAISAL

School and Pr1vate1y—0wned Property
Mannford, Oklahoma 1958 (5)

o Commer01a1 Subd1v1s10na1 Land (6 5 acres) '-"t$;_d19@075¢'
rCommer01a1 Bu11d1ngs (33 sets) fﬂipn}%,fa_fpfu[fw164,ooo*
v.Re51dent1a1 Subd1v151ona1 Land (96 acres) fvff,%A157‘200h

7dehurches (6) j‘ﬂ'. 1jr¥a;%ﬁ‘1 ;"faf,;”;¢iﬁgf75j*56;000;1»:/77v

'fESchool (1)

d[leneral Value (Subordlnated) hf;fafrfid;p; 104 500h¥;

TOTAL ESTIMATED VALUE _‘*{}frf*ﬁsﬁi $1 280 775fﬁ
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4. City-Owned Facilities

In 1958 the city water‘supérintendent estihated tﬁat
. 600 people were servédvby the‘cify water systeh whiéh_con*_
sisted of two main supply wells, four auxiliary Wells,’a-
50,000 gallon e1evated>storage tahk and_distribution'@ains.'
‘The dependable yield of thevSystem was 70 galions~per minute
(6), but users often compiained of watér‘shortages in' summer.

Natural gas was both purchased and leased from_private
intefestsby~&m,@ﬁwwmddistributéd through'city—owned facil-
ities. In winter many residents complained of.inadequafe
gas pressure. B

| 01d Mannfofd fesidénts,relied‘on septic tanks and trash

burning for waste'diSposa1, as the town hadknb sanifary,
seWefs.or refuse colléction.éerviéé.fv
| Municipal streets consisted of a portland cemént'con*
crete ﬁavement'on Oklahoma Highway 51-whiqh ran,entirely
through the town andvSome‘gravel—éurfaced,‘asphalt—éurféced
and 0il mat-surfaced Stréets. There were also some graded
dirt streets in the‘residentialbareas. |

Municipally-owned buildings in:oldeannford included |
the bommunity building and adjaqent fire Station. The‘coﬁ~
munity buildiﬁg; constfucted of nafive sandsfoﬁe in 1909,.
had rooms for general meetings, a kitchen for use during 
sociai functions and an unfinished basement used'for'a‘jail;
The communifybbuilding was in poor conditionj however, the
adjécent wood frame fifgpStafiom, cbnstrﬁcted in 1952,‘was '

in good condition prior to the relocation (6) .



Figure 2.

Figure 3.

Commercial development along
Oklahoma Highway 51 in old
Mannford.

Main Street in old Mannford.
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Figure 4. 0ld Mannford Post Office (left
foreground) and other busi-
nesses.

Figure 5. An old Mannford church and
residential street.
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‘Figure 6. Residences in old Mannford.

Figure 7. O0ld Mannford Fire Station
(left) and Municipal
Building.
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F1re protection was cons1dered inadequate by most res1-’

isdents as the town s volunteer fire department had only a

.,-;s1ngle-small truck ‘Inadequate equlpment comblned with" the~-

”tlllmlted 01ty water supply resulted in exoesslve flre 1nsur—

ance rates : The town was rated 1n the tenth class of the
standard ratlng schedule of the Nat10na1 Board of F1re
Underwr1ters (2) - | |

‘A summary of unexplred llfe and present worth of clty—.”

,yowned fa0111t1es in 1959 is presented in Table II

75t‘ Business and IndustryV}'

?ln-l962d¥prior‘to:the?reloeation‘of»Mannford‘ a

“;Amlnlmum of shopplng facllltles was ava1lable in’ the

lxcommunlty as 1nd1cated 1n Table VI These fac111t1es
_were adequate for day -to- day household needs, but for a'
dw1der se1ect1on of goods and servlces, res1dents were-

; dependent on other 01t1es and towns The fam111es

1nterv1ewed shopped in. other c1t1es an average of twoi |

.fto three t1mes per month o | | |

Prlor to Mannford s relocatlon employment opportu—‘

~.ln1t1es 1n the area were llmlted to those in the 011 f1elds

“_and bus1ness establ1shments in the town Nearly 40 per:ﬂ'

fﬁ#cent of the workers in the sample worked 1n other

l’_c1t1es before 1962 when the town began relopat1ng



UNEXPIRED LIFE AND PRESENT WORTH OF EXISTING

TABLE II

TOWN~OWNED FACILITIES IN 1959 (6)
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. Estimated .Unexpired * "Present
Item Life Year Life Replacement Worth
B .Years Installed Years Cost in $ in §
Water sttem : Co ‘ ) ‘
- Plpe, 50 1928 .19 . 35,590 13,520
Pipe, galvanized 20 1944 5 1,810 450
" Hydrants - 50 1928 19 1,440 540
Valves & boxes . " 40 1928 9. 870 . 190 -
Res. meters & boxes 20 1944 5 - 6,690 1,680
Taps & services 20 1944 5 8,360 . 2,090
Elevated tank 50 1928 19 . 24,600 9,350
_8upply line to town 40 - 1956 37 4,370 4,040
Wells with pump stations: .
In alluvium 20 - 1956 17 12,070 10,260
In town .25 1842 8 6,600 -2,110
Subtotal, water system 102,400 44,230
- Gas System - SR :
Pipe steel . 40 1924 5 40,570 5,070
Residential meters - 20 1944 5 5,080 1,270
Taps & services 20 . ‘1944 . 5 9,240 2,310
Regulators . 20 - 1958 17 1,200 - - 1,020
Subtotal, gas system ’ - - 756,090 B 9,870
. Buildings B S - co
"~ Community 55 1909 - 5 20,000 1,820
Fire: Station .. 30 1952 . 23 - 4,800 . 3,680
: Subtotal,'buildings ) : R 24,800 5,500
Streets S S i
Portland cement pavement 40 1824 5 21,280 2,660
Rock surfacing 5 1955 1 5,190 . 1,040
Asphalt surfacing 5 1956 2 14,370 $,750
0il mat surfacing 3 195686 - 0 310 - e e
Grading 40 -1939 20 8,740 - 4,370
Subtotal, streets : 49,890 13,820
- Sidewalks
Concrete 25 19156 0 7,330 0
Brick ) 25 1915 V] 390 0
Subtotal, sidewalks o - 7,720 0
-.Curb & gutter 25 . 1918 0 -540 0.
Header curb .25 . 19158 Q. 1,160 0
Street markers 15 1956 12 360 290
Traffic blinker signals 25 .-1954 - .- 20 560 450
““TOTALS . - 243,520 73,960

- *¥Cost ror_replacement usihg new materials.
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vIn 1962 pr1or to the‘relocat1on, there were 360 ,
lstudents enrolled in the Mannford School (16) The school
'ﬂfbulldlng was old,;1n poor cond1t10n, and badly overcrowded
ALl of thevfamilies'interviewedeho‘had school age children
}l1nd1cated that the teachlng staff was adequate but the

7Lschool fac111t1es were poor

"v7j’vPublngRecreationyFacilities'

Park and recreat1on fac111t1es ‘were non—ex1stent in

'T;nthe old town except those prov1ded by the school Res1dents»

who: part1c1pated 1n outdoor recreat1on such as plcn1c1ng,

7ﬁ;sw1mm1ng,'and f1sh1ng, v1s1ted Heyburn Lake near Sapulpa,

»Oklahoma and Mowhawk Park in Tulsa, Ok1ahoma.

8,’-SoCial»CharaCteriStics;_'C
'vf-Probably the most s1gn1f1cant social bond contr1but1ng
f to the sol1dar1ty of the old Mannford communlty was‘

» k1nsh1p- A.statlst1cal analys1s of the results of 1nterw:

v1ews w1th a random sample of the relocated old Mannford

",_fam1l1es 1ndlcates that 72 to 97 per cent of the fam1lies

jjhad relat1ves l1v1ng in the old commun1ty Many of the

',gyounger res1dents chose to remaln in the area after

"'marr1age, and the s001al order exh1b1ted an 1nterwoven

thpattern of k1nsh1p among fam1l1es



‘ Another rmportant factor 1n the communlty s soc1al:]
'x“istructure closely related to k1nsh1p was the preponderancel.
of famllles hav1ng long assoc1at1on w1th the communlty
b:In approxlmately 77 per cent of the fam111es 1nterv1ewed
yat least one member had llved 1n the old Mannford area
"for 20 or more years Average tenure of the adults 1nter—.
:7v1ewed ‘was 26 years The average tenure of res1dence in
.fold Mannford of heads of households 1n the sample was 33
;years Statlstlcal analys1s lndlcates that the average
jtenure of all old Mannford heads of households was 26 to
ly’v40 years | . |
| ‘ The average‘age’of a11 famlly members 1n the sample’
‘yln 1962 was 30 ‘and the average age of famlly heads wasfl'
'150}” In 1957 the Instltute of Communlty Development of the‘
':Unlvers1ty of Oklahoma Research Instltute 1nterv1ewed 154

‘lifamilles 1n the study area and found the median age ofy»

.’vfamlly heads to be 50 to 54 (22)

Elghty flve per cent of the sample famllles 1ndlcated

« membershlp in - s001al and 01v1c organlzatlons in the old

. 'town lncludlng Veterans of Forelgn Wars, Llons Club

:Masonlc Lodge, Home Demonstratlon Club Federated Club
';Sportsmen s Club Roundup Club and other church and school'“

organlzatlons

Interpersonal relatlons in the all wh1te old Mannford: L

,=commun1ty (22) could be descrlbed as. 1nt1mate B Nearly

every famlly 1nterv1ewed used the words ”frlendly"’or ”llke
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‘a- famlly";ln descrlblng the old town, and 65 per cent

>:1nd1cated close social bonds as the ma1n advantage of

11v1ng in: the communlty Most of the famllles were well .

"':acqualnted w1th other: fam111es in the communlty and many E

:-°res1dents went to town on Saturdays s1mp1y to v1s1t w1th-7

‘ 'others on the streets The s011darity of the community
and the civ1c 1nterest of the people were ev1denced 1n .

”-1958 when 300 fam111es voted to relocate the ent1re town

rather than dlsperse or bu11d another town with another,"v

name,.and agaln 1n 1959 when 93 per cent of the qual1f1ede

‘]voters 1n old Mannford went to the polls and 100 per cent ‘

of them voted 1n favor of the new town51te (20)
Although the substandard condltlons wh1ch ex1sted

1n old Mannford suggest a 1ack of c1v1c 1nterest, on thev

part of 1ts c1t1zens, 1t should be noted that wh11e many

’l'.res1dents comp1a1ned of some of the town S fac111ties,

there was a. preponderance of 1ow 1ncome fam111es 11v1ng in ‘f

the town , In 1957 nearly 75 per cent of the fam111es 1n ;1f'

the Mannford area had annual incomes of $5 000 or 1ess-*"

: and one th1rd had 1ncomes of $2 500 or 1ess (22)
Consequently, the author has concluded that they tolerated

o some of the 1nconven1ences to av01d h1gher taxes
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*‘oB;rfRélocatiOn‘of the'MannfordlcommunitYf

xwlla--The7KéYStOne ReserVOir Project];'”‘u

'Cengress,'1n the R1ver and Harbor Act of 1950

S author1zed the Keystone Reservolr Progect for constructlon

- }by the Corps of Englneers for flood control hydroelectrlc
~Jpower, naV1gat1on and related purposes - Jt-is a key un1t

u1n the comprehens1ve plan of development for the Arkansas

a,'R1ver Bas1n s water resources (3) Constructlon of the

Keystone PrOJect began 1n 1956 and was completed 1n 1964

;k;at a cost of $123 m1ll1on The beneflt to~- cost rat1o of

'flthe prOJect is included 1n the Arkansas River Nav1gat1onvv
,f?PrOJect s benef1t to cost rat1o of l 5 1 | 1 n
Keystone dam 1s located on the Arkansas Rrver 1n Tulsa-e
‘lCounty, leahoma about two m11es downstream frOm the mouth
of the C1marron Rlverv The reservo;r 11es ma1nly 1n Osage i
and Pawnee Count1es w1th portlons 1n Creek Payne, andi-
_Tulsa Countles ; x

| ‘_ At the top of power pool the reserv01rv1nundates an

area. Of 26, 300 acrcs and has 300 mlles of shorellne A;Theff?f'

._'landscape along 1ts shores varles from rocky, wooded hlllS'

-to rolllng, grassy meadows and prov1des a scen1c attractlon

'L;for v1s1tors The 1ake and surroundlng marglnal lands f];

' 'prov1de opportunltles for huntlng, flshlng, camp1ng,.

boatlng,wsw1mm1ng, and p1cn101ng There are l7 publlc'

’vparks and recreatlon areas serv1ng the reserv01r area 'The;"%

,;Corps of Englneers estlmated that the lake had 1 8 m11110n
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va181t0rS in 1968 : Access to all parts of the lake 1s ,gf

~:prov1ded through a. well developed system of federal and

'"vstate h1ghways and county and park roads There are

- approx1mately 70 res1dent1al subd1v1s1ons scattered through—t'

"'out the lake v1c1n1ty W1th approx1mately 50 developed for

:plakes1de res1dences (14)

fzzlﬁeACQuisition of'Reseryoir’Lands‘

Acquisition of reservoir lands in the study area was
,accomplished under“Corps:of:Engineers"criteriab(S)‘WhichV
pprov1ded for the acqu1s1t1on in fee of all lands w1th1n a'

:‘blocked per1meter encompass1ng the elevat1on 754 0 contour

ﬂ”v(f1ve year frequency flood pool) In add1t1on, flowage

ffieasements were purchased on. lands outs1de the blocked

7»per1meter and lylng below the f1fty year. frequency flood

'pool at elevat1on 759 0 Before‘thevtown of.Mannford

o elected-to relocate.asnan entityﬁthedproposed.gUide contoura“:~

»for flowage easements 1n the corporate 11m1ts of the town'
'bwas ra1sed to elevat1on 760 0 as a safety factor Although
"the gu1de contour d1d not encompass the ent1re town, the'
"Corps of Eng1neers was ob11gated to purchase all of the
eproperty w1th1n the corporate 11m1ts when the town dec1ded
‘ffto relocate (6) | | d
: Corps of Eng1neers pollcy prov1ded‘foripayment of
j'iJust compensat1on for all land and easements purchased
~*:The1r 1nterpretat1on of Just compensat1on was thefl'

fpﬂ”reasonable market Value" as determ1ned by staff ,»f'
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‘u.appalsers (7) E After the owner s 1and and 1mprovements
vwere purchased he was permltted to buy back the bu11d1ngs
“and. other 1mprovements at the1r salvage values and moveﬁ
‘hthem to a new. 1ocat10n In. addltlon, landownerS'were:
':allowed to 1ease marglnal lands, whlch they had prev1ously 1‘

.owned for agrlcultural use o | |

Accordlng to the sample, about one half of thejlvw
1y3dlsp1aced fam111es were unsatlsfled w1th the government"

» appralsal of thelr property Those 11v1ng 1n town who

.ifobJected complalned that they could not replace the1r

property for the same amount they were pa1d Approximately

' f13 famllles moved out of the study area (22)——some because

’”tthey felt they could not afford to buy or rent homes ‘in the"'

”¢study area or move thelr old homes Some bus1nessmen

: compla1ned that the1r commerclal bu11d1ngs, wh1ch werenﬂt
dadequate in the old town, could not be moved and that hew .
t»ibulldlngs of the same s1ze would cost several t1mes the
"damount they were pa1d for the old bulldlngs ‘fOne- |
respondent dlssolved h1s bus1ness for that reason SIn”the
'rural areas some 1andowners dlsagreed w1th the government 'S
rappralsal.of the1r land Some went to court for adJust—

‘,e.ments,,but the general feellng was that any 1ncrease 1n .

‘f”payment was not worth the legal problems 1nvolved

One woman querled sa1d that her famlly ”had planned Lo

'ﬁ'for years to bu11d a new home on a beautlful s1te located

ﬁ¥don’the1r farm:” The Corps of Englneers purchased the land i

' for a: publlc use area, and the fam11y had to move to a:
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less suitable site; Another family-éomplained that they
had worked five years "homesteading" their’acreage. When
the government purchased it they "had to start all over;”
Some families who lingered in the afea after their property
was purchased found the césf of other land in the area

higher than they would have had they moved sooner,

3.  The Decision to Relocate the Town

Since nearly all of the town would be,inundated%byf'
the reservoir, Mannford residents were faced with two
alternatives. Those living ih the town on land below the
acqﬁisition contouf could move to other locations leaVing
a few families behind who lived on higher ground, or the-
entiré town could relocate in a new place. The first
alternative was chosen by three cher'towns in the reservoir
area. Two of these communities have‘since built new towns,
and many of the residents from the third have resettled in
a rural area near the site of their old town. The second
alternative was provided through the government's legal
obligafion to rélocaté or replace Mannford's city-owned
facilities ﬁnder authority of Public Law 516 and Section III
of Public Law 85-500 (River and Harbor Act of 1958) (6).

The people of Mannford chose the second alternative.
Approximately 300 families‘in Mannford and the surrounding
area elected to Stay together and relocate the.town.

Through the ihfluence of an active Lions Club; fheyj

envisaged a new toWn with all neW facilities and
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Fj'convenlences wh1ch the old town lacked They foresaw the
‘ 3rev1val of the communlty S, economy in a recreatlon—orlented .
'afenv1ronment enhanced by the reserv01r s recreatlonal

i-opportun1t1es

:,.Aff_Planning Nethannford:f

In 1957 Mannford res1dents began to plan the new town

ﬁffThe Inst1tute of Commun1ty Development of the Un1vers1ty

7b»of Oklahoma Research Instltute was g1ven a contract to

’.tstudy the problem of%relocatlng,arecommend a-newﬂlocatron
Vdand prepare plans for developlng the new towns1te ..TheETy"
y.contract was f1nanced under a federal grant in wh1ch the :v
:msfederal government pa1d two th1rds of the cost and one—vf
T’thard was: pald by -the Mannford L1ons Club |

Through 1nterv1ews w1th local res1dents the Inst1tute
Twas able to determ1ne the overall de51res oflthe commun1ty
netoward relocatlng the. town Out of 164 fam1l1es 1nter—_;_7

';:v1ewed by the Inst1tute 1n the old Mannford area, 118 o

’,1nd1cated a preference for l1v1ng 1n the new town wherever

:1t mlght be located Eleven stated they wanted to rema1n in
"the general area. and 15 planned to leave the area »Twenty
| were undec1ded | | -

The new town was planned w1th a v1ew toward prov1d1ng
1”{homes for the dlsplaced fam1l1es in- the Mannford area wh1le - ;
also prov1d1ng for ant1c1pated future expans1on due to thehr
'i’large number of fam111es from the Tulsa Metropol1tan Areas

'*swho would be 1nterested 1n acqu1r1ng homes 1n a properly
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::des1gned new town hav1ng good access to lake recreatlonal
;fffacllltles (22) In add1t10n, old Mannford residents

'f'expressed a des1re for fac111t1es such as concrete streets

- and sanltary sewers wh1ch d1d not ex1st 1n the old town

The s1te “of" the new town,;located about two mlles,-

southeast of the old town, was selected for 1ts proxlmlty

ffvto the Tulsa Metropolltan Area and the Keystone Reservolr,7

'”glts geographlcal locatlon W1th respect to excellent trans-

T}portatlon routes and the Salt Creek arm of the reservolr,;d
v”fand its rolllng, eaS1ly developed topography (22) | Although:;"
3 some obJectlons to the recommended s1te could have been if

-fralsed by the 1oca1 people, 1t had been declded earllerv
‘1 that, 51nce the town was paylng for the Inst1tute s adv1ce,>

i they would accept 1ts recommendatlon and follow 1ts plan"’”

s oof development prec1sely (2)

When fully developed (1n 20 to 30 years) the new s1te'
would prov1de for a; communlty of 20 000 people however,

'-1t was planned for development 1n stages The plan would

| prov1de for the development of three re51dent1a1 ne1ghbor—‘ o

'hoods of about one square mlle each ' Industrlal areas

'”would be developed along the hlghway and rallroad to prov1dey

:T,convenlent access to those transportatlon fac111t1es

TThese areas would be located well away from the res1dent1ala5'
»Tfareas to av01d any undeslrable effects such as smoke, odors,b
and n01se The commerclal d1strlct would be located at the

".vtrafflc focal p01nt where the three nelghborhoods all cameb

:j together The new town would have a municlpal bu11d1ng andfif_



'fﬂfflre statlon,iCOncrete paved streets, a water system whlch

'”jiwould meet present and future needs, an adequate natural

i ,_fa_frtj

fvfgas system and a much needed sanltary sewer system° Other

'2;.ut111t1es would be prov1ded by pr1vate companles

B _deerr‘;fmeritf Part ivc:ipa fcjion*’ S B

As a; result of a petltlon by Mannford residents the
f, town,'1n October, 1959 off1c1a11y requested the as51stancev,bf
5fhof the federal government in relocatlng the 01ty—owned

*effa0111t1es (6) The R1ver and Harbor Act of 1958 prov1ded

e relocatlon of the fa0111t1es or payment of a 1ump

'grsum representlng the estlmated reasonable cost of

'“fmdevelopment of 01ty owned fa01:

lffﬁreplacement Slnce the plan of the new town ca11ed for

tiei'superlor to those 1n
'wthe old town, the Town Board of Trustees negotlated a 1ump

f;sum payment for the old facllltles,and the addltlonal costs

"{hof development were born by the 1oca1 res1dentsv To prov1de*

a ba51s for estimatlng the reasonable cost of replacement
ﬂ;_the Corps of Englneers had to prepare estlmates based on

thpothetlcal plans of development at the new towns1te nhﬂ.

”'requlvalent to those 1n the old town

. Replacement of the 01ty s water supply posed a’ spe01a1 f_dd

'*"problem.; 011 and gas we11s 1n the area of the new towns1tefi

"’ffwere regarded as a source of p011ut10n wh10h would threatenfl.'

’;;the development of a water we11 systemfln the area :'For-~
vthat reason the town was paid a 1ump sum of approxlmately

*f{f$300 OOO to develop ‘a surface water supply whlch w0u1d meetf
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‘7f.the 1mmed1ate andvfuture needs of the“c0mmun1ty Thls:ef‘
“;uamount was approx1mately $187 000 greater than the est1mated
”ﬂreplacement cost based on development of -a well system (6)
i{iThe surface water supply w1th a capaclty of 2 000 acre feet
:-was f1nally developed on L1ttle Salt Creek a trlbutary of

tiithe Clmarron R1ver,inear the new towns1te - |
. As prev1ously d1scussed the costs oflbetterments‘over
Fthe lump sum payment by the Federal Government were born by
"5the local people through the purchase of lots 1n the new _»;:
_etowns1te ; A comparlson of the estlmated costs of the L
‘:town s plan of development w1th the estlmated federal

‘ireplacement costs 1s presented 1n Table III These costs

.*Twere estlmated by the Corps of Englneers prlor to the d

relocatlon and do not represent the actual f1nal costslg

"flncurred The flnal 1ump sum payment agreed to and aocepted3

'jby the Mannford Town Board of Trustees was $687 085 94 (6)

'_A comparlson of TableII w1th the flnal lump sum payment

.7yshows that the town recelved $613 126 over the 1959 presentr

u'worth of the 01ty s facllltles

Y~6;h_Relocating~the Town“(e

Early 1n the planning stages of" the relocatlon, the

'Board of Trustees of Mannford app01nted an . executlve

'_admlnlstrator to devote full t1me to the countleSS

ff;admlnlstratlve tasks whlch would be 1nvolved It was partlyv»
:”;through h1s efforts, actlng as llalson between the c1ty

government local groups,'andvthe~federal g.overnment, that



Replacement of City-Owned Facilities and
Town's Proposed Plan of Development (6)

" TABLE III
COMPAEISON OF ESTIMATED COSTS
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“TCost of

Replacement
Item or Relocation Town's Pro-
Costs _Pposed: Plan
Water system including supply $394,782  $ 422,605
Gas'system including supply 131,063 159,052
‘Buildings | 27,200 27,200
Streets 62,914 455,465
Miscellaneous items 10,357 89,885
SUBTOTAL 626,316 1,154,207
Town's Engineering, Design, ’
Supervision and Administration 40,561 ===
SUBTOTAL, DIRECT COSTS 666,377 - 1,154,207
Town's Engineering; Deésign,
Supervision and Administration L= 40,561
Contingencies 80,025 143,372
TOTAL, DIRECT COSTS PLUS |
CONTINGENCIES 746,902 1,338,140
Net Mineral Subordination Damage
to Town-Owned Gas Leases 12,323 —_———
Net Salvage -4 ,467 o
TOTAL COST $754,758 $1,338,140
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'{[:the town was able to affect an orderly relocatlon
To ass1st the Governlng Board of the town 1n relocatlngﬂit
‘,the communlty the New Mannford Corporatlon was organlzed 1n‘

',l1957 under the laws of the State of Oklahoma The sole;l

f,cpurpose of* the corporatlon was to do those things and act

u':where the munlclpal government was powerless to act pThe"

fkgfcorporatlon obta1ned working capital from the sale of .

-j;f$20 OOO 1n stocks to local people Its most 1mportant

*'7funct10ns were the purchase of the new townslte recommended

fffby the Instltute of Communlty Development the development
,“Tof the towns1te and the sale of lots in: the new towns1te (3)

The relocatlon of the clty was a new experlence for t’

j*fthe st*te It requ1red the passage of a spec1al blll by

If'the state 1eg1slature before the town COUld annex the new'fc

town51te ( House B111 663 passed 1n 1959 prov1ded for the

annexatlon of the new town81te only after approval of the

'3~townspeople through a speclal electlon (8) j In add1t10n,

'"fSenate Blll 412 was passed by the state leglslature 1n

n'71961 authorlzlng the 01ty to grant the Federal Government
*f;the r1ght to 1nundate the streets 1n the old town (7)
The New Mannford towns1te was approved 1n a spe01al

;eelectlon June 23 1959 ' It 1s 1nterest1ng to note that

f"‘not one dlssentlng vote was. cast 1n the electlon On the.'

if;day after the electlon the f1rst add1t10n of the new town— o

‘u;s1te contalnlng 110 acres, was annexed to the c1ty

W1th the approval of the new towns1te, the New Mann—

_ ford Corporatlon proceeded to purchase the land subd1v1de



h, 1t based on the plans prepared by the Inst1tute of Communltyv’f
,1'Development and sell lots to old Mannford res1dents Atfavgll
”f1town meet1ng held two weeks before the sale of the lots,~'

each fam11y 1n the old town was furn1shed a plat,of the new7

(‘Ltowns1te show1ng the purchase pr1ce of each lot When the

"sale was.held all of those fam111es deslring to relocate

"-yln new Mannford had bought lots w1th1n the flrst two hours,g

:°,of the sale The pr1ce of the lots var1ed from $700 to .f,

‘ﬂf$Ll50 dependlng on s1ze k However, s1x lots were g1ven

“glaway to res1dents who could not afford the cost Buyers73»7°5”'

:”iwere charged only for the cost of the land and development"'
fu over and above that prov1ded by the government (6) AfterTf'h

5f~the lots 1n the f1rst additlon were sold the New Mannford}’l

f”gcorporatlon awarded contracts for the construct1on Of

:~?streets, water 11nes, and sewers wh1ch were des1gned by a

n pr1vate eng1neer1ng f1rm | These fac111t1es were complete SR
fand ready for use 1n 1962 when fam111es began mov1ng to the.

Tg’new town (3) 4 | N | |

| Inr1962 to 1nsure agalnst.blfght in the”new town;‘

»and to prov1de for orderly development and str1ct adherence

”bto the ultlmate plan of development the Town Board of |

'Trustees adopted a mun1c1pal code settlng forth rules and

"iregulatlons governlng bu11d1ng constructlon and plumblng

-?and electrlcal work as well as Subdiv1s1on and zonlng (21)
In 1962 all of the 112 lots 1n the f1rst addltlon to
vthe new towns1te had been sold and res1dents began m0V1ng

.ato the town (3) , By 1963 all of those plannfng to relocate f
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"i‘f1n the new town had done so } Approx1mately one half of the‘

B ,homes 1n the new towns1te were moved there from the old

'ﬁtown,‘and the others were new Most of the d1splaced rural‘

:‘u”fam1l1es 1n the old commun1ty relocated 1n the rural area

v;;‘around the new town | It 1s est1mated that 200 fam1liesf'

1 frelocated 1n the new commun1ty ‘vIn add1t1on to the school‘
ifand resldences, six ohurches and approx1mately 34 bus1ness

"establlshments relocated 1n the new town (6) As new

'f'ifam1l1es cont1nued to move to new Mannford other res1den—}*',

v”*’fa01l1t1e"‘

ﬁ}ht1al areaS were developed by the New Mannford CorpDratlon R

‘*fand annexed 1nto the c1ty

Electr1c serv1ce was prov1ded in- the new town through

fconstructed by the Publ1c SerV1ce Company of

b’Oklahoma However, soon after the relocat1on was completed
'the town purchased the d1str1but1on fac1l1t1es : The sale;

‘"f'of power purchased from Publ1c Service Company now prOV1des }f

"_a source of revenue for the mun1c1pal1ty

Natural gas 1s purchased by the 01ty from‘C1t1es
'Serv1ce 011 Company and is. obta1ned from a gas plpe l1neayﬂ
located-aboutv51x m1les~northwest'of the c1ty Along w1th
}the dlstr1but10n system 1nstalled{by the c1ty,. h1s ut1l1ty_‘}'

also prov1des a source of revenue"for the new town

As prev1ously d1scussed the;cost of prov1d1ng a’ water,”'C‘

:tdistr1but1on system over and above that allowed 1n the lump:};f,

7'sum payment by the Corps of Eng1neers and the cost of
7prov1d1ng san1tary sewers 1n the new town were 1noluded 1n

”:ithe prlceS of the lots sold by the New Mannford Corporat1on;‘f
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*?blﬁowevér, the water treatment and sewage treatment fa0111t1esh

d1n the new town were flnanced through the sale of munlclpal

.'Cbonds

' C. New Mannford Today

ﬂ*~1?v'TfanéportAtiQnrnéutés*f

New Mannford 1s 1ocated on Oklahoma nghway 51 about

7¥fftwo and one half m11es east of 1ts Junctlon W1th nghway 48f;7*

l'inghway 48 connects w1th ﬂ S nghway 64 about seven mlles o

';‘:north'of new Mannford The relocatlon of these h1ghways,-n'

bgdaas we11 as many county roads,*durlng constructlon of

f}_ﬂKeystone Reserv01r has{

rov1ded the study area W1th

,;f}exceilent transportatlo,e'WJ:‘ ,fThe dlstances to f~c?””
mesurroundlng towns can now be drlven 1n a few m1nutes 95The
1da relocated St Lou1s San Fran01sco Ra11road passes through

”fcjthe 1ndustr1a1 sectlon of new Mannford connectlng 1t w1th

jj'Tulsa to the east and Pawnee,‘Perry, and En1d to the west

= A map Of the new Mannford areapis shown 1n Flgure 3 "L; o

ﬂaf’2LffP8puiationyGrowthnif

A search of 01ty ut111ty records and 1nformat10n(%ffd

'ngathered from the 1oca1 postf'fflce showed thaiﬁthere are 1mjff

:Qfa406 lﬂdIVIdual res1dences‘1nvtheV01ty and 315 1n theﬂfﬁiﬁ’

fthe study

Jﬁbsurroundlng rural area«mak:ng a total of 7212:
"'hﬁarea.a Mu1t1p1y1ng the number of res1dences 1n the‘01ty

5L5“by 308 the average number of persons per household 1n ’5 }j,,J
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ii.fCountY, Oklahoma in, 1960 (25), y1e1ds a conservatlvevifyk

‘fffpopulatlon estlmate of 1 250 forﬁnew Mannford 1n 1969 e' o
irural populatlon of the study area was estlmated 1n a: Slml— s

}lar manner to be 970 maklng the total for the study area

?ff‘2 220 For comparlson, these flgures are shown 1n Table IV

"°"'w1th past census records Although no census data are

x'favallable for populatlon after 1960 ‘enrollment records of

Vfﬂdthe Mannford schools prov1de an 1nd1cat10n of populatlon_f

'u.growth 1n the last ten years (16) : Th1s data 1s presented ;

"f71n Table V Referrlng to the table, 1t 1s noteworthy that =

”-;the decrease in enrollment from 1963 to 1965 was due to the
k”out mlgratlon of famllles of construct1on workers as work on

'ftethe Keystone Progect was completed‘bi

ﬁjtfggffﬁmp1oymenfr.

The number of full tlme workers 1n the study area was

£ *est1mated by applylng the 1960 non~worker to—worker rat1o fork'

;E,Creek county (l 95)(25) to the estlmated populatlon of the

’study area Th1s method y1e1ded 750 workers (1nc1ud1ng self—*

':femployed workers) as compared w1th 410 1n 1960 vA-bus1ness—

ff:to bus1ness survey showed that there are about 385 full t1me,r'

}‘non farm JObS in the study area f111ed by workers from the,

“”new Mannford communlty An addltlonal 90 fullrtlme Jobs are,‘y

'fi}fllled by workers 11V1ng outs1de the study area There are:

'f,approx1mately 60 part tlme JObS, excludlng domestlc help,‘;*‘»

?ﬁifilled b:}new‘Mannford resldents A comparlson of the num—‘

l?,'ber of workers 1n the study area w1th the number of JObS




TABLE IV

POPULATION OF STUDY AREA
BY YEARS (23)(24)(25)
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 TOTAL ENROLLMENT OF MANNFQRD'°f‘

'”7; TABLE v

~'PUBLIC SCHOOLS (16)

Year.

. Enrollment

~_Per cent
__Increase

1959-60

1960-61

1961-62

| 1962-63%*

':’51963764:1,_

. 1964-65

7{71965 66@?,2f;j:ff“

bﬁ51966 67,:;.“U,.

’;1968 69 

o a2sx

336%
360
'374’}{

378
564;{'

)

483
555

13.
16.

14,

vaa * Estlmated from average da11y attendance records

:'..,,

**New school occupled at the beglnnlng of the 1962—‘
63 school year :



::fffilled by Mannfordites shows that approx1mately 365 personsalh'

ksfor 49 per cent of the workers llving 1n the study area are

. employed e1ther outs1de the community or on local farms,_’

VtﬁThere are'only f1ve full t1me farms in the study area there—

’pyfore 1t 1s concluded that about 48 per‘cent of these workers

work outs1de the community The sample results support th1s
va"estimate 1n that 42 per cent of the workers 1nterv1ewed work,
1¥£outs1de the study area——mainly in the Tulsa area About 40 |
‘:sper cent, or 160 of the workers 1n the old Mannford

'i'communlty work elsewhere

4. Bus:Lness -énd‘_,_I_ ndus’try_’.f’ A

Although the number of business establishments has 1n—
”jﬁcreased s1gn1f1cantly s1nce the relocatlon as shown 1n Table,d‘”

‘VI, most of the new bus1ness 1s associated w1th real estate_,ﬁ a

‘-ddevelopment reoreation and tour1sm The demand for props'

”,erty and homes 1n the lake area has afforded buslness

*oopportunities 1n construction, real estate, 1nsurance and

"ufinaHClng while tourists and recreation seekers have 1n—rt~f:'
?iacreased the demand for eating and drinking places, bait and )
‘vffishing tackle, boat storage and recreation facilities fA;*
lefew new retail stores and services have. been established 1ﬁf
hiﬁthe new‘town as a result of the 1ncrease in population, butrf'
»T}they do not appear to have changed the shopping hablts pf |
:”wthe local res1dents The famlfies 1nterv1ewed continue, as.
,T‘before,.to shop 1n other townsian average of two to three

‘f}times per month The only bus1nesses whlch experienced a



TABLE VI

A COMPARISON OF THE NUMBER OF BUSINESSES AND
INDUSTRIES IN MANNFORD IN. 1962 AND 1969 'Q

~Number of
Establishments
1962 - ... 1968

T

tfkihv;of7ausinésé;:;;

:'Retail Establishments

;prpliances, plumbing and electric supplies.tv

'Automotive parts and supplies

,B.Bait and fishing tackle BJ_;z

i Boats and accessories

:‘Buildlng materials and hardware“

SNNClothing and apparel

r3:Drugs and sundries

ﬁviEating and drinking places
ered and grain

.Flowers and gifts

e Gasoline service stations

o Grocers :

Service Eitablishments :

Automotive repairsbu

: Banking and financing

_Barber and beauty shops
"Q.Boat storage' *S” : :
8 Drilling and 011 field services

i‘Hctels and motels ,V :

'-f'Insurance

‘N;Laundry and dry cleaning

: Pr1nting and publlshing
"".Recreation
: Welding St

}Miscellaneous services»ff"

'g»Building, plumbing, electrical and other contractor\x

if:NAOil and gas production

: -Real estate

tif:jManufacturing

';‘* Includes general contractors,

**Includes 'manufacturing establishmentvpresently under construction.;iig
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ffhdecrease in number were dr1111ng and 011 fleld serv1ces and -

.s,501l and gas productlon Some v1ews of new Mannford s

tcommerclal developments are shown 1n Flgures 9 and lO
B There are two manufacturing flrms operatlng 1n the new'“
town at the present t1me The 1arger flrm employs 83
'T_workers in the manufacture of automoblles, 48 of whlch 11ve'
:outs1de the study area All of the materlals for use 1n'

productlon are 1mported from outs1de the study area f‘Tﬁe‘

B _second f1rm employs only s1x workers 1n manufactur1ng

machlned parts A th1rd manufactur1ng f1rm wh1ch 1s pres—r_T”
J;Gently under constructlon w1ll employ 60 people from the |

study area “in produc1ng plastlc goods

5 :'?R‘e:s’i'dénfiai Areas

The res1dent1al area 1n the new: town was planned with

'Lrlong, curv1ng streets whlch dlscourage through trafflc and

‘:fprov1de an- a1r of 1nd1v1dua11ty from lot to lot. Lots are-“

",generally well kept and show a great deal of prade on the
: part of the res1dents Houses Wthh were moved in from the
'Vold town have been rehabllltated to meet the restrlct1ons'”

'adopted‘1n»the mun1C1pal"code»and 1n'most‘cases, are well

‘,adapted to the new res1dent1al area. Most of these houses

fﬁlare concentrated in the flrst res1dent1a1 area developed
v:however, there are several scattered throughout the study
:rarea and 1t 1s not uncommon to see a small old house next
:vdoor to a large new one. Some re81dent1al 1mprovements are

shown in F1gures ll and 14 through 16
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Figure 9. Commercial development along relocated Oklahoma
Highway 51 in new Mannford.

Figure 10. Business seétion»of new Manﬁford.
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Figure 11. An arterial street in new Mannford.

Figure 12. New Mannford High School.
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Figure 13. New Mannford City Reservoir.

Figure 14. A residential street in new Mannford.
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Figure 15. OId'Mannford houses which were moved to new
' “Mannford. '

Figure 16. A new Mannford neighborhood.



Most of the rural res1dences are located to the west

'f_and south of the new town and are’ made up of relocated

Sfihouses,'neW"houses, houses Wthh were bu1lt before thev A

"fcommun1ty s relocat1on, and numerous mob1le.homes.;'These._
fffareas have . developed haphazardly due to the lack of
'“rrestr1ct1ons and bu1ldings codes outS1de the c1ty |

There are a number of lakeshore subd1v1s10ns 1n the"

'gstudy area ) Most of the res1dences 1n these areas are

.fmodest houses or mob1le homes, however, there are a few

c;°very 1arge and 1mpress1ve homes 1n these areas

:6;ijoliCehandfFire Protectiohifff

_ Pol1ce protectlon 1n the new town is provlded by thel*‘”
»Town Marshall as it was in: the old town 1though the
"lpopulat1on of the new town 1s more than three t1mes that of";

.lrthe_old-town, he reports that there has been no s1gn1f1cant'

”*fincrease in’the number of arrests made Most ”1nc1dents"

1"1nvolve c1ty youths and are: not of a serlous nature

Flre protectlon is. st1ll prov1ded by a volunteer f1re
fl:department fhowever, 1t has acqu1red new and better equ1p~
jifment 1nclud1ng a fire englne purchased new ine 1962 w1th
ﬂhexcess funds from the government 'S lump sum payment ‘hTheli

‘7pnew equlpment coupled w1th an adequate water supply has i

” fresulted 1n reduced f1re 1nsurance rates for res1dents as

ﬁffthe town 1s now rated 1n the n1nth class of the Nat1onal

E Boardaoi-F;regUnderwrlters standard rat1ng schedule (2)
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It 1s ev1dent from f1rst hand observat1on that propertyu}t

5nga1ues w1th1n the new town are cons1derab1y hlgher than 1n o

3l"the old town although sample results were 1nconclus1ve due

'.jto

'yproperty values , The Volume of new constructlon, the”;flV'Q_fb

respondents reluctance to answer quest1ons regardlng '

‘fﬂfrehab1l1tat1on of older homes,‘and the construction of new,;f

ﬂifac1l1t1es such as concrete paved streets and sewers have o

= jcontr1buted to a substantlal 1ncrease over old Mannford

,tfuproperty Values

Land adJacent to the reservo1r has 1ncreased 1n valuef

.f:remarkably slnce reservo1r lands were appra1sed by the

flJCorps of Eng1neers It s’ not uncommon to f1nd small 1ots

,in

:ffat

ﬁ,.GG

1akeshore subd1v1s1ons, w1th few 1mprovements, valued - SRS

f1ve to ten thousand dollars
,Séﬂ¢o1s

The new Mannford School »constructed 1n 1962 at a’ cost an
$345 000 was des1gned for 400 students By the 1965-

school year the enrollment had grown from 374 to 414 and S

a new elementary school had to be bu1lt As shown in

'{f;Table V there‘mme 596 students enrolled 1n the schools

‘ﬂwdur1ng the 1968 69 school year compared W1th 360 before the

yrelocat1on j The number of teachers employed had 1ncreased

':ifrom 16 to 40 Accordlng to the sample,_Mannford res1dents-

}cons1der the school system adequate to excellent
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foQ{tFChUrChes L

All of the s1x churches in the old town had completed
.new structures 1n the town early 1n 1963 (3) Each wasi'
:»”constructed on a large tract to prov1de for future expans1on
:tland much—needed park1ng space. All of these facllltles are

neat and attractlve and blend well W1th the surround1ng

”ffres1dent1al areas Many of the famllles 1nterV1ewed

u?;cons1dered the communlty s churches to be one of 1ts most
. s1gn1f10ant "se111ng p01nts "‘and every famlly 1n the

”b,sample attends church 1n the new. communlty lﬁ

fyloiidReéfeatianfFaciiifiesi?”"

Presently there are no c1ty park 1mprovements or‘{-5
recreatlon fa0111t1es 1n the new town However, in 1966 5_u.f

;:Mannford voters approved a bond 1ssue of nearly half ar

'dﬁgmllllon dollars to flnance a large mar1na and 01ty park to

'f be located on the Salt Creek arm of-. the reservo1r at the

lbuedge of the c1ty l1m1ts (13) Constructlon of the park

”f»and marlna has been delayed pend1ng the sale of the bonds

ﬁ;_There appears to be no 1mmed1ate need for th1s fa0111ty as-
”H*S1m11ar ones are prov1ded in . the 1mmed1ate v1c1n1ty as

v'shown in Flgure 8.

;l~11.,*Sociai/characteri§t;cs

The old Mannford fam111es who llve 1n the new communlty

f}have retalned most of the1r soc1a1 t1es from the old town



s However, some of the fam1l1es 1nterv1ewed compla1ned that
v:;pthey "do not see old fr1ends and ne1ghbers as often” and:,

Ttgthat they "see a lot of new faces:”' They welcome new peopleh.

@ffto the commun1ty whlle, at the same t1me, they mdss the

- 1nt1macy of the old town Although the maJorlty of the old 3

’pMannford res1dents have remalned together 1n one area of

'~gthe new town, dlscuss1ons w1th the sample famllles revealed

”y;that some soc1al bonds may have weakened as a result of ;

'vthe rearrangement of nelghborhoods : Only 23 per cent of
}'the sample famllles reported membershlp 1n c1v1c or s001a1
";clubs or organlzatlons 1n the new town as contrasted w1th

'Q'85 per cent 1n the old town

ﬁ;dlZfQ:Attitddes”oftthe}hocal'Peoplecf:f“f””

When asked 1f they felt the1r fam111es had benefltted
"from the Keystone Reserv01r the maJorlty of the sample

l_:famllles (60 per cent) answered yes They felt the benef1ts'

’ pftook the form of commun1ty 1mprovements, recreational

Zj;opportun1t1es,ﬂ1ncreased property values and other 1nd1rect vmf

:i"peconomlc benef1ts : Est1mates of annual beneflts by some

hdiof the famllles ranged from nothlng to $500 per year.:'“,“
| The maJority of the sample fam1l1es (62 to 69 per cent)?»
Dfdfelt that they were happ1er in the new communlty; that the
'Egrelocatlon was worth the expense and 1nconven1ence

,jvencountered and that they had actually prOSpered Slnce the ;,,

”flrelocatlon f It 1s worth not1ng that 30 per cent of the

-(vsample fam111es had changed the1r feellngs from obJectlon
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;”fto approval in the s1x years s1nce the relocat1on

There are some 1n the new town who are st1ll d1ssatls-»*f'

'4f1ed w1th thelr d1splacement One w1dow 1nterv1ewed ma1n—;»l

ﬁf?tained that the d1splacement and relocat1on were the cause

'“V_of her husband s death She felt that he was unhappy Wlth

Vf‘the loss of the1r home in the old town and hls gr1ef contr1-j

f‘buted to h1s illness Another elderly w1dow comp1a1ned fldw

»Qf that she could not go to town as often 1n the new town as

;Qf1n the old town because she had no transportatlon and the
’{gd1stance, although 1ess than a quarter of a m11e,‘wasutoo’p
fyffar to walk ' - o ' ' L

| In the rural area onewrespondent 1nd1cated that he‘had

\fgflost respect for the Corps of Eng1neers because "they

"epurchased land that was not 1nundated and they prolonged the‘n”

3'1and acqu1s1t1on process " Another fam1ly who 11ved near

' athe lake compla1ned of a loss of prlvacy due to the traff;c

d*}to and from nearby recreat1on fac111t1es and that they h&d
'f;even had property stolen occaslonally since the reservo1r

Ldevelopment



 CHAPTER V.
 DISCUSSION
A, General

The fo110w1ng is a‘d1scusslon of some of‘the soc1a1
”&fand economlc effects of the reservolr development on the p”
”rMannford communlty and an evaluatlon of their apparent |
‘1;causes as’ determlned from the 1nvest1gat10ns The causes
vf,dlscussed perta1n to the study area and do not necessarlly

gapply to the ent1re reserv01r area

”"BffIO§bosifioﬁTfo'Diépfacémént*f*Vi-‘

The 1nd1cat10n from the sample that 60 per cent of the_f'
'Tires1dents obgected to the d1sp1acement at f1rst and that 30
'fo,per cent had changed the1r op1n10ns 51x years after the .

'ﬁrelocatlon 1s an 1ndlcat10n qf a lack of good publlc

f_relatlons The Corps of Englneers and local leaders fa11ed1 df'

ﬁV,to promote and nsellﬂ the new communlty to the local people;’”
.fiFamllleS had ”deep ropts 1n the old communlty based on |

'fnstrong s001a1 bonds and psychlc values, and the Corps of

nffEnglneers did not provide the extra 1ncent1ve to persuade

'bpthemeto*relocate Instead they were forced to move 1rAs=f--;*

“r ;a result about one thlrd of the old Mannford fam111es resent'r B

. bfthelr d1sp1acement
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"Qz?The oppos1tion can also be attrlbuted to the Corps of
»ffEnglneers fa11ure to educate the 1oca1 people——to p01nt
b”hout the need for the progect and the beneflts that could be;,'*

‘?F'derlved from 1t

"f;cgk“Lahd:Aéquisitibh;“*t'

' Land acqu1s1t10n pollcy was probably the most s1gn1fi—,1f

;?fcant cause of the hardshlps experlenced by the Mannford

,hmpeople : Most of the comp1a1nts of res1dents can be traced

dfhto the Corps of Englneers publu:relatlons and 1ts 1nter—ja¥:f,1

'ﬂffpretatlon of_"Just compensatlon" aS prov1ded bY the Flfth

\f_;Amendment of the Const1tut10n of the Un1ted States

The op1n10ns of some 1andowners that the COrps pur—g‘:hVV“'

‘“ffchased more 1and than requlred probably would not have

ffiformed had the Corps exp1a1ned the operatlon of the reser—,7ff'ﬁ

*}fvolr for flood control the need for pub11c use areas and

‘fgthe necess1ty to control uns1ght1y waterfront development

h;fSome 1andowners 111 feellngs could have been av01ded

fi"through the Corps dev1at10n from hard and fast regulatlons’;;f”

'~ihgovern1ng the taklng 11ne and through 1ts purchase Of publlcfﬂu

hhiuse 1ands agreed to by the 1andowners concerned SOme

’*:fdlsplaced fam111es could have reallzed 1ower replacement i

ff;costs had the Corps adv1sed them and aSS1sted them 1n;j

‘fffrelocatlng

Wh11e most of the d1sp1aced fam111es were sat1sf1ed

.fpw1th the payment recelved for the1r property, the Corps

i {of Englneers ‘falr market va1ue" 1nterpretat10n of Just
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"pcompensatlon" caused the most serlous problems 1n the>hh
'erelocatlon of the communlty f Some famllles were.forcedeto h
erreak the1r s001al t1es w1th the commun1ty and move to
’mother communltles because they could not afford to move.fV

fpsthelr homes or rent or buy homes 1n the study area Some

'bus1ness establlshments were dlssolved for the same reason

‘The fact that the Corps pa1d the town a 1ump sum equal to _tfﬁ.

the reasonable cost of- replacement of the town aned -

Vy‘fa0111t1es and landowners were pald only the fa1r market

’lﬂvalue for the1r property suggests 1ncons1stency in the :,“d

:’"Corps acquisltlon pollcles

R J Rel'o,ca'tfi'ng, the Town

From the t1me the townspeople dec1ded to relocate the

- town untll the relocatlon was completed town off1c1als and :-*

d:leaders encountered countless tasks and problems 1nvolv1ng
t~federal state,'and local agen01es, contractors, school

7‘;d1strlcts, publlc and prlvate ut111t1es, and“consultlng
':flrms as. well as the state leglslature j The 01ty S con-tgt{""
'tract w1th the Corps of Englneers prov1ded for the payment. |

;of a 1ump sum to the town upon completlon of the relocatlon'

'94 except that partlal payments could be made as constructlon v’b

| tprogressed (6) = Bes1des the many adm1n1strat1ve and fVWf"

'“1n01denta1 costs 1ncurred by the town, 1t had to pay a.

‘ ‘,thlrd of the costs of plannlng the new town ; Because of the° -

Lfdelay 1n rece1v1ncr government payments and due to the other

costs 1ncurred the town experlenced a shortage of worklng S



chapltal and lots in the new townS1te had to be sold before e

',ftthe streets and ut111t1es could be developed In the op1n- R

r’flon of the town S executlve adminlstrator dur1ng the relocaﬁf?

'ht10n (2),_"the town came out ahead in the long run 1n sp1te

| of the 1nconven1ences 1t encountered After the costs of

"«'the 1n1t1a1 1mprovements 1n the new town were pa1d out of

‘mthe lump sum settlement there was enough left over to

purchase a new f1re englne "

;5E;'1Effects'ofjthebDevelopment-on-the5Community's Eoonomy "

The study area has experlenced remarkable econ0m1c

ov'growth s1nce the relocatlon of Mannford and the development;f;

-f,yof Keystone Reserv01r Increases 1n populatlon, number of

-jf_bus1nesses and 1ndustr1es, employment and property values

'?vare ev1dence of the economlc growth (15) The reserv01r s

*jhexceptlonal recreatlonal attractlon 1s probably the most

?;_1mportant factor lead1ng to the economlc success of the re-,;,“'

\ B

tfdhlocated commun1ty The excellent transportatlon routes
aserv1ng the area, the prox1mity of the town to the Keystone’

f’fReservoir and,the Tulsa*Metropolltan Areafand thewwell— o

7'jplanned development of the new town have also contrlbuted o

o to 1ts econom1c growth In general the development of " theg“

'1_,Keystone Reserv01r and 1ts assoclated 1mprovements, 1nclud-§'t~-

:Tilng the relocat1on of Mannford has completely reversed

'iﬂ the communlty s dec11n1ng economy

Although the communlty has grown substantlally,;its»

:7Jpopulat10n has not grown at the rates antlclpated by the
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__Instltute of Communlty Development and 1oca1 off1clals _TIn
:”1957 the Inst1tute planned the town to prov1de for a popula—t'”
o tlon of 20 000 w1th1n 30 years (22) ~1In 1964 the-Executlve‘

'Adv1ser to the Clty Board of Trustees estlmated the town s

'?ijpopulatlon would reach 12 OOO by 1969 (17) The populatlon

:had 1ncreased s1nce 1965 at a nearly un1form rate of 214 per

' f;year At thls rate 1t would reach only about 6 000 by

‘":‘1987——cons1derab1y less than expected ;'

~QVF¢ Effects of the Development on the 8001a1 Structure of

' the Communlty

The relocatlon of Mannford and subsequent development ‘
”;1n the new communlty have caused a weakenlng of the commu—'l
‘]nlty s s001a1 bonds The percentage of fam111es hav1ng kln—g

fﬂ sh1p tres to the communlty has been reduced due to the 1n-_'h

"7>crease in populatlon from outs1de the study area ’fAndffb:Q‘

,rwlnterpersonal relatlons can no 1onger be deserlbed as 1nt1—]'

T“»mate because the relocated re51dences have been rearranged

v"ﬂand res1dents have 1ost some of the1r contacts and as5001a—;7 :

‘f}tlons w1th old frlends and nelghbors; The reductlon in the :
"percentage of sample fam111es having membershlps in. 1oca1

‘clubs and organlzatlons is cons1dered ev1dence of the weakeru '

V*fsocial structure In effect the strong soclal bonds of thefﬁi

'{stmall old community have been "d11uted” due to the reloca—"u

'c:ﬂtlon and subsequent populatlon growth Th1s effect 1s not ,T"
“'fcons1dered serlous but rather a temporary condltlon wh1ch

1.,w111 be overcome 1n t1me
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G. Effects of the Develppment on the Welfare'of the Local
People

Some residents in the.new'cbmmunify are not satisfied,
but the majority feel that the improvements and conveniences
provided in the new town and the economic growth. of the
community have offset the 1osses and inconﬁeniences incurred
in relocating. Theyvfeel that their 1ivihg standards and
overall welfare have improvedjas‘a result of the relocation
and fﬁe reSefvoir deVelopment; . |

' The minority's dissatisfaction with‘the new community
caﬁ uSuaIIY'be_traped'to théif(resentment Of:being uprooted
from fheir_oldlhﬁmes."AitHOugh'only one widow quefied
felt that’reldéation contributed fo’her husband's death,
" other respohdénts indicétéd that as many as six local
‘families had experienced similar circumstances.. The
) reSpdndents generally sympathized with the familieé'
alienatioh-by the govefnment. ’AS previously discussed, the
Corps of Engineers might have prevented some of-these

attitudes through better public relations,



' CHAPTER VI -
. ;CQNC’LUS_I ONs{ S

Based upon the results of investlgatlons prev1ouslyg
‘ _presented the follow1ng conclus1ons are drawn concernlng"'

o the 5001al and economlc effects of the Keystone Reserv01rzv .

»i 'on the communlty of Mannford Oklahoma

“gl;* The Mannford communlty has experfenced conslderable

Vf’economlc growth as a result of the constructlon of the 7:#

;.Keystone Reserv01r and ass001ated 1mprovements and the
vﬁ;grelocat1on of the c1ty of Mannford i |
.a"ZL‘ The constructlon of the reservolr)and assoc1ated
flemprovements and the. relocatlon of the town of Mannford |
n”lhhave resulted in: the 1mproved well belng of the maJor1ty
"?:.of the old Mannford res1dents s . UL o

ffé; The Keystone Reserv01r development through the o

itgfrelocatlon of Mannford ‘contrlbuted to the weakenlng of the»'dt

‘l:Mannford commun1ty

;nﬁe4;' The follow1ng adverse effects of the reservo1r7?, R

‘;Tvaevelopment could have been m1n1m1zed or avo1ded 1f the:f?

"Corps of Englneers had antlclpated the effects durlng the
'1,1ann1ng stages, engaged 1n ‘an. enthus1ast1c publlc relatlons'l_n

lacampalgn and adopted a pollcy of equltable treatment of all

‘hisq;&ﬁéfv“__ .



t_‘effected by the 1and acqu1s1t10n procedure

.(?)f Some res1dents feel resentment or have lost B

nﬂ””respect for the government because of the Corps of ﬂﬁ;}:kfhr

v7Eng1neers 1and acqu1s1t10n pol101es

:(b) Some d1sp1aced fam111es and bu51nesses 1ncurred
id[replacement costs above the "fa1r market value” pa1d by
m;ithe Corps of Englneers for the1r property | | o
dl"f_(c)p Some fam111es who rented homes in the old town

ccould not rent comparable homes 1n the new town due to

’Hf1ncreased property values

(d) SOme res1dents resent belng moved from the1r old L

'kj’homes and blame the government for thelr unhapP1neSS 1n
bfpjthe new communlty o S -
| "ff(é)l The town encountered a shortage °f worklng caplt
"ddue to the government s method of payment °f the negotlate

If'replacement costs

a1r1'%

d:



' CHAPTER VII
e sUGGEsTIoNs, "FOR ',FUTITRE. ,‘WOBK

The f0110w1ng are suggestlons for future work related jA'

‘g;to the study presented here1n

11{ A study of the soc1a1 and economlc character1st1cs-“'

'"f’of the res1dents who moved to Mannford Oklahoma after 1tS"

?Q,hrelocatlon The1r customs, hablts';employment or1g1n, and_'

i wreasons for mov1ng to’ the communlty would prov1de 1nforma—i534l

’“;t1on for use 1n pred1ct1ng the soc1a1 and economlc effects.v'

nh>of future progects

2

'-’prccedures of federal and state water—development agen01es*‘"

'ftfat selected reserv01r progects and an eva1uat1on of the

'xfsuccess of each agency in affectlng an equltable reserv01r,ﬁ-

A comparlson of the land acqu1s1t10n p011c1es andff}f“

‘f,evacuatlon A study of th1s nature would prov1de valuableff;?;;

'ﬁdata for use 1n formulatlng 1and acqu1s1t10n cr1ter1a and P
efrepayment pollcles |

f 4v A study of the soc1a1 and economlc effects of the,

‘“_relocatlon of the communlty of Kaw Clty, Oklahoma wh1ch 1s";},1}

| .currently under Constructlon as a result of the developmentdif
"fcf Kaw Reservolr If undertaken 1n the near future, thlsfﬁ
"study would prov1de valuable data for comparlson w1th a

’7s1m11ar study 1n the d1stant future The results of the ::,
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two Studiés would show the economic growth of the community

and the degree of adjustments made by the local people.
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10.

11.

' Employed members of household in. 1962 (Ind1cate part tlme

68

- PART A

Th1s part should be answered for cond1t1ons as they existed
in 1962. (Prior to Mannford's relocation)

Was residence located within = yor outside corporate
-limits of city? : : '

When did household move fO‘Mannford?

'Reasons for moving to old Mannford?

Agesvof all members of household (1962) .

Number of males _, and females . in household.

Years of school completed by males 25 years old and oldef'(l962)}

Years of school completed by females 25 years old and older
(1962) .

Race:  White _ Nonwhite .+~ (XIf both indicate number of
each) L : T L

How many members of household were retired?-(lQGZ)'

Number of unemployed seeklng employment'.

employment as “P. T. " ‘ o i
AGEM"' OCCUPATION ’ TENUREf | ,PLACE OF.EMPLOYMENT‘
(a)
(b)



12.

13.
14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

69

()
(d)
(e) _ _
Household income (1962) .
AGE INCOME FROM WAGES PROPRIETOR INCOME FROM OTHER
- OR SALARY INCOME C SOURCES
(a) |
(b)
(o)
()
(e)
Was home owned ;_u__or rented __ ?
Estimated value of home if occupant owned. $
(é) Was other pfoperty ownéd in Mannford? Yes _;;_ No -
(b) If so, estimated value. $ o
Approximateiy how much did you pay in annual property taxes
in 19617 $§ : o . ' ' T
 (a) bid you ever cbnsider moving to another commﬁnity? (Before
1962) Yes No _ ‘
(b) Why or why not? | | |
(a)  Main évantages Qf 1iving in old Mannford}

(b) Main disadvantages.



'fllé,\7What”words“uouldfyouihaVetusedito:describeboid.MannfOrd?;u(iQSZ)_ .

21.

‘VZQ{LLWhere d1d you go .hrf; . ~h'_ “ty,: o ti”""”ii o

o700

N

'Number of household members who attended church 1n old Mannford

. 1n another communlty

'Clubs ‘or civic organ1zat1ons w1th whlch household members werev
_assoc1ated , S SR S , .

e '.'

=D1d members of household have relatlvesk1n old Mannford?
i (other than 1n same household) Yes . No

:f,(a),>To shop for. maJor 1tems 'such as furnlture, abbliances :

'ti;(d)‘iTo bank?

:;»(h); To v151t your dentlst?
.,'24_.“

' zfshop before oy’ after work? Yes s No_v:
26."

v'fh;(Grade them Good Adequate, ]nadequate or. None )

':“(b)*fFor enterta1nment or’ amusement?

’j(c)/cFor outdoor recreatlon?
;(e)\:For routlnc v1sits to your fam11y doctor?
;ﬁf)"For emergency med1ca1 treatment?

bd(g)i;To attend church?

fHow often d1d household shop 1n another communlty? Q.? e

' and maJor 1tems of clothlng?

per‘o~

fuorkers worked in another communlty, d1d they stop off to‘ S

llgnorlng new. Mannford and cons1der1ng only 'condit1ons’aS’théy

existed in-old Mannford how. would you c1a551fy the f0110w1ng?

(a) Pollce protectlon =




(.
e
@
(e).
(1)
(&
o
W
W
'(k)m
gli_

(m

()
Hiff(?)
fﬂ<qu

»;Banking facilities'—w

'Available housing °J?ff“§“'
i  Emp1oyment °pportunities‘1f¢”‘“*

Fiie”protection'f

City water and gas - -

City'streets‘r’

~City Sewefs -
&Garbage'collection;e‘?rf;ﬁy-
'Pafké,and‘recreation'— REROEE

‘Manicipal buildings-;j'”"

Educational fac111ties -i.

‘Medical fac111t1es —"

'Church Faci11t1es —jlifﬁff R v
'Cultural and entertainment facilities -
;“Shopping facilities —l':°?

'Restaurants and. eating places - f

Tourist accommodations =

vComunlty progres:iveneSSv-':

Community;pride —lg,?f
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PART B -

: Thisvpart should be'anewered‘for,present’(1969) oonditions._:vv
“fi; 1s re51dence located w1th1n . or outside ____ corporate limits
: of: city? v S e e L e o .

2. wnen,dld household'moYe'to‘Mannfora? .._

R iReasons for moving[fo MannforA?'

-4, ;Ages‘of all membere_of noneeholq;”

AQ;iENumber of malesv :, or females ; vvln household

.6;V:Years of school c0mp1eted by males 25: years old or older

7,7ﬂ’f¥earéjof schooircom@ieﬁedfbyvfemales.25;years:oid ¢r191dér"'“"”

x;Sre;Race~':White‘“ Nonwhlte - (If both 1nd1cate number of each)

"-9;;,(a)” How many. members of household are retlred?

»‘r(b) How long have they been retired?
'fflorf:Namber of’ unemployed seeklng employment?

-liuV'Employed members of household (1ndlcate part time employment'
oas "p T. ") . o . y L .

_ AGE = OCCUPA‘I‘ION ' - :TENUR,Ej , ,.‘;‘ "‘.'PL_A.CEY' OF’*."E@FQY@NT
Cmy
(c)urfﬁwl;.




[ Household Income

(a)

~°_(b)

13.

_.14'. .

T 15,

16.

”ask(b) If so, estimated value

17.

I T

Vl’(bjj,Why, or why not?

19 . )

: »(c):‘Did they work in other jobs in old. Mannford? Yesrn»

*fEstimated value of home if occupant owned $

(a)leo any members of the ‘household work in new Mannford at:
: : JObS that dld not exist 1n old Mannford? Yes ; No

: f(b) olf so, 1nd1cate which as shown in questiom;ll and 12

v'(d)*jDid they work in another community? Yes --f:No‘::‘

f(e)“fDid any members of household, who now work 1n another
’ 'ﬁ‘community, work in old Mannford? Yes No

,l(f)d"lf so,_indicate which as shown in question ll and 12

.Is home owned ,d';or rented "?'}'

$
QEstimated 1968 property taxes $

(a)nyave you considered mov1ng to another community since
S moving to Mannford? Yes - No. L i

:(?)“fMain”advantages of‘living;in:Mananrdw

(b) * Main Disadvantages. . - 00

(a) Is other property owned in. Mannford? Yes ,‘fNoff* :,’h

73



20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.
26.

27.

‘What words would you use to deéCribe Mannford?

Number of household members who attend church in-Mannford
in another community

Clubs or civic organizations with which members of household
are associated. :

Do members of household have relatlves living in Mannford?
(Other than in same household) Yes _ No . ,

Where do you go 7

(a) To shop for major items of furniture and clothing?
(b)  For entertainment and amusement? | o

(c) For outdoor recreation?

(d) To bank?

‘(e) To visit youpvfamily_dector?

(f) To visit your dentist?
(g)  To attend church?
(h)  For emergency medical treatment?

How often does household shop in other communities? ' per

@

If workers work in another community, do they stop off to ehop
before or after work? Yes No L e

Without comparing New Mannford with Old Mannford, how would
you classify the following as they exist in Mannford today?
(Rate them Good, Adequate, Inadequate, None.)

(a) Police Protection =

"(b) Fire Protection -

74
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(D)

28,
W '~or 1nd1rectly from Keystone Reserv01r? Yes .;~ No-

0. ()

5Was

C1ty water and gas -_;,,fﬁ»
5C1ty streets ~,}“

”C1ty sewers~-

‘*Garbage collect1on -_,v'

Parks_and recreat1on =

Municipal buildings -

 Medical Facilities -

~Educat1onal fac1l1t1es-—"”'
UChurch fac111t1es -

?Cultural and entertalnment fac1lit1es -

;lShopplng fac1l1t1es —";- ST REEY

Restaurants and eatlng places -;5

yBank1ng fa0111t1es - ‘f"‘w('ul'n'bz

Tour1st accommodat1ons ~.»f

aAva1lable hous1ng -

Employment opportun1t1es'—

Communlty progress1veness _ui

cCommun1ty pr1de'—ﬁ

house moved to 1ts‘present locatlon? Yes v‘:"No5~"

75

Does respondent feel that his household has benefltted d1rect1y]~

e ROF

Can Respondent est1mate the monetary value of any- benef1ts
lthe household has der1ved from Keystone Reserv01r? $

From: what do'theseibeneﬁits acotne?iﬂExplain.j o



31.

32.

33.

76

If other residents were sharing the cost equally, what would
respondent be willing to pay annually, say in taxes, to prevent

loss of Keystone Reservoir? §

If respondent were trying to persuade a family to move to Mannford,
what would he use as "selling points"? -

Previous residence. (City)
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© PART €

',]l,=‘What was household s reactlon when 1t f1rst learned that the e
SO Keystone PrOJect would requ1re 1ts relbcat1on? :

c2, What was the attltude of the household toward relocat1on of
: 1,Mannford as an - ent1ty? o

E 3. (a) _Had the household s att1tude toward relocat1on changed S
e v by the t1me the relocat1on was completed? Yes
" ‘No. . : k :

: <b)'11fvyes, explain,"-

" 4. What. amount would the. household have been w1ll1ng to pay to };‘NH
o avo1d relocat1ng? $ 0 : e

5. ~After the new towns1te was acqulred and the plan of development
‘ u”was revealed

S (a) D1d the household approve of the plan? Yes 57ﬂf Nd‘

m(b) D1d the att1tude toward relocat1on change? Yes

if} (c) 1f. yes, explaln
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6. If the household had not been forced to relocate and a buyer
‘had offered to buy its - property, what minimum offer would have
been accepted at that time? $

7. What was finally paid for the property? $

8. (a) Does respondent feel the payment received was fair?
Yes No

(b) If no, what was respondent's estimate of the value of the
property? $

(¢) Why does respondent feel property was worth more? (1)

Appraised value, (2) Psychic value (3) Incentive to move,
(4) Other (state) '

9. What were reasons for moving to new Mannford rather than
another community?

(a) Social bonds, (b) Employment, (¢) School, (d) Anticipated
community growth, (3) Kinship, (f) = Other (&tate)

10. Did household continue maintenance and repair of home and other
property until moving? . Yes No.

If no,
(a) How long before moving was maintenance discontinued?

(b) What was the nature of repairs or maintence needed
when household moved?

(¢) "What would have been the approximate cost of repairs?

$

11. How 1long did household remaln after property was purchased
by government?

12.  (a) Did the resettlement allowance paid by the government
‘cover moving expenses? Yes _ No



,f(h)ififcnd;jWhat:is“respondentTSQestimate of:the shortage?

'iﬁ(af;hWas respondent able to purchase property comparable to
o oanold] Mannford property: at approxlmately the ‘same price
“.jhe was pa1d for the old property? Yes -~jve No o

J“_iﬁ(b)}ylf n0t whyo‘

.'fWas respondent able to f1nd comparable rental property 1n
o inew Mannford for approx1mate1y the same rent pa1d in old
*-_:Mannford? Yes ?'g No : Lo . - I

wf J15,[:In general, wou1d household descr1be 11v1ng in new Mannford
Tl as more enjoyable .~ i 1ess enjoyable . 3 or about )
‘ﬁthe same Ll as 11v1ng 1n old Mannford?

‘,fDo the advantages, 1f any, of 11v1ng 1n the new communlty . AR
voffset the: losses and 1nconven1ences experienced in: relocatlng?ﬂ ’
‘,Yes - No . L . : L . B

'Qin‘genéfa1 has the household ga1ned, prospered or other-;'
_wise‘benefitted as a.result@of‘the;relocationioffMannford?
”Yes No ol e S R e ,:yﬂmﬁ S edot!

vDoes respondent know ‘any of the reasons why some residents
. rrof oldr Mannford chose not to relocate in new Mannford? ¥
"'”(Llst) T : - LT




VITA »
Wayne Cl1fford Morgan'
Candldate for the Degree of

: Master of S01ence

‘Theﬁsisa":.t” A STUDY OF THE SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC EFFECTS OF
' 'KEYSTONE RESERVOIR ON THE COMMUNITY. OF MANNFORD
OKLAHOMA g L

vaaJor F1eld Civ1l Eng1neer1ng
‘3,MB1ographlca1 L

Personal Data Born September l 1938 in Tulsa,‘ :
- Oklahoma, the son of Opal Gladys and George .
Cl1fford Morgan Y L S 20

- Educat1on Graduated from Sand Sprlngs H1gh School;” i
"—-" Sand Spr1ngs, Oklahoma, in 1956. Received. the .
‘fdegree .of Bachelor of 'Science in Civil , :
-*Eng1neer1ng from Oklahoma State Un1vers1ty in -
~August, 19607 Completed requirements -for the

_.degree. of Master of Science at Oklahoma State._y»,”l

“}Un1vers1ty in May, 1970

Profess1onal Experlence Structural Eng1neer, Allled
. Steel Products, Incorporated "Tulsa,- Oklahoma, v
- 1960-61; Structural Engineer, U. S: Bureau of
'Reclamatlon, Denver, . .Colorado, 1961 62;. Civil - .
- . Engineer, U, 8. Army Corps of Eng1neers, Tulsa, -
»[Oklahoma, 1962 69 A : R

Membershlp in Profes51ona1 8001et1es Amerlcan'
8001ety of Civil: Engineers;: Natlonal 8001ety of

: Profess1ona1 Englneers,.Reglstered Profess1ona135v

' Clv1l Englneer, State of Oklahoma S '




