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THE Boulder Dam site is more than 300 miles from lmp eri.al Valley, which 
the dam, ostensibly, is to/protect from floods. This map shows part of 

Colorado R,iver Basin, Boul(ler and Topock Dam sites and irrigable areas. 
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QUOTATION FROM OFFICIAL 
REPORT OF BRITISH MISSION TO 

THE UNITED ST ATES 
The following is quoted from the official report of the British commission 

appoi nt ed by the Rt. Hon. Sir Arthur Steel-Maitland, Bart., M. P., Minister of 
Labor of the British Empire. The commission spent approximately three months 
in Canada and the United States, from September 13th to December I Ith, 1926. 

"The war gave an imp et us to the expansion of manufacture in all 
branches of indus try and left the United States a creditor nntion in relation 
to Europe . Since 1922, there has been n rnpid increase in the volume of 
mnnufucture in most brnnchcs of industry. The 11111in activities to which the 
increased volume of production mny be attributed have been building nnd 
constructional work, the developme nt of the automobile indu stry, an ex
tensive programme of railroad rehabilitation and a development in all 
branches of electrical manufacture. • • • • The activities of these in
dustries, the large sums o f money spent in renovating anrl improving rail
road stock, and the great electrical development have benefited many other 
industries includin~ iron and steel and eng ineering. • • • • 

"Large sca le manufacture has been stimulated by the great development 
in the int erco nnect ion and interchange of electric power which is available 
at a low cost. This has been made possib le by the policy of the electrica l 
industry in centra lizing power houses, connecting transmission lin es and 
distribution systems, and standardizing equipment so as to make the most 
effective use of power. A generating system which has a surp lus of power 
above its immediate requirements can relieve. the load on another gener
:lting system through the interconnection, and a breakdown of one station 
is insured against. The industries of the country are thus provided with a 
dependable nnd an efficient service of power at a low cost. We found in one 
industrial centre in Ohio as low a price as 0.6 cents per kilowatt hour for 
electricity supp lied for industrial purposes; in other industrial centres the 
price is usually from 1 to 2 cents per kilowatt hour. (The average revenue 
per unit sold for power purp oses in Great Britain is 1.073d or over 2 cents.) 

"The electric power development has contributed greatly to the in
troduction of machinery and lab our aiding devices, and to greater produc
tivity. The primary horse power installed in manufacturing estab lishments, 
including motors run wit h purchased electric current, has steadily increased 
from 22,290,899 horse power in 1914 to 33,094,228 horse power in 1923. 
The average installed horse power per wage earner increased from 3.16 in 
1914 to 3.27 in 1923. There has been a great increase in the use of electcicity 
in the home. It is commo n for working -class homes to be installed with 
electricity, and this has in turn contribu ted to the gre a t development of 
electric appliances for domestic use, such as dectric irons, washing machines 
and vacuum cleaners." 
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ADDRESS BY WILLIAM GREEN 
President, American Federation of Labor 

Atlantic City, June 8, 1927 

"It is in the field of industry and labor that electric light and power has made 
its most marked advances and extended its service to the greatest degree. The lives 
nnd welfare of the great mass of working people associated with industry have been 
vitally affected through the introduction and use of electricity in industry. There 
is a very close relationship between the electr ic light and power indu stry and Labor . 
It is a relationship which affects wages, productivity and efficiency. l..t1bor is 
thoroughly com:cious of the active nnd potentinl possibilities in the grent domnin 
of industry nml inclustrinl expnnsion. 

"The prod uction of electrical energy has practically doubled during ench five 
years since 1900. Investments in electrical utilities incr eased from i628,000,000 
in 1902 to $4,465,000,000 in 1922. At present, the inve stment is est imated nt 
J6,600,000,000. The production of electricity by public utility power plants 
doubled between 1919 and 1927. The total value of electrical machinery, apparatus 
and supplies increased from $1,293,000,000 in 1923 to $1,540,000,000 in 1925. 

"In 1925, there were 1,739 establishments manufacturing electrical ma chinery 
apparatus and supp lies of all kinds and they employed 239,931 wage earners. The 
horse power u~ed in 1925 by the se manufacturing plant s was 589,000, an increase 
of more than 100,000 or 22.7 per cent in two years. 

"The American worker is highly efficient. Electric power and machinery 
enable him to use that efficiency to its fullest capacity. An ana lysis of the industrinl 
situation shows that elect ric power is the greatest contributing factor toward the 
increase in the efficiency and productivity of the working people of our country. 
While productive standards have been raised in every industry which has heen 
electrified, the most notable increa ses in individual and industrial efficiency are 
shown in the automobile industry, shoe manufacturing, textile industry, con I 
production and the printing industry. The output of these industries shows how 
the use of electric power has increased the volume of commodities produced a11<l 
multiplied the producing capacity of the millions of workers employe jl. 

"Th e initiative of those who ventured in the ficl,1 of industry hns l,een rewarded 
by the success of their endeavors. Th ey have been fortunate in thnt they have 
been permitted to carry on their business in a land which guarantee,! to them the 
right to own and possess property and to enjoy all the benefits which come from 
private undertaking and private enterprises. 

"Both emp loyers and employees have been free from the domination of 
autocratic control and governmental dictation such as prevails in some of the 
other lands. This condition creates a feeling of security and a'!Surance am! encour- · 
ages private initiative and private enterprise. It inspires a feeling of independence 
nnd satisfaction among the millions of working people who make up suc h a large 
part of our citizenship. They prize freedom, liberty and justice very highly. 

"Ind ustrial freedom is as essentia l to human happiness and human welfare as 
political freedom. Let us hope that our nation will always remain free from govern- · 
mental, autocratic and dictatorial control of its industries and its workers- The 
workers prize these blessings and benefits very highly because t hey mean more to 
them than to other classes of our citizenship. They cheri sh them as priceless rights 
and they are determined to transmit them as a heritage to their children and to 
succeedin~ generations." 
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THE BOULDER DAM BILL 
The Boulder Dam Bill in one form or another has been before Congress for 

almost six years. It was reported to the Senate of the United States from its Com
mittee on Irrigation and Reclamation on April 19, 1926, under number S. 3331, 
and to the House of Representatives by its Committee on Irrigation and Reclama
tion on December 22, 1926, under number H. R. 9826. 1 twas debated on the floor 
of the Senate in February, 1927, but did not come to a vote. It has not been 
before the House of Representatives for a vote, but it was discussed by several 
Con!Jressmen on the floor during the months of February and March, 1927. 

The ~olorado River drains a portion of seven states-Wyoming, Colorado, 
New Mexico, Utah, Nevada, Arizona and California. Its drainage basin situated 
in these seven state s covers one -thirteenth of the area of the United States - 244 000 
square miles. In its potential value for irrigation and power it is one of th; re
markable rivers of the world . Within the seven states of its drainage basin at 
various points along its course it combines in proper sequence for complete use a 
large quantity of water, great concentration of fall, reservoir sites for the control 
of flow, sites for power plants, and many hundred thousand acres of irrigable land 
below the stretch where power may be developed. 

At_ the end of its course in the United States and lying off to its right in a 
depres~1011 be(ow s_ea level is_ the Imperial Valley of California, the largest single 
1rngat1011 project 111 the Umted State s, with some 400 000 acres. of land under 
irrigation, valu ed at i6o,ooo,ooo to i7S,OOO,OOO, nnd 'containing in its area a 
number of small and reasonably prosperous cities. 

The Imperial Valley now secures its water supply through an irrigation canal 
~rom the Col orado River which for most of its distance runs through Mexico. ] t 
1s also protected from the floods of the Colorado Ly levees which are maintained 
01~ ~exican soil, because the extensive sand hills between the Valley and the River 
w1tl11n the boundary of the Unit ed State s protect the Valley and the threat is th a t 
the river will escape through the levees which confine it in Mexico and flow back 
down-hill into the Salt on Sea and gradually fill up the sea over a period of year: 
until the vallev is flooded out. 

The Boulder Dam Bill received its first impetus from a group which sought 
the const~uction ?fan All-An,erican Canal which would remove their water supply 
from foreign territory and also make available for irrigati on some 400 000 acres of 
higher land which could be reached by a cnnal through the sandhills within United 
States territory. A regulnted flow of the river was deemed essential to an All
American canal; this led to the suggestion of n reservoir. While n smnll reservoir 
would sufficiently regulate the river for the ennui purpoNes, its cost would look smnll 
as compared with the $31,000,000 canal. The idea of a reservoir for flood control 
was then combined with the idea of one for an irrigation canal. Los Angeles and other 
coast cities in California were beginning t~ talk of needing an additional water 
supply. Their support for the reservoir was enlisted because the regulated flow 
would also assist them in getting water from the river if thev should ever need it. 
And it did not take long for the political leaders to determine that the need for ·water 
was a dire one! . 

All of these groups were of course looking toward the Federal Treasury with 
long ing eyes1 but it seemed rather inacces sible and for the time being quite well
guarded again s t such a ra id. Th en the Commissioner of Reclamation, in about the 
year 1920, came to their aid. He dr eamed of the con s truction of a huge power dam 
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t at a site in Boulder Canypn-a dam the like of which was never be'rore ltnow.f ; 
twice the height of any iii the world, containing three times the masonry of ml, 
Assuan dnm in Eppt, tlie largest dam now in existence, storing more water 1,y Yi, __ -o,: 
one and one-half times ~~an the Gatun Lake on the Panama Canal, having tiri ar·ei'' :'.: • ;•' ·· 
of 157,000 acres, 120 miles long! At a power plant constructed in connection with 
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such a reservoir_ and dam t~ere could be generated some 600,000 firm hor~e-power. 
If such a quantity of electrical energy could be sold at a sufficient profit it would 
pay for this gigantic project, and it would incidentally provide flood ~ntrol so 
far as Aood control could be provided by 1t reservoir, and it would regulate the flow of 
the river for the irrigation canal, and for a domestic water supply. The story wns 
then complete, and it was eagerly seized upon and told and retold in Cnlifornia 

-until the imagination and desire of all California was arou sed by it. 
In 1922 Secretary Fall and Arthur P. Davi s, 1he11 Commissi oner of Reclama

tion, pre sented the plan to the Co111111ittee which had been considering the All
American Canal. Thi~ power proj ect then l.,ecame the Boulder Dam Bill, and its 
advertised purpose was primarily Aood control, and incidentally a11 All-American 
Canal, and a domestic water suppl)', and finally "very incidentally" and purely 
as a by-product was power. But l'ower was to pay the Bill and the sale of power 
was to be the open sesame to the U.S. Trea sury, bemuse the project was not going 
to "cost the taxpayer one cent." All that was needed was representation that the 
thing was feasible, that there was a market for the power at a profit, and the Bill 
could be put over. These representations were of course available - employees of 
the U. S. Heclamation Service and of the Los Angele s Bureau of Power Light 
furni shed them. Hence the _Boulder Darn Bill as it is before the country today! 

Union Calendar No. 587 
(69n, CONGRESS, 21> Sc ss10N) 

H. R. 9826 
( Report No. 1657] 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

FEBRUARY 27, 1926 

Mr . Swrno introduced the following bill; which was referred to the Committee on 
Irrigation and Recl amati on and ordered to be printed , 

D ECEMBER 22, 1926 

Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of tl;e Union and 
ordered to be printed 

A BILL 
To provide fur the protection and devel opment of the lower Colorndu River 8aHin. 

De it enacted by the Senate and House of Repre~entntivc:s of the United States 
of Ame~ica in Congress assembled, that for the purp ose of con trolling the floods and 
regulatlllg the flow of the lower Colorado River,•providing for storage and delivery 
of the waters thereof for reclamation of puhlic lands and other heneficial uses 
within the United States, and for the generation of electrical energy as a means of 
making ~he project herein authorized a self-supporting and financially solvent 
undertaking, the Secretary of the Interior, subject to the terms of the Colorado 
River c?m~act hereinaft:r i:nentioned, is hereby authorized to construct, operate, 
and mamtalll a dam and 111c1dental works in the main stream of the Colorado River 
at Bl~ck Canyon or Boulder Canyon adequate to create a storage reservoir of a 
capacity of not less than twenty million acre-feet of water and a main canal and 
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appurtenant structures located entirely within the United Stat es connecting the 
Lagunn Dnm with the Imperial and Conchelln Valleys in Cnlifornin: Provided, Thnt 
all contract s for the delivery of water for irrigation purposes provided for in section 
5 shall provide that all irrigable land held in private ownership by any one owner in 
excess of one hundred and sixty acres shall be appraised in a manner to be pre
scribed by the Secretary of the Inte rior and the sale prices thereof fixed by the said 
Secretary on the basis of its nctunl bona fide value at the date of appraisal without 
referen ce to the prop osed construction of the irrigation works provided for by this 
Act; nnd that no such excess lnnds so held shall receive water from said canal if the 
owners thereof shall refu se to execute valid recordable contracts for the sale of 
such.lands under terms and cond itions satisfactory to the Se-~retary of the Interior 
and at prices not to exceed those fixed by the Secretary of the Interior; also to con
struct and equip, operate, and maintain at or near said dam, and within a State 
which has approved the Colorado River compa ct hereinafter mentioned, a comp lete 
plant and incidental structures suitable for the fulle st economic development of 
clcctricul enerf!:Y from the water di~chargcd from said reserv oir; and to acquir.: by 
proceedings in eminent domain, or ot herwi se, all lands, rights of way, and other 
property necessary for said purposes. 

SEc. 2. (a) There is hereby established a special fund, to be known as the 
"C olorado River Dam fund" (hereina fter refer red to as the "fund"), and to be 
available, as hereaft er provided, only for carrying out the provisions of this Act . 
All revenues received in carrying out the provisions of this Act shall be paid into 
and exp end itur es shall be made out of th e fund, under the direction of the Secretary 
of the I 11 terior. 

· (b) The Secretary of the Treasury is authorized to advance to the fund, from 
time to time and within the appropriations therefor, such amounts as the Secretary 
of the Interior deems necessary for carrying out the provisions of this Act, except 
that the aggregate amount of such advances shall not exceed the sum of i12S,OOO,
OOO. Interest at the rate of 4 per centum per annum accruing during the year upon 
the amounts so advanced and remaining un paid shall be paid annually out of the 
fund. 

(c) Moneys in the fund advanced under subdivision (b) shall be available 
only for expenditures for construction and the payment of interest, during construc
tion, upon the amounts so advanced. No expenditures out of the fund shall be made 
for opera tion and maintenance except from appropriations therefor. 

(d) The Secretary of the Treasury shall charge the fund as of J unc 30 in each 
year with Auch amount as may be necessary for the payment of interest on advances 
mndc under suhdivision (I,) ut the rate of 4 per centum per nnnum accrued during 
the year upon the umounts so udvanced and remaining unpaid except that if the 
fund is insufficient to meet the payment of interest the Secret,:ry of the Treasury 
may, in his discreti on, defer any part of such pay ment, and the amount so deferred 
shall bear int erest at the rate of 4 per centum per annum until paid. 

(e) The Secretary of the Interi or shall certify to the Secretary of the Treasury 
at the close o f each fiscal year, the amount o f money in the fund in excess of the 
:'mount necessary for construction, operat ion, and maintenance, and payment of 
mtercs_t. Upon r_ece ipt of each such certi ficate , the Secretary of the Treasury is 
nuthonzcd 111111 ,ltrcc1cd lo charge the fund with the amount so certified ns repay
ment of the ndvanccs nrnde under sub division (b) , which nmount shall be covered 
into the Treasury to the credit of miscellaneous receipts, and shall be available for 
the purposes specified in subdivision (g). 

(~) In order _to m a_ke the advances to the fund, the Secretary of the Treasur y 
may, 1f he deems 1t advi sable, exerc ise the authority granted by the various Liberty 
~ond Acts and the Victory Liberty Loan Act, as amended and supplemented, to 
issue bonds, notes, and certificates of indebtedne ss of the United States; and any 
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bonds so issued shall be disregarded in computing the maximum amount of bonds t•''t .,.f;,,_'"· 
authorized by section 1 of the Second Liberty Bond Act, as amended. ::. . 

(g) The Secreta~y. of the Treasury is a_uthorized and directed to use, upon. · 
such terms and concht1ons as he may prescribe, for the payment, redemption or 
purchase, at not to exceed par and accrued interest, of any bonds, notes, or ce:tif
icates of indebtedness of the United States, the money covered int o the Treasury 
under su bdivision (e) in repayment of the amounts advanced. 

SEc. 3. There is hereby authorized to be npproprinted from time to time out 
of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, such sums of mon;y RS 

may be necessa ry to carry out the purpose s of thi s Act, not exceeding in the aggre
gate $125,000,000 . 

SEC. 4. (a) No work shall be begun and no moneys expended on or in connec
tion "'.ith the ~~r~s or structures provided for in this Act, and no water rights shall 
be churned or 1111t1atecl hereunder, and no steps shall be taken by the United States 
or by others to initiate or p.:rfect nny claims to the use of water pertinent to such 
works or structure s until the Stntes of California, Culorndo Nevuda New Mexico 
~tah, ~n<l Wyoming shall have approved the Colorado Ri~er cornp,act mentioned 
111 sectwn 12 hereof and shall have consented to a waiver of the provi sions of the 
first paragraph of Article XI of said compact, which makes the same binding and 
obligatory only when approved by each of the seven States menti oned in said 
section 12, and sha ll have approved said compact without condition save th a t of 
such six-State approval, and until the President by public proclamation shall have 
so declared. 

(b) Before any money is appropriated or any construc tion work done or con
tracted for, the S~cret_ary of the lnte~ior shall make provision for revenues, by 
c~n~ract or other':"1se, 111 accordance with the provisions of this Act, adequate, in 
hi s Ju dgment, to 111sure payment of all expe nses of operat ion and maintenance of 
said works incurred Ly the United States and the repayment, within fifty years from 
the dat e of the completion of the project, of nil amounts ndvnnced to the fund under 
subdivi sion (b) of section 2, toget her with interest thereon. 

SEc . 5. That the Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized, under such 
general_regulnt ions as he_ may pre scribe, to contract for the storage of water in snid 
reservo ir and for the delivery thereof at such points on the river and on said ca nal 
us may be agreed upon, for irrigati on ancl dome stic uses, and delivery at the switch
board_ to municipal corporations, political subdivisions, un1l private corporations of 
electnc:tl ene1:g_y generated at said darn, upon charges that will provide revenue 
which, 111 add1t1on to other revenue accruing under the reclnmation ldw and under 
this Act, will in his judgment eover all expenses of operation nnd maintenance in, 
curred by the United States on account of works constructed under this Act and 
the payments to the United State s under subdivi sion (l,) of sect ion 4. Contracts 
respec ting water for irrigation and domestic uses shall be for permanent service. 
No person shall ~•ave or be entitled to have the use for any purpose of the water 
stored as aforesaid except by contract made as herein stated. 

After the repayments to the United States of all money advanced with int erest 
ch arges shall be on such basis and the revenues derived ther efrom shall be disposed 
of as mny hereafter be prescribed by the Congress . 

General ~ncl unifor111 regulations shall be prescribed by the said Secretary 
for the awardmg of c?~t~acts for the _sale and delivery o f electrical energy, and for 
renewal s under subd1v1s1on (b) of this section, and in making such contracts the 
following sh nil govern: 

(a) No contr act for electrical energy shall be of longer durati on than fifty 
years from the date at which such ene rgy is ready for delivery. 

(b) Th~ holder of any contract for electrical energy, not in default thereund er, 
shall be entitled to a renew al there of upo n suc h terms and conditions as may be 
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authorized or required under the then existing laws and regulations, un\ess the 
property-of such holder dependent for its usefulness on a cont\nuation of the con
tract be purchased or acquired and such holder be compensated for damRges to 
its property, used and useful in the transmission and distribution of such electrical 
energy and not taken, resulting from the termination of t_he supply. 

(c) Contracts for the sale and delivery of electrical enetgy shall be made with 
responsible applicants therefor who will pay the price fixed by the said Secretary 
with a view to meeting the revenue requirements of 1·hc project os herein provided 
fnr. In cnNc of conflicting 11pplications, if 1111y, Nt1ch ~onflicts Hhnll be reNulvcd l,y 
the said Secretary, after hearing, with due regard to the public interest, nm! in 
conformity with the policy expressed in the Federal Water Power Act as to con
flicting applications for permits and licen se: Provided, however, That no npplica
tion of n political subdivisi on for an allocation of electrical energy shall be denie,l 
or another applic ation in conAict therewith he granted on the ground that the bond 
issue of such politi cal subdivi sion, necessary to enable the applicant to utilize the 
electrical energy applied for, has not been authorized or marketed, until after a 
rea sonable time, to be de te rmined by the said Secretary, has been given to such 
applicant to have such bond issue authorized and marketed. 

(d) Any agency receiving a contract for electrical energy equivalent to one 
hundred thousand firm horse power, or more, may, when deemed feasible by the 
enid Secretary, from engineering nnd economic considerations nnd under general 
regulations prescribed by him, be required to permit other similar agency having 
contracts hereunder for less than the equivalent of twenty-five thousand firm 
horse power to pa rticipate in the benefits and use of any main transmission line 
constructed by the former for carrying such energy (not exceeding, however, one
fourth the capacity of such line), upon payment by such other agencies of a reason
able share of the cost of construction, operation, and maintenance thereof. 

The use is hereby authorized of such public and reserved lands of the United 
States as the said Secretary shall determine to be necessary or convenient for the 
construction, operation, and maintenance of main transmission lines to transmit 
said electrical energy. 

SEC. 6. That the dam and reservoir provided for by section I hereof shall be 
used: First, for river regulati on and Aood control; second, for irrigation and domestic 
uses and satisfaction of present perfected rights in pursuance of Article Vlll of 
said Colorado River compact; and third, for power. The title to snid dnm, reservoir 
plant, and incidental works shall forever remain in the United States and th~ 
United State s shall always control, manage, and operate the same: Provided, 
however, That the Secretary of the Interior may, in his discretion, enter into con
trncts of lease of n unit or units of snid plant, with right to generate electricnl 
energy, or, alt ernatively, to enter into contracts of lease for the use of water for the 
generation of electrical energy, within a State which has approved said Colorado 
River compact, in either of which events the provisions of section 5 of this Act 
~elating to revenue, term, renewal s, determination of conAicting applicati ons, and 
Joint use of tran smission lines under contracts for the sale of electrical energy, shall 
apply. 

The Secretary of the Interi or shall prescribe and enforce rules and regulations 
conforming with the requirements of the Federal Water Power Act, so far as appli
cable, respecting maintenance of works in condition of repair adequate for their 
efficient operation, maintenance of a system of accounting, control of rates and ser
vice in the absence of S tate regulation or interstate agreement, valuation for 
rate -making purposes, tran sfers of contrncts, contracts extending beyond the lease 
period, expropriation of excessive profit s, emergency use by the United States of 
property of lessees, and penalties for enforcing regulations mnde under this Act or 
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SEC. 7. That the S~etary of the Interior may, in his discretion, when ·re~ 
payments to the United States of all money advanced, with interest, shall have 
been made, transfer the title to said canal and appurtenant structures to the district 
or other agencies of the United State s having a beneficial interest therein in propor
tion to their respective capital investments under such form of organization os 
rnny be acceptable to him. The said districts or other agencies shall hove the priv
ilege nt nny time of utilizing by contrnct or otherwi•c such power posoibilitie• 111 

may exist upon snid cnnnl, in proportion to their respective contributions or oblig11-
tions toward the capital cost of said canal and appurtenant structures from and in
cluding the diversion works to the point where each respective power plant may be 
located. The net proceeds from any power development on said canal shall be paid 
into the fund and credited to said districts or other agencies on their said contracts, 
in proportion to their rights to develop power, until the districts or other agencies 
using said canal shall have paid thereby and under any contract or otherwise nn 
amount of money equivalent to the operation and maintenance expense and cost 
of con struction thereof. 

SEc. 8. (a) All appropriations of water from the Colorado River, incident to 
or resulting from the construction, use, and operation of the works herein authorized 
shall be made and perfected in and in conformity with the laws of those Stntcs which 
mny or shall hnve approved the Colorado River compact ratified in section 12 of 
this Act. 

(b) The United States, its permittees, licensees, and contractees, and all 
users and appropriators of water stored, diverted, carried, and/or distributed by 
the reservoir, canals, and other works herein authori1.ed, shall observe and be sub
ject to and controlled by said Colorado River compact in the construction, manage
ment, and operation of said reserv oir, canal s, and other works and the storage, 
diversi on, delivery, and use of water for the generation of power, irrigation, and 
other purposes, anything in this Act to the contrary notwithstanding, and all 
permits, licenses, and contracts shall so provide. 

(c) Also the United State s, in constructing, man aging, nnd operating the dam, 
reservoir, canal s, and other works herein auth orized, including the appropriation, 
delivery, a,id use of water for the generati on of power, irrigation, or other uses, 
and nil users of water thus delivered and all users and appropriators of waters 
stored by said reservoir and/or carried by said canal, including all pepnittees and 
licensees of the United States or any of its agencies, shall observe an~ be subject 
to and controlled, anything to the contrary herein notwithstanding, by the terms 
of such compact, if any, between the States of Arizona, Califorriia, and Nevada, 
for the equitable division of the benefits, including power, arising from the use of 
water accruing to said States, subsidiary to und consistent with said Colorndo 
River compact, which may be negotiated nnd approved by said Stnte s and to which 
Congress shall give its consent nm! approval on or before March 4, 1927; and the 
terms of any such compact concluded between said States and approved and con
sented to by Congress after said date: Provided, That in the latter case such com
pact shall be subject to all contract s, if uny, made by the Secretary of the Interior 
under section 5 hereof prior to the date of such approval and consent by Congress. 

(d) Nothing in this Act shall be deemed to waive any of the rights or powers 
reserved or granted to the United States by paragraph 7 of section 20 of the Act 
providing for the admission of Arizona, approved June 20, 1910, and by the tenth 
paragraph of Article XX of the constituti on of Arizona, but the Secretary of the 
Inter ior is authorized on beh alf of the United States to exercise such of said rights 
and powers as may be necessary or convenient for the construction and use of the 
works herein auth orized and fur carrying out the purposes of this Act. 
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Ste. 9, Thnt Rll lnnde of the United Stntes faun~ by the Sec~et_ary _of the In
terior to be practicable of irrigation and reclamnt1on by the 1mgatton ~orks 
authorized herein shall be withdrawn from public entry. 1 hereafter, nt t~e 
direction of the Secretary of the Interior, such lands sha II be opened for entry in 

tracts varying in size but not exceeding one hundred and _sixty acres,_ ~s may be 
determined by the Secretary of the Interior, in accordance_ with the pr~v1s1ons of the 
reclamation law and any such entry man shall pay an equitable share in accordance 

· with the benefit; received, as determined by the said Secretary, of the const_ruction 
cost of said canal and appurtenant structure s ; sa id payments to be made Ill St_ich 
installments and at such times as may be specified by the Secretary of the Interior, 
in accordance with the provi sions of the said reclamation law, and shall constitute 
revenue from said project and be covered into the fund herein provided for: Pro
vided, That all persons who have served in the United_ States. Army? Navy, or 
Marine Corps during the war with Germany, the war with Sparn, or 111 the sup
pression of the insurrection in the Philippines, and who have been honorably sep
arated or discharged therefrom or placed in the Regular Army or Navy Reserve, 
shall have the exclusive preference right for a period of three months to enter said 
lands, subject, however, to the provisions of subsection c of section 4, Act of Decen~
ber 5 1924 (Forty-third Statutes at Large, page 702); and also, so for as practi
cable: preference sh.ill be given to said persons in all construction work a~1tho_rized 
by this Act: Provided further, That in the event such an entry shall be rehnqu1shed 
at any time prior to actual residence upon the land ~y the entryman for n~t less 
than one year, lands so relinquished shall not be subject to entry for a per1Ud of 
sixty days after the filing and notation of the relinquishment in the local land office, 
11ml nfter the expiration of said sixty -day period such lands shall be open to entry, 
subject to the preference in this section provided. . . . 

SEC. IO. That nothing in t his Act shall be construed as mod1fy1ng 111 any 
manner the existing contract, dated October 23, 1918, betwe en the United States 
and the Imperial Irrigation District, providing for a connection with Laguna Dam; 
but the Secretary of the T nterior is auth orized to modify the said contract, with the 
consent of the said district, and also to enter into contract or contracts with the 
said district or other districts, persons, or agenci es for the construction, in accord
ance with this Act, of said canal and appurtenant structures, and a lso for the opera-
tion and maintenance thereof, with the consent of the other users. · 

SEC. 11. "Political subdivision" or "political subdivisions" as used in this 
Act shall be understood to include any State, irrigation, or other district, munic-
ipnlity, or other governmental orgnnization . . 

"i{cclumation law" ns used in this Act shull be understood to mean that certain 
Act of the Congress of the United States npproved June 17, 1902, entitled "An 
Act appropriating the receipts from the sale and disposal of public land n certain 
States and Territories to the construction of irrigation works for the reclamati on 
of nrid lands " and the Acts amendatory thereof and supplemental thereto. 

"M aint:nance" as used herein shall be deemed to include in each instance pro
vision for keeping the works in good operating condition. 

SEc. 12. (a) The Colorado River compact signed at Santa Fe, New Mexico, 
November 24, 1922, pursuant to Act q,f Congress approved August 19, 1921, 
entitled "An Act to permit n compact or agreement between the States of Arizona, 
California, Colorado, Nevada, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming respecting the 
disposition and apportionment of the waters of the Colorado River, and for other 
purposes," is hereby approved by the Congress o_f the United States, and the pro
visions of the first parngrnph of article 11 of the said Colorado River compact, 
making said compact binding nnd obligatory when it shall have been approved l,y 
the legislature of ench of the signatory States, are hereby waived, nnd this approval 
shall become effective when at least six of the signatory States, including the State 
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of C,lifom;,, ,h,11 hm jp prov,d o, may h«~r«, ·••=• .. 1, -•·" ii l, 
aforesaid and shall consent -to such waiver. 

(b) The rights of the United States in or to wnters of the Colomdo River nnd 
its tributaries howsoever claimed or acquired, ns well as the rights of those claiming 
under the United States, shall be subject to and controlled by said Colorado River 
compact. 

(c) Also all patents, grants, contracts, concessions, leases, per~iu, licen~es, 
rights of way or other privileges from the United States or und_er its a~tho~1ty; 
necessary or convenient for the use of waters of the Colorado River or Its tribu
taries, or for the generation or transmission of electrical energy generated by m_e~ns 
of the waters of said river or its tributaries, shall be up on the express condition 
and with the express covenant that the right s of the recipients or holders thereof 
to waters of the river or its tributarie s, for the use of which the same are necessary, 
convenient, or incidental, and the use of the same shall likewise be subject to nnd 
controll ed by said Colorado River compact. 

(d) The conditions and covenants referred to herein shall be deemed to run 
with the land and the right, interest, or privilege therein and water right, nnd shall 
attach as a matter of law, whet .her set out or referred to in the instrument evidenc
ing any such patent, grant, contract, concession, lease, permit, license, right of wny, 
or other privilege from the United States or und er its authority, or no~, and sha!I 
be deemed to be for the benefit of and be available to the States of Arizona, Cali
fornia Colorado Nevada New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming, and th e users of 
water 'therein or 1thereund;r, by way of su it, defense, or otherwise, in any litigation 
respecting the waters of the Colorad o River or its tributaries. . 

SEc. 13. This Act shall be deemed a supplement to the reclamati on law, 
which said reclamation law shall govern the construction, ope ration, and manage
ment of the works herein authorized, except as otherwise herein provided. 

SEc. 14. The Secretary of the Interior is authorized and directed to make 
investigation and public reports of the feas ibi!ity o f projects for ir_rigation, genera
tion of electric power, and other purp oses Ill the States o[ Arizona! Colorn~lo, 
New Mexico Utah and Wyoming for the purpose of makmg such rnformatton 
available to ;aid St~tes and to the Congress, and of formulating a comprehensive 
scheme of headwater control and the improvement and utilization of the water of 
the Colorado River and its tri butari es. The sum of i2so,OOO is hereby authorized 
to be appropriated from said Colorado River Dam fund, created by section 2 of this 
Act, for such purpose. 

SEC, 15. Thnt the short title of this Act shall be "Boulder Cnn(yon Project 
Act." _' 

Amend the title so as to read: "A b"ll to provide for the construction of works 
for the protection and development o f the lower Colorado River Basin, for the 
ap1iroval of th e Colorado Riv er compact, and for ot her purposes." 
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"A Government Ownership Measure" 
Senat or George W. N orri s, at a dinner of the Nati onal Popular Government 

League held at the City Club in Washington, D. C., on April 12, 1927, made an 
address some eight th ous and words in leng th on the subject "The Boulder Canyon 
Dam - Power Trust in Politics ." The speech is of particular interest becau se it 
frankly reveal s th a t the int erest of a large group of national supporters of the 
Boulder Dam Bill is primarily in the feature of government ownership in th'e hydro
electric business which it contains, and shows that this group at least do not agree 
that this is not a government ownership mea sure . 

The selected extracts are those which deal particularly with this aspect of the 
Bill, and which show that one of the means of arousing support for the Bill will be 
an attack upon a mythical "Trust :" 

"I am expected to talk to you a short time about Boulder Canyon and 
the water power trust in politics. In the course of one evening no one woulc.1 
be able tu fully c.liscuss in any detail the power trnst, its many ramifications 
that reac h into every community not only in the United States, but all over 
the civilized world, prese nting in every instance something interesting and 
worthy of cons idera tion, and so if I continue to talk until 12 or 1 o'clock I 
hope none of you will get weary .• ," 

In defense of Government ownership the Senator said: 

"One of the first objecti ons that is made to this kind of a system that I 
have described to you is that when the Government does th is-State or 
Nation or Municipality-it gets it int o politics. This is always one of the 
object ions made . I want to answer that. You cannot put anything in 
politics that is already in politics. If there ever was an institution in politics, 
it is the electric tru st. It is in politics clear to its neck. It has its political 
slaves in every community in the United States tonight . 

••• 
"But they say 'You will put it in politics if the Government takes 

charge.' That is the way they are in politics now. It is est imated by those 
who have ca refully looke d into it that in this last session alone the electr ic 
trust spe nt more th an J200,000 on Capitol Hill in various ways, trying ru 
inAuence legislati on in their behalf. And that would not be so bad if they 
paid it themselves, but you pay it; we are pay ing some ofit tonight for the se 
bright lights we have here. There is not a man or woman anywhere under 
our flag who uses electric light, unless it is a municipally owned electric 
li,1ht, but what is contributing to the political expense of the General 
E lect ric Company in Wall Street . They are in politics . They cannot go any 
deeper in politic s, and they are in dirty politics and corrupt politics and dis 
reputable po litic s and we are paying the bill . We mu st take them over in 
order to get them out of politics I" 

With reference to the flood danger s in the Imperial Valley, the Senator, after 
pointing out that unles s some thin g is clone a flood will surely come sooner or later, 
says : 

"lam not telling you anything that is disputed. All parties on all sides 
of the question admit this and say that unless somet hing is done to save the 
valley from floods, by the impounding of the Colorado flood waters farther 
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.up towards its sourL, eventually Imperial Valley, a g~rden spot, wi·I; berom } ~ 
again a part of the /Pacific Ocean." 

Agnin he says: 

"Do not forget that there is no scheme - no one hns ever suggested a 
remedy-other than the damming of the Colorado River farther up to hold 
buck the flood waters." 

And again: 

"First let me say that it must be apparent to every one that if we are 
going to build a dam, we ought to avail ourselves of the site that is nearest 
to Boulder Canyon so that it will control as much of the water of the Colorado 
and its turbulent tributaries as possible ." 

It is not true that a dam "far ther up" is the soluti on of the flood problem. 
Particularly is it not true that a darn at Boulder Canyon is the solution of the flood 
problem. The dam at Boulder Canyon is 300 miles above the mouth of the Gila 
River, the tributary of the Colorado which was the immediate cause of the Aood of 
1906. A dam at Boulder Canyon would assist in controlling the floods, but it would 
by no means solve the problem. It is known to every engineer who has made even 
the most cursory investigation that even if that clam is built the existing levees 
must be maintained, and means must be devised for controlling the floods of the 
Gila. 

Neither is it true that no scheme for controlling the floods has been devised 
other than a dam farther up the river. The truth is thnt the only scheme for com
pletely contr olling the floods is to dredge a new channel for the river ihrough the 
territ ory of Mexico to the Gulf, and to protect it by extending and maintaining 
levees. If this were done the floods would be permanently and comp letely con
troll ed, and a flood control dam would be unnece ssary. It is believed by some 
engineers fam iliar with the situation to be the quicke s t, cheapest and best scheme 
for Rood control. (See Appendix on "Engineering Studies.") 

Again the Senator says : 

"The first site for a large reservoir is at the point known as Boulder 
Canyon, a nd that is where it was propo sed to build this • dam.' .' 

This again is an error. The firs t site for a large dam is 120 miles farther down 
the river - at Topock. This site is known to all engineers who have studied the 
river, it hns been discussed in Congress nnd elsewhere repe11tedly, nn<l is set forth 
in detnil in the only complete stlldy of the river which hl\s been mnc!e- thc 1tudy 
by the Geologicnl Survey contnined in W11ter Supply Pnper 556. Tl,e Topock site 
ia not only av11il11blc for II lnrge <lurn nnd 11 !urge rc"ervoir, but it hns been pointed 
out hy the Gculo11icnl Survey ftt11dy thnt it h11• 1111111y <li~tinct ndvnntnac" over the 
Aoulder Dnm site RH to sturnge cnpucity rclntive to height, chenpnc~• of conatruc. 
tion, und length of time in which it cnn be constructed. (Sec Appendix on "Engi
neering Studies.") 

The Senator further said: 

"And the incidental, when we l)llild this darn we naturally, a; n result 
of its construction, make it possib le to develop somet hing like 600,000 
hor se power. 

"Eliminate that for a moment. The object, first, is to hold back the 
flood waters and save the peop le of Imperial Valley. Next is the by -product 
of that, which is to build another irrigation ditch that will double the amount 
of land that can be irrigated, and ns a by-product comes this immense 
nmount of electricity thnt will be developed if we build a dnm simp ly for the 
purpose of protecting these people. And that is where the trouble comes, :;;1~ ' 

Everybody , it seems, is willing that the people of Imperial Valley should ··-:oi;t .. , 
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be saved; but men interested, men of grcnt wealth, men who represent one 
of the grcntcat truatA in civilirntion, one thnt hnA its grnaping fingers in every 
community in the Unitc1I Stntc:K, K11y1 'You c11nnot lmil1I thnt dnm unleKK 
you will let us handle the electricity.' These people in lmperinl Vulley 
must die. Their farms and their towns and their schools and their property 
must perish and be covered up and become a part of the Pacific Ocean, unless 
you let this trust handle the electricity that is a by-product of the dam; 
that you will have to do in order to save that valley from ruin. And 
there is the difficulty into which we get at the beginning. 

"This power com es from water, the falling water, and we convert from 
the force electricity, and we carry it over wires to the home, to the factory, 
to the irrigation field, and to the mine . It is an incident coming with what 
is conceded by everybody to be a governmental function - that is, to save 
the people in Imp erial Valley from damage by Aood and also to irrigate 
the arid lands of Imperial Valley not already under the irrigation ditch 
now in existence. 

"And after all, my friends, who owns these rivers? Who built the 
mountain s, snow-capped in the clouds? Who carved out the channels up on 
the mountainside and filled them with running waters, where they tumble 
down over the hills and across the slanting meadows to the sea? Wh o put 
into falling water that un seen and that little understood element of human 
happine ss known as electricity? Whose property, after all, is it out of which 
we are going to construct this achievement that shall turn the wheels of 
toil; that shall do the drudgery of the home, and that shall benefit the 
public as well as the private place all over the country? Who owns this 
raw material out of which electricity is made? Have we mortgaged to mam
mon the right to take the property of the public for private gain and sell it 
back to the public for private profit? ls this property, that God intended 
sh ould Le used for the happiness of all his people, great and small, rich and 
poor, to be turned over to an electric trust, to n private corporation, for 
their private profit, and must we let our people suffer and die? Must we 
let this garden spot of the United States be turned back into the ocean 
simply because a power trust - a combination of millionaires - says to the 
Congress o f the United States: 'You cannot uti lize this falling water unless 
you cover our palms with yellow gold' I 

"We would have had no difficulty in passing the Boulder Dam Bill if 
we had provided in the bill that after the Government had spent the people's 
money in the construction of this dam we would turn the electric part of it 
over to the power trust, or practically all opposition would have vanished. 
There would have been some little opposition from people in Arizona, hut 
it would have been so small that the power trust especially, allied with 
them now, would have forgo tt en them ent irely and so would everybody else. 
And so we are confronted with th e propo sition as to who shall own the 
electricity that is made out of the falling waters of the Colorado River, as 
we nre, indeed, confronted with the snme proposition everywhere in the 
United Stntes." 

The Senator here discloses that his primary interest in the Rill is not in Aoo,1 
control, but in the Government's entrance into the power business. If Rood 
control could have been secured but for the Government ownership feature, then 
it must follow that tho se interested in Government ownership nre willing to sacrifice 
Imperial Valley rather than to give up their fetish. 

The Senator says that the fact that privately owned electric utilities pay ta xes 
is no argument again st government ownership o f the se utilities because the y do 
not, in fnct, pay taxes but only collect th em. He states his argument as follows: 
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"It is snid th~t these people p11y t11xcs and thnt a Government owned·. 

institution Allch ns I hnve mnpped out docs not pny tnxe8. Well, I would not 
l111ve the Governri1cnt pny tnxcM on it" own prop(rty If it w1u lifted for the 
good of the people themselves. But let us ftee; do these people pny taxet1P 
Not a single one. They are not taxpayers; they are only tax collectors, that 
is all. And they charge a fabulous commission for doing the collecting. 
Every tax that they pay they get out of your pocket and mine. They never 
paid a tax. They would pass it on. And I am not complaining nbout it; 
it is proper that they should, but it is not, I think, proper that they should 
get away with .the argument: 'We are tnxpnyers nnd we help pay the expense 
of the Government.' They do not do anything of the kind. We can collect 
our taxes through our official sources, our overhead expense that must be 
paid, and our collectors could just as well collect their additional tax as to 
collect mine and yours, and make no charge whatever for it.'' 

The inference plainly is that there is something peculiar nbout this condition 
with respect to electric utilities. He foils to point out that every tax, whether it 
be on clothing, minerals, or any other product, is passed on to the consumer 1tnd 
in that sense the taxpayer is only a collector. This argument lead s logically to 
government ownership of everything. 

That an experiment in government ownership in the electric industry is, and 
at nil times has been, a dominant motive back of the agitation for the Boulder Dam 
project was appan:nt to Mr. Albert W. Atwood, as a result of his studies of this 
subject. 1n the Fall of 1926 The Saturday Evening Post published a series of 
articles written by Mr. Atwood upon the general subject of Colorado River de
velopment, with particular reference to the Boulder Dam project. In the article 
nppearing in the Post of October 9, 1926, at pages 80 and 82, Mr. Atwood says: 

"If the power companies had been allowed to go ahead there would 
have been no delay and the United States Government would not have been 
called upon to invest a cent. There would be no removal of physical property 
from state taxation, which may be the case if the Government builds the 
dam, and there would be no issue of tax-exempt securities. 

"Spilt milk is a poor thing to cry over, and it should be recognized that 
in the several years' inter val of inaction sentiment in C alifornia ngainst 
private corporations building dams on the Colorado has made itself ex
ceedingly vocal. That some of the principal arguments put forth nre more 
fanatical than logical does not alter the point. . 

"Such extreme statements are made that one begins to doubt whether 
it is so much the saving of Imperial Valley that is desired ns the injection 
of public-ownership principles into the job. Perhaps if a person becomes 
sufficiently enthusiastic in this direction the des truction of a great rich 
valley may seem a less calamity than the saving of it by n power company . . 

"It is vigorously maintained that n great resource belonging to the 
people, like the Colorado, should not be given away to private corporations. 
But power companies do not consume or destr oy their own power any more 
thnn Mr. Ford rides in nll the cars he makes. They sell it to the people 
just as a municipality docs, 

"It is probable that the ndvocntes of public ownership, disappointed 
in their repeated failures to induce the stnte to tnke over the entire power 
business of California, have turned their efforts to inducing the Government 
.to develop the Colorado . If the Government should handle the Colorado 
more successfully than it has Muscle Shoals, a tlemonstrntion, much needed, 
would be afforded of Government effi~iency._i'r,:b~!f}es.'.""u: _. 
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THE FLOOD MENACE 
Th ese char d; illu strate the ph ys ica l situati()n in th e l mp erial 

Vall ey. No . 1 shows the relati on o f the Ri ve r to th e Imp erial 
Vall ey and wh ere th e break occ urr ed in 1905 as wel l as th e pr ese nt 
point o f g rea tes t dang er. It also shows the cour se by whi ch the 
Riv er reaches the sink - Sa lto n Sea . 

C hart No . ; . show s th e m en ace of t he Riv er wit h relati on to 
th e time eleme nt. This m enace is not to human life . The dest ruc
tion which would tak e pla ce if th e riv er should br eak in and could 
not lie re-di verte d to the Gulf of California would lie a ma tte r o f 
years . . One ye ar's entir e tlow would lie requi red to mena ce the 
railroad tra cks and th e first two small tow ns and so on until the 
entire valle y would be dest ro yed at the end of fiftee n and a half 
years. 
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RECLAMATION LOSSES 
In a letter .from Se7retary Work to Senato r McNary dated J anuary 11, 1924 

the Secreta~y, in referring to the necessity for legislation autho rizing exte nsion; 
un<l suspens ions of payme n ts from Reclama t ion set ders, said: 

, "Due to c~sts ?~ projects having far exceeded the amo unts origina lly 
estimated, the 1nab 1l1 ty to market crops, high freight rates, crop failures 
and other causes, w~ter . users on many projects are unab le to pay the 
charges assessed a t this tune. 

"Reali~ing t.hat some action was necessary in order to save the projects 
from financia l_ ruin and the water user.s from the loss of their homes, I began 
a co.mprehens1v.e study soon after taking office and later appointed a spec ial 
ad visory .committee to ascertain and comp ile facts and to subm it suggest ions 
up?n wluch. I pl_an to transmit recommendations to Congress intended to 
rel ieve the s1tuat1on and as a basis for a future sou nd policy of reclamation ." 
(Hearings ?efore ~om . on Irrigation and Reclamation, pp. I & 2, 68th 
Congress First Session .) 

T he ~pecia l Advisory Comm ittee referred to in the foregoing lette r found that 
the. defi111te losses to the reclamat ion fund as n result of bad estimat es and ill
ad~ 1sed deve lopme~ts totalled $18,561,146, with further probab le losses to be 
writte n off amount ing to $8,830,000, or a total of more than $27,000,000, (pp. 
142-143, Sen. :£?oc. No. 92, 68th Cong . 1st Session.) • 

Congress, in order ~o meet this ~ituation, enacted the Readjustment Act of 
May 25, 1926, un.der which Act defimte losses to the Reclamation fund have been 
charged off t~tal11ng $14,667,965, and "an additional probable loss of $12 788 406 
t_hr_ough a shrrnkage of t~e project area to include on ly fertile lands. As s:ated Ly 
Sec1 etary Work at the time of the passage of the act : 

. "Manr ~f the projects comprise thousands of acres of lands that are 
inert, noiHrngab le, .se:pe<l or otherwise unproductive. T he effect of th is 
new law will be to el1mrnate these lands from the projects entire ly and retain 
on ly s.uch areas as a~e capa?le of bearing their proportionate share of con
stn~ct1on charg es levied against them. Th is means that the farmers on the 
prnJects ':l'ill not h 1tve to pay the construction costs of canals und works 
bu i(t to 1rngate thc~c unproductive lands, With the shrinkuge of the 
proJects these cos:s will Le charged off us a loss to the Government, and the 
farmers will be relieved of paying the m." (The American Year Book Record 
of Year 1926, p. 256 .) ' 

. In the year 1925, when the State of Californ ia appropriateJ 1250 000 for the 
rehef of settlers upon t!1e Del hi project the Governor of California '(Friend W 
Richardson) made public the following statement: · 

. "The .state has about $2,000,000 inve sted at Delhi in a land set tlement 
proJect . 1 he net va lue of the state's interest at Delhi at the present time 
IS not more than $1,000,000. From this it is apparent that the state has 
aJ~eady !ost $1,000,000 in this project. If the state cou !J get $1,000,000 out of 
this proJect and clean the .slate of its obligations it would be advantageous, 
Lut _unfort .unately t~ere 1s a IH'.n"~~ element involved and consequently 
the state r.anoot g,.:t• otl.C ~f Delhi. I he settl~~s at De lhi are hnrd working, 
industnouS; •100 pet cent Amt r'lr.ans. Cond1t 1ons at the colony were mis
represented ' to them and thei, :ussl$ have Leen considerable . In order to 
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The accompanying 1table, prepared for the Spe~fai Ai 
and Reclamation, presbnts the figures as to estimates m~d 
reclamation dams and 1 other pro jects and also the figurdr"1if. 
would apparently amply justify Secretary Work's staterrien 
that estimates by the Reclamation Service are usually below t 

()) (2) (3) (4) (6) 

Years 
water 

delivered 
oalo11lated Not 

State Proieot [rom ycnr Original conetruction Original 
irrigation estimated c~t to eetimated 

began. cost 1 June 30, irrigable 
although 1923 , , ' &ereaae 
works not 
completed 

Arizona . . •.... . . . . ... . Salt River . ......... 17 II $6,050,000.00 S 10,648.119.28 200,000 
Ari1ona-California ... Yuma • .. . . . •... . :. 17 "2,701,196 .00 0,026,646.62 76,066 
California . Orland ............. H II 686,0&1.00 1,091,796.87 17,000 
Colorado. Grand Valley ... , . . , 0 4,505,000.00 4,017,921.98 63,000 

Oo. Uncompabgre . . ...• , 16 2,500,000.00 6,716,074.41 100,000 
Idaho . . Boise ... ... .... . . . . 18 18 "0,867 ,800.00 12,731,400.73 371,700 

Oo ...... I<in,Hill ...... . . .. 3 1,000,000.00 1,881,301.46 16,000 
Oo. Mi111doka . ...... . .. 17 2,638,056.00 8,054,068.26 121,000 

KB118M ..... Garden City u ...... ( ") 268,000.00 386,661.07 8.600 
Mo11ta11a .... Huntley .... . ...... 16 II 000,000.00 1,474,408.81 36,000 

Vo. Milk River ......... 13 u 7,426,462.00 6,702,083.26 261,006 
Do ...... . ........ Sun River ....•..... 15 II 7,372,400.00 4,246,842 .04 266,000 

Montana-North Dakota Lower Y ollowstone .. 14 18 2,039,218.00 3.110,440.22 66,000 
Nobraska-Wyoming ... , . North Platte .. . .. . . JO II 3,500,000.00 13,672,160.32 100,000 
Nevada ..•... . . . . .. . . . Newland, . . . ..... .. 18 5,383,007.00 0,088,476.02 370,000 
New Mexico ...... . Carlobad .. . ........ 17 600,000.00 1,303,004.70 20,000 

Do ... ........... Hondo 21 ••..•••. •. (") 276,000.00 371,867.17 10,000 
New Mexico--Texlll!. Rio Grande ...... 16 " 7,200,000.00 "12,l40,IIU3 170,000 
North Dakota ... Willie ton . .... . .... . IO 235,460.00 400,107.18 8,796 

Do .... . ...... Buford-Trenton"· .. ( ") J,84,500.00 221,864.60 4,600 
Oregon .............. . Umatilla ...... 16 1,086,000.00 2,683,309.80 20,140 
Oregon-California ..... . Klamath .. , .... .... 17 4,304,311.00 3,074,403.70 230,401 
South Dakota . .... . ... Belle Fourche . ...... JO 2,335,000.00 3,547,045.03 79,000 
Utah . . .. .... .. ....... Strawberry Volley " D ,. 2,722,000.00 3,406,068.00 60,000 
Waabington .. . . . Okanogan . . , ....... 16 II 432,500.00 1,302,161.65 8,650 

Do Yakima .. .. ... . .... 17 II IO 6,545,803.00 II 12,101,031.67 181,769 
Wyoming. Ri,;erton 12 ..••. (") 6,777,026.00 1,000,228.09 100,000 

Do. 8hoel1ono . .. . .. JO II 4,310,238.00 8,200,866.42 110,000 

Total . . , 93,435,641.00 141,787,005.74 3,086,427 

I Ar.proximately at time oonotruotlon approved l,y flocretary of Interior; oupplemental construntlon not lnoladed ln th 
2 'I' 1ei,o caste include eup11lomental oon,t,uction and amounlB expended under Warren Act 111d special contraets on ll 
a Represents amount& to be re1>aid by water users (including operation and maintenance during corl8truotion; a:clu 

trum~fcrrccJ t.o conetructio11). 
, J~xtcnaiun act , 19 14, 11rovidod 20 yeare additional time for l)&yment of unpaid amount!. 
I Water sold under Warren Aot nnd opecial co11trnc1B not included in colum, .. 5 and 0. 
• Includes advance parm<>nte: Construction, $366,334.27. , 
11 Solt River: Origins estimate not found. Estimate used ,ecurod from "Table or approved project,,, with eetlmated 

Aci,I L1111<IH, Apr. 16 to 30, 1906. ' 
12 Snit River: Acreage includea lands taken in by tl,e Salt River Valley Water Ueere' A..ociation on which the 
14 Yuma: Thia is original estimate of Yuma proje ct o.nd <loee not inclu<lo Yuma Met1a auxiliary now under eonetruci 

m1:cti11f..!: uf honrcl of engineers. 
16 Orland: Original estimate,$660,000. Reviec<l cetimote of September, 1010, SOB.5,085. 
JG Gra111I Valley, King Hill, nud Milk River project.e not. under publio notice; water aold on rent.Al basis. 
18 Ori~ino l estimates on these proj ects include operation and maintenance in following aume: Bollie ll,8fi8,600; Bun 

l'luUc,, S!i00,000; Okanogan, $56,000; Yakima. $850,014; Sh011hone, ,275,000: total, $4,8110,114. 
ta Unilm: Only l1alf of project started on this 68timnle. 
21 Onnlcn Cit,y, Hondo, and Buford-Trenton project• abandoned . 
22 Jl1111tley: Eotimateof board of engincere, Feb. 20, 1905,1499,178; eotim•le given in table (SD00.000) io amonnh 

tiou, t\ 1ir . 18. 11)05. 
23 Milk River : This estimate made June 3, 1912, includee St. Marya atora~e and Dodson unit, conatruetion of which 
26 !Ho Grunclc: This est imate eocured from 11TaLle 0£ approved proJectll with eetimaled coele," 1ubmitted to Houae C 
H ltio Ornrnle: Coet ii,cluclee 1 1,000.000 covert.id l,y epecia l appropriation not to be repaid by water u,era. 
u Hl.rnwl,,rry Valley: Water oold on aore-foot baeis, noL oa arreage baei,. 
•• Hl.ruwlx,rr_y Valley: Estimate eubmitted Juno, 10IO. 
ao \'nki1111l: 'fotn l of original estimate11 on Sunnyei<lc, Tietm1, aud Wapato uuit,. 
a, l11i:l11di:, t2 ,6lff,87~.02 for Rimroek Dam, which will irrigate additional acrea1e, 
a2 lti, •nrf.011: 011dcr oorintruotioni no landa irrigated. 
n Avurngc. 



CLAMATION LOSSES 
'-;,:~retary Work to Senator McNary dated January 11 1924 
·r rmg to the necessity for legislation authorizing ext:nsion~ 
· r ments from Reclamation sett _lers, said: 

''.s ts ?f projects having far exceeded the am ounts originally 
,nalnlity to market crops, high freight rates, crop failures 

·,cs, w~ter_ users on many projects are unable to pay the 
,I at tl11s time . 

' t!1:1t some act ion was necessary in order to save t he projects 
' ''.".' nnd the water user_s from the loss of their homes, I began 
' ." st udy soon a[te r tnkmg ~Rice and later appo int ed a specia l 
,it tee to ascerta1 _11 and comp ile facts and to submit suggestions 
11h1n to transmit recommendations to Congress intended to 
.,n on and as a basis for a future sound policy of reclamati on." 
,,·_e ~om. on Irrigation and Reclamation, pp. I & 2, 68th 
Session.) 

.. ,,r y Committ~e referred to in the foregoing le tter found that 
the reclamat ion fund ns n result of bad estimates and ill

, tota lled $18,561,146, with further probable los ses to be 
: to $8,830,000, or a tota l of more than $27,000,000, (pp. 
"· 92, 68th Cong. 1st Session.) · 
1• to meet this situ ation, enacted the Readjustment Ac t of 
,vl11ch Act definite losses to the Reclamati on fund have Leen 
1-1,667,9?5, and "an. additiona l probable loss o f i12,788,406 

1 the project area to include only fertile lands. As stated by 
·· time of the passage of the act: 

1 he projects comprise thousa nds of acres of lands that are 
.,hie, _seeped or otherwise unproductive. The effect of thi s 
'" el1m1nate these lands from the projects entirely a nd retain 
"' a~e capa?lc of bearing their proportionate shnre of con

··•; levied nga111st them. This means that the farmers 011 the 
,r have to pay the construction costs of canals and works 

·c: rhe~e unproductive lnnds. With the shrinkage of the 
"s '.s will be charged off as a loss to the Government, and the 
, ,.J,eved of pay ing them." (The American Year Boo k Record 

~56.) ' 

when the _Stat~ of Cnliforn iu appropriated 1,250,000 for the 
ihe Ddlu pro~ect the (; overnor of California (Friend W. 

1,1,c the followmg stateme n t: 

· has about $2,000,000 invested at Delhi in a la nd settlement 
,·t va lue of the state's interes t at Delhi at the present time 
"' 1,1,000,000 . From this it is appar ent that the state ha s 
'110,000 in this project . If the state could get $1 000 000 out of 
I 

1
,-~can th e_sla te o f its o bligation~ it would Le ~dv:i11tageous, 

· l t_l1t:re 1s a h11ma11 element mvolved nnd conse<1uently 
1 i;-ct• OJl C of Ocll11. The settlers nt Delh i are hnrd working 
1 pct ccn ~- A11_1tr'kans. Conditions at the colony were mis~ 
' l,c.:111 and the1,_ :osslffi. have Leen considerab le. In order to 

r 1 s l 

ANALYSIS OF RECLAMAT!ON PRC_ ECTS .... 

The accompanying table, prepared for the Special Adviso1'. · . . . ,i,~}:~ .. 
arid Reclamation, presents the figures as to estimates made h) , Commit~ee on Irrigatio·n. 
reclamation dam_s and other projects and also the figures as t Reclamation engineers . 
would apparently amply· justify Secretary Work's statement final cos~. These figures·. 
that estimates by the Reclamation Service are usually below d hat expenence has shown 

final cost. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Yeare 
(6) • (7) (8) (D) 

water 
delivered 
oaloulatc<l Net Aorea~o 

State Proieot from ycor Originol conetruction Originol bureau 
irrigation estimated cost to eotimated prepar ed 

began, CO:!t l Juno 30, irrign~lo to oup11ly 
although IQ23 1 1 ' acreage w&ter 
workn not 1922 I 

completed 

---

Dlflerenco Orfslnal 
bet110110 n•t c,etl-

Amount paid 
construc tion mal«I 

Acrca~o 
coot (col. a, and ooet per 

by wate r uaere amount paid on aore 
notual y on conatruotion oonatruotion hued irrigated to June 30, (eol. 7) · on 
1922 1 1028 I I represent~ oohmw 

amount un d 2 and• 
on oonetn.io on • 

Ari1011e. .. , .• .. , . , .. ... Solt River.. , .... . , . 17 II 15,860,000.00 $ 10,648,110.28 200,000 "213,170 
Arizona-California ... . . . Yum& ....... ...... 17 "2,701 ,180.00 0.020,640.62 76,966 03,200 
California ... · · ··• · · . , . Orland , . . .... . ..... J4 1 6 685,0So.00 1,001,706.87 17,000 20,670 
Colorado .. . . . . . . . . ' . Grand Volley .. .. ... II 4,565,000.00 4.017,021.98 63,000 30,000 

Do. .. . .. .. . . . . Uncompahgre .. . , .. . 16 2,500,000.00 6,716,01Ul 100,000 97,410 
ldoho . .. . ' . . , . .... . . . Boise . ,,,, .... , ... . 18 u "0,807 ,800.00 12,731,409.73 371,700 143,000 

Do .. . ... . ·· • .. ... Kin~ Hill .. . .... ... 3 1,000,000.00 1,881,301.46 16,000 13,060 
Do .. . ... .. .. . . . . Mi111doka ....... . . . 17 2,638,050.00 8.054,003.20 121.000 1211660 

Ko nl5M .. .. . ... ··•· Gn.rdeu City 21 •• • .•• (") 258,000.00 385,061.07 8,000 (' ) 
Montano . .. . · ······ . . . Huntley , .. , . ... , . JO "000,000 .00 1,474,408.81 36,000 82,000 

Do .... . ... . . .. . . . Milk River . ... .. . . . 13 21 7,420,452.00 6,702,083.26 261,906 66,500 
Do .. . .. . .... . .... Sun Hiver . .. .. . , ... 15 II 7,372,400.00 4,245,842.04 250,000 42,470 

Montana-North Dakota Lower Yel/owetone, . 14 II 2,030,218.00 3,110,449.22 66,000 40,200 
Nebraska-Wyoming . . .. . North Platte .... .. 10 II 3,500,000.00 13,072,160.32 100,000 l~N:g, Nevnda .. . . .. . . .. . .... Ncwlands . .. . . . .. . 18 6,383,007.00 6,088,475.92 370,000 
New Mexico ... .. , .. .. . Cnrlelmd ....... .... 17 600,000.00 1,393,994.79 20,000 26,000 

Do . . ... . ..... ... . Hondo u . ... . ., . . "(") 275,000.00 371,807.17 I0,000 (") 
New Mexico-Texas . . • ·· Rio Grando . .. .. 16 11 7,200,000.00 ta 12.140,114.43 176,000 116,000 
North Dakota . . , ... ... Williston. , ...... . 10 235 ,460.00 400,107.18 8,796 11660 

Do .... . ....... . . . Buford-Trenton " ·. (") J,34,500.00 221,864.60 4,600 (' ) 
Oregon .. . .. .. , .... .. . Umatilla . ... . ... . , . JO l ,086,000.00 2,083,309.80 20,140 24,590 
Oregon-California . . .. . . Klamath ., .. . .. ,.,. 17 4,394,311.00 3,074,403.70 230,401 61,000 
South Dakota , , .. , .•. . Bolio Fourche . . .. , .. 10 2,335,000.00 3,647,046.03 79,000 82,190 
Utah . ........... . . .. . Strowberry Valley II 0 "2,722 ,000.00 3,406,068.00 60,000 63,890 
w .. t,ington ... ' ' .. .. . . Okauognn . . . . .... , . 16 "432 ,600.00 1,302,161.66 8,650 8,000 

Do . .. . . . ... . . ... . Ynkimn . ........ , , . 17 II IO 0,!i46 ,803.00 II 12,161,931.67 181,760 133,340 
Wyoming. , . , , , , , , , ... Rlvorto n 11 •. • • .•• •• (") 6,777,024.00 1,000,228.00 100,000 ( ") 

Do .......... . ... . Shoehono . .. , . ····· 10 11 4,:JI0,238.00 8,290,80U2 110,000 71,220 
---

Total. . , . . . . .. ···· ·· ··• ··· ·· ·· ·· 93,436,641.00 Hl ,787,004.74 3,046,427 1,002,700 

1 203,330 $891,815.82 S9,61i6,303.C6 S28.00 63,070 1,003,062.0) 7,933,494.61 36.10 
16,120 240,614.68 861,181.29 40.29 
12,370 ( ") 4,017,921.98 86,00 
64,730 102,70e.34 e.012,aos.o1 26.00 

1)2,000 I ,408,814.08 11,323,006.64 20.&a 6,440 (") 1,881,391.45 66.66 
105i5go 2,866,208.24 4,188,463.02 20.98 
(' ) 61,176 .11 334,•7U6 80. 00 
19,620 361,066.23 1,113,362.68 U .71 18,170 l,llf ,00 6,760,069.26 29.48 20,630 170,178.73 4,076,064.21 28.80 
16,600 41,332.70 3,000,110.62 30.90 111,260 1,742,767.58 11,029,392.7-f 36.00 44,000 622,J00.61 6,•66,376.41 14. 64 
241080 391,677.34 1,002,417.46 30.00 
(' ) <', 371,807.17 27.60 
8D,500 76, 01.00 12,000,623.48 30. 00 

1.500 8,260.68 451,856.6/l 26. 76 
(") (") 221,86U9 29.&a 13,270 373,019.76 2,309,480.18 68.90 
86,000 637,602.72 3,480,770.98 18.69 81,160 478,279.90 8,068,766.13 29.66 
80,820 396,682.88 8,070,386.12 '6 .37 
4,670 64,427.70 1,247,738.Q6 60.00 128,700 8,171,676.12 8,900,860.85 36.00 

,~.'./so ('6 1,060,228.09 67. 77 
61), 08.60 7,6?9,246,02 39.18 

1,202,130 18,692,842.48 m,1h4 ,1oa.20 1180. 67 
1 Ar,proxirnately nt timo oonstructlon RJ1provecl hy Soorctnry of lr,t orior; supplemental constru ct ion not included in th-----'------c.._ _____ !_ __ 
2 T 1eee co5Le i11olude eupp lomontn.1 oons~uction and nmou11t11 exponcloil under Wnrre11 Act and f!ll)OciP.I co11trnch m1 J J t' 
a lloprooo11tH arnounts to bo tcJlahl l,y water ueere (inoluc.liug 01>crntio11 nud maintenance during co1111tructiu11; cxolu1~0t111J lrnl a(tutlm' 1 d t I S 2 tranaforrocl to 0011,truction). ee I M a• ota,, I ,022,IM) : 
'f i;xtoneiou aot, 1Ul.1, provl!lucl 20 yeurn ndditiorml time for peymcnt of unpaid amouuta. I arrearaaee In operati on ind maintenance heretofore 
e \VnLor Hold undor w arron AoL n11d spcoia.l coutrncUI 110L i11cluded in colunme 6 and 6. 
a I nolutlc.11 ndvnuoo pnf1111>.nt,: Con,truetion , $300,:!34.27. 

• 11 Hult ltivor: Origina Ot1Limnto not found. EsLilnBto U!letl eeouroll from "Table of approved projeoU!, with estimated . 
Ari,/ J,,.nds, Apr. 16 to 30, I 000. ' ,_" bml"-~ •· H 

12 Sult !liver: Acreage inoludea lnnds lnkon in hy tho Salt River Vnlley Wnter Uee111' Amtooielion on which the II.Ol!oci,18'" • 112 '""'"' ouee Committee on IrrlB•tion of 
"Yuma: This is original estimate ol Yumn project nnd doe,i not include Yuma Me,ia auxiliary now under eonetrueti t ddlti" al • f 

mccLi11J.!: or hrH1rcl or engineers. ~n spen I on money or construction work. 
1• Or/1111d:-Original eatimate, S050,000. Revised estimate ol September , 1010, $685,085. · S300,000 WU added to the ILbove eetimat.e al a later 
18 Ornutl Valley, King Hill, nnd Milk River projects not under public notice; water sold on renta l basis. ' 
18 Original cstirnatca on tlict1c p~ojccla inclmlo operation and maintenanc e in following sums: Boiee St 858 500· Sun 

l'l11ttn, sr,011,000; Olrnnoguu, 166,000; Yakima, $860,014; Sl,oehonn, 1275,000; Iota /, $4,8110, 114. ' ' ' 11no0000 Lo y II 
" llniHo: Only half ol project atarted on this eetimotc, ,er, ,vo • ; •• e o"'tone, saao,ooo: North 
21 (l11rdo11 C/ t,y. lloncln, nnd ll11ford-Tro11lo11 proieot1 abandoned . , 
" 11 untloy : liotimalo of board ol cnKlneera, Feb. 26, I 006 , $409,178; eetimate 11lven in lable (1900.000) 11 amounl1peolf • 

lion, It pr. 18, I OOh. ' 'I thorlt f ~ .,,;,.;i-,· •s 
U Milk lliv or: Thi!I es timat e mado June 3, l012! inoluilca St . Mnr~'R etorngc nnd f)odeon unit , construction of which I nau 70 ~--T 1111 Ill 1-':IJterfor for con11truo-
u ltio C:ronrlc: This ~stlmnte seourcd from '"fob e of app(Oved proJe_cl'! with eoti10ated c~to," eubmitted to Hou,e Co•;ted prl I thlt dale. . -~---;· ;· '• · 
" " ·"' Ornrnle: Cosl rneludcs $ 1,000.000 eovcre<l by S(lCCIB I appropriat,on nol to be rcpn1d by waler usent. ill er lpo lion ol ..... .:ii.:.. ·' 
28 81.mwl,,rry Valley: Water sold 011 ar.rc-foot bu•i•. not on arreoge bMis. eeon rr Ami...,,.; ~jl!'. 16 to 30, 1006. 
,. Hl.mwl,crry Val/er : F,alimnte submitted June, 1010. .. ·, ··,,., 
ao \'11ki11111: Tntnl o oriMinal e,timatce on Sunnyaido, Tieton , anif Wapato unlL•. 
" I 111:li11k11$2.616,876.62 for Rimrook Dam. which will irrigate additional a,r eage. 
32 ltivml .011: lJndu r ooneiruction; no lands irrigated. 
aa Avornge. '; ~•,,, 
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keep the colony affoat and to do justice to these outraged settler,, it is ricc:eii.-, 
sary that the state at this time appropriate J250,000. · ' 

"This colonf is a monument to the visionary schemes and impractid1! 
ideas of Elwood Mead. He is responsible above all others for the loss of at 
least a million dollars to the state, the failure of the colony and the imposi
tions practiced upon the unfortunate settlers. How these settlers feel is 
best evidenced by the fact that some months ago they cut a large oil painting 
o( Mead from its frame, cut holes through the picture, put a rope around the 
neck, and hung it in effigy on the state highway. 

"The State of California must see this project through on account of 
its moral phase more than on account of its business phase. During the recent 
visit to California of the Secretary of the Interior, he paid a visit to Delhi 
at my request. Elwood Mead, who was in his party, failed to show up at 
Delhi and face the indignant citizens, although he was traveling in the special 
train of the Secretary of the Interior, and the train stopped at Delhi." 

f 19 I 
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COLORADO RIVER COMPACT 
The Colorado River Compact signed at Sante Fe, New Mexico, November 

24, 1922, hnH never hccomc effective because it had not been rntified by Ari,.ona, 
l,crnu•c Cnlifornin wi1hdrcw her rutificntion, 11nd it has not been ratified by the 
Congress uf the United States. A six-state compact, identical in terms except 
that it omitted Arizona, is the basis of the Boulder Dam Bill. This six-state com
pact wus never ratified by California am! Utah withdrew her ratification. There 
is therefore no compact now in existence and therefore the Boulder Dam Bill as 
now framed would not he effective if passed. An nlternative suggestion is that the 
Uniled StutcH Hhould 1111dcn11kc tu ullurntc the wntcrs of the river without 11gree-
111c11t l1clwcc111hc HtnlcH, 

The Seven -Stnte Compact is as follows: 

The States of Arizona, California, Colorallo, Nevada, New Mexico, Utah and 
Wyoming, having resolved to enter into a compact under the Act of the Congress 
of the United States of America approved August 19, 1921 (42 Statutes at Large, 
l'age 171) and the Acts of the Legislatures of the said States, have through their 
Governors appointed as their commissioners: 

W. S. Norviel 
W. F. McClure 
Delph E. Carpenter 
]. G. Scrugham 
Stephen Davis 
R. E. Caldwell 
Frank C. Emerson 

for the State of Arizona 
for the State of California 
for the State of Colorado 
for the State of Nevada 
for the State of New Mexico 
for the State of Utah 
for the State of Wyoming 

who( after negotiations participated in by Herbert Hoover appointed by The 
Presldent as the representative of the United States of America have agreed upon 
the following articles: ' 

ARTICLE I 

The m~jor purposes of this compact are to provide for the equitable division 
and apportionment of the use of the waters of the Colorado River System· to 
~stablish the r~lative importance of different beneficial uses of water; to pron:ote 
mterstate comity; to remove causes of present and future controversies· and to 
secure the expeditious agricultural and imlustrial development of the Colorado 
River Bas_in, the storage of its waters and th e protection of life and property from 
floods. l_o the se ends the Colorado River Basin is divided into two Basins, and 
_an apportionment of the use of part of the water of the Colorado River System 
Is made to each of them with the provisi on that further equitable apportionments 
may be made. . 

ARTICLE II 
As used in this compact:-
(a) The term "Colorado River System" means that portion of the Colorado 

River and its tributaries within the United States of America. 
(b) The temi "Colorado River Basin" means all of the drninage area of the 

Colorado River System and all other territory within the United States of America 
to which the waters of the Colorado River System shall ue bendicially applied. 

(c) The term "States of the Upper Division" means the States of Colorado 
New Mexico, Utah and Wyoming. _ · 
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(d) The term "States /of the Lower Division" means the States of Arizonil't .. 

C11lifornin and Nevada. / . 
(e) The term "Lee Ferry" means n point in the main stream of the Colorado 

River one mile below the . mouth of tlie Paria River. 
(f) The term "Upper Basin" means those parts of the States of Arizona, 

Colorado, New Mexico, Utah and Wyoming within and from which waters naturally 
drain into the Colorado River System above Lee Ferry, and also nil parts of said 
States located without the drainage area of the Colorado River System which arc 
now or shall hereafter be beneficially served by waters diverted from the system 
above Lee Ferry. 

(g) The term "Lower Basin" means those parts o f the States of Arizona, 
California, Nevada, New Mexico and Utah within and from which waters natiJrally 
drain into the Colorat.lo River System below Lee Ferry, and nlso all parts of said 
States located wi thuut the drainage area of the Colorado River Sy stem which arc 
now 11r Mhall hereafter be beneficially Nerved by wnter~ diverted from the System 
l,cluw I .cc Ferry. 

(h) The term '\lomestic use" 8hall include the use of wnter for household, 
stock, municipal, mining, milling, industrial and other like purposes, but shall 
exclude the generation of electr;cal power. 

ARTICLE Ill 
(a) There is hereby apportioned from the Colorado River System in per

petuity to the Upper Basin and to the Lower Basin respectively the exclusive 
beneficial consumptive use of 7,500,000 acre -feet of water per annum, which shall 
include all water necessa ·ry for the supply of any rights which may now exist. 

(I.,) In addition to the apportionment in paragraph (a) the Lower Basin is 
hereby given the right to increase its beneficial consumptive use of such waters 
by one million acre -foet per annum. , 

(c) If, as a matter of internati onal comity, the Unite,! States of America 
shall hereafter recognize in the United States of Mexico any right to the use of any 
waters of the Colorado River System, such waters shall be supplied first from the 
waters which arc surplus over and above the aggregate of the quantities specified 
in paragraphs (a) and (b); nnd if such surplus shall prove insufficient for this 
purpose, then the burden of such deficiency shall be equally borne by the Upper 
Basin and the Lower Basin and whenever necessary the States of the Upper 
Division shall deliver at Lee Ferry water to supply one-half of the deficiency so 
recognized in addition to that ·provided in paragrnph (d). 1 

(d) The States of the Upper Division will not cause the flow ohhe river at 
Lee Ferry to be depleted below an aggregate of 75,000,000 acre -feet for any period 
of ten consecutive years reckoned in continuing progressive series beginning with 
the first day of October next succeeding the ratific at ion of thi s compact. 

(e) The States of the Upper Division shall not withold water, and the States 
of the Lower Division shall not require the delivery of water which cnnnot reas on
ably be applied to domestic and agricultural uses. 

(f) Further equitable apportionment of the beneficial uses of the wntcrs of the 
Colorado River System unapp ortioned by paragraphs (n), (b} nnd (c) mny be 
mnde in the mnnner provided in parngrnph (g) nt nny time after October first, 
1963, if nnd when either Basin shall have reached its total beneficial consumptive 
use as set out in paragraphs (a) and (b). 

(g) In the event of a desire for a further apportionment as provided in para
graph (f) any two signat9ry States, acting through their Governors, may give 
joint notice of such desire to the Governors of the other signatory States and to 
The President of the United States of America, and it shall be the duty of the 
Governors of the signatory States and of The President of the United States of 
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America forthwith to appoint representatives, whose duty it shall be to divide 
nnd apportion equitably between the Upper Basin nnd Lower Basin the bcnelicinl 
use of t'he unnpportioned water of the Colorado River System ' as mentioned in 
paragraph (f), subject to the legislative ratification of the signatory States nnd the 
Congress of the United States of America. 

ARTICLE IV 

(a) Inasmuch as the Colorado River has ceased to be navigable for commerce 
and the reservation of its water s for navigation would seriously limit the devel op
ment of its Basin, the use of its waters for purposes of navigation shall be sub 
servient to the uses of such waters for domestic, agricultural and power purposes. 
If the Congress shall not consent to this paragraph, the other provisions of this 
compact shall nevertheless remain binding. 

(h) Subject to the provisions of this compact, water of the Colorado River 
System may be impounded nnd used for the generation of clectricnl power, but 
such impounding and use shall be subservient to the we and conmmplion of such 
wnter /01· agrirn/1u1·al and domestic purpouJ and shall not interfere with or prevent 
use for such dominant purp oses. 

(c) The provisions of this article shall not apply to or interfere with the 
regulation and control by any State within its boundaries of the appropriation, 
use and distribution of water. 

ARTICLE V 

The chief official of each signatory State charged with the administration of 
water right s, together with the Director of the United States Reclamation Service 
and the Direct or of the United States Geological Survey shall cooperate, ex-officio: 

(a) To promote the systematic determinati on and coordinnti on of the facts 
as to flow, appropriation, consumption and use of water in the Colorado River Basi.n, 
and the interchange of available informati on in such matters. 

(b) To secure the ascertainment and publication of the annual /low of the 
Colorado River at I.,ee Ferr y. 

(c) To perform such other duties as may be assigned by mutual consent of 
the signatories from time to time. 

ARTICLE VI 

Should any claim or controversy ari se between any two or more of the signa
tory State s: (a) with respect to the waters of the Colorado River Svstem not 
covered by the terms of this compact; (b) over the meaning or performa~ce of any 
of the terms of this compact; (c) as to the allocation of the burdens incident to the 
performance of any article of this compact or the delivery of waters as herein 
provided; (d) ns to the construction or oper11tion of works within the Colorndo 
River 81tsi11 to he situnted in two or more States, or to be constructed in one 
Stnte for the henclit of nnother State; or (e) ns to the diversion of water in one 
Stnte for the benefit of nnother Stnte; the Governors of the States affected, upon 
the request of one of them, shnll forthwith nppoint Commissioners with power to 
con•ider nnd ndju•t •ud1 rlnirn or controvcr•y, Huhjcct to rntificntion by the l.cgis
lRturcK of the StntcH HO nffcctcd. 

Nothini;i herein contuined shnll prevent the ndj11st111e11t of nny euch cl11im or 
controvcr•y hy 1111y present 111cthod 01· hy direct future lcl(iHlntive action of tho 
lntorcKtcd StntcR, 

AlfflCJ.1,: Vil 

Nothing in this tompnct •hnll he construed as uffecting the obligations of the 
United States of Americn to Indian tribes. 
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I ARTICLE VIII 

Present perfected rights to the beneficinl use of waters of the Colorado River 
System are unimpaired br, this compact. Whenever storage capacity of 5,000,000 
acre-feet shall have been provided on the main Colorado River within or for the 
benefit of the Lower Basin, then claims of such rights, if any, by appropriators or 
users of water in the Lower Basin against appropriators or users of water in the 
Upper Basin shall attach to and be satisfied from water that may be stored not in 
conflict with Article III. 

All other rights to beneficial use of waters of the Colu~ailo River System shall 
be satisfied solely from the water apportioned to that B,1sin in which they are 
situate. 

ARTICLE IX 

Nothing in this compact shall be construed to limit or prevent any Stute from 
instituting or maintaining nny action or proceeding, legal or cquitnblc, for the pro
tection of any right under this compact or the enforcement of 1111y of its provisions. 

ARTICLE X 

This compact may be terminated at any time by the unanimous agreement of 
the signatory States . In the event of such termination nil rights established under 
it shall continue umimpaired. 

This compact shall become binding and ohligatory when it shall have been 
approved by the Legislatures of each of the signatory States and by the Congress 

), of the United States. Notice of approval by the Legislatures shall be given by the 
Governor of each signatory State to the Governors of the other signatory States 
and to the President of the United States, and the President of the United States 

'i is requested to give notice .to t/1e Governors of the signatory States of approval by 
the Congress of the United States. 

In Witness Whereof, the Commissioners have signed this compact in a single 
original, which shall be deposited in the archives of the Departm ent of State of 

·; the United States of America and of which a duly certified copy shall be forwarded 
. to the Governor of each of the signatory States. 

Done at the City of Santa Fe, New Mexico, this twenty -fourth day of Novem-
ber, A. D. One Thousand Nin e Hund red and Tw enty -two. 

Approved: 
(Signed) Herbert Hoover. 
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(Signed) W. S. Norviel 
(Signed) W. F, McClure 
(Signed) Delph E. 11:arpcnter 
(Signed) J. G. Scrugham 
(Signed) Stephen Davis 
(Signed) R. E. Caldwell 
(Signed) Frnnk C. Emerson 
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THE BOULDER DAM BILL 
AND STATES' RIGHTS 

The BoulJer Dam Bill proviJe s in Section I thereof as follows: 

"Th at for the purpose of cont rolling the Hoods and regulatin g the How 
of the lower Colorado River , providing for storage and delivery of the waters 
thereof for reclamat ion of public land s and other beneficial uses within the 
United Statt:s , and for tht: generati on of dcctrical energy as a means of 
making the project herein authorized a self-supp ort ing and financially 
solvent undertaking, the Secret ary of the Int er ior, subje ct to the term s of 
th e Colorado Ri ver compact herei naft er mentioned, is hereby authorized to 
construct, operate and maintain a dam and incidental works in the main 
stream of the Co lorado Riv er at Black Canyo n or Boulder Canyo n adequate 
to create a storage reservoir of a capacity of not less than twenty-m illion 
acre-feet of water and a mai n canal and appurt enant struct ures locate d 
entirely within the Unit ed States connecting th e Laguna Dam with the 
Im perial and Coach ella Valleys in Ca lifornia. • • * also to constrnct ancl 
equip, operate and ma int ain at or near said dam, and within a State which 
has approved th e Co lorado River compact herei naf te r menti oned, n com plete 
plant and incidental structur es su itabl e for the fullest economic development 
of electrica l energy from the water discharg ed from said reservoir; nn<l to 
acquire by pro ceeding s in emin en t domain, or otherwise, all lands, rights of 
way, anu oth er property necessary for said purp oses." 

Again, by Section 5 of the bill, the Secre tary is au thorized to contrac t fnr 
delivery at the switc hlmard to muni cipal corporat ions, politica l subdivi sions, and 
priva te corporations of electrica l energy gene rat ed at said clam. But the control of 
th e Secretary of the Int erior, and hence of th e Fed eral Government, over th e dis
tribution of the elect rical energy is not confined to it s sale at the switchboard, 
because by Section 5-d of the bill it is provided that: 

"An y agency receiving a coi1tract for electr ical energy equivalent to 
one hund red thousand firm horse power, or more, ma y, when deemed feasible 
by the said Secretary, from engineering and economic conside ra tions and 
under general regulati ons prescr ibed by him , be required to permit othe r 
similar agenc ies hav ing contracts hereunde r for less t han the equiva lent 
of twenty-five thousand firm horse power to pa rt icipate in the benefits and 
use of any main transmission line constructed by th e former for carrying such 
energy (no t exceeding, however, one-fourth the capacity of such line), upon 
payment by such ot her agenc ies of a reasonable sha re of the cos t of con
struction, ope ra tion and maintenance thereof." 

The quoted provisio ns of the bill, it will be noted, propose that Congress shall 
auth orize the Secretary of th e Interior to const ruct on the main st ream of the 
Colorad o not only a clam adequate to create a storage reservo ir of twenty million 
acre-feet, but also to construct the hydro-e lectric plan t in conn ection therewith 
and tu exercise at least a part ial contro l over the transmis sion lines hy which th; 
electr ical energy is to be distributed. It sho uld furth er he noted that the site for 
th e propo sed dam, Bould er or Black Can yon , is on th at part uf th e Colorado River 
where it forms the bound ary hetw<:cn tht · two States of Arizona and Ncv,11111. 

Ther e is thus nssertc d the power of Congress not on ly to store the water· 
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within the states and thcr y to exercise the right of disposition of its beneficial , -:i, 

f' use, but also the right to tonstruct n dnm in the bed of the river, which bed, at 
r least if the river is navigable, is_ owned by stntes bordering the river. 

'1•·· In order to par tially escape thi s challenge to st nte authority, the bill 11s pre -
sented to the last Congre ss con tain ed various prov isions making its effecd vencss 
and operation suhject to the interstate agree ment or compact known as the Colorado 
River Compact betwee n six of th e seven st ates in the Colorado River Basin. T hese 
six states were Wyoming, Colorado, New Mexico, Utah, Nc-vada and California. 
Arizona was not included in this six-state compnct. In J anunry, 1927, during the 
last session of Congress, Utah withdr ew from the six-state compact, and Senator 
J ohnson, one of the auth ors of the bill, thereafter introduced an amendment making 
the bill effective upon the ratificati on by five of the seven states of an interstate 
compa ct, elimin ati ng Ut ah th erefrom. Therefore, .... hil e the limitati or\'6 with 
reference to the compac t might affo rd protec tion to the five states nam ed , Utah 
nnd Arizona would he ignored. 

So far ns the principle of state sovereignty is concerned, it makes no difference 
whether seven states or only one is to he ignored. If th e power of Con gress to 
ove rride the State of Arizona or th e State of Utah should be established, the 
sovereignty of the Federal Governm en t ove r the Colorad o, and hence over nil the 
streams within the United States, would be esta blished. 

The great men ace to the western states of the establishment of the theory that 
the Federal Government has the righ t to dispose of th e un appro pr ia ted waters has 
been pointed out by Delph E. Carp enter, Water Commissioner for Co lorado, a t 
various time s, but particularl y in his las t appearances before the Congressional 
Committ ees cons idering the Swing -J ohnson Dill. In Part 2 of the Hearings on 
H. R . 6251 and H. R. 9826, at pages 146 and 148, Mr. Carpenter sa id: 

" The deliberate and constnnt pre ssure of certain enthusia sts for Feclernl 
usurpati on of State powers in arid States, pressed before the cour ts nnd 
injecte d in to Execu tive orders, has awakened the people of the arid States 
to the necessi ty of firs t p rotecting their State autonomy before encouraging 
an y furth er developm ent which may become the basis o f additional adver se 
claims . The States ta ke this attitude in necessary self-defense an<l in p ro-
tect ion of th eir rights to control and administer that resource necessary to 
th eir very existence . 

"For three -quarters of a cent ury courageous pioneers have been con
ver tin g the American desert int o a fertile empire hy appl ying wa'ter to waste 
places, all(! thi s, too, long prior to any Federal aid or encoura gemen t. The 
major reclamation of arid lan ds ha s been by privat e and Sta te initiative 
and expense. The las t census shows that more than 93 per . cent of the 
irrigated land s of the We st were so recla imed and that less than 7 per cent 
of these lands are under na t ional reclamat ion projects. 

• "Long prior to any action by Congress, each nricl Stnte had created its 
own sys tem of State (or t er ritoria l) control of diver sion, use nnd distribution 
of water . Each State had, by constitutional provisions, by progres.1ive 
legislat ion, and b y decisions of its courts, built up n syste m of loca l law 
which was ancl is the basis of local rights, by which the State has permitted 
its citizens to use the property of the State (th e wat ers of its streams) and 
has kept constan t and hourl y supe rvision and control of the use of this 
natural resource in order that waste may be prevented and the maximum 
public benefit ma y be obtain ed. The laws of eac h State, while par ta king of 
cert ain similar fund amental prin ciples, ha ve been molded to fit loca l needs 
and conditions. These laws di ffer according to the natura l conditions 
obtaining in eac h State due to topography, soil, climnte, geographical 
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loc[ltion, and other unalternble natural phases controlling the best u~e of 
water and essential t<1 obtaining the maximum benefit of the State resource. 
Throughout the period of the evolution of State W[lter lnw, the primary 
element of maximum benefits for the greatest public welfare hM been the 
underlying principle an1I the United States fostered and encourngeJ this 
development of local law. These princi p les still obtain and the State 
machinery still progresses toward greater perfectioh, except where interfered 
with and overridden by Federal courts and executive agencies since the 
enactment of th e nati ona l reclamation act in the year 1902. 

" In each of 1he arid States the waters of the State are recognized to be 
its property, sub je ct on ly to the rights of neighb oring States, in the waters 
of interstate s tr eams, as defined l.,y interstate compacts or by the decisions 
of the United Sta tes Supre me Court between litigant States. The rights of 
th e appropriator within each State ar e mere rights to the use of the property 
of tlar; State su bject always to the sovereign will and to. the exercise of 
emin..:nt domai n in adapting the use of th e resource to State progress. 

"The water laws of each State are mere rules of State ad111inistration of 
the use of a natural resource impera tive to State existence. The usufructory 
right o f citizens (approp riators), int er sese, are thus fixed and detm11in ed, 
subject always to the superio r right of the State to reguliite, control, readjust, 
tuke l.,y eminent ,lumain, and otherwise provide for the use of the precious 
clement according to its will." 

Mr. Carpenter then sta tes that the reclamation act was ena cted under a pledge 
given on the floor of Congress that the states would l,e protected in their autonomy 
am] that the Federal Govern ment would never seek to overr ide stat e juri sdiction 
and cont rol of water suppl ies. T his pk<lge, he says, has l.,een breached. Upon 
th is point he says: 

"The !.,reach of this pledge has l.,cen the root of great evil. It has eat~n 
its way int o the very heart of western inst itution s and has gradually umkr 
mined, and is now, at this very hour, tearing down the aut hority of the 
States and seeki ng to' place control of water supplie s in the keeping of ap
pointees of dis t ant Federal courts or of perso ns respons ive only to Federa l 
auth ority and absolutely indiffer ent to and wholly removed from State 
laws a nd contrary to the decision of the Supreme Court. (Ka nsas vs. 
Colorado, 206 U. S. 46.) 

"T his unfo rtunate conditi on has developed along two more or less 
interlocking lines : ( I) executi ve orders of F ederal officials; and (2) pressi ng 
?f adverse leg,d th eorie_s and claim s l.,y th e Department of Ju st ice through 
its represe nt at ives hav111g charge of Federal reclamatio n ma t ters." 

Mr. Carpenter then goes on to point out that when the Federa l Government 
started the construc tion on the Elep hant Butte Reservoir in New Mexico it placed 
an eml.,argo upon developments in the upper reaches of the tributaries of the Rio 
G_ra_nde in Colorado and New Mexico, and although private capital was ready, 
willing and al.,le to de velop headwater contro l of the river, which was essential to 
the very protection of the reservoir itself, opportunity for thi s ·constructio n was 
~efused until the y~ar 192~. In 1925, at the time of the cancellat ion of the embarg o, 
It _was found that it was illegal. But for 21 years this illegal embargo was main 
tained by the Department of the In terior prohil,iting all construction . 

After calling 11ttcnti1111 to the decision of Knnsas vs. Colorndo and ton decision 
in the Stnte Court of the State uf Colorad o adverse to the contention of the He
damation Serv ice, Mr. Carpe nter further said: 

"Foll owi_ng the reje;tion of the lega l th eor ies advanced l,y the Depart 
ment of J ust1ce 111 the Kan sas-Co lorado and Grand Juncti on cases counsel 
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fot th, R,d,m,dJ s,.,;" "''""'ed th, th~,, th,t th,"'"" or·•·· 
navignble strcnms of the West 11lw11ys have been and still are the property 
of the United States (not of the States) subject to disposition by Congrcas 
and not l.,y the States; that, owning the water, the United States may do 
with its property as it mny see fit regardle ss of the will of the St11tes, nnd that 
the disposition of all unappropriated waters of the West is in Congress 11nd 
wholly removed from State control. This argument was frequently presented 
before various Federal courts throughout the W,est nnd repeatedly rejected 
~see Bergman v. Kearny, 241 Fed. 884, 892), l.,ut notwithstanding these 
decisions, the claim was presented and twice argued by the Solicitor Gcnernl 
l.,efore the United States Supreme Court, in the case of Wy oming v. Colorado. 
The court declared considerati on of the theory unnece ssary . But counsel 
for the Department of th e lnterior still urge and are seeking to apply the 
the ory , because, they say, the Solicitor General so argued and they must 
follow that theory. • • • • • 

"To the theory last mentioned has more recently l.,ecn added the theory 
that not only are the waters of the western streams the property of the 
United States and wholly rem oved from Stnte control and subject to the will 
of Congress l.,ut thnt the Federal courts have the right to oust all State 
nuthorities from the ndminist rutio n of npproprintion (both intrn st nte and 
interstate) upon whole river systems, l.,y taking juri sdict ion of the adj udica 
tion of prio rities between appropriators, wherever loca ted upon the strenm, 
entering decrees of their own, rega rdless of decree s by State courts dealing 
with the same subject matt er, and thereafter perpetually to enforce the 
Federal court decrees by bailiffs, appoi nted by the Federal cou rts, who would 
take charge of the administrati on of all diversions from the river and enforce 
the Federal court decrees, regardless of State court decrees, State laws and 
the State officials authorized l.,y State law to admi nister 1he waters of the 
streams under State authority. 

• • • • • 
"These attacks upon the jurisdicti on of each State of the arid region 

to the control of that element imperative to the sustenance of its peop le and 
the preservation and growth of its institution s and its very existence as a 
State arc the very root of most of the evils that have developed in connec
tion with national reclamati on, are in contravention of the fr ndarnen tnl 
principles of our Government, are contrary to the pledge made by (he pro
ponents of the reclamat ion act at the time of its conside rati on by the Con
gress; are in defiance of the plain decision of the Supreme Court in Kansas 
v. Colorado, and are a bold attempt to wres t from the States the control of 
their own streams and place it in a Federal bureau with hea dq uarters at 
Washington, which, in turn, will administer the streams by means of bailiffs 
appointed by Federal courts or by other Federal employees wholly in
dependent of State authority." 

Upon the question of the extent of nati onal control over the waters within the 
states, it is generally recognized that the case of Kansas vs. Colorado, 206 U. S., 
46, 51 Law Edition, 956, is the most complete considerati on by the Supreme 
Court of this question. The nction in that case wns brought l.,y the State of Kansas 
against the State of Colorado to restrain the diversion of waters of the Arkansu 
River within the State of Colorado . A petit ion of interventi on was tiled in that 
case l.,y the United States, acting at the behest of the U. S. Recl amat ion Service 
in which the claim was made that the United States controlled the waters of th~ 
Arkansas on account of its right to aid in the reclamatio n of arid lands . The 
Court said with reference to the claims of the United States: 
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- "It rests its petition of intervention upon its alleged duty of legisinting 
for the reclamation of arid lands; alleges that in or near the Arkansas 
River, as it runs through Kansas and Colorad o, are large tracts of th ose ' 
lands; that the nation al government is it self the owner of many thousands 
of acres; that it has the right to make such legislative provision ns, in ·its 
judgment, is needful for the reclamation of all these arid lands, and, for that 
purpose, to appropriate the accessible waters. 

• • • • • 
"In other words, the determinati on of the rights of the two states i11frr

ese in regard to the flow of waters in the Arkansas River is subordinate to a 
superior right on the part of the national government to control the wh ole 
system of the reclamation of arid lands. That involves the question whether 
the reclamati on of arid lands is one of the powers granted to the general 
government. As heretofore state d, the constant declaration of this court 
from the beginning is that this government is one of enumerated powers. 
'The governm ent, then, of the United States, can claim no powers which arc 
not granted to it by the Constituti on, and the powers actually granted mu st 
be such as are expressly given or given by necessary implication.' Story, J.', 
in Martin vs. Hunter, I Wheat. 304, 326, 4 L. ed. 97, 102. 'The government 
of the United States is one of del eg at ed, limited, and enumerated powers.' 
United States vs. Harris, 106 U. S. 629, 635, 27 L. ed. 290, 292, l Sup. Ct. 
Rep. 601, 606 . 

"Turnin g to the enumeration of the powers granted to Congre ss by the 
8th sectio n of the 1st article of the Constitution, it is enough to say that no 
one of th em, by any implicati on, refers to the reclamation of arid land s. 
The last paragraph of the section which authorizes Congress to make all , i., 
la ws which shall be necessary a nd proper for carrying int o exec ution th e fore
going powers, and all ot her powers vested by this Constitution in the govern
ment of the United States, or in any depa rtm en t or officer thereof, is not 

, . .. , 

' 
th e delegation of a new and independent power, but simply provision for 
making e ffective the powers heretofore mentioned . The construction of tha t 
J'llrlll;(flll'h WHN J'l'l'Cisdy Hllltcd l,y Chief J11Hticc Murshull in tl1cHe word• 
(·I Wh, ·111, ·I'll, ·I I. , ,·,I. 1,0~), 'W, · tl,ink fi,., """'"' l'ltllNll'111·ti1111 11f tlic 
('1111Ntit11ti.,,1 11111•1 11ll11w 111 1liu 1111tio11ul lc11l•lnl11rn 111111 d lNncti11n, with 
l'l'Njll•l't 111 1!11· nwnn• l,y wl,id, tl1u pnwcrh It 1·n111'crtt lll'tl In ho rnrri<:d l11t11 
,·x,·rntion, whkh will ,·1111hlu th111 hndy lo pct-fot·tn th c, hl1.1h d11tlrH 1tNNi1,111~,I 
tu it, in the n11111ncr 11111HI 1,rnclkiul 111 the ('cuplc . I.ct the end he lqiiti1n11tc, 
let it be within the scope of the Constitution, und ull me1tnR which nre nppro
priate, which are plainly adapted to that end, which nre not prohibited, but 
consistent with the letter and spi rit of the Constituti on, are constitutional,' 
-a statem ent which ha s become the settled rule of const ruction. From this 
and other declarati ons it is clear that the Constitution is not to be constru ed 
technically and narr owly, as an indictment, or even as a grant presumably 
against the interest of the grantor, and passing on ly that which is clearly 
included within it s language, but as creating a system of government whose 
provisions are designed to make effective and operative all the governmental 
powers granted. Yet, while so construed, it still is true that no independent 
nm! unm entioned power passes to the nation al government or can rightfully 
be exercised by the Congress." 

Counsel for the government further advanced the argument in . that case that 
there was vested in the United States certain so vereign a nd inherent power; that 
the legislative power s belonging to a state government are only th ose which affect 
solely the internal affairs of the s tat e, and consequently that powers national in 
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scope must be vested in th ) Congress of the United States. 
argument the Court said: 

"But the proposition that there are legislative powers affecting the 
na t ion as a whole which belong to, although not expressed in, the grant of 
powe rs, is in direct conAict with the doctrine that this is n government of 
enumerated powers. That this is such a government clenrly appears from 
the Constitution, independently of the Amendments, for ot herwi se there 
would be an instrument granting certain specified things made operative to 
grant other and. distinct thing s. T his natural construction of the original 
body of the Constitution is made ab solutely certain by the 10th Amendment. 
This Amendment, which was seemi ngly adopted with prescience of just 
such contention as the present, di sclosed the widespread fenr thnt the 
nati onal government might, under the pre ssure of a supposed general 
welfare, attempt to exercise powe rs which had not been granted. With 
equal determination the framers intended that no such nssumpti on should 
ever find justification in the organic act, and that if, in the future, furth er 
powers seemed neces sa ry, they should be granted by the people in the 
manner they had provided for amending that act. It reads : 'The powers 
not ddegatcd to the United States by the Constitution, nor prohiliited by 
it to the states, are reserved to the states resp ect ively, or to the people.' 
The argument of counsel ignore s the p rincipal fact or in this article, to wit, 
'th e people.' I ts principal purpose was not the distribution of power be
tw een the United States nnd the states, but a reservation to the people of 
all powers not granted. The preamb le of the Constitution declares who 
framed it, - 'we, the people ·of the United State s,' not the peop le of one 
state , but the people of all the states; and article 10 reserves to the people 
of all the states the powers not deleg ated to the United States. The powers 
affecting the internal affairs of the states not granted to the United States 
by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the states, are reserved to the 
states respec tively, and all powers of a national character which are not 
delega ted to the nati onal government by the Constitution ure reserved to 
the people of the United States. The people who :ulop ted the Constitution 
knew th111 in the 1111t11rc of thin!;(• they could not not foresee 11II rhc <111eNtiu11s 
whid, 111i1dtt nri•~ in the f11t11r,-, 1111 the 1·i1T11111Ht1111cc" whirh 111i~ltt cnll for 
thu n~tTiNo 111' fttrthn 1111tio111tl l'"w"r• th1111 tl10•0 111·1111tcd tu th e llnlt .,,I 
S11111·n, 1111d, 11f1,·r 11111ki111c11>r11viHio11 ti,r 1111 1t111l1111ln1<'!tl tu tho l'1111•tlt11tlon 
l,y whidt 1111y tiot·d ~d 11diliti111111I pow er• w1111ld l,u 1,1r1111tod, they rt,N~rvc1l 
to tht111Nclve• nil power• not"" dckw1tcd, Thi• urticlc 10 i• 11111 111 he nhorn 
of its mc1111ing l,y any nnrrow ur t.echnicul con~tructi on, but is to be con
sidered fairly and liberally so as to give effect to its scope nnd meaning. 
As we said, construing an express limitati on on the powers of Congress, 
in Fairl..,anks vs. United States, 181 U. S. 283, 288, 45 L. ed. 862, 865, 21 
Sup. Ct. Rep . 648, 650: 

. "We are not here con front ecl with a que stion of the extent of the powers 
of Congre ss, but one of t he limitati ons impo sed by the Constitution on its 
acti on , and it seems to us clear that the sa me rule and spi rit of construction 
must also be recognized. If powers granted are to be taken as broadly 
granted and as carrying with them authority to pass tho se acts which may 
be reas onabl y necessary to carry them into full execution; in other words, 
if the Constitution in its grunt of powers is to be so construed that Congreu 
shall be able to carry into full effect the powers granted, it is equnlly im
perative that, where prohibiti on or limitati on is placed up on the power of 
Congress, that prohibition or lim itatio n should be enforced in its spirit and 
to its entirety. It would be a strange rule of construction that language 
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gtanting powers is to be liberally construed, and that language or restric. 
tiori is to be narrowly and technically construed. Especially is this true 
when, in respect to grants of powers, there is, as heretofore noticed; the 
help found in the last clause of the 8th section, and no such helping clause 
in respect to prohibitions and limitations. The true spirit of constitutional 
interpretation in both directions is to give full, liberal construction to the 
language, aiming ever to show fidelity to the spirit and purpose.' 

"This very matter of the reclamation of arid lands illustrates this: 
At the time of the adoption of the Constitution, within the known and con
ceded limits of the United States there were no large tracts of arid land, 
and nothing which called for any further action than that which might be 
taken by the legislature of the state in which any particular tract of such 
!anti was to be found; and the Constitution, therefore, makes no provision 
for a national control of the arid regions or their reclamation. But, as our 
national territory has been enlarged, we have within our borders extensive 
tracts of arid lands which ought to be reclaimed, and it may well be that no 
power is adequate fur their reclamation other than that of the national 
government. But, if no such power has been granted, none can be exer
cised. 

• • * • • 

"But it is useless to pursue the inquiry further in this direction. It is 
enough for the purposes of this case that each state has full jurisdiction over 
the lands within its borders, including the beds of streams and other waters. 
Martin vs. Waddell, 16 Pet. 367; 10 L. ed. 977; Pollard vs. Hagan, 3 How. 
212, 11 L. eel. 565; Goodtitle ex dem. Pollard vs. Kibbe, 9 How. 471, 13 L. 
ed. 220; Barney vs. Keokuk, 94 U.S. 324, 24 L. ed. 224; St. Louis vs. Myers, 
113 U.S. 566, 28 L. ed. 1131, 5 Sup. Ct. Rep. 640; Packer vs. Bird, 137 
U.S. 661, 341.. ed . 819, 11 Sup. Ct. Rep. 210; Hardin vs. Jordan, 140 U.S. 
371, 35 L. eel. 428, 11 Sup. Ct. Rep. 808,838; Kaukauna Water Power Co. 
vs. Green Bay & M. Canal Co. 142 U. S. 254, 35 L. ed. 1004, 12 Sup. Ct. · 
Rep. 173; Shively vs. Bowlby, 152 U.S. 1, 38 L. ed. 331, 14 Sup. Ct. Rep. 
548; St. Anthony Falls Water Power Co. vs. St. Paul Water Comrs. 168 
U.S. 349, 421.. ed. 497, IR Sup. Ct. Rep. 157; Kean vs. Calumet Canal and 
lmprov. Co. 190 U.S. 452, 47 L. eel. 1134, 23 Sup. Ct. Rep. 651." 

Several points pertinent to the questions of states' rights raised by the Swing
Johnson Bill are definitely settled by the quoted portions of the foregoing decision 
of the Supreme Court in Kansas vs. Colorado. Some of these points are: 

Fint: The Nationnl Government is definitely limited to the exercise of those 
powers expressly grnntccl to it in the Constitution, nnd nothing cnn be ndded to 
these powers by implication except such incidental powers ns nre necessary nnd 
proper for carrying into execution these expressed powers. 

Second: The reclamation of arid lands is not one of the powers granted to 
the general government. 

Third: The argument that the Federal Government is the only agency that 
can properly and adequately carry on a proposed development is of no force; the 
authority for carrying on the development by the Federal Government must be 
found in the powers granted to it by Congress or such authority does not exist. 

Fourth: Each state has full jurisdiction over the lands within its borders, in
cluding the beds of streams and other waters. 

Many other cases have been decided by the Supreme Court both before and 
after Kansas vs. Colorad o, but the se cases are merely cumulative upon the fore
going points. Senat or King in his letter of April 18, 1927, to .Secretary Work cites 
and (juotes from a number of adt!itional cases, many of which are included in those 
cited in the last paragraph quoted from the decision in Kansas vs. Colorado. One 
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-·of these is the case of Polladi, Lessee, vs. Hagen, 3 How. 229, which lays down 
' the principle that nil the states admitted to the Union are admitted on an equal 

basis. Therefore Arizona and Utah have the same rights, no greater and no less, 
with respect to the control of lands and waters within their borders as that possessed 
by the States of New York and Pennsylvania. Upon this point the Court said in 
the case last cited: 

"'Alabama is therefore entitled to the sovereignty and jurisdiction 
over all tltt territory within her limits, subject to the common law, to the 
same extent that Georgia possessed it before she ceded it to the United 
States. To maintain any other doctrine is to deny that Alabama has been 
admitted into the Union on an equal footing with the original States, the 
Constitution, laws and compact to the contrary notwith~tanding. But her 
rights of sovereignty and jurisdiction are not governed by the common law 
of England as it prevailed in the Colonies before the Revolution, but as 
modified by our own institutions.' 

• • + • • 

" 'When the Revolution took place, the people of each Stnte became 
themselves sovereign; and in that character hold the absolute right to all 
their navigable waters and the soils under them for their own common 
use, subject to the rights since surrendered by the Constitution.' 

"The court stated that-

" 'To give to the United States the right to transfer to a citizen the 
title to the shores and the soils under the navigable waters would be placing 
in their hands a weapon which might be wielded greatly to the injury of 
the State's sovereignty and deprive the States of the power to exercise a 
numerous and important class of police powers.'" 

As hereinbefore pointed out, the Boulder Canyon Dam Bill assumes that the 
Congress has such control over the waters of the Colorado that it may authorize 
the construction of a huge dam on the border of the State of Arizona, which clam 
would rest in part on soil over which the State of Arizona, is the sovereign, and that 
it may do this over the protest and without the consent of the State of Arizona. 
It is furthermore assumed that the Congress may store the waters of the Colorado 
in the lower basin of the river, and thereupon contract for the use of this water with 
users who would, under the doctrine that "priority in use gives priority in right," 
obtain rights which would jeopardize the right to the future use of wa,ter in the 
upper states of the Colorado River Ila sin. That is, it would jepoardize such rights 
if the development was carried forward without the approval by one or more of those 
upper states of the Colorado River Compact. As stated, it has been proposed that 
the development should proceed without the approval of the six-state compact 
by the State o( Utah. 

It is apparent also that this assertion of power by the United States against 
the states is one of the most vital and far-reaching questions confronting the 
western states, and that its recognition and establishment would mean the loss of 
state autonomy in relation to water - the natural element upon the use of which 
their entire future development must largely rest. 

It is furthermore apparent that the authority of the Congress to proceed with 
any such development under the claim of superior rights to the control of either 
lands or water within those states is without foundation in law and is contrary to 

z' the Constitution of the United States as interpreted by the Supreme Court of the 
United States. If that power exists in the Federal Government it must be found in 

i the implied extension of a power which the Federal Government admittedly 
possesses. By the Constitution, Article I, Section 8, Congress is given power "to 
regulate commerce with foreign nations, and among the several states, and with 
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the Indian tribes." The word commerce as bae used has bttn npeatroly intu- .. 
pretcd to include navigation, and the paramount power of control of navigat1on 
and the navigable streams of the United State, is in Congress. (Sec Gibbons vs. 
Ogden, 9 Wheat. I, 6 U. S. (L. cd.J 23; State Tonnage Tax Cases, 12 Wall. 204, 
20 U.S. [L. e<l.( 370; United States vs. Chandler-Dunbar Water Power Company, 
229 U.S. 62, 51 L. ed. 1075, 33 Sup. Ct . Rep. 667 .) 

H any power t:Xi,u in Congre,s to undertake the development of the proposed 
project on the Cvlvra do , it muH be found in the commerce claw_e. 

Thu.c a<lva,-,.cin~ the argum ent that the Unit.o<l Stat~ ma:, proceed with tht 

dtl'd•,i,r ~i.t:n t •A ,Ii.~ 1m,je,.1 yr•,y.,>,td in 1hc S-.ing-Jvhnwn Bill in the ah!.ena: of a \ 
v ,,,,i, a,:t IJ':t we,;n ti,~ 1,t:v,:;n ""l'=• aq ~uc that the G .,l,,rad ,, i~ a navigable •trcam, 
and that the Feckral (;ovtrnment, under the guise of its control over navigation, 
may proceed wirh the construction of the dam and power plants. This propo sition 
is stated by Congre ssm an Davenport in his individual repo rt on the Swing-J ohnson 
Bill. In an outline of a plan for the development of the Colorado (Appendix C, 
page 24 of his report), Co ngre ssman Davenport says: 

"Exercise in Federal power to improve navigation by the creation of a ,, 
mun icipal corp orate instrumental ity of the character of the Port of New York 
Authority, wh ose primary functi on shall be to improve and con ser ve th, 
na viga bilit y of the Col orado River, and as a means thereto pre serve the 
chann el, control floods , and as an incident thereto erect dams at Boulder 
Canyon and other places, and as an incident thereto sell hydro -electricity ," 

"'r' 

Whil e th e Co lorado River was, some sixty years ago , used for navigation at 
certain se asons o f th e yea r, it is generally ad mitted that the Col orado is not now a !. 

navi ga ble s tream - that is , navigable in fact as opposed to the theory that it might 
be na vigab le in la w becau se it hacl form erly been navigated. The Colorado River 
Com pact does no t declar e it to be either navigable or non -navigable, but does \ 
declare that it " ha s cease d to be navigable for commerce." General Lansing Beach 
Chief of Engineers o f the United States War Department, has s~id with referenc; 
to the navigabilit y of the ri ve r: 

"While the lower Colorado did have some navigati on on it in the 
Seventie s , there is nothing on it today to ju stify navigation being rai sed 
as of forem os t importance." 

Under th e authority of the Congressional Act of 1924, there was constructed 
across the channel of the riv er a short di stance ab ov e Yuma what is kn own as the 
Laguna Dam. This dam now pre vents any navigati on of the river between poinu 
above and below. U po n thi s point A. P. Davis, Director o f Reclamation, stated at 
th e first mee tin g o f the Colorado River Commis sion in Wa shington, on January 
26, 1922, as follo ws : 

"It is not poss ible to navigate past the dam. At that time there were 
beli eve , three boa ts plying on the Lower Colorado River and it had bee; 

for a long time a navigable str ea m and the commerce had been con sidera ble 
at one time . It is gradually declining on accou nt of the railroads tapping 
many point s and being much more accessible for the transp ortation nece ssary 
and now Laguna Dam is a stop to navigation. Navigation is possible above ,i 
and below, but not through the dam ... As a practic al fact Laguna Dam ;. 
is the diver sion for the Yuma project and the Imperial Valley project and 
it has destro ye d practical navigation below. Every use of the water for 
irrigati on d epleted the supply. The navigation of the river was one of the 
pro blems that we ha d to meet, anci following the Act of Congress all trouble 
was over come by t he pur cha se of the steamboats on the river by the govern
ment. The operation of these boats had become unprofitabl e for there had 
been no p ro fit in navigation for a good many years; the boats were old and 
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no new ones were i ut into commission. They were used for construed~: ..,· 
purposes and finally were put out of service." 

In his letter as Chai~man of the Colorado River Commission submitting the 
Colorado River Compact to the Congress, Secretary Hoover stated with reference 
to this question of navigation: 

"Many years ago the navigation of the Colorado River was possible, 
and was actually carried on from the mouth of the river to points in what is 
now the State of Nevada. As lnte .as 1904 there were still some boats 
engag ed in transportation up on the lower rea ches of the river. In 1901 the 
firs t large diversi on from the lower stream sy stem, that to the Imperial 
Valley, began, and this, with other devel opments in the basin, necessarily 
d epleted the supply for navigati o n below that point. 

"In 1904 Congress passed an act (33 Stat. 224, Sec. 25) auth orizing the 
Secre ta ry of the Interior to divert the waters of the Colorado River for the 
irrigati on of lands now constituting the Yuma irrigation project, Under thi s 
authority there was constructed shortly thereafter what is known as the 
Laguna Dam, a large dam across the channel of the river a short dist a nce 
ab ove Yuma. This dam now effectually prevents any nav igation of the 
river between points above and below. 

"Prior to the constru ctio n of thi s dam the operation of boats on the 
river had become unprofitable, there having been no navigation for several 
years. The boats then in service were old. They were pur cha sed by the 
Government, us ed in conn ec tion with the construction of the dam, and 
then put out of service. ',,\lhile th ere is an occasional period of high water 
when navigati on m ay be ph ys ica lly poss ible, this would co ntinue for only a 
few m onths in ord inary years. There is no comm ercial navig a tion upon the 
river at pr esent_'' 

The Supr eme Court ha s, in a few c·ascs , stat ed that the que stion o f navigability 
is determined by the que st ion of navigability in fact . In the case of Oklahoma vs. 
Texa s, 258 U.S. 574, at page 286, the Supreme Court says : 

"We find nothing in any of the m at ters reli ed on which takes the river 
in Oklah oma out of the settl ed rule in this country that nav igability in fact 
is the test of navigability in law, a nd that whether a river is navigable in 
fact is to be determined by inquiring whether it is used, or is sus cep tible of 
being used, in its natural and ordinary co nditi on as a highway for com
merce, ov er which trade and travel are or may be conqu cted in the customary 
modes of trade and travel on water. The Daniel Ball, 10 W.all, 557, 563; 
The M ontell o, 20 Wall. 430,439; United States v. Rio Grande Co., 174 U.S. 
690 , 698; United States v . Cress, 243 U . S. 316, 323; Economy Light and 
Power Co. v. United State s, 56 U.S. 113, 121." 

The foll owin g cases are also illuminat ing on this point: 

"The Daniel Ball (IO Wall. 557). A river is navigable in law when it i, 
navigable in fact, and it is navigable in fact when it is used or is susceptible 
of being used in its ordinary condition as a highway for commerce over 
which trade and travel may be conducted in the customary modes of trade 
and travel on water. 

"A river, or other waterway, that lies wh olly within the limits of a 
State, and has no navigable connection with any waters outside the boun
daries of the State, is a navigable water of the State, subject to regul ation 
and control by State laws nnd does not come within the juri sd icti on of 
Congress nor of the laws enacted by Congress for the preservation and pr0-
tection of navigable wa ters o f the United States. 
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' "A river, or other waterway, constitutes .a navigable water of.. th_e 
United States, within the meaning of the aforesaid acts_of Cong~ess, when It 
forms by itself or by uniting with other waters a continuous highway over 
which trncle nn<l travel is or may be conducted _between the States them-
selves, or between the States and foreign countries. . .. 

"The Montello (20 Wall. 320). The true test of the ~av1gab1hty of _a 
strenm does not depend upon the manner or _mode by _wluch c_om~erce 1s 
or may be conducted, nor upon the ?ifficult1es attending nav1gat1on. If 
this were so the public would be deprived of the use of many of the large 
l'iv~rN uf the country over which rnfts of lumber of great vulue ar_e co1~
Htuntl)' tnkrn to 11111rkct. 1 t wuul,1 lie n ~arrow ~ule to hold that 111 th,_s 
country unless 11 river wns cnpnble o~ b~1ng navigated by steam or s,ul 
vessels it could not be treated as a public highway. 

"The capability of use by the public fur purpose~ _of transp~rtation and 
commerce affords the true criterion of the nav1gab1hty of a nver, rather 
the extent nntl mnnner of that use. If it be capable in its natural state of 
heing used for purposes of commerce, no matter in what mode tl_,e commerce 
may be conducted, whether in vessels prope lled ~y steam, w1~d, ~ars, or 
poles, the stream is navigable in fact, and becomes m law a public l11ghway. 

"Harrison v. Fite (148 Fed . 781). - To meet the test of navigability 
as understood in American law a watercourse should be susceptible of use 
for purpo ses of commerce or possess a capncity for vahrnble floatage in the 
transportation to market of the products of the country through whi ch it 
runs. It should be of practical usefulness to the public as 11 public high
way, in its natural state and without the aid of artificial means. A theoreti
cal or potential nav igability, or one that is temporary, precarious or un
profitable is not sufficient. While the navigable quality of a water course 
need not be continuous, yet it should continue long enough to be useful 
and valuable in tr ansportati on; and the fluctuati ons should come regul <1rly 
with the seasons, so that the period of navigability may be depended Lipan. 
Mere depth of water, without profitable utility, will not render a water
course navigable in the legal sense, so as to subject it to public servitude 
nor will the fact that it is sufficient for pleasure boating or to enable hunters 
or fi~hermcn to flout their skiffs or canoes. To be 1111vi1inble n wntercour sc 
must have n useful capacity as a public hi1shway of transportation." 

Upon this point Mr. L. Ward Bannister, of the Colorado River League, in a 
letter addressed to Hon. E. 0. Leatherwood, dated April 7, 1924, says in response 
to the proposition that the Federal Government has superior rights over navigable 
streams: 

"This is true, but let us remember thnt the only superiority given by 
the fact that the stream is navigable consists in the power to protect navi
gability and that any and all o ther power with respect to a navigable stream 
is in the State. In the case of the Colorado River the Federal Government 
is not intending to protect navigation, if indeed the river can be said to be 
navigable, but joins the States in the intention that the waters shall be 
withdrnwn for purposes utterly inconsistent with nnvigntion, such, for 
instance, as irri1intion . When, therefore, the course of devel opment is to 
be one which has no bearing upon navigation excep"t to destroy it, the course 
of development and the water rights gained must be under the power of 
the State and not under that of the Federal Government. In States where 
riparian rights exist as to innavigable streams, riparian rights also exist 
as to navigable streams, except in the latter case they are subject to the 
paramount public right of navigation. Except for the extent required for 1 
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the public right of n vigation, riparian rights exist with respect to navigabie ., \. . _; 
streams in States where they exist as to innavigable streams. In the seven t .. _.\P. 
States of the West, .however, riparian rights exist neither as to innavigable · '"';. 
nor as to navigable streams. 

"The construction of a dam at Boulder Canyon by the Federal Govern. 
ment is not an act for the purpose of promoting or protecting navigation. 
The very purpose is to gather water in order later to withdraw it from the 
stream for use on land and also in order to generate electric power. These 
acts by the Government are not connected with navigati on, and therefore 
can not be justified by the interstate commerce clauses of the Constitution 
wl,ich is the clause under which the Congress has the implied right to protect 
navigation on an interstate stream." 

Irrespective, however, of the technical question as to whether the Colqrado 
is a nav igab le stream in the eyes of the law, it is very clear that the object of the 
proposed development authorized by the bill has nothing to do with navigation 
or commerce. Indeed it is not repre sente d by the auth ors of the bill that it has 
any connection with navigation. The purposes are repeatedly dec)nred to be 
flood control, irrigation, the furnishing of additional domestic water, river regula 
lation, and power development. Nowhere in the debates or testimony concerning 
the bill has navigation been considered except as a possible source of authority 
under which the Federal Government might assert control over the river. 

The primary purpose of the project is, in fact, the development of hydro
electric power. Flood control is used as a leading argument for the bill because 
of the wide public appeal of flood control. 

In the case of McCulloch vs. Maryland, 4 Wheat. 316, 423, Justice Marshall 
stated the principle directly applicable to this proposal: 

"Should Congress, in the exercise of its powers, adopt measures which 
a!'e·prohibited; or should Congress, under the pretext of executing its powers, 
pass laws for the accomplishments of objects not entrusted to the Govern 
ment, it would bec ome the painful duty of this tribunal, should a case 
requiring such a decision come before it, to say that such an act was not the 
law of the land." 

Thi s is no single and isolated case. It is generally understood that the policy 
adopted on the Colorado will determine the policy for handling the St. l.awren~, 
the Columbia River, the TenncsHee Hiver, 11ml other l11rge HtrenmR. Indeed, the 
Hon. GifforLl l'in chot udvocates thnt the plnn of thnt bill should be followed in 
controlling the floo<ls of the Mississippi . In a recent article which appeared in a 
number of daily papers Mr. Pinchot advocated the building of dams dn the upper 
tributaries of the Missi ssippi as a means of controllin1i the floods. In this con
nection Mr. l'inchot said: 

"Storage dams on the tributaries are no t only valuable in hold ing back 
flood waters, but can be made to earn money enough, in nll probability, to 
pay the cost of the whole plan. Nobody yet kn ows exactly what would be 
the value of the electric power developed at Government dams larg e enough 
in number and size to do what is necessary in stream regulation . 

"But if the plan prop osed for Boulder dnm is followed and the Govern 
ment builds both the dams nn<l the electric generating plnnte, and then 
sells the current to municipalities or privute compnnies for distribution, 
I have no doubt that the whole contribution of the Federal Government 
toward regulating the floods of the Mississippi may be made without 
finally costing the taxpayers a cent. Local levee boards would still mnintain 
the levees at local expense, but the Government would hav~ the total cost 
of all its work repaid to it over a series of )'ears by the electric current it 
would generate and sell." 
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It is evident, therefore, ·that if Congress shall fix the policy on the Colorado 
under which the Federal Government goes into the business of building dams 
having as their principal object the development of hydro-electric power, 
the defenses against this practice will have been irreparably breached, and the 
United States Government will be in the hydro -electric business from one end of 
the country to the other. 

The principle thus establi shed is that the Government should go into business 
in order to attempt to meet the cost incurred in carrying out a proper governmental 
function nn<l that in attempting to recover the expenrliture made in its proper 
function, may engage in an entirely different line of activity and invest therein 
many times the amount invested in the governmental function. 

The FeJeral Government might go int o the lumber business, the mining 
business, the oil busines s, under as strung a claim of right and power as can be 
made in this case for going into the power business. Thu s one industry having 
been removed from state control and taxation, the way is open, 

Nor is the entrance of the Government into the electric power business to 
stop with the generation and sale of power at the power plants. The Boulder Dam 
Bill provides that the Secretary of the Interior shall have control over the tran s
mission lines so that he ma y require a large buyer to tran smit the power for a small 
buyer. The Secretary of the Interior is, under the bill, not only to determine when 
this is feasible, but he also is to apportion th e costs between the two or more j oint 
users of the transmission lines. Of course this means not only the establishment 
of the doctrine of a common carrier as to electr ic tran smission lines, but it also 
means that the Secretary of the T 11 terior must take over the functi ons of the lorn I 
state regulating commi ssions with respect to this government developed hydr o
electric power. 

Neither does the control and interference of the Government stop with that 
direct control ove r the transmission line s. Congressman Davenport has asserted 
that the contracts under which the Government sells the power offer an excellent 
avenue through which the Government can control the rates all the way through 
to the ultimate consumer. In his individual repo rt on the Bou lder Dam Bill, as 
well as in an article in the Outlook Magazine for March, 1927, the Congressmnn 
develops at length hi~ idea that the Federal Government must not only build the 
clam ancl the power plants and sell the power at the plants, but that in making the 
contracts for the sale o f the power the pur chaser must agree to Federal regula tion 
of the rates to the consumer. We have, then, a complete development of Federal 
Gove rnment ownership and Federal regulati on in the hydro -electric bu siness. 
Once the Boulder Darn Bill has prepared the way, we may reasonab ly expect that 
within a few years the greatest hydr~ -electr ic developments in the United States 
will be run by a bureau of the Federal Government in Wa shingt on, 

The que~tion of whether this proposnl is good policy, whether it is in accord 
with our insti tutions, nnd the genius of our people, should not be difficult of clc
terminati on. It is no new que st ion. Tho se who nre Socinlistically inclined, who 
ndmire the system under which the detailed affairs of the people nre run by bureau
crats in n great central government, are naturally favorably disposed towards this 
proposed lc11islatio11. No one needs to hear anew the arguments for and against 
the extension of Federal h11rcn11cracy. 

I lowcvcr, the dnn!Jers of the extension of this Federnl burcnucrncy have 
recentl y nttrn cted the att ention of many of 011r lending public men , In nn addre ss 
delivered October 14, 1925, up on the su bject of "Why the Public Interest Requires 
Locnl Ruther Than Federnl Regulation of Electric Public Utilitie s, " Secretary 
Herbert Hoover said: 

"Our Government was devi sed in spirit to sustain a dual purpose 
to protect our people among nati ons by a great na tional power and to 
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preserve individual fr; edom by local self-government. If we arc to stretch j. 

the Interstate Commerce provision in the Constitution to regulate all those 
things that pass State lines whether there is necessity for it or not, we shall 
automatically absorb to Federal authority most of the government that lies 
within State lines, because our economic life has become so enmeshed that 
there is no longer th at easy concepti on of our forefathers of what constituted 
interstate commerce. If we do not resist this extension, what becomes of 
that fundamental freedom and independence that can rise only from local 
self-government? Where the States can equally well solve these problems 
there is no remote reason for Federal invas ion. 

"Washington is nlreacly so overloade d with affairs that it can not even 
now <lo justice to the great diver sity of loca l interest , As has been mentioned, 
a pop ulati on of 150,000,000 in our borders is probable within the · lifetime of 
men here. Of these, for instan ce, 20,000,000 will be upon the Pacifi c slope, 
Can W.tshington regulate their electric power service as well 11s they can 
do it themselves? And it is the same with every other part of the country. 

"I have said in another conn ect ion thnt, after all, the object of our whole 
social and economic system is the family and the home with its indepen
dence, its freed om, and its comfort, and if we are to set up more systems of 
alien regulati on and bureaucratic dominati on, we shall inevitably under
mine all of these tr eas ured essentials of life. 

"There is, indeed, a limit to theoretical efficiency which destroys more 
precious possess ion. I w.int to kick to local auth ority when the power 
rates are unjust; I want to kick where the searchlight of public opinion and 
loca l knowledge can be brough t to bear. I don't want to deliver myself 
over to addressing the Interstate Power Commission at Washington, D. C., 
a thousand miles away, and have the letter referred to the Assistant Direc
tor in the Bureau of House Rates, and be told that I should communicate in 
duplicate on form 31 IX to the Divi sion of Rate Complaints of the Western 
District and be prepared to bring a lawyer and five expert witnesses to a 
town a thousand miles away to a preliminary hear ing set 11 months hence, 
when their report ha s been received. 

"But far more than all this I want to live in a community that governs 
it self, that neither wishes its responsibilities onto a centralized bureaucracy 
nor allows centrali zed bureau cracy to dictate to that loca l government. 
Nor do I believe the people of our communities have yet become so supine 
or so careless of the fundamental advantages of self-gove rnment that they 
are ready to surrender control of their most intima te concerns t~ a paternal 
gove rnment at Washington, however wise or however powerful." 

Senator William E. Borah, in an article in the Nntion's Business for Febru11ry, 
1927, quoting from II previous article of his in which he wns trying to look ahend 
30 years in the light of the tendencies of government during the past 30 years, 
snys: 

"There will be 1111 officer for every ten persons in the republic. Every 
conceivable activity of mind nntl body will be under the direction nnd sur
veillance of a bureau. Inspe ctors and spies will leer upon the citi7.cn from 
every street and corner 11ml accompany him hourly in his daily nvocntion. 
Taxes will be n hundred dollar s per capita. Forty per cent of the nntionnl 
income will be demanded for public expenses. 

"'We will still have a republic in name but a bureaucracy in fact - the 
most wasteful, the most extravag.int, the most demoralizing and deadly 
form of government which God has ever permitted to torture the human 
family." 
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The Senator further says: :1 
"The problem is one of public education, The people must be taught ;; 

that in encouraging the centralization of their affairs in Washington they :; 
are digging the grave of the American Government as it was conceived by 
the Constitution-makers. 

"They must learn that, in look ing to the national capital to cure all_;
their ailment s, they arc weakening the fibre of true citizen ship and des
troying the self-reliant sp irit of Americanism without which this republic 
cannot endure . And we in Congress must stop he eding every little group 
which, like the Tailors of Tooley Street, solemnly pe tition us as 'We, the 
people of the United States.' 

"We have before us a task worthy of the finest intellects. Our agricul
tur:rl problem, our transportation question, the regulation of our great 
natural monopolies, coal and water-power, extravagant and corrupt ten 
dencies of government, state and national, the enforcement of law, the pr0-
tection of hum an life and property, the bold attempts to debauch the elec
torate through the profligate use of money - all these cry out for our most 
serious attention. 

"It is doubtful whether anyone can recall at any time or in any country 
so many searching problems, involving industrial welfare and national power, 
as now confront our peop le. The question I submit is: 

"Can we not solve these problems without surrendering or destroying 
the great underlying principles of our government? Is this new economic 
life incompat ible with the princip les of our Federal Constitution? 

"As we approach these prob lems it is most disturbing to encounter on 
every hand the erroneous belief that the way to meet these new questions 
is to effectuate some change in th e structu re of our government, and thus 
everybody is proposing a change until the whole structure is impliedly 
under condemnation. 

• • • • • 
"As a result of well -organized propaganda on one hand and sheer 

political expediency o n the other, we are building up a condition under 
which every conceivable th ing relating to human activity is being given over 
to regulation by bureaus administered from Washington. This results in 
waste and inefficiency touching all local or state affairs, which in itself i~ 
burdensome and bad encugh. But its capital offense is that of undermining 
the confidence and destroying the capacity of the citizen to assume and 
meet the duties and ob ligati ons of citizenship. 

'The right and autlnrity of the people to manage and control their own 
a/fairs of an immediate and local nature, affairs pecul iar to the community 
or the state, is beyond all price . There is nothing for which the people rnn 
afford to exchange it. It is the most genuine democratic principle found in 
our entire structure of government. It means more to the happiness, the 
dignity and the power of the people than any othe r right they are permitted 
to enjoy. Destroy it, and the average citizen becomes the victim of bureau
cratic interference, annoyed constantly by its pers istent intrusions upon the 
affairs of his daily life and burdened by it s chronic inefficiency and habitual 
waste. 

"If there ever was a real struggle for popu lar rule and for the preserva
tion of the popu lar voice in politics and government, it is in this effort to 
co nserve for the people the right to control and administer their local 
affairs in accordance with loca l wisdom and local conditions . 

• • • • • 
"You cannot have a great federal union without great commonwealths 
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I · I h'• upon which that union may rest. You cannot have great commonwea t s 
without strong, self-reliant, capable men and women. You cannot _have 
strong, self-reliant, capable men and women eq~al to the arduous d~•tl'7 of 
citizenship, without that touch with public affairs, that sense of obhg_a~1~n, 
that pride in government which spring• almost wholly from the activities 
of the citizen in local affairs ." 

In a speech made May 16, 1926, President Coolidge sa id: 
"No method of procedure has ever been devised by which liberty could 

be divorced from local self -government. No plan of centrnlizat(on h~s _e_vcr 
been adopted which did not result in bureaucracy, tyranny, !n~ex1b1hty, 
reaction, and decline. Of all forms of governme1'.t those a<lm1111stered _by 
bureaus are about th e lea st satisfactory to an enlr~htened a~d progress1~c 
people. Being irr esponsib le they become autocrnt~c, and betng au~ocrat!c 
they resist all development. Unless bureaucracy 1s constantly resisted ~t 
breaks down representative government, and overwhe lms <lemocracr. It IS 

·the one element iii our institutions that sets up the pretense of havtng 11u
thority over everybody and being responsi~le_ to nobody. While w~ ought 
to glory in the Union and remember that t t 1s the s?urce from which the 
states derive their chief title to fame, we must be adjusted to the needs_ of 
local government. It is too far away to he informed of local needs, too ~n
accessib le to be responsive to loca l conditions. The states shou ld not _ be tn
cluced by coercion or by favor to surrender t)1e management of their own 
affairs. The Federal government ought to resist the tendency to be loaded 
up with duties which the states should perf?rm. It docs not follow that 
because something ought to be done the national government ought to do 
it. But, on the other hand, when the great body of public opinion of the 
nation requires action, the states ought to understand that unless they arc 
responsive to such sentim ent the nationa _l authority_ ":'ill be comp~llcd !0 

intervene. The doctrine of state rights 1s not a pnv1lege t~ contmu~ Ill 

wrongdoing but a privilege to be free from interference ~n wcl ldo,?g. 
This nation is bent on progress . It has determined on the po licy of me!111g 
out justice between man and man. It . has decided to extend the _blessmgs 
of an enlightened humanity. Unless the states meet _these req111r~'!1ents, 
the national government reluctantly will be crowded mto the _positron of 
enlarging its own authority at their expense. I want to se_e the policy a_doptcd 
by the states of discharging their public functions so fa1thfully that mstead 
of an extension on the part of the Federal government there can be a con-

. " traction. 
In a speech on January 16, 1926, Senator Wadsworth said upon th is subject: 

"If this power increases, we shall have establis~cd at Washington a 
great imperial government, overtopping and submcrg•?~ the powe r of the 
people themselves in their several states and commumtres, manned by an 
army of bureaucrats, remote, often irresponsible, gainin~ more and more 
strength from its own momentum and clothed finally wrth the power to 
regulate the life of every person in the Republic." 
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THE ALL-AMERICAN CANAL 
1. The Origin of the Idea 

"MR. SWING: There never was any thought of legislation authorizing a big ( ' 
clam until we first came here and urged the all-Amer ica1t canal. T hen, having the 
question raised RS to the sufficiency of the wRter supply, the suggestion was made 
that it was necessary to have n storage clam, to make sure o( the supply for the 
lands"-HEARING S, H. R. 2903, Part IV, p. 704, March 19, 1924. 

"It was in the year 1911 or 1912- 1 have forgotten the exact date - that Mr. 
Rose became interested in a supply of water for the Eastside Mesa . • . Mr. 
Rose later conceived the idea of getting his water from Laguna Dam, and in the l. 
year 1916 his company made a proposal to the board of directors of Imperial 
Irrigation district looking to a joint us·e of their canal for R certain distance and a 
right of way over their lands in Mexico, where it became necessary for the line of 
the Laguna Company 's canal to diverge from that of the irrigation district. . . . 

"This proposal was declined by J mperial Irrigation district, and for that reason, 
perhaps, the all-American canal idea was developed." -C nrberry, Ray S., Ch ief 
Engineer of the canal system in Mexico, 1911-1912, Letter to J. C. Allison, Calexico, 
California, April 5, 1924, HEARINGS, H. R. 2903, Part Vlll, pp. 1742-1743, 
May 8, 1924. 

_ "MR. ALLISON: . . . The plan for the all-American canal project for 
Imperial Valley dates bRck to June of the yeitr 1912, when R group of men in 
Imperial Valley, headed by Mr. Mark Rose, began the promotion of an enterpri se 
to secure water for their own holdings and for holdin gs they expected to acquire in 
the territory known as the Irnperial East Side Water Company, and on the lands 
to which they Required primary rights under the desert land laws on what is known 
ns the ERSt Side Mesa. The iclen originated purely from the selfish motives of these 
men in their end eavor to secure water fnr lnncls which were vnlueless without such 
a supply. The coining of the word 'all-American canal ' marks the ascending point 
in the political cnreers of both Mr . Rose and Mr. Swing and they have used this 
highly patriotic phrase to further their own ends to the limit ."-JBID, pp. 1649-
1652, pRssim. 

"The all-American canal proposit ion is the result of international complica- .1 
tions incident to operat ing the main Imperial Canal through Mexico." - K elly, 1 

Colonel WilliRm, Chief Engineer, Federal Power Commission, HEARINGS, 
H. R. 2903, Part V, p. 829, March 25, 1924. 

"Out of nil the investigations summarized in Senate Document 142 came the 
present agreement now in existence and now in process of operation by which the 
Imperial Irrigation district as the successor in interest of previous organirntions 
agreed to build an all-American Canal nncl this was clone largely through the 
negotiRtions when Franklin K. Lane was SecretRry of the Interior. 

"Also, the Imperial Irrigation district was prevented from building a permanent 
dam by which it could divert water into its present intake and said district was 
compelled to purchase a right to connect with the Laguna dam and to pay for that , 
right one million six hundred thousRnd dollars, the initial pnyment having been ~ , 
made and nil other payments having been made to date by said district; so that ~. 
finally said district will have pRi<l one million six hundred thousand dollars and will ,.; 
be and now is obligated under written agreement to build Rn all-American Canal." _' 
-Evans, S. C. Executive Director, Boulder Dnm Association, 529 Byrne Building, .~ 

;-. 
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Third Street and Broadway, Los Angeles, Statement for Walter Troth of the 
Long Reach Press-Telegram and Ch ristian Science Monit or, Sept 30, 1925. 

"On October 23, 1918, an agreem ent was entered into betwee n the Secretar)' 
of the Interior an,! the Imperial Irrigation district to provide for extension of the 
Imperial Canal to Laguna Dam am! COllllllitting the Imp erial Irrigation district to 
the construction of an all-American canal. This agreement was ratified by the 
voters of the Jmperi:11 Irrigation distr ict on J,rnuary 21, 1919, prior to completion 
of report by the all-Ameri can cana l board by a vote of 2,535 in favor and 922 
against. Pa)'ments have been made by the Imperial District in accordance with 
the agreement, so that the agreement is sti ll in force, but on account of financial 
difficulties and the possibility that the United States might und er take the project, 
no constrnction work has been <lone." - ·Kelly, Colonel William, Chief F.nginecr, 
Federal Power Commission, HEARJNGS, 1-l. R. 2903, Part V, pp. 828-829, 
March 25, 1924. 

2. Opponents of The All-American Canal 
"Ana lysis of the all-Amer ican canal project, as propo sed in the Swing -Jo hnson 

hill, shows that it may he considere, l as three separate propositions which have 
different degrees of urg ency, ns follows: 

"I. Connection wit h Laguna D am so that water for land s on the west side of 
the river may be diverted at that point instead of at the pre sent Rockw ood headi ng. 

"2. Serving lands in Imperial Irrigatio n distri ct through a cana l entire ly on 
the United States side of the international boundary in order to avoid complication s 
that have arisen in the past over operation and maintenan ce of a canal in Mexico. 

"3. Servi ng lan ds on the East Side Me sa and in Coachella Valley which arc 
too high to be served by th e present canal system." - 1B] D, p. 829. 

Colonel William Kelley, Chief Eng ineer of the Federal Power Commi ssion, 
stated that data available are not sufficient to determine whether or not the cost 
of an all-American Cana l would ju stify its construction. - l 131D. 

"]. C. ALLISON: Colonel Kelly's position with regard to the 
building of the connection be tween I.nguna Dam nnd the lmperinl Valley Cnnnl nt 
the International Boundary Line, is shared by the speaker. However, the sn
callecl All-American Canal, designed to replace the main canal of Imperial Valley 
now running through Mexico, should not be built on any of the hyp othe ses set 
for th by its sponsors for the following rea sons: . . • 4. If at all n necessity, 
it must be a po litical necessi ty, and this political necessity is set up by its advocate s 
as the principa l reason for it s construction . The fact of the prese nt cana l being in 
Mexico is the main rea son advocated for the building of a duplicate cana l on 
American territory. The principle, however, is unsound because, as will be shown, 
Mexico as a water customer is of strict financial va lue to the American users of 
water, and, ns an ally and neighbor in the use of water is of great political value in 
the proj ect . As a matter of fact the new project docs not in any sense rel ieve th e 
owners of the present Mexican Canal from maintaining their Rood and irrigation 
works." - 50th Proceedings of the American Society of Civil Engineers, N o. 9, 
p. 1441, Nov. 1924. 

"MR. LITTLE: Well, what effect would the building of the All-American canal 
have, if any, on the present canal through Mexican territor y ? 

''MR. WEST: In ou r judgment, it is going to be necessary to continue to 
maintain the protective works on the Mexican side. . . The Imperial Valley 
will still be exposed to ·Rood waters from the Gila River, from which source the 
highest floods on record have come." HEARINGS, H. R. 2903, Part IV, p. 6191 

618, March 19, 1924. 
"MR. LITJ'LE: • • . In view of your broad business experie nce, I would 
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like to have your ju dgment a~ to whnt this i 100 an ncre lnncl would he worth after 
the all-American canal was built and put in operation? How much nn acre, m 
your judgment, wquld it then be worth? 

"Ma. WEST: I do not think it would he worth as much as it is now. . 
"Ma. WEST: That canal has not anything to do with the producing water; 

it only brings water into the va lley . 
"Ma. WEST: • • But today that present canal will take nil 

the water that the present irrigation district will use. Now, I nm not talking about 
bringing R lot more land in, over and above that; but I am saying that the preser>t 
canal will carry 7,000 or 8,000 second-feet of water into the valley; and that is 
more water than the irrigation district can use." - IBID, pp. 649-651, passim. 

"Ma. SINNOTT: Why do you consider the all-American canal impracticable? 
"Ma. CHANDLER: I think, in the first place, that it is impracticable from 

an economic standpoint. I ts cost would make the cultivation of the 
land impossible-impracticable . I nm only opposed to the all-American 
canal, because I have considerable land holdings on the American side 
and we have figured that the all-Ameri can canal would put such a burclen on that 
land as to make the land valueless for farming." HEARINGS, H. R. 2903, Part 
VII, p. 1567, May 7, 1924. 

"Ma .1Means: I am of the opinion that the all-American canal is a project not 
worth what it will cost and at present I would not recommend its construction, for 
the following reasons : 

"First: It is not needed. That the main reas on for its constructi on is to av oid 
the carriage of water through Mexico. So far as I can learn , there has never been 
any serious difficulty in handling water through Mexico. At the most the troubles 
were trivial and regarded as annoying. 

"Suond: The construction of an all-American canal would not affect the rights 
of Mexican lands to water-I mean the legal right. There has been no definiti on 
of those rights between the two nations; but it is certain that lands in Mexico are 
entitled to irrigation water. 

"Third: The all-American canal would not affect the Aood danger. The Im
perial Valley will be required to maintain at nil times levees in Mexico to protect 
from Aoods. With both Gila and Colorado River reservoirs built, the Aood will 
amount to 50,000 to 75,000 second-feet, depending upon the size of these reservoirs; 
this will mean that levees must be maintained at all times. All that the reservoirs 
can ever do will be to lessen the Aood danger; they will never remove it entirely. 

"Fourth: The operation of the all-American canal will be ha zardous on account 
of its lo ng length • • It will be especially hazardous as far as the Coachella 
Valley. 

"Fij1h: Even if the all-American canal were built, it would be necessary to 
maintain the present canal line as a standby to be used in case of emergency. My 
authority for that statement is a report by Mr. Grunsky. 

"Sixth: The all-American canal irrigating the mesa east of Imperial Valley 
introduces a seepage and drainage menace to the land s lying under that benc h. 

''Seoenth: The cost of the construction of the all-American canal will add so 
much to the debts of the district that the loaning value of the lands will be very 
much reduced. (Present price of good ranch land-$100 per acre. Bank loan, at 
present-$40 per acre.) It is a heavy debt, with assurance of increased annual cost 
and with no benefit but the remova l of trivial annoyances in Mexico. 

"Eighth: The cost of the all-American canal will add very much to the already 
heavy tax burdens of the Imperial district farmers. At present the District taxes 
arc an average of about $5 per acre of irrigable land. County and State taxes 
average about $3 per hundred dollars valuation, or about $2 per acre. The taxes 
now imposed arc about $7 per acre with the prospcc _ts of increase. With the in-
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creased maintenance cost imp osed by the nil-American ca nal, it is probable that 
the annunl tax on average land in the distri ct will exceed 110 per acre ." 1 IEAR INGS 
H. R. 2903, Part IV, pp. 681-684, passim, Mar ch 19, 1925. 

"TO OWNERS OF REAL ESTATE IN IMP ERIAL IRRlGATJON DIS
TRICT! 

"Who Will Decide Whether an All-Ameri can Canal Shall Be Built? 
"You are told that provisions for an All-American Canal as e111bodied in H. R. 

2903, known as the Swing -Johnson Bill, du not 111ake it ohligntory for you to accept 
them. You n:e told that before an All-American Cana l can Le built, the question 
will be subm itted to the voters who are not at that tillle resid en.ts of Imperial 
Valley. 

_"Out of the total_ number of legal voters regi ster ed up to July 26th, 1924, all 
qualified to vot~ at Pnm~ry, General, and Special Elections, a sma ll perccnt:tge are 
owne_rs of land 111 Jmperral County, ot hern are owners of town property, and the 
rc:nar_nder own neit her land nor lot s within the boundaries of Imperial Irrigation 
District. 
. "Under such conditions, no matter how greatly you ma y Le opposed to burden
mg yourself, your heirs, or assigns, with an All-American Canal, at a cost to you of 
$52.20 per acre or over, you would be powerless to prevent a majority vote in favor 
of building the canal. Would not day-lab orers, mechanics, and practica lly all non
ta_x-_rayers vote, and urge others t~ vot 7, for a project which would cause forty 
millions of dollars to be expended 111 tlus cou nty, as such work, which mu st of 
necessity put money into their pockets, will, however, at the same time take it 
out of yours? Althou gh it is true that the extraction process from you~ pocket 
~ould spread ove r a period of twenty years or mor e, during that process of extrac
tion, remember that you would have to pay approximately an add itiona l thr ee 
dollars per acre each year as an interest charge on money advanced hy the Govern 
ment for the building of an All-American Canal. 

"ARE YOU WILLING TO ASSUME SUCH A BURDEN?" -
. Copy of tnimeographed sheet pl.aced with pa rnphl et, lniperial Valley•s M ost Esse.11-

tli.Jl Netti. _Is a Flood Con.trot and St0Yt1J,Ce Dan, in the Colorado River; 'The Pn ,po.te d 
AU--An1e,:1Cc:ln. ~n.a~ b a ~o~-E .(sen.tial; A Statement of Facts, for the Property Owner..
of In1penal lr r1-gat1on DistY1ct and Others Interested, Puhli .d,ed and. Di sty ibuted hy 
Property Ouine:Y& and Taxpayey~ of lniJierial County . 

• • • • • 
3. Those who Favor The All-American Canal 

"SENATOR ASHURST: Who pays tlie expenses of maintaining the ditch or 
the canal in Mexico? . 

"MR. WEBSTER: You ,nean the main canal? 
"SENATOR ASHURST: Yes. 
"MR. WEBSTER: We do. 
"SENATOR ASHURST: You Am_ericans in the Unit ed States mu st pay for the 

maintenance of the ditch in Mexico? 
"MR. WEBSTER: Absolutely. We also keep up the levee system. 
"SENATOR JOHNSON of California: The entire reclamation in Mexi co is paid 

by Americans in the Imperial Valley, is it not? 
"Ma. WEBSTER: Yes, sir. One of the witnesses who appeared before the House 

Committee two years ago went into it and dug up the statistics, and we have done 
about $12,000,000 worth of work on th e levees across the line. 

"SENATOR SHORTRIDGE: What is the source of the revenue-
"MR. WEBSTER (interposing): Levying taxes on the land and the sale of 

w11ter." HEARINGS, S 727, Park I, p. 168, Dec. 23, 1924. 
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"MR. MEANS: The reason for the nil-American cnnnl is to by-pass the 
Mexican land, and void the contrnct for division of water by the construction of n 
canal north of the boundnry line. 

"An old contract is in existence, which provides that the Mexicnn lane.ls shall 
u&e water up to not exceeding one-half of the quantity of the water in the canal." 
HEARINGS, H. R. 2903, Part JV, p. 676, March 19, 1924. 

"MR. CHILDERS: • . . Suppose numerous farmers increa se their acreage 
(in Mexico) year by year, our only recourse is through the Government at Mexi co 
City, and upon its failure to net, the ultimate recourse is th~ough force of arms. 
The situation can not be controlled physically, for by shutting down the gates, 
Imperial Valley is the first to dry up. Mexico has first access to the canals. If the 
canal is built wholly within the United States, then treaty regu lation can be en-
forced simply by control of the gates during certain seasons of th~ yea_r. . . 

"Either one of these considerations would seem to be sufficient Just1ficat1on 
· for the United States to be deeply interested in removing this canal system from 
the Republic of Mexico, if for no other reason than for the sake of international 
harmony."-HEARINGS, S 727, Part I, p. 151, Dec . 23, 1924. . . . 

Dr. Elwood Mead, Commissioner of the Bureau of Reclamat1on, 1s nuthonty 
for the st•tcmcnt that the cost of the All-American Canal, 130,000,000, a cost of 
somethine less than iso per acre for the 650,000 acre!', would not trouble the _In~
perial Valley at all.-HEARINGS, S 727, Part II, p. 239, J_an. 23, 1925. This_ Js 
also the point of view of Mr. Q. C. Webster, farmer, President of the Imperial 
County Farm Bureau, resident of Brawley, California.-lBID, Part I, pp. 166-
167, Dec. ·23, 1924. . 

Secretary Work of the Interi or Department favors a plan of Colorado River 
development which will include an All-American Canal starting at Laguna Dam 
and delivering water to the Imperial and Coachella Valley canals. - 67 Congress
ional Record, No. 25, p. 1790, Sixty-Ninth Congress, First Session, Washington, 
Friday, Jan. 15, 1926. . . . 

l'.1R. WEYMOUTH, Chief Engineer of the Reclamat ion Service , 1s of the 
opinion that the All-American canal is feasible. - HEARINGS, H. R. 2903, Part 
IV, p. 733, March 20, 1924. 

• • • • • 

4. The Practicability of The All-American Canal 
"J.C. ALLISON: • • • Along this same approxim~te route.is construct1;d 

the power line of the Southern Sierras Power Company: its experience a!one. in 

mnintaining twelve miles of line should be enough _to weaken the determ1n~t1on 
of the most enthusiastic supporters of an All-American Canal. One day th,_rty
foot power poles are covered to the wires with sand ~nd the next day _underm 1_necl 
by a twenty-four hour sand storm."-50th Proceedings of the American Society 
of Civil Engineers, No. 9, Nov. 1924. . . 

"MR. MEANS: • • . Dredging could be done to keep It out. It 1s not 
an insurmountable problem; but it is an expense. to the district. I beli~ve that it 
will cost more to take water out that way than III the present system. HEAR-
INGS, H. R. 2903, Part IV, p. 680, March 19, 1924. . 

"The 1920 all-American canal report was made by a board constitut ed by the 
· appointment of one man by the Imperial irrigation ~istrict t? repre sent that 
district; one man appointed to represent the Reclamation Service; and one ap
pointed to represent the University of California, who was mutu~lly agreed upo_n 
the two parties; and the three men were Mr. C. E. Grun sky, who JS now the presi
dent of the American Society of Civil Engineers, and was formerly a member of 
the Panama Canal Commission, and has a very high ,tanding all over the country 
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nnd in the world; Dr. Elwood Mead, one of the foremost irrigat ion engineers of the 
coun try, and now commissioner in charge of the United States lkdam11 l'io11 Service 
who hns hnd very wide e,cperience 011 irrigation work in various parts of the world'. 
the other is W.W. Schlecht, who was at that time project manager of the Yum:: 
proj ect , nnrl is experienced in construction wurk." 1-1 EA RINGS, Jl. H. 290:J, 
Part VII, p. 1347, April 19, 1924. 

The All-American Canal Report states that it is impossible to say how much 
sand will blow into an open canal 011 the ten-mile stre tch in which th e locatio n of 
the canal will be through a region of shifting sancl.- IIEARINGS, S. 727, Part JI, 
pp. 244~98, 259, Jan. 23, 1925. 

Mr. A. P. Davis declares that the control of sh ifti ng sand in an All-American 
Canal would be less difficult than in the N ort h Platte Canal which the Reclamation 
Service has for many years maintained in Nebraska, where similar conditi ons of 
sand exist, where the canal is Sll)allcr, and where the water flows with low velocity. 
He also cited the Suez Ca nal where sp rinklin g and irrigating machines, and the 
planting of tr ees, keep the sa nd from blowing. - HEARINGS, S. 727, Part I, pp. 
179-180, Dec, 23, 1924. Similarly, Mr. Mark Rose states that bunches of grass 
prevent the sand from shifting.-lBID, pp. 177- 178. 

--Frnm "The Colorado Riuer Compact" by Rene/ L. 0/Jon, pp . JOf -J67. 

]451 

·.:.t 

'.!t 



-:.' . 

LOS ANGELES WATER SUPPLY 
Los Angeles' present wRter suppl)' comes from local sources, Los Angeles 

River, wells, etc., and from the present Los Angeles-Owens River aqueduct to the 
· extent to which such water is available each year - up to a possible total of 400 
cubic feet per second, the claimed capacity of the structure. 

Additional water available to Los Angeles from the further development of 
sources other than the Colorado River comprise additional water from the Owens 
Valley, from the Mono Basin, from local sources near Los Angeles through the 
creation of reservoirs to catch and retain the nearby mountain canyon runoff 
that would otherwise be wasted. 

The August 14, 1924, report of Messr s. Hill, Lippincott and Sonderegger to the 
Los Angeles Boud of Public Service and the Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce, 
jointly, stated: 

1 "However, the entirely possi6le safe supply for the metropolitan area, 
1including all loca l supplies in Los Angeles County, all of Mono Basin and all 
of Owens Valley water , is but 1,315 second feet continuous flow and will 
only serve adequately the metrop olitan area until 1933." 

Various authorities have reported variously on the dependable additional 
water supply that might he secured by Los Angeles from the Owens Valley and the 
Mono Basin. The differences appearing in these estimates arc not differences as 
to the total average water crop of Owens Valley and Mono Basin-there is but one 
complete determination of that water crop-but differences appear as to the esti
mated quantity of water that must remain in Owens Valley and Mono Basin for 
local irrigation and domestic use; in the size of reservoirs and the corresponding 
degree to which the average of wet and dry year water crops may be smoothed out 
and made into a dependable continuous Aow to Los Angeles; in the quantity of 
water now lost by transportation from plants in swampy regions in Owens Valley 
and the amount of such losses that could be prevented by swamp drainage. The 
State of California, Department of Pub lic Works, Divi sion of Water Rights, in 
Bulletin No. 4, issued January I, 1923, is the authority for average water crop in 
various areas throughout the State of California. This authority gives the fol
lowing average water production . 

Owens Valley . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 971 cubic feet per second 
Mono Basin .. . ... . . ·. . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 279 cubic feet per second 

Total. ..... _. ...... . . _. . ....... . ... 1,250 cubic feet per second 
V11rious authorities have estimated the proportion of this total water crop 

that can be depended upon for Los Angeles, these estimates involving various 
amounts of reservoir capacity for equating the flow, also involving provisi ons for 
losses of water and for local uses of water. The conclusions of these authorities 
are RS follows: 

Water Available for Transmission to Los Angeles 

Report - February, 1921: 
Department of Interior .. . . ..... .. . 

From Owens 
Valley 

U, S. Reclamation Service .. . . .. .... 753 cu. ft. per sec. 

l 46 I 

From Mono 
Basin 

196 cu. ft , per sec. 

,.: . 

Report-] anuary, 1924: 

Thomas H. Means . . .. . .. . . .... ... 739 cu. ft. per sec. 208 en. ft. per sec. 
Report - August 14, 1924: 

Louis C. Hill 
J. 8 . Lippincott and 
A. L. Sonderegg er 
Board of Engineers . ... ... . . . . .. . . . 545 cu. ft. per sec. 180 cu. ft. per sec. 

Average Opinion of these 

au;~or\ties . . . . .. •· •· •· , . :· ... 679 cu. ft. per sec. 195 cu. ft. per sec. 
otn · · · · · • · · • • • • • . • , . .. . . . . . ........ ... .. . .. 679 cu. ft. per sec. 

874 
. The present ~os Angeles -Owens Valley aquedu ct, with a capncit)' for the 

delivery of 400 cub ic feet per second to Los Angeles requi res a suppl y of 422 cubic 
f~et pe_r second at the headwork. This aqueduct, plus a second aquedu ct of equal 
size, ':"11l t_herefore demand 844 secoml feet, or JO second feet less than is nvnilahle 
fo~ ~livers1on to Los Angeles according tu the average of qualified engineering 
op1111on. 

The Hill, Lippincott, Sonderegge,r report estimate s local water supp ly available 
to Los Angeles at 139 seco1~cl fe~t . l•rom the data presented in their repo rt it ap
pears t(iat . 144 second feet 1~ estimated to be avail able con tinu ously from suit able 
~escrvo1rs tn nearb y mountain cany ons. \Ve hav e then, to recapitulate, the follow
mg depen_dable supplies of water which Los Angeles mny well use complete!)' before 
commencmg to pump water from the Colorado River: 

Local Sources .... _.._. . .. ..... . . ........ 139 cub ic feet per second 
First and second Ow:ns Vall ey aqu educt s. 800 cubic feet per second 
Local canyon reservo1rs . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . 144 cub ic feet per second 

Total. ..... . .. .. .. .... . . . 1,083 cub ic feet per second 

Water Requirements: 

~fr .. William M~ll'.olland in his recent add ress before the American Water 
Assoc1~t1011 gave stat 1st 1cs of Los Angeles popul ation and summer and winter con
sumpt10~ of w~ter from which a present average per capita use of about I IS gallons 
per day ts,,denved. Mr. Mulholland gave the present population as "more than 
1,200,000. 

The Fourth Annual Report of the Board of Water Commis sioners of the Cit )' 
of Los Angeles states: 

"The water cons~mption in Los Angeles in the past hns been in excess of 
300 gallons per cap, ta." 

~pparently this decreased to 210 gallons per capita in 1901, to 190 gallons per capita 
Ill 1906 and to t~e present figu_re of approximately 115 gallons per capita in 1926. 
Such a decrease is normal and its continuance is to be expected , as the city becomes 
more.densely populated. When Los Angeles was using JOO gallons per capita per 
?a!, 1~s area _was rather sparsely settled and a great deal of water was used for 
~rr~gat~on .. With t_he increasing density of population, the pre sent use of water for 
1mgat111g III the city proper is confined to the irrigat ion of pnrks, lawns and gar
dens. In the San Fernando Valley there is still an enormous acreage with wate r 
used for field crops bu~ by the ti_m~ the City has reached the 10,000,000 population 
that 1s now so much discussed, 1t 1s to be expected that this area will become per
haps _as densely pop~lated as the present city proper nrcn. In the city proper by 
the time the population has reached 10,000,000, the population must be so dense 
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that there will be no further irrigation of lawns or gardens. Th~ city in th~t. day 
mustepread to the eastward to include areas that now own water rights to ndcl1t1onal 
mountain canyon water not included in the 144 cubic feet per second figure pre
vioua ly given. All of the water of the areas into which the city will spread of course 
becomes available for domestic service as apartment houses replace forms. No 
itccount will be taken, however, of more local water than indicated in the fig~res 
previously given. . . . . . : 

Water consumption per cnpitn vnries widely among c1t1e•. 1 IIIA 1s dependent 
upon a variety of conditions other than m~re den~ity of population: Among those 
conditions are the use of water for large mdustnes, such as pack111g l10us~s, for 
example, the amount o( leakage in the physical system, the ~egree to wluc!i ~II 
services are metered, the character and . habits of the populat1on, etc. Statistics 
for American cities of 100,000 population or more range down to 46 gallo~s per 
capita . Mr. C . H. Lee, in the Journal of the American Water Works Assoc1_a~10~ 
for February, 1927, gives the per capita consumption of the "East Bay ~•ties 
(across the Bay from San Francisco) population 498,000, as 59 gallo1~s dai ly. _ It 
is not unlikely that the per capita use of water in Los Angeles by the time the city 
has reached the population of 10,000,000 will be on the order of these figures, or 
at least below 75 gallons, but, in order to be quite conserv~tive, a ~gur_e of 85 gal
lons is used uniformly throughout the following computations, bemg rntended to 
apply especially to a population of 8 to 10 millions . 

lit appears, on this basis, that the available water supply, ot her than from the 
Colorado River (1083 cubic feet per second) will be adequate to n Los Angel~s 
population of 8,200,000 persons in round _figures. Growth. beyond 8_,20?,000 will 
necessitate pumping from the Colorado River. The follow111g table rndicates tl'.e 
water requirements year by year on the assumption of a l0' 1o annu~l gr_owth 111 
population . Larger annual growths are frequently used for loca l _est1111at111g ~ur
poses but a 10% annual increase produces figures that are sufficiently startling, 
if no/ impossib le. If Los Angeles' growth should be less rapid, the need for Colorado 
River water will be correspondingly de layed. 

Year 
1927 .... . ....... . 
1928 ............ ........ . 
1929 ......... . . . . ..... . . · 
1930 .. ... . ......... . 
1931 . .. . . ... .... . . . .. . . . . 
1932 ......... . .. .. . . · . .. · 
1933 . ....... .. . ... . . . ... . 
1934 ......... . 
1935 ..... .... . . .. .. ... .. . 
1936 ..... .... . .. .. . . . ... · 
1937 .... .. ........ . ..... . 
1938 .. ........ . . .. . ..... . 
1939 ..... .. . . . . . ...... · · · 
1940 ................ . . 
1941 ....... .. ..... . ... . · · 
1942 .... . ... .... .... .. . . . 
1943 .... . . . . ... . .. . . .. .. . 

, 1944, .. .......... . . ..... , 

Water requirement 
from Col orado 
River; cubic 

feet per second 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Population of 
Los Angeles 

assuming 10% 
growth 

annua lly 
1,200,000 
1,320,000 
1,452,000 
1,600,000 
1,757,000 
1,933,000 
2,126,000 
2,338,000 
2,572,000 
2,830,000 
3,112,000 
3,424,000 
3,766,000 
4,143,000 
4,557,000 
5,013,000 
5,514,000 
6,065,000 

(Conlinurd) 

( 48] 
i 

I 

Approximate 
horsepowec 
(at pumps) 

to pump 
Colorado 

River water 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

i 
1 

Water requirement 
Popu lation of from Col orado 

(C on ti11i1rd) Los Angeles R ivcr; cubic 
assuming 10% feet per second 

growth 
Year annually 

1945 ..... ....... ..... .. 6,671,000 0 
1946 ....... . . . . . .. . . . . . . . 7,339,000 0 
1947 .. 8,073,000 0 
1948. 8,880,000 85 
1949 . 9,768 ,000 202 
1950. .. . .... . . . 10,745,000 330 
1951. .. .. .. . . . . .. ....... · 11,819,000 471 
1952 . .. ... ...... .. .. . 13,001,000 627 
1953 . .. ... .... .. 14,301,000 798 
1954 .. ... .. . ... . ..... . . . . 15,731,000 986 
1955... . .......... . 17,304,000 1,193 
1956 . . .. . . .. 19,035,000 l,420 

Fir st Colorado Aqueduct Fully Used in 1957 and 
Adclitionnl Aqueducts then Necessary 

1957 ..... . ...... .. 
1960 ........ - . . ... . ... ... . 

20,939,000 1,671 
27,870,000 2,582 

1965 .............. . . . . .. 44,884,000 4,820 
1970 ..... . .. . . . ... .. . . . . . 
1975 ...... . . ... . · . . . . . . . . . 

72,286,000 8,424 
116,418,000 14,228 

1979 ................ .... . 170,447,000 21,333 

ApproKimatc 
horsepowe r 
(at pumpR) 

to pump 
Colorado 

River Water 

0 
0 
0 

23,000 
54,000 
88,000 

127,000 
168,000 
214,000 
264,000 
320,000 
382,000 

450,000 
694,000 

1,290,000 
2,260,000 
3,800,000 
5,750,000 

The total Aow of the Colorado River (at a 10% growth rate and assuming the 
six other basin states cou ld be dep rived of all Colorado River water) would be used 
by Los Angeles in 1979-a fter which the only further recourse would be to star t 
distilling the Pacific Ocean. It is of course que st ionable whether a 10% annual 
rate of growth of Los Ange les will occur . If the actua l rate of growth should be less 
than 10% , then all the dates in t he precediJ1g table wou _ld be set ahead corr espond
ingly. Los Angeles has in certain past years considerably exceeded a 10% increase. 
Yet it is known that Los Angeles' rate of growth at present is but 5%, and that 
rnte is close to the average ror the last two or three years. A 5% rate of growth 
would, for example, delay the date of the need for Colorado River water to about 
1966 instead of 1948, as shown in the table, and would delay the date of full use of 
the first Los Angeles-Colorado River aqueduct to around 1984 instead of 1956. 
Of course, it may be that even a 5% increa se will not persist for so long as 50 year s. 

The water brought to Los Angeles from upper Owens and Mono will generate 
power through a total drop of 3,450 fee t, concentrated at the various powe r site s. 
Water from the Colorado River on the other hand will be pumped vertically to an 
equivalent height, including heads los t in the canals, of over 1650 feet, as against 
a total power drop of 3450 feet for water brought from the north. 

If we value the power drops created by aqueduct to the north on the basis o f · 
power rights at Boulder Dam, with the purchaser building the power plants and 
the transm ission lines, we may call this value roug hl y l mill per K. W. H. On that 
basis one cubic foot of water per second dropped to Los Angeles through the Owens 
River Gorge as well as through present city power plants, will have a value for 
power purposes of $1,787 per year. Similarly if we vnlue the power used in pumping 
water on the Colorado River aqueduct on the basis o f a probab le approximate 
price from Boulder Dam, or, say 2 mill s per K. W. H., we shall find that the price 
of power to deliver one cubic foot per secor1d ·amounts to a payment of $3,480 per 
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year. Thus, for example, if Los Angeles builds a second aqueduct to O~ens Valley, 
of the same capacity as the present aqueduct (400 second feet) the difference be 
tween getting power from this water as it drops, as against buying Boulder power 
to pump a similar quantity of water from the Colorado River, is $5,267 per second 
foot, or a saving to Los Angeles of 1,2,106,ROO per yea:· . . 

When we remember, in addition, that Colorado River water after clarification 
will contain 110mething like two and one-hnlf times the salinity and twice the hard 
ncaa of Owens water and that Mono water is superior to Owens water, it seems 
obvious that Los An~clcs, after the present campaign is over, will seek to obtain 
every available drop of water from the Owens and Mono valleys, as well as every 

. available drop from purely local sources, before starting to pump from the Colorado 
River. 

San Francisco E_xperience 
San Francisco, like Los Angeles, went to Congress for assistance in develop

ing a water supply. This was in 1913. At that time San Francisco represen_ted its 
immediate need for additional water far more strongly than Los Angeles 1s now 
presenting its claims for additional water s11pply. Some quotations from th~ state
ment's made respecting the dire straits to which San Francisco was reduced rn 1913 
by rcas~n of lack of water will appear at a la ter poi_nt. 

The Raker Act giving to San Francisco the ne;ht to enter the Hetch-Hetchy 
Valley for an additional water supply finally passed Congress on December 6, 
1913. It had been represented to Congress that San Francisco's Het ch~Hetchy 
project would at once be ca rrie d out at an expense of about $45,?0<J,OOO Ill _order 
to rdievc San Francisco's alleged desperate water shortage . Dunn~ the th1rt~en 
years that have elapsed the water has been carr ied on ly about ~h1rty-five miles 
towards San Francisco although a power plant capable of clevelopmg some 90,000 
horsepower - also a tr~nsmission line that ta1ces this power ~o within forty n~iles 
of San Francisco where it is sold-have been built . Expenditures on the proje ct 
to 1925 amounted to approximately j54,500,000 includin g in terest, and total cost 
to tomplete is now estimated at about $200,000,000. 

It is now admitted t hat San Franci sco's local water resources are adequate 
for more thnn twice the presen t population of the city, the present pop11lat~on hav
ing grown considerably since 1913. The claims of water shortag~ made to Congress 
have been complete ly abandoned but municipally owned electric p lants have been 
achieved. 

Allen Hazen, an eastern consulting engineer of note nnd one of the ex~~rts 
employed by the city in 1912 to present its case before the Army Board, wnt111g 
in 1922 before the American Society of Civil Engineers, said: "The ten years sug
gested by the author may pass, and several other Bke periods, before it is necessary 
to build the Hetch-Hetchy Aqueduct." . 

During the debate in Congress the situati on that has s!nce. trnn sp11:e? wns 
predicted. On December 2nd and 3rd Senator Works, speakmg 111 o~pos1t1on to 
the bill in the Senate, stated that the bill hnd passed the House und:r m1sapp~e_hen
sion of facts and through misrepresentation brought about by v_anous polit icia ns. 
·The San Francisco Examiner and the Hearst interests were specifically accused of 
fostering the net through selfish and interested mot!ves, ~nd the ~tntemcnt "'.'as 
made that this press had continually published m1sleachng and - maccurate in 

formation. Senator Smoot of Utah declared that the bill had for its principal object 
the manufacture of electricity. . . 

On December 6 1913 Senator N o rris of Nebraska declared that one of the 
principal reasons of his su;porting the bill was the cle~~rical element and ~poke of 
the great benefits to accrue to the peoples of the Bay c1t1cs by the use of th1_s po_wcr 
for cheap transportation; cheap power for agricultural purposes; cheap hghtmg; . 

I so I I 

( 

I all of which woLdd materially lighten the burd en of the men and women of the 
Pacific Coast. Some of the statements mad e resrcc ting San f.rancisco's desperate 
need in 1913 for nn imm ediat e incre ase in it s water supply were : 

Excerpt from n lett er written b y Franklin K. Lane, Secret ary of the 
Interior, dated May 23, 19[3, to Hun.Oscar W. Underwood, to he trnnsmit 
ted to the Chairman of the Puhlic I.ands Comm itt ee of the !louse of Rep 
resentatives, rcgn rcling lcl,(isla tion in behalf of Sun Frnncisco to secure a 
grant to Hetch Hetchy Valley nnd waters hed: 

"I ha ve been in receipt for some time of communications from San 
Francisco respecting tlreir water situat ion. The new spapers and others are 
keeping it ns quiet as possible, but the s;/uation is one of emergency and of 
actual distreu • • . I am advi sed today that the matter of securing the 
necessary legislati on under which the Tuolumne waters may be used for a 
municipal water supp ly can be taken up hy Congress as nn emergency 
matter ... San Francisc o' s need is so great that l think such action would 
be entirely justifiable .. . " 

From Lane's testimony before the House Committee on Public Lands, June 
25, 1913: 

"San Francisco needs n new and ade(]uate water supply. The wnter 
supply that she has now has been developed from time to time during the 
last 50 years, nnd the city has out grown it. The situation in San Francisco 
now is that there m·e many homes where s1((ficien/ waler ram10/ he had for a 
bail, ; where it is necessary in the new and growi ng porti ons of the city to 
leave a spigot turned on at night in order to get sufficient water for the 
morning breakfast ... " 

Exce rpt from a br ief present ed to Congre ss in 1913 by the City Att orney of 
San Francisco in which he was joined by the city attorneys of ten different munici 
palities nestling around the Bay of San Francisco: 

" .. . But San Franci sco urges imm ed iate action. Her peop le need 
water, and that need grows every year. H er growth ;s 1·estricled hera11se 
outlyhtg dist,-ic/s cannot he supplied with water. The Spring Valley Water 
Company is no t only refusing to make ext ensions and take on new con
sumers, hut is advertising to its present customers that a water famine is 
inuninent . . . " 

From the rep ort pre sented to the H ouse by the Public Lands Committee: 
"San Francisco urgently needs an additi o nal supply of water. The city 

is confronted by an emergency - practically one-11,ird of the municipality is 
without adequate waler mppl y . The conditi o n is so grave that the water com
pany now supplying the city has advert ised in all the papers warning th e 
people not to wash down their ste ps, spr ink le their lawns, or otherwise 
waste water. The reason for this is that there have been two year s of light 
rainfall and the storage reservoirs ha ve not been refi lled ... The city 
has a population of 500,000 and its water supply is approximately 40 M.G.D." 

Extract from a speech by Senator Pittman, of Nevada; answering the~objec
tions of tho se persons interested in the scen ic beauties of the _,Valley: 

' ' I want to say for myself that I would rather he ar the laughing voice 
of a happy child, throughout the country, rdie!'ed of water famine and sup
plied with pure water, than all the beautiful sound s of nature \vhich have 
been described so eloquently . .. " 
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ENGINEERING STUDIES 
Under the Act of Congress of May 18, 1920, entitled "An Act to provide for an 

examination ·and report on the condition and possible irriga t ion development of the 
Imperial Valley in California" (41 Stat. 600), a study was made of the river under 
the direction of Mr. F. E. Weymouth, Chief Engin~er of the Reclamation Service. 
Prior to this study Mr . A. P. Davis, then Commissioner of Reclamation, had recom-
mended a dam site in or near Boulder Canyon. ·(; 

The preliminary study made by Mr . Weymouth was trnnsmitted to Congresb ;'. 
by Sec retary Fall under dare of February 28, 1922; iind is printed R8 Scn nto ; 
Document 1-42. T his is known as the Fall-Davis report and is the first formal recom- l
mendation of the Boulder Canyon project. A more detailed study of the Boulder ~:' 
Canyon project was made in the next two years following the Fall-Davis report. i' 

The Hearings before the Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the ,. 
House of RcpresentRtives under date of March 2S, 1924, which nppenr in Pnrt S of --~ 
Hearings on H. R. 2903, disclose (nt pni;le 817) that under elate of Mnrch 17, 1924, 
Secretary of the Interior, Hon. Hubert Work, directed n letter to Chnirmnn AddiAon 
T. Smith of the Committee on Irrig11tion nnd Rcclamntion with which he trnns
mitted to the committee eight volumes of reports in mnnuscript form with n grent .• 
many maps and photographs, referring to the Boulder Canyon project . . . 

Together with this letter and these reports the Secretary also sub1mtted the . 
report of the board of six engineers appointed by him to consider the problems of :.·· 
the Colorado River, with particular reference to the Boulder Canyon project and ;
flood control for Imperial Valley. ~ 

Two of the members of the Board, Colonel William Kelly, Chief Engineer of:3/h 
the Federal Power Commission, and Mr. Herman Stabler, of the Geological Survey, l, 
in order to set forth their criticisms and suggestions on the Weymouth Boulder Dam '.; 
plan and to present their plans for river development, submitted separate reports :; 
of some length. . . . , .\~ 

There are, therefore, comprised m the government engrneers reports on. the t 
Colorado River the following, all of which were presented to the House Committee '. 
on Irrigation and Reclamati on: . . '" 

I . An eight volume report chiefly prepared by Mr. F. E. Weymouth, C~1cf : 
Engineer of the Reclamation Service, which was a continuation and a more detailed . 
study of the Fall-Davis report which had been submitted to Congress some two } 
years previously. 

2. A short report designnted "Joint Report of Engineers" and signed by 
Spencer Cosby, Corps of Engineers, U. S. Army; E. B. Debler, Eng(ne_er, Bure au of 
Reclamation; W. Kelly, Chief Engineer, Federal Power Co1111111ss1on; Herman 
Stabler, Chief, Land Classification Branch, Geological Surve y; F. E_. Weymouth, 
Chief Engineer, Bureau of Reclamation; and Walker R. Young, Engineer, Bureau 
of Reclamation. ~-

3. Separate report of Colonel William Kelly, Chief Engineer of Federal Power ·,_. 
Commission. ~-

4. Separate report of Mr. Herman Stabler, of the Geolo~ical Survey. . '• 
To avoid confusion, it muat be borne in mind that whrle the Recl~mat1on ; -

Service wu devotina itself primarily to a atudy of the Boultler Cany on proJect, the . 
Geologica l Survey and the Federnl Power Commissi~n, as w_cll ~s half of the Boar ~ 
of Six Engineers appointed by Secretary Work, were cons1derrng the problem ~r 
m, dmlopm~t of th, ri~, u , ••;:: I Tb, rl•m•rioo S,~ico hu • " 

{ project" to sustain and establish . The ot her Bureau s were not trying to sustain a 
single project but were int erested in arr iving at a plan for logical and orderly 
development of the river which would be feasible and sound as well as preserve all 
the great potential resources of the rive r in water and powe r. Hence the Board of 
Six Engineers had difficulty in agreeing; The R eclamat ion Service Engineers wanted 
their project endor sed ; the other engineers apparently not only did not care to 
endorse the "high dam" at Boulder Canyon, but preferred to follow the Geological 
Survey's plan which omitted the "high dam" scheme. 

1 The situation was stated in the Engineering News -Record for Jan . 8, 1925, as 
follows: 

"To bring about harmonize d engineering op inion within the circle of 
sever~! government bodies concerr~ed wi~h the Colorado, the Secretary of the 
Interior last year formed a bonrd mclud111g repreRentntion from the Getilos i
c:nl Survey, t he ·War Oepnrtment, the Fcdernl l'ower Commission, and the 
Bureau of Reclamation. This Board was to report on the need s of the river 
and recommended how they might be met, but it fail ed to agree in the main. 
The representatives of the Bureau of Reclamati on repor ted in favor o f a large 
single_-sto.rnge project combining Aood control, silt elimination, irrigation 
cqunl11.nt1011, nml power (the Weymouth report of 1924 con stit uted their 
report). Colonel Kelly, for the Power Commission nn<l Herman Stnblcr 
for tl'.e Gcologicnl Survey, presented s71mrntc repo:t~, Colonel Kelly con~ 
ilemn111g the Boulder Cnnyon Reservoir, nncl proposing a smnll reservoir 
at n new site near Needles, for Aood control but not for equalization of Aow. 
One of the points of disagreement_ was whether the cost of a dam ; serving 
other uses than power, coul d be pa.id.for wholly from power income." 

The report of the Board of Six Eng ineers was obviously evasive and drnwn 
and so worded a_s to ?isclose thei~ disagreeme~t but to avoid emphasizing it . 
T~e e~t~nt ~o wh1~h m1srep~esentat1on has gone •.n r.eference to the engineering on 
this proJect 1s particularly disclosed by the followrng:-This report of the Board o f 
Six Engineers is commonly represented as a rep ort upon and endorsement of the 
Boulder Canyon single high dam project as now prop osed in the Boulder Dam Bill. 
The fact is that it was neither. It was a report upon river deve lopmen t in which. 
Boulder Dam was studied as a part of the plan . The rep or t not only did not endorse 
the Boulder Dam, it inclined rather to endorse the Topock or "M oha ve Canyon" 
Dam, pointing out that a dam at tha t site would possess several advantages over 
dnms farther up strea m, for the "most pressing needs of the Co lorado" - Aood pro
tection and irrigation regulation . 

,. Boulder Dam is referred to in two paragraphs of the report. A high dam at 
Boulder is nowhere recommended in the report. The mos t that could be said was 
that the most ndvantageous combination of projects would "include a dam 375 
to 600 feet high at or near Bould er." 

A re:omme n~nti on for a dam "s omewhere between" 375 and 600 feet in height, 
to be built sometime as a part of a plan of development, is far different from the 
rcpr_esenta~ion so often c_arelessly made that this Boar d of Eng ineers had approved 

. the 1mmed1ate constructi on as the first step of the Weymouth Boulder Dam which 
is the dam authorized in the Boulder Dam Bill. (For complete copy of Re,port of 
Six Engineers, see pp. 821-823 of Hearing s on H. R. 2903, Mar ch 25, 1924). 

Neither did Secretnry Work, in submitting the Weymouth rep ort nnd the 
other engineering .report~, recommend the nuth or i7.ntion of the Boulder Dnm con

. muction. On the contrnry, he dircctct! the attention of the committee to the un
' . precedented mngnitude of the proposal, to the risks, to the dnnger in accepting the 
1! estim~te_s of the Reclamation Service and he then recommende d that before np
·,: propr1at1on of funds was made for any such undertaking, further careful studies of 

the !)lany eleJ1?ents involved should be made . 
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The lettc~ from Secretary Work reads in part as follows: ·':[ 
"The teports herewith submitted are intended to cover investigationf 

and analyses largely made in the past two years by the chief engineer of the · 
Reclamation Service and his assistants. Three outstanding engineers from· .. 
the War Department, Federal Power Commission, and the Geological · ... : 
Survey, respectively, all except one having had long service on the Colorado \ 
River, have been contributing their knowledge and time to its preparation. '' 
These engineering reports and findings contain all the late technical infor
mati on in possession of the Government. 

"Before further appropriation to Government funds is made for an .' 
undertaking of such magnitude several separnte and d is tinct features should 
be studied separately by Congress: 

(a) Flood control. 
(b) Impounding water for farming. 
(c}· The use of sto red water for generating electric power to be sold 

on the open market to points two or three hundreds of miles distant. 
. (d) An all-American canal for better service to the people in Imperial 

Valley. 
(e) A possible future necessity for domestic water for growing California 

cities 250 miles distant." 
With reference to the Boulder Canyon Dam project, the Secretary said in the 

same letter: 
"The proposed Boulder Canyon Dam trented in these studies will raise 

the water surface 605 feet, a height greater than that of the Washington 
Monument, and more than two and one-fourth times as much as the Don 
Pedro Dam in California, which has the highest lift of any in this country 
and probably in the world. 

"The dam would contain over three and three-fourths million cubic 
yards of concrete, which is more than three times as much as the Assuan 
Dam in Egypt containing the greatest amount of masonry of any dam 
heretofore built. 

"The cost of the Boulder Canyon Dam will be about i50,000,000, two 
and two-thirds times as much as that of the Assuan Dam. 

"The reservoir formed by the dam will be 120 miles long and will have 
an area of 157,000 acres, which is one and one-half times as much as that of 
Gatun Lake on the Panama Canal. The proposed reservoir will have a capac
ity of 34,000,000 acre -feet, eight times as great as that of Gatun Lake,_ a~d 
nearly thirteen times as great" as that of the Elephant Butte Reservoir In 

New Mexico, the large st in this country. 
"The tota l cost of the enterprise, including the building of the dam, 

power plant, and transmis sion lines, will be about $130,000,000 (estimated), ' 
which is about one-third of the cost of the Panama Canal. The cost given 
does not, however, include that of the all-American canal which would add , . 
$31,000,000. ; 

"The total cost of the three features, the dam, transmission lines, and : 
all-American canal, should be estimated at $200,000,000. 

"The Boulder Canyon Dam recommended in the Fall-Davis report is 
de scribed as beginning 150 feet below the bed of the river; to be 605 feet high, 
1,350 feet long, and 650 feet thick at its base, estimated to cost $50,000,000. 
It must be built in a normal current 20 to 30 feet deep ordinarily, with a 
flood crest in the canyon of 30 feet, having a velocity of 15 feet per second 
of time. All of which indicate engineering difficulties attractive to ambitious 
engineers if not to Government or private capital. 

"An opinion is no better than the reasons for it. Whether or not it is 
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practical at any cost to divcirt, through tunnels in the canyon wallsi such ll 
body of water from the rivc ~long enough to build this substructure; whether 
a mass of masonry unapproached in size in the history of engineering is 
practicable; or whether it is possible to give more than an intelligent guess 
of its costs are problems ·not to be passed upon by one man alone, but 
should challenge the judgment of the country's ablest engineers and be 
subject to deliberate review by the Congress. Congress should itself appraise 
the neces sity of an outlay of such magnitude, and justify the financial obliga
tion to be assumed by the Government before beginning this project. 

"It has been demonstrated that estimated construction costs in Govern
ment reclamation have been below final expenditures on engineers' estimates. 
To protect the Government a margin of safety should be added to the esti 
mated costs herewith submitted." 

Colonel Kelly's Report 
The separate report of Colonel Kelly, Chief Engineer of the Federal Power 

Commission, also fails to ap prove the Boulder Canyon project . He states: 
"The following conclu sions seem justified: 

I. It is not feasible with the amount of water now passed by the 
Colorado to relieve the lower basin from the expense of bank protection and 
levee maintenance by the construction of flood storage. 

2. Flood dam age to property behind levees will probably be avoided if 
the maximum discharge of the Colorado is reduced to 80,000 second-feet, 
and there will be little, if any, reduction in cost of bank protection and 
maintenance by a greater reduction in discharge. 

3. It may be desirable, until the Gila is controlled, to reduce the flow . 
in the Colorado during the months of December, January and February to 
that required for irrigation. This means that discharge facilities with 
capacity of at least 75,000 second-feet should be provid0. . 

4. It is desirable to allay the fear of permanent mund at1on of th e 
Imperial Valley by making it possible to completely stop the flow below 
Rockwood heading for a period sufficiently long to permit remedial works 
to be carried out in the dry. This can be done by using the storage pro
vided for flood control if flood waters are discharged at a rate of 80,000 
second-feet. 

5. Storage for flood control is justified to an· amount t~at will reduce the 
maximum discharge for any year of record to 75,000 second-feet. Storage 
in exc~s; of that amount may be deferred until provided as nn incident to 
other development on the river. 

6, Four million acre-feet of flood storage will meet the above condition s . 
AdditionRI storage to allow for silting of reservoirs may be advisable. The 
amount of such storage necessary will depend upon the shape, location and 
method of operation of the storage reservoir and should be determined after 
reservoir site is chosen. 

7. The reservoir°' should be designed so that when the summer floods 
start the discharge can be in-creased gradunlly without intermediate peaks. 
In so fnr as the river discharge permits, the maximum discharge of 75,000 
second-feet should be reached by the time the June peak arrived. After tl,e 
June peak has passed and the inflow to the reservoir has dropped below 75,000 
second-feet the discharge should be gradually redu ced, avoiding inter 
mediate pe~ks until the discharge is below 20 ,000 second-feet, in order to 
avoid excessive sloughing and undercutting of banks and excessive silting 
of the i:hanncl. 
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8. For Aood protection of the lower basin the reservoir should be located 
as far down stream as practicable." 

He further points out that the principal power market from a development in 
the lower basin is in southern California, rmd that that market cannot readily 
absorb more t han 300,000 horse power in one development . 

Like Mr. Stabler, engineer of the Geological Survey, Colonel Kelly strongly 
recommends the thorough investigation of the M ohave Canyon site and states 
that that site should be utilized as the first dam site on the river rather than the 
Boulder Canyon dam site if it is found at all feasible. Upon this point he says in 
part: 

"Mr. Stabler has set forth in his report the gener al features of a plan of 
comp lete development on the Colora do in a very clear nnd logical fashion. 
As I concur entirely with his views as therein expressed, it is not necessary 
for me to elaborate on his statement. 

"As hereinbeforc set forth, storage for flood prot ection at the present 
time is justified up to an amount of 4,000,000 acre-feet. Storage for irriga 
tion in the lower basin can be obtained as an inciuent to this amount of 
flood storage. This amount of flood storage, if placed below the power 
section of the river, will take care of future requirements for reregulation of 
flow for irrigation in the lower bas in. 

"The Mohn ve site has such decid ed advantages for the purposes of 
immediate flood control and present and future reregulation for irrigation 
that it should be fully inve stigated before adopting any other site. The 
information at hand at present is not sufficient to determine the cost of 
deve lopment at that site nor the size to which the development shou ld be 
built. A dam 100 feet high would furnish the necessary storage for flood 
protection and regulation, but would give no power. A dam 180 feet high 
would give flood control, irrigation, storage, and power that would average 
156,000 horsepower, and would ju stify an install a tion of at least 250,000 
horsepower. By comparison with devel opments in California it is safe to 
assume that a power development on this part of the Colorado will pay, 
provided the cost per horsepower insta lled doe s not exceed $130. The power 
end of the development will cost ab out $35 per horsep ower, leaving about 
$95 per horsep ower for constructi on of dam. A 250,000 horsepower installa
tion at Mohave will have a value, therefore, that would justify the expendi. 
ture of at least $23,000,000 for the dam. The cost of a dam 160 feet high 
is estimated by the Bureau of Reclamation at $27,000,000. There are some 
disadvantages in combining a power installation with a flood control and 
irrigati on dam. The power output would have to conform to the irrigation 
demand and might on that account be less valuable. There would always 
he a disposi tion to increase power output at the expense of other uses of the 
darn, because the power would be the only element which would return n 
cash revenue. 

"If the Government is going to develop a project for flood protection 
and irrigation, it shou ld be the one furth est down s tre am. The Mohave site 
ha~ so many advantages for thi s purpo se that, ifit he found at all practicable 
the Government would probably be ju stified in undertaking it even if the 
entire cost can not be borne by power deve lopment thereat. If the entire 
cost were charged to the irrigation devel opments to be benefitted, it would 
probably amount to less than $25 per acre. 

"If Mohave site shou ld no t prove feasible, the Boulder Canyon Reser
voir is next choice for flood protectio n of the lower basin. It should not 
be developed to furnish more than 4,000,000 acre-feet of storage for Aood 
protection. The height of dam would depend somewhat upon the site 
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finally chosen. It should be slch as to back the water up to one or the other 
possible dam sites on the r·iver between Boulder Canyon and Diamond 
Creek. In the final scheme of development no storage at Boulder Canyon 
will be required if a reregulation dam be built at Bulls Head. In other 
words, the final scheme of development of the river is almost certain to 
make Boulder Canyon n power development and not a storage reservoir. 
At that time the available water supply will probably put a limitation upon 
the amount of irrigation that can be developed and it is important 
for the ultimate development of irrigation that losses from evaporation in 
the river be · kept to a minimum. If Boulder Canyon dam be built to the 
height recommended by the Bureau of Reclamation evaporation losses in 
excess of those for dnms of lesser heights built to fit the ultimate develop
ment will amount to from 300,000 to 450,000 acre-feet per year; furthermore, 
the 605-foot dam recommen ded will involve a loss of hcacl in the cnnyon 
section of at least 80 feet which repre sents an ultimate loss of at least 75,000 
horsepower ." 

Mr. Stabler's Report 
The separate report of Mr. Herman Stabl~r of the Geological Survey did not 

approve the Boulder Canyon Dam and pointed out the necessity for further inves
tigation. This is apparent from the following quotations from his report: 

"The need for more facts is the rather astounding conclusion one must 
reach from study of the data at hand. While hundreds of th ousands of 
dollars have been expended on intensive inve stigation at Boulder and 
Black Canyons, the var ious dam sites between Boulder and Diamond Creek 
are untested, as is also the site at Mohave Canyon . Drilling at these sites 
.Ind sufficient investigation and study to permit estimates of comparable 
accuracy to be made for each arc necessary before a satisfactory conclusion 
can be reached. 

"F lood control being the most urgent feature of river development, 
the first unit of development should include at least some measure of flood 
control. There is a difference of opinion as to whether 4,000,000 or 10,000,-
000 acre-feet of storage capacity is needed for flood control or whether some 
interme diate value is preferable. ln any case, satisfactory flood control 
could be accomplished by either the Mohave or Boulder units. At Boulder 
the dam could be constructed for flood control with such design thal it 
could be readi ly adapted to power development. A dam 375 feet in height 
at Boulder (p lan E) would provide 4,000,000 acre,feet of capacity for flood 
control and also provide a head of 300 feet for power purposes. First con
struction at Mohave would provide the maximum suggested measure of 
flood control aa a first step in the development program and as nn incident 
thereto would afford all irrigation storage needed for many years to come. 
This site is particularly well adapted to immediate action, and the dam 
there could be built in less time than that at Boulder, even though a year 
should be spent in determining foundation condition for the dam. If the 
Mohave site were developed first, the remaining problems upstream would 
be alm ost exclusively power problems with irrigation or flood control. 

"The extensive propaganda for the Boulder development has been 
engendered by the idea that in some way the power market can be made to 
pay the cost of flood control and irrigation storage. The · scheme seems to 
work well on paper and may be practical, though bills so far brought hefore 
Congre ss very definitely provide that the United States Government shall 
carry the burden of cost, with a very indefinite arrangement by which some 
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part of the.investment or interest on it may be repaid from power .earnings. '> 
If a practical scheme is worked out by which power pays the cost, it simply 
means that the power-using public, mostly located in the region of Los 
Angles, Calif,, shall be taxed for the benefit of Yuma and Imperial Valleys, 
in Arizona, California, and Mexico. This may be a des_irable thing to do, 
but in so far as this public purchases power to pump water for irrigation 
it seems a trifle unreas onable to require it to pay any part ,of t,he cost of 
pr<;>tecting lands irrigated by gravity. On the other hand, there is less ap
parent inequity in allowing the flood-menaced regions to pay a major part, 
if not all, of the cost of development undertaken in their sole interest. We , 
are advised by those who are in a position to know that there is a differential , 
of $125 per acre in the price of land between Yuma and Imperial Valleys, 
attributable to the difference in flood menace. If this be true it would seem 
that Imperial · Valley luncls could well afford to pay half this differential 
to remove the flood menace. 

"The cost of developing approximately 10,000,000 acre-feet flood
control storage capacity nt the Mohave Canyon site has been variously 
estimated at from ten to twenty-six million dollars, or from less than $25 
to about i6o per l\,Cre of land now irrigated in Imperial Valley, or from J6 
to i1s per acre of irrigable land subject to inundation. The true cost prob
ably lies between these limits, though prior to thorough investigation of the 
site and of the costs incident to obtaining right of way no one is in a position 

I 
' .. ' 
i 
I 
I . 

written he has worked aldost continuously-on projects within the bMin. 
He has made b9at trips, including canyon sections, as follows: In 1914 
from Green River, Wyo., , to Horseshoe Canyon, Utah, 75 miles; in 1914 
from Moab, Utah, do.wn Colorado River to the mouth of Green River and 
thence up Green River · to the town of Green River, Utah, 181 miles; in 
1915, from Hite, Utah, through Glen Canyon of Colorado River to Lees 
Ferry, Ariz., 162 miles; in 1921 from Green River, Utah, down Green River 
to its mouth, and thence through Cataract and Glen Canyons of Colorado 
River to Lees Ferry, Ariz., 332 miles; in September 1922, from Halls Cross
ing, Utah, through Glen Canyon to Lees Ferry, Ariz., 120 miles; in October, 
1922, from Boulder Canyon to Needles, Calif., 122 miles; in October and 
November, 1922, from Boulder Canyon to Yuma, Ariz., 344 miles; in 1923, 
from Lees Ferry, Ariz., through the Grand Canyon to Needles, Calif ., 
456 miles; in September and October 1924, from Flour Sack Rapids, in 
Lower Grand Canyon, to Needles, Calif., 191 miles." 

Here then is R report, the product of the collaboration of Geological Survey 
engineers, headed by Mr. La Rue who had devoted most of his life to R study of 
the river and admittedly the best informed man on the dam sites nnd allied river 
problems. And his report docs not recommend the Boulder Cnnyon dam site ns 
the first place for a dam nor as part of the scheme of development of the river. 
This report has therefore been relegated to the background. It has been ridiculed 

to make a reasonably close estimate. The cost of developing the same 
amou·nt of storage capacity at Boulder Canyon reservoir is estimated by 
Bureau of Reclamation engineers at $10,000,000 if regarded as the capacity 
created by the top 65 feet of a 605-foot dam or $28,000,000 if regarded ns 
the entire capacity created by n dam 400 feet in height, indicating acreage 
costs of the same order of magnitude as for the Mohave Canyon site. The 
necessity of robbing Peter to pay Paul in this instance is therefore fnr from 
apparent, particularly in view of the fuct that as an incident to develop
ment of flood control substantial irrigation storage and nssurunce of much 
improved irrigation water supply may be obtained." 

when mentioned. It contains the only compilation of the available information 
. . and yet so skillfully has it been sidetracked, there has been scarcely a reference to 
i it before the committee of Congress considering the solution of the problems on 
,f which it is the best authority. Mr. _La Rue in his last appearance before Con

,1 f gressional Committee upon this project December 9, 1925, (pp 532-597 of hearings 
v~ before the Senate Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation on S. R. 320) def
~• initcly opposed the Boulder Canyon project and recommended other sites. Mr. 
_., La Rue has repeatedly pointed out the advantnges of the Mohave Canyon site as 

Mr. La Rue's Report 
The necessity for further facts and for further investigation is emphnsiwl 

in the letter from Secretary Work, in' the reports of Stabler and Kelly, and in the 
letter of March 24, 1924, from Secretaries Weeks, Work, and Wallace, as members •· 
of the Federal Power Commission. 

What further investigation has been madel So far as engineering facts arc ,, 
concerned, none, except a report published in 1925 by the Geological Survey, ; 
This report is the most complete, authentic, nnd careful study yet made of the 
problem of Colorado River development. It contains in addition to 176 pages of 
printed matter, 80 photographs, various maps, designs, etc., giving all information 
available about clam sites on the Colorado. In the introduction to the report, Mr. 
N. C. Grover of the Geological Survey says of the author of the report, Mr. E. C. 
La Rue: 

"Mr . La Rue, the author of this report, had previously prepared the 
first comprehensive report on the utilization of the Colorado River, pub
lished in 1916 by the Geologica l Survey as Water -Supply Paper 395. Prior :;: 
to the writing of that report he had investigated and prepared unpublished a 

reports on many power and irrigation projects in the basin a nd had seen ·:
most of the accessible regions within its borders. Since that report was t; 
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,\· a flood control and reregulation reservoir. In the Water Supply Paper 556 the 
;. following summary of conditions as to the Mohavc-Topack Reservoir is made1 
· "A storage cnpacity of 10,000,000 acre-feet may be crc11ted at the 

Mojnve Cnnyon reservoir site by building II dnm to raise the water 155 feet. 
The depth of bedrock is unknown, but it seems reasonable to estimate the 
hciKht of the dnm above its found11tion nt 240 feet. Thi~ may be comp~red 
with 523 feet for a d11m at Black Canyon to provide the same storage 
capacity. The Mojave Canyon dam site is easily accessible, being only 
2¾ ll)iles from the railroad; the walls arc low, and the conditions arc favor
able for carrying on the work of construction, and the volume of the dam 

. would be relatively small. All these features lead the writer to believe that 
the dam could be built in three years. The work of relocating the railroad 
and the town of Needles could be carried on simultaneously with the con
struction of the dam and might easily be completed within the same time. 

"The Mojave Canyon reservoir site is low on the river, near the lands 
that are menaced by the floods, and would therefore be more effective in 
eliminating the flood menace than a flood control dam at either Boulder 
Canyon or Glen Canyon. 

"The favorable features of this site may be summarized as follows: 
1. It would provide more effective flood control than any other known 

reservoir site on the river. 
2. The project may be constructed in less time and probably at less 

cost than any other project that would provide the same amount of storage 
capacity for flood control. 

J. It is the only site where adequate storage capacity may be provided 
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for flood control and at the same time a maximum use of the water for 
irrigat ion and fo; the development of power may ?e perm itted . . 

4. It is the only site on the river where suffic!ent storage capacity _may 
be provi ded to protect the interests on the l~wcr river from floods due. either 
to natural causes or to the failure of a sen.es of dams constructed in and 
above the Grand Canyon, and at the same time permit maximum power 

devel opment. . , . 
5. It is more accessible than any other known flood control site on the 

river. 
6. If deemed advisable, the site could be developed to serve four pur-

poses-flood control, the storage of water for irrigation, the deve lopment of 

power, and the storage of silt. . 
7. The net a<lditional loss of water due to evaporation would be mate-

rially less here than at any other kn own storage site on the river. . 
8. Materials suitable for the construction of the dam are available at 

the site. . M · 
9. For a given height of dam the storage capac ity of the . oJnve 

Canyon reservoir site is ten times greater than the storage capacity at 
either Boulder Canyon or Glen Canyon . . 

10. Under full irrigation development, no water should be permitted to 
pass the storage dam except as needed to meet the demand s for w~ter for 
irrigati on. With a storage capacity of 22,000,000 acre-feet provided at 
Mojave Canyon, the excess flow during wet years can be stored and re
leased to meet the demands for water during years of low run -off. 

"The unfav orable features of the Mojave Canyon site are as follows: 
1. Stored water released at Mojave Canyon would have a minimum 

value for the development of power . ( . . 
2. Storage at Mojave Canyon would not lessen the cost of dams sub- ~ • 

sequently built farther up the river. . ·'. 
"CONCLUSIONS: If Hood control works are not built on Colorado· 

River it is certain that before many years pass the river will experience I 

flood that will c1111sc 1\ property loss ·amounting to many millions of dollars, 
S11d1 n AooJ 1111\y occur next ycnr, or it 111ny not occur for ten. years. 

The benefits thnt would ensue through the construction of a flood 
control dam in Glen Canyon, set forth in the preceding discussion, suggest 
thnt this 8itc shoul<l be 8elected if it were known that the dnm could be 
built in time to prevent the loss of property on the lower river. Six yeRrt 
mny be required for the construction of a dam in Glen C11nyon, wherens the 
time required to provide adequate stornge for flood control nt Mojnve 
Canyon is estimated at three years. It is desirable to provide flood control 
works as quickly as possible, therefore the Mojave · Canyon site deserves 
first consideration and should be thoroughly investig ated before a decision 
is reached. 

"In order, therefore, to meet the necessities of the immediate future 
for the least present expenditures, the- Mojave-Topock reservoir is the 
logical starting point for any plans of Colorado River improvement ." 

General Goethals Misquoted 
So much for Government engineering comment upon the Boulder Darn pro

posal! Not only no unanimous approval, but entire disagreement with only one 
Bureau in support, and th at Bureau the one which wants to build Boulder Dam. 

But, say the advocates, General George W. Goethals appr oves Boulder Dam. ,:· 
The following excerpts from Genera l Goethals' testimony in his one appearance , 
before the Committee expose the falsity of this representation. General Goethal1 ~-
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•ppmol b,fo~ ,h, ,ommk«, Jdly io •dvo~q of• =k-611,d dom " B=ldi, 
Cnnyon rather than the concrete dam now proposed in the Boulder Dam Bill. He 

· testified in part as follows. (pp. 746-763, Hearing on H. R. 2903): 

THE CHAIRMAN: General Goethals, do you wish to make a gene~al 
statement first? · 

GENERAL GOETHALS: No, sir. As I told you, I was brought into 
this by Mr. Clark, a consulting engineer, relative to a dam that he wns 
going to build, or suggested building, at Boulder Cany on. I have gone ove r 
tho se documents, and I have gone over his calculati ons. • . • 

l\h. _HAYDEN: It is urged in Arizona that, so far as the interests of 
the people _of thnt State arc concerned, it woul<l be highly advantageous to 
construct _the flood control and river regulation reservoir above the Grand 
Canyon, at a site near L~e•s Ferry, rather than at Boulder Canyon, for the 
reas~n that a regulated river above the Grand Canyon region would make 
possible a larger power development, wholly within the State of Arizona. 

GENERAL. GOETI:JALS: That rnny be true, But rending the reports of 
the Reclamation Service, they advocated the Boulder Canyo n site as the 
best' site for accomplishing the purposes they had in mind . Is that true 
Mr. Davis? ' 
MR. A. P. DAVIS: Yes. 

GENERAL GOETHALS, That is the reason I did not go any further into 
It than that; they made an exhaustive investigation of the matter. 

MR. HAYDEN: So that you have made no study of the Glen Can yon 
dam site? 

GENERA~ GOETHALS: N o; that was to be a subsequent develop 
ment, as the improvement or con tro l of the river progressed. . • . 

-MR. HAYDEN: Would it not cost more money to bui ld a dam I 000 
feet high, than one 600 feet high? ' 

GENERAL GOETHALS: I do not know about that. I have never gone 
over the figures of cost for a concret e dam 600 feet high. 

MR. HAYDEN: It is estim ate d at $49,000,000. What is the cost of 
your dnm1 

GENERAL GOETHALS: Why, I have not come to any definite con
clusion yet. Mr. Clark just got in this morning, and I have not gone over it 
with him. • , 

MR. HAYDEN: For dams of equal height, wh11t would he the com-
1,arntive cost, following the usual method an<l the rock filled method that 
you propose? 

GENERAL GOETHALS: Thnt I cou ld not tell. I do not think there i11 
any standard rule; each case would have to be determined for itself. 

MR. HAYDEN: Take a d·am located in the same place? 
GENERAL GOETHALS: I should think the cost of the concrete dam 

would be at least as great. 
MR. HAYDEN: It it were as great-if the two plans were equal in 

cost-why not adopt the concrete dam rather than the rock-filled dam? 
GENERAL GOETHALS: With the concrete dam you have got internal 

str~ sses developing in concrete that nobody knows anything about; and the 
ultimate strength of that dam is rather a difficult thing to determine. In 
the other case you have got merely weight and pressure both of the water 
and of th~ silt that may be deposited against it. In th; concrete dam, you 
have got mternal stresses that are developing. 

MR. HAYDEN: Is there any doubt about the stability of concrete 
structures? 
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GENE,RAL GOETHALS: Yes; when you get up to certain masses, you 
do not know what you arc running into, on account of these internal stresses. 

MR. HAYDEN: I h11d im11gincd that if a proper factor of safety was 
adopted, it would care for nny internal stresses. 

GENERAL GOETHALS: You can do that. But then you 11rc, up in 
your costs. 

Ma. RAKER: In regard to the expense, you have given it as about 
$60,000,000. Is or is not this so located that it is the only place that we kriow 
of now where you can put in a rock-filled dam with as little expense as you 
can put it at this place? 

GENERAL GOETHALS: Yes; that is right . 
MR. RAKER: Would that enter into your final judgment as to whether 

or not it should be rock-Ii lied or concrete? 
GENERAL GOETHALS: Yes; I have always been a believer in rock

filled dams, ever since my early experience on the Muscle Shoals Canal, 
years ago, where we had n break through the embankment; we only had 
Rbout 45 feet pressure; and if we replaced that with earth, it would probably 
go out again, because it wns n condi tion where the flood of n -creek, Blue 
Water Creek, would wash it out. And I put inn rock-fill, and I mn,lc it tight, 
and it held; the water did go over it, but it did not go out ngnin. And I 
have had unbounded faith in rock-filled dam s, if they are properly construc
ted. 

When you get to concrete, and get putting in concrete in big masses, 
you are not nlwnys sure of your mix; you are not always sure of your fore
men lnying the concrete nt the proper time; you are running into uncer
tninties, that with the internnl stresses of the darn make me prefer n rock
filled <lam, under conditions such ns exist at Boulder Canyon, rather than 
a concrete dnm. Now, thnt is the situnti on. • . • 

MR. RAKER: Now, whether or not it is a concrete dam or a rock. 
filled dam, which ever one should be determined to be the best in construc
tion, what is your judgment, from your experience - supposing the power 
that might be generated (and that is the one thing involved) is properly 
allocated, so that the cities, large and small, as well as private concerns 
using electricity, might all have a proper division, so as to supply all of the 
dem ands of the people- what is your judgment as to whether or not such 
a dam could be as economically and as well constructed under Govern
ment supervision as by private enterpri se? I know of no one better qualified 
to give us a judgment on that than you, General. 

GENERAL GOETHALS: Thank you, sir. I hnvc rather inclined in 
Inter years to private enterprise. 

Mil. RAKER: Now, explain to us why. 
GENERAL GOETHALS: You have got certain regulations under the 

Government thnt have got to be complied with, which a private corporation, 
or a private concern, would not attempt to undertake. You have got your 
8-hour law, which is absolute, which a private concern would not under
take. You have got your civil service, which a private concern would not 
undertake. You can purchase your supplies to better advantage and 
generally more cheaply. 

Mil. RAKER: What else? 
GENERAL GOETHALS : You have got capital when you need it which 

is not always the case with the Government work. ' 
MR. RAKER: You think those three considerations w~uld be somewhat 

of a deterrent 1 
GENERAL GOETHALS: Yes. 
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Mil. RAKER: As againdt the Government, in favor of private enter. 
prise1 f 

GENERAL GOETHALS: 1Y ea. 
MR. RAKER: Well, did these three obstructions in any way curtail 

you in your work at the Pariama Canal? 
GENERAL GOETHALS: Things were dilferent down there. • • • 
MR. RAKER: Now, have you just given a general survey of the need 

of power in the Southwest that would be tributary to this dam I 
GENERAL GOETHALS: No, I have not studied the power problem at 

all; just the construction problem of that dam. And in connection with that 
I traced the history as fnr b.cck as I could from the reports of the Reclam
ation Service, to find out how they selected that site, and just what that site 
would accomplish; and, of course, I know the conditions below; but the 
electrical energy-
. MR. RAKER (interposing): The only difference that I gather between 
yourself and the Reclamation Service, with all of its engineers, and with the 
long time that they have been working on this problem, is as to the character 
a(ld the height of the dam? 

GENERAL GOETHALS: No: I do not know that there is any difference 
between us at all. Now, let us get that straight . 

Ma. RAKER: Yes; I wish you would, because I think it is very im
portant. 

GENERAL GOETHALS: Yes. Mr. Clark came to me and discussed 
with me rock-filled dams; !lnd as I told you before, I am a believer in rock
filled dnms. He wanted to know if I be~eved that II rock-filled dam 1,000 
feet high would be prnctic11ble, and I told him it would. You can build any 
height of dam, if you follow the principles and are willing to pay the coet, 
by rock-fill, provided your principles arc carried out. You have got to have 
it tight; you have got to have sufficient weight to keep it from pushing out; 
and you must not let the water get over it. If your abutments are satis
factory, you can build any height of dam. Now that is the situation. Now, 
I have gone down there; I have looked at the site; I have looked over his 
estimates of cost. I have looked over this theoretical analy~is of the dam; 
and I have come to the conclusion that that dam can be built, ifit is properly 
built, and that it will funct ion. Now; if he had asked me about the 600-foot 
dam of the Reclamation Service, I would have asked him to let me see the 
plans. I have never seen the plans." , 

;•. It appears therefore that Gen. Goethals has never even seen the plans for ;thc 
·•~ Boulder Dam in this bill. It further appears that his only connection with or study 
_.;-of any feature of the project was to recommend the construction of-a rock-filled 
":\ rather than a concrete dam. 
.r:•,. 
,,'t.· I: Secretary Hoover's Opinion 
tf It is further represe nted that Secretary Hoover, an able engineer, has approved 
~--. the engineering upon which this bill is based. Approval of the engineering of cou•rse 
:'•. connptes examination of the plans for construction and approval of the plane, the 
~,. estimates of cost and time, etc. An examination of Mr. Hoover's testimony before 
"'~ the committee shows that he approves the construction of a high dam at or near 
~.~ Boulder Canyon as the first dam to be built in that section of the river. He docs 

' ,1:;·not purport to pass upon the engineering as such nor upon the correctness of csti
·,· mates. 

On page 602 of the hearings before the Senate Committee on Irrigation and 
.Reclamation, the t~timony of Secretary Hoover appears as follows: 
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"The dam there is recommended by the reclamation engineers, and f. 
believe their latest view is 540 feet in height. · This would, I believe, serve:' 
the triple purpose of flood control, storage, and power, so far as we can see . . 
ahead, for the development of irrigation, domestic water supply, and need · 
of power for a good many years to come. 

"I do not believe that construction at that point is going to interfere 
with the systematic development of the Colorado River for storage and 
power above and below. As I have said, l think the time will. come when a 
storage dam should probably be erected bdow Boulder Canyon and that 
storage dams and flood -control dams will be erected far above. Those of 
you who have looked into the engineeri-ng problems involved will recognize 
that the operation of a single dam for the triple purpose is rather difficult 
an(! will not give the maximum power results. For instnnce, such n darn must 
be partly empty in anticipation of the spring flood and hence the power 
possibilites will be much diminished, and beyond this it will be necessary 
thereafter to lower the head for irrigation purposes. Thus the power produc
tion from such a dam will be rather irregular. 

"But, in any event, I do not believe that we can not now contemplate 
the expenditure of the several hundreds of millions of dollars necessary to 
carry out the theoretical plan: we should confine ourselves to what we can 
nfford to spend now, nnd J do not hdicvc we will destroy the possibilities of 
the river for Hystemntic development l,y this course. We must nwnit a 
settlement of population nnJ their demands to create II need for the future 
development. 

'prhe proposed Black Canyon Dam of 540 feet, as estimated by the 
reclamation engineers, would cost about 1,41,000,000 or 1,42,000,000. The 
cost of an electrical generation plant to go with it would be about another 
1,33,000,000. And the transmission lines to the power market would he 
somewhere about 1,27,000,000 more, or n total of from it 10,000,000 to 1,115,-
000,000 for dam and e![uiprnent. The loss of interest during construction 
would be 1,10,000,000 more. The alternative plan of a 606-foot dam would 
require something like 1,20,000,000 more. 

"Now, the 540-foot dam would apparently develop, theoretically at 
least, about 550,000 primary horsepower and another 450,000 secondary 
horsepower. No engineer could say nt the pre sent moment whnt the nctunl 
power development will be, been use none of us know until we hnve hncl ex
perience how much the clcctricul power will need to be made Nuhjcctivc to 
flood control und irri1,11 tion in the 11111nncr I hnve referred to but in 1iny event 
these theoretic ligureH nre possibly neur enough." 

Professor Smith Opposes Boulder 
Professor G. E. P. Smith, Professor of Irrigation Engineering, University of 

Arizona, Tucson, Arizona, te st ifying before the United States Senate Committee 
on Irrigation and Reclamation, November 2, 1925, said: 

"There are also several engineering objections to the Boulder project, 
as follows: It begins development at the foot of the long canyon region 
instead of at the head; it places the main storage at the foot, though it 
should be at the head, and a smaller storage reservoir for rereguh1tio11 of 
the flow should be at the foot; the site is not easily accessible; the founda
tions will be difficult, if not imp ossible, of construction with no river control 
upstream; its magnitude is such that the period of construction will be 8 to 
10 years, and the Imperial Valley should not be compelled to wait so long, 
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Also, being primarily a powerlproject, it is not a def~ns!ble ent~rprisc fo~ th~ 
Federal Government. / 

"If the Federal Government decides to adopt a flood-protection project, 
then provision sho~ld be n:iade for a rese~voir _of not to exceed l?,~,?00 
acre-feet capacity. A much smaller capacity will be adequate for 1rngnt1on 
development for many years. To provide a reservoir of 30,000,000 acre
feet capacity is a plunge into the power business. 

'"The Boulder Reservoir would equate the flow of the river completely 
to about 21 000 second-feet. For the next 15 or 20 years not over one-third 
of that flow' could be utilized in the United States, and during that period of 
time from half a million to a million acres of land in Mexico would be brought 
under irrigation. After the water has been applied to Mexican lands, and 
cnnals and villages nn<l rnilronds hnvc been built there, it will be impractic 
able to take the water away for use in the United States. The plan of build
ing a great storage reservoir in this country to equate the f1ow was originated 
by the owners of the Mexican land~." 

Boulder Dam Not a Solution 
It is further represented by enthusiastic proponents of the Boulder D11111 Bill 

thnt engineering opinion is genernlly agreed thnt this dam locl\tecl in Boulder Cn_n
yon is the only proper nnd complete solution of the Aood problem for the lmpcrinl 
Vnlley. This is erroneous because it certainly i~ n~t compl~te, fur Aoods from the 
Gila River arc not affected by Boulder Dam wluch 1s 300 miles nbove the mouth of 
the Gila· it is further contended by competent engineers who have long studied 
the flood' menace in Imperial Valley that not a dam but levees and channel dredging 
is the proper solution and the only complete and permnnent so~ution.. . . 

Mr. Arthur P. Davis, the true "father" of Bou lder Dam 111 te~ufymg 111 1922 
;.: (p. 24, Hearings on H. R. 11449 part I), replying to the contention th,~t two other 
; . dam sites then under considerntion might be used for flood control, sni,l: 
1 "I wish to call attention to the fact that the Gila River in Southern 

! ... 

Arizona which has 57,000 square miles of drainnge, or nbout 22 per cent of 
the enti~e drainage of the Colorado River, dischnrges only n per cent of the 
water of that Bnsin, but it furnishes f1oocl waves at times which nre as great 
119 the mnximu·m flow of the Colornclo River itself nbove the mouth of the 
Gila. So thnt in the linul regulution of the strenms nt Yumn nnd bdow, 
it will be ncceHsnry to provide R d11111 on the Giln." I 

·,. It wnH the Giln River nnd not th At portion or the Colorndo which flowH pnHt Bolh<lcr 
diun site: that cnusc:d the brcnk of 1905. Agnin it wns the Giln River which time 
after time, through unexpected floods, prevented the closing of this old brenk. 

In the Engineering News-Record for March 31, 1927, Paul N. Entemann, an 
engineer thoroughly familiar with the Colorado River, _contends that channel 

· straightening and levees are superior to dams and reservoirs not only_ on account 
of the permanent protection resulting from the work on the channel 111 ~he delta, 
but also because flood protection can thus be afforded much more quickly and 

~~ . . . 
An editorial note by the editor of the Eng111eer1ng News-Record with reference 

to this article says: 
"AN IMPORTANT article on the Colorado River situation, received 

too late for inclusion in the group which we publi.,hed M11rch 17, presents n 
shurply alarmist view of conditions in the river's delta plain. The author 
has been closely connected with river and canal work in the lmperinl Valley 
region for many years and speaks with close, per sonal knowledge. It is his 
belief that immedi.ate danger of a disastrous outbreak of the river threatens. 
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Dealln; \Vith the crucial queetion of how long the Pescadero Divcraion wiil·; 
provide a 11fe course for the e'tream, he find• that this channel is already ,. 
unstable, and that a flood of large volume in 1927, following the small floods, fr; 
of recent years, i1 very likely to breach the whole protective system of the ·, ,. 
delta. Like J. C. Allison, he proposes channel construction on a grand 
scale u the only permanent solution." 

Mr. EntemRnn says: 
"Long before any dams can be effective, the silt deposits will have ele

vated the cone to such heights and so flattened the slopes that a meander of 
the river would break through the levee and follow a more favorable grade. 

"The return of the river to a cou.rse to the Gulf along the ·east side of 
the delta offer• the only satisfactory permanent solution. 

"Investigations should be begun at once towards electing an alignment ' ' 
for the channel along the cast side of the delta, and the work of constructin~ 
the channel for the diversion to this route should be begun as soon as the 
flood subsides. The cost of the diversion will be small compared to the losses 
that would be suffered by Imperial Valley should the river break through 
the levees and flow into the valley." 
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THE BOULDER DAM 
Charts 3 and 4 show the Boulder Dam scheme of development. Chart 3 gives 

a cross section of the river at the damsite, indicates the depths of stream bed and 
shows the dam with shaded outlines of Washington monument for comparison. 

Chart 4 gives a profile of the river bed with cross sections of the main dam and 
· of the temporary and permanent coffer dams. The constructional scheme presents 
many difficulties and is as follows: 

I. Build the diversion tunnels. 
This part of the work need not be done under a time schedule; it is plain, 

feasible work for which there are plenty of precedents. 
2. Build the loose rock upper and lower coffer dams and blanket the 

faces with a water tight covering. This part of the work is probably 
feasible at low water, provided material is available for the water tight 
blanket. Since thi s item and items 3, 4 and 5 are proposed to be com
pleted and out of the way during a single low water season, this step is 
of most doubtful feasibility. 

3. Pump out the water between the temporary coffer dams. Herc will 
come the test of tightness of the coffer dams; of their stability (as resulting 
from the mere dropping comparatively small loose rock in the river); of 
luck in having selected a season during which no flash off-season flood, 
due to local rains, would overtop the loose rock dams. Such an over
topping would destroy the coffer clams at once, making it necessary to 
start all over again the following year. · 

¼, Excavate the loose material between the two coffer dams; blast out and 
excavate the foundation rock. 

5. Build the concrete "permanent co/fer dams," carrying these structures 
up to normal low water level of the river or above. , 

Items 2, 3, 4 and 5 arc all planned to be finished du ring a single low water 
scnson, The hazards arc: 

(11) A fla9h flood, coming at any time before the pcrmnncnt coffer d11m1 are 
well under way, would not only mnke it necessary to do all the work' over 
ug11in during the next low water 9euson, but would make a accond at
tempt at the tusk much more difficult and expenaivc than the lint at
tempt, since the upper loose rock coffer dam would have washed into 
the excavation already made, so that re-excavation must handle rock 
instead of the silt and sand now in the stream bed. 

(b) If items 2, 3 4 and most of item 5 arc not completed within from 7 to 9 
months of low water, the regularly recurring annual flood will ovcrtop and 
destroy ~he upper coffer dam before the work that it protects has been 
finished. Condition (a) will then come from the first annual high water 
instead of coming from a flash flood. Since the temporary coffer dams 
will contain about 921,000 cubic yards of rock that must be cxc&Vatcd, 

· transpor ted and placed by the cable ways; since the stream bed excavation 
will amount to about 581,000 cubic yards of more or less loose material; 
since many hundred thousand cubic yards of permanent concrete coffer 
dams must then be placed; since if all of this work be not completed 
during the first low water it must all be done over again (plus removal of 
the washed-in coffer dam) during the next low watcr-jt is obvious that 
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tho propoAcd pro~l'lltll nncl the cKtin111tc:d co•t• nrc 1111 lrnt impouiblc. The 
rnnterinl rnuHt nil be ha ndled in n nnrrow cnnyon, with hi11h, prcdpitoua 
walls, with a raging river at the bot tom. It is at leas t question"ble 
whether enoug h men anJ equi pment could be put into the restricted 
spa ce to accomp lish the ta sk within the required time, even if the work 
were done without any regard for cost. 'J 

(c) I f, as seems cer_tain, t he proposed program proves impos sib le, .two possible f' 
alternativ es remai n . A new program might provide enough more diver-
sion tunnels to han dle the river duri ng high water, or, the upper coffer dam 
might lie built high enough to force the river at high water through 
whate ver diversion tunnel s had bee n provided. T he first alternative is 
fc11sil,lc, hut 11t II t rc111cnd11us additiona l cost; the second alt ern at ive may 
11r 111ny nu t he fcnsi l, lc ; its hazards, however, shou ld preclu<lc it from 
""" "idcrn1i1111. If 1hc •ccund 11lccrnntive •ho uld be exper imen ted with 
1111d 1he upper loose ruck coffer dam should fail for any reas on during 
high water, the onrus hin g wave of stored water would wipe out every 
tow n on the lowcr rive r and wou ld make a break into Imperial Valley 
that could never be closed. · 

(d) If the permane n t concr ete coffer dam can finally be carried up to present 
wate r levd, t here will be no furth er physical obstacle to the completion 
o f Bould er Dam - ass uming unlimited time and unlimited money, Not 
only the time and cos t of th e preliminary found-ation work, but the time 
11nd cost of the routine work of completion, have been grossly underesti-
mate d. This is quite under stand able anJ to be expectcd, for the reasons 
of, 

I. The enthusiasm and optim ism of engineers who, making a plan with out 
complete knowledge of conditions, late r hesitate to admit that plan to 
be impruct ical. · · 

2. The na tura l and human desire to have designed and built the large st 
st~~cture of i~s ki~d eve r made by man - knowing that the public, ad
mm ng an engineeri ng st ructure, dis regard its economic success o r failure. 
Th e engineer of the great py ram id of Egypt would still be famous today 
if we knew his name. 

3. The knowledge th at if the ulti mate cos t of a government pro ject were 
correctly given in advance, the project might never be undertaken while 
if half or a qua rter o f the final cost can be appropriated and spe;,t the 
government will surely finish the j ob. • 
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. FEDERAL PO~ER COMMISSIO~ 
Basing their objections to the Boulder Canyon Dam project principally upon 

the fact th at it would put the Government into industry, Secretaries Weeks, Work 
and Wallace, forrping the Federal Power Commission, sent the following letter to 
Addison T. Smith as Chairman of the House Committee on Irr iga tion and 
Reclamation, un de r date of March 24, 1925: 

IJEAR MR. S,11-n1: Refe rence is made to yo ur letter of February 26, 
addre ssed to the executive secretary of the Federal Power Commi ssion, 
suggest ing that the com mission might like to exp ress an opinion concerning 
H. R. 2903, a bill to provide for the protect ion and develop ment of the 
lower Colorad o River Basin. 

We <lo not desire at this t ime to discuss details of the proposed legis la
tion, but believe it appropr iat e to call attention to certain genera l consider
at ions with respect to the plan of development prop osed and to the public 
policy expre ssed or implie d in tlie bill, 

The bill p roposes the cons tru ction of a dam and reservoir at or near 
Boulder Canyon on the Colorado R iver, the so-ca lled all-American canal, 
certain specified extensions therefrom, and certain unspecified canals and 
ot her structures, such works to provide for Rood protection of the Imperial 
Valley and land s along the lower Colorado River for irrigation of both 
publicly an d privately owned lan ds in California, Arizona, and Nevada, 
and for making water and head avai lable for the devdopment of hydro 
electric power . The bill authorizes the appropriation of i70,000,000 for tnese 
purposes. Estima tes of the Bureau of Reclama t ion indicate that the con
structio n o f Boulder Ca nyon Dam to a height of 605 feet above low water 
and with a capacity of 34,000,000 acre-feet will inv olve at least iso,000,000; 
that the construction of the all-Ame rican canal and exten sions will invo lve 
J31,000,000, and the necessary d ist ributi ng syste m J15,000,000, or a total 
of i96 ,000,000. The obligations inv olved in t he ot her authorized canols 
for serving lan ds in Neva da and Arizona are unknown. T hese figures do not 
include power houses, high-tension substat ions, and equipment, estim ated 
a t $36,000,000 , or tra nsmissio n lines, estimated a t $46,000,000 - a tot al of 
$82,000,000 more. It is unsafe to assume that th e entire project-flood 
control, irriga tion, a nd power development-can be secured m its entirety 
for less than J200,000,000, to which must be added millions of dollars of 
accu mulat ed interest charges durin g the period o f construction. 

Flood cont ro l and irri gat ion storage are presumed to be the primary 
purP.oses for which it is· proposed to const ru ct the dam at Boulder Canyon. 
While ther e are di1fferences of opini on with respect to the amount of storage 
actually required for these purposes, it is agreed that 8,000,000 acre-feet 
is the ma ximum required, and tt is probable that 4,000,000 feet would be 
reasonably adequate. The nearer the rese rvoir is installed to the lands to 
be protected or irrigated, the more satisfactorily will it serve the purpo&es 
of Rood cont rol an<l irrigation. Information recently ma de available indi 
cates that n reservoir of sufficient capacity to serve all the needs of flood 
cont rol an d irrigation could be located on the river some 100 miles nearer 
the land s to be served and a t a cost of not more than one-half that of the 
proposed high dam at Boulder Cany on. If this is correct, the location of 
the dam at Boulder Canyon and its construction to the height ·proposed 
mu st be justified, if at all , wholly from the standpoint of the development 
of electric power. 

In the consider at ion which has so far been given to the Color(ldo River 
t here has been too mu ch o f a tendency to overlook any other aspect than 
the Rood prote cti on and irr iga tion of the Imperi al Valley. Admittedly this 
is the acute problem and requires early actio n, but there is no justification 
for ignoring other problems which require solution and for failing to plan 
accordingly. A reserv oir for flood control or irrig a tion is more useful if 
located a t the foot of the canyon section. With respe ct to power develop--
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ment, a reserv_oir at tha~ site )s useful for the one power dcvclo11ment only1 
and is useless in connection with all power developments above it-some 7'J 
per· cent of the total in the section. Reservoirs at th~ head of the canyon 
section of sufficient capacity completely to regula~e. the river must ~v~ntually 
be built if the full power resources are to be utilized. W~en th1_s 1_s d<,me, 
reservoirs on the lower river will be useful only for rcregulat1on for irrigation. 
For this reason dams should be located apd their heights det_ermined, so. ns 
to provide for full use of the avai labl e head and so as to avoid evaporation 
losses as far as possible. A dam of 605 feet height at Boulder Canyon, as 
prop osed is not adapted to the accomp lishment of these purp oses. 

The bill proposes that the costs of irrigation canals and appurtenant 
s tructures shall be reimbur sed to the United States by the land s benefited 
;ind that the costs of flood control and irrigation storage as effected by the 
dam to be constructed shall be repaid by leases of rights in the ~am for power 
purp oses; that is, that such costs shall be charged_ n<;>t ag~mst the la1~ds 
benefited but against users of power, the great maJority ol whom receive 
no benefit from either flood control or irrigation. 

The United State s has spen t many millions of d'?llars in internal im
provements with ou t reimbur sement, particularly on river and harbor im
provements and on fulilic highways . These expenditures have been for the 
primary purpo~e o facilitating mte~state commerce! and on the th~ory 
that such a policy was a common public benefit proper y chargeable against 
the taxpayers of the entire Nation. Whether the benefits ~eceived from such a 
policy are in fact nationwide, the policy is f~r less quest10!1able t_ha_n that of 
chargin~ the costs of an improvement admittedly benefiting a lumted area 
not agamst the area benefited and not against the Nation as a whole but 
against individua ls and industries for the most part wholly unrelated to the 
area benefited. We are doubtful of the propriety or equity of so charg\ng 
the cost of flood contro l and irrigation st orage, whether the construct10n 
be finan ced by private or public capital. If a dam be so located and built 
as to provide sufficient storage for flood control and irri~a(ion _ and for a · 
rcasonnl..ile nmount of power, the cost of flood control and 1rngat1011 storage 
if allocated in the ration of storage space rserved for these purposes appar
ently need no t exceed J IO per acre for the area protected and irrigated. 

In so far, at least, as the project proposed exceeds the requirements of 
flood control and irrig ation, the bill propo ses that the United States under 
take a new nati onal activity, name ly, the business of constructing facilities 
for product ion of electric power for general disposition, an activity which 
if logically pur sued has possibilities of demands upon the Federal Treasury 
in amounts for heyond tho se now involved in reclamation and highway 
construction combined. While the United States has heretofore constructed 
power developments in conne ction with irrigati on projects, these develop 
ments have been merely incidental to the projects, have been of a few 
thousand horsepower only, and have been primari ly for use on the projects 
them selves. The construction of a reservoir having a capacity of from four 
to eight times the needs of irrigati on and flood control and of a power 
development twenty times in excess of the probable power needs of the 
irrigated lnnds and adjacent commun ities is n complete departure from 
former policies. The on ly undert aki ng hy the United States at all comparnble 
in mnl{nitudc with the l)roposnlH nt Bou lder Cnnyon is nt Muacle Shonls, 
urul tluH project w11s 11111 crt11kc11 to furnish 11111nitio11H in time of wur. In so 
fur llS it wns to acrvc the necdH of l'cnccJ. it wns to furniHh nn esHcnti11l com
modity for all sections of the U111tctl Mntcs und w11s not for the specinl 
benefit of n limited ar en. 

If the United Stntcs is to embark upon a gcnernl policy of public de
velopment of electric energy at Fcdernl expen se, it 8hould do so only nftcr 
full conside ration of what the step means. The present inve stment in the 
United States in central electric stations-that is1 in those plants engaged 
in developing elect ric power for general distril..iuuon and sale- is approxi
mately $4,500,000,000. That investment will requ ire to be more than 
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policy of Federal development ' would therefore require contl~uoua expendi
tures of not less than one-half billion dollars per annum, for It could not be 
expected, in the face of s_uch a policr supp_orted by Government funds and 
with tax-exempt prope~t1es, that private m_dustry ~ould afford to put a~y 
additional investment mto the central-station business. Under such cir
cumstances we must assume that any such a policy or program of Federal 
activities is impracticable and undesirable. . 

If the proposal in H. R. 2903 with respect to po_wer d_evelopme'?-t IS_ not 
the first step in a general program <?f like u1!d.erta~111gs, _It can _be Justified 
only 011 the clear pr??f that pecul1a~ co_nd1t1ons III thts ~articular cas_e, 
conditio ns not prevailing elsewhere, Justify the Federal Government. 111 
taking action that it does not propos~ to du~ltcate elsewhere. Such a_ct1on 
can not rest on the ground that the l'e\leral freasury rs the only available 
source of funds, for private funds are available now, and h~ve_ bee_n for several 
years, to undertake imm_edi~tely such development as 1s Justified by the 
needs o( flood cont~ol, 1mgat1on, and energy supp ly; or on the g_round ~h~t 
the territory to which the greater part of the power ~ust ?e delivered 1s 111 
any imm ediate need of added power, for_ that t~mto~y 1s alre_ady better 
supp lied and at a cheaper rate than any srnul ar territory m t~e United States . 
It has been argued th at the United States should finance th is power develop
ment, because with a lower interest ra te, absence of profi_t, and freedom 
from taxation power could be delivered at a less cost tha_n 1f devclope~ b_y 
private capital. This is by no means a _ne~essary concl~s1on, but even •f It 
were, electric power is only one element m mdu~try, a_nd_ if Fe~era\ fina!lcmg 
is justified in the present ca se on such grounds ~t 1s s1m1larly Justified tn _ all 
other cases and in all branches of industry. With the authomy th~t exists 
in the States and in the United State s to regulate and control privat~ or 
municipal power devel opment, distribution, and sale, we do not b_eheve 
that the United States should undertake such developmen t unless It can 
be clearly shown that the development can not ot herwise be had. 

In I 920, after many years of consideration, Congress. adopted a general 
nati onal policy with respect to power dev ~lopment on sites under: ~ederal 
control. That policy h as been attended with marked success. Millions of 
hor sepower are bein~ construc~ed uncle~ the tt;rms of th<: Federal wnt~r 
power act. The se sites f!-re being _held 111 public owncfslup. under pu~lic 
contr ol, with every essentia l public rnterest protected. 1 here 1~ no occasion 
for going outside of the terms of that act to ~ecurc the production of all the 
electric energy required at terms fair both to_ the ~eveloper and the us~r. 
Under such circumstances we do no t deem it desirable to enact spcqal 
legislation modifying t~e est<1-~lishe4 r.olicy by giving to anr individual 
corporation, or com mun1ty special pnv1leges not accorded to ~I . . 

Congress also, in the Federal water power act, created n single exccut1~e 
agency for the adminiHrati on of all water powers under Federal ownership 
or contro l. The plan thus adopted is frovi~g. cmin_cntly satisfa~tory. We 
believe any change in such method o adm1mstrnt1on 1s undcs1rab!e, and 
therefore whether the Boulder Canyon dam or some other be built and 
whether ~t public or private expense, we helicvc the dispositi_on. of any power 
developed should be handled by the Federal Power Comm1ss1on _under t_he 
gencrnl terms of the Federal water power 11ct an~ not _111 propo1ed 1n the bill. 
All intcrcKtn of the Ocpnrtmcnt of the 1 ntenor will he 11rlcqu11tcly !"et 
thrm1gh the membership of the Sccrct11ry of the lntcnor on the Commtnlon. 

There arc two other considerations which shou ld not be overlooked 
in dcnling with the Colorudo River. These 11re the Colorado River comp11ct 
nnd the use of water in Mexico . . . 

The Colorado River compnct, negotiated for the purpose of dcterm111111g 
by mutual agreement rather than l..iy li~igution t~c alloca tion of _the waters 
of the river between the several States m the bas111, has been ratified by all 
the States except Arizona. This compc at we believ 7 of prima_r}'. i1;1por~ancc 
in any comprehensive p lan of devel opment of the rtver. Until 1t 1s ratified, 
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or it/~ tnown that it can not be ratified, we doubt the advisability of the 
csta .1s mcnt through .construc~ion of rights in the lower States of such 
magnitude as wo~ld be involved m the proposed ~torage at Boulder Ca'.nyon. 
B 1Jhe Cegulat1on of ~he Colorad_o River to the extent proposed by the 

ou. er anyo n dam w1.ll prot!uce m the lower river a minimum dischar e 
far in excess of !?resent !rn ga t1on_ requirements in the United States. Tfe 
~urplus waters will pass into Mexico and will undoubtedly be put to use for 
lrhgation t~;reb. O!1ce put _to use,. their subsequent withdrawal foe use else
"'. ere wo1;1 e difficult, 1f not impracticable. It would therefore seem 
highly des1ra~le to reach a gen~ral agreem~nt with Mexico on the problem 
of the lower n_ver before extensive. storage 1s provided in the United States. 
Tfhe c~nstruc'.'.o.n of t~e all-A.111e~1can can a\ will. no~ o.bviate the necessity 
Of ,onita.nt ~c.tlug~ With Mexico In connection With Irrigation or protection 
0 ams. m h ieO ~ltcd Siates. Irre spect ive of the amount of flood-control 
~torage 111 t e. n1ted States, i.t will, for many years at leas t be necessar 
!n the J?rotec t1on of the Imperia l Valley to main tain levees a~d revetment~ 
In l\:fedx1co, and arrangements must be effected whereby this work can be 
Carne on whenever necessa ry without interference. 

Very truly yours, JoHN W. WEEKS, 
Stcrefary of ff'ar, Chairman. 
HUBERT WORK, 
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Secretary of the l11terior. 
H ENRY C. WALLACE, 

Secretary of Agriw!ture. 

MINORITY REPORTS 
69TH CONGRESS, 2D SESSION 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
REFT. 1657, Part 2 

BOULDER CANYON RECLAMATION PROJECT 

i/ifit~tt· 
'' '·\ 
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JANUARY 10, 1927.-Co mmitted to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union and ordered to be printed 

Mr. LEATHERWOOD, from the Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation, sub
mitted the following 

MINORITY VIEWS 
(T o accomp any H. R. 9826] 

With due respect to the hon ornble gentlemen who have joined in the majority 
report, and to the enthu sias tic proponents from C.1lifornia who are seeking to rush 
this legislation through the Congress, I ·challenge the proposed bill on the follow
ing grounds: 

I. It is an attempt by the State of California to gain special privileges and 
advantages in the development of the greatest resource in the Southwest, at the 
expense and in jeopardy of the rights of other States in the Colorado River Basin, 
equally interested, and having in all respects equal, and in material respects 
superior, rights in that great river. 

2. The plan of development proposed in the bill is misrepresented as primarily 
a flood control and reclamation measure, whereas it is in fact primarily a gigantic 
Government power project masquerading in the more appealing clothing of flood 
control and needed water for irrigation and domestic uses. 

3. The bill proposes a departure from the sound, well-established, and tradi
tional policy of the United States Government in respect to the entrance of the 
Government into business, in that-

A. It provides for Government entrance into the power busineH nnd puts 
the Government directly into this great industry on a gigantic scale, thus depart
ing from the national policy established by the Federal wnter power act. 

B. It reverses and violates the well considered and sound policy expressed 
by Secretaries Weeks, Work, and Wallace as members of the Federal Power 1 Com
mission in their study and report on this project written March 24, 1924, and 
attached hereto. 

4. The plan proposed ignores the recommendation of leading Government 
engineers of the United States Geological Survey, War Department, and Federal 
Power Commission for the proper economical development of the Colorado River, 
and follows a plan proposed by engineers now and formerly connected with the 
United States Reclamation Service. 

5. The plan propos .ed is uneconomic and extravagant and wholly unnecessary 
for the meeting of the primary needs involved. 

· 6. The plan represents a political solution of an economic and engineerinii 
problem of the first magnitude, vital to a great section of our country-a plan 
supported by intense nnd cleverly directed propaganda which has stifled criticism 
and secured results through political prt:ssure. 

Th 'e Colorado River is North America's most wonderful stream. From its · 
headwaters to its mouth it drops almo st 8,000 feet. The beauty and grandeur of 
its canyons is not equalled by any other river in the world. Electrical engineers 
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tell us that it is capable of generating nearly 8,000,000 horsepower of electric energy. 
The average annual run-off of the river is between sixteen and eighteen million 
acre-feet. The economic future of seven States is more or less dependent upon the 
development of this great river and the protection of their equitable rights in such 
development. · 

The basin of the Colorado River, because of its _physical characteristics, is 
divided into two divisions known as the lower and upper basin . The States of 
Arizona, California, and Ne~da are designated as lower basin States, while 
Colorado, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming are known as the upper basin States. 
All of the States in the entire basin, except perhaps California, are what are known 
as prior-appropriation States. Because of controversies that were sure to arise in 
the future development of the river the several States of the basin, through their 
legal representatives, entered into a compact or treaty, known as the Colorado River 
compact. This instrument was executed at Santa Fe, N. Mex., on the 24th day of 
November, 1922, and was signed by the representatives of the several States and 
Secretary Hoover, who had much to do with directing the deliberations of the 
framers of the instrument. This compact seeks by treaty, by and between the 
States in the Colorado River Basin, to allocate the water of the river to the two 
basins. Under the terms of this instrument there was allocated to the upper and 
lower basin States, respectivel y, the exclusive beneficial consumptive use of 
7,500,000 acre-feet of water per annum, and the lower-basin group were given the 
right to increase the beneficial consumptive use of the waters of the river by 1,000,-
000 acre -feet per annum. · 

It is to be noted that no attempt was made to allocate water to the individual 
States, but the Stutes in each basin were left to distribute the amount allocated to 
the particular basin among themselves. All of the States in the basin, except 
Arizona, ratified the so-called seven -State compact. The main purpose of the 
compact was to modify the law of prior appropriations so that economic develop
ment ·could go forward in the lower bnsin without creating priorities against the 
upper-basin States. It is conceded that the necessity for immediate development 
in the lower basin is more urgent than in the upper. By the terms of the compact 
the upper basin was guaranteed 7,500,000 acre-feet of water for future development. 

A controversy soon arose between Arizona and California with reference to 
division of the waters allocated to the -lower basin. As a result of this controversy 
it was proposed that all of the States in the basin, except Arizona, accept and ratify 
the so-called seven-State compact and waive the ratification by Arizona, This 
proposal has been known and designated as the six-State compact. Such an agree
ment, of course, would not bind Arizona and she would be free in the future to 
apply the unappropriated water of the river to beneficial use nnd thereby create a 
priority against each of the other States in the basin. It is therefore apparent that 
complete protection under the terms of the Colorado River compact can not be had 
except by the ratification of this instrument by all of the seven States. 

The upper basin States have at nil times desired to see development go for
wnrd on the Colorado River so long ns their equitnblc rights to future development 
were protected. Utah was led to believe and did believe that California, following 
the ratification of the six-State compact by the upper States, wou ld also ratify this 
compact without condition. The people of Utah realized that they were assuming 
some risk by their action, but were willing to do so believing that California would 
assume the same risk and no greater . However, at a very early date the legislature 
of the State of California passed the following resolution: 

ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION 15, RELATING TO THE COLORADO RIVER COM

PACT BETWEEN THE STATES o•' CALIFORNIA, A ,RIZONA, COLORADO, 
NEVADA, NEW MEXICO, UTAH, AND WYOMING 

Whereas the Legislatures of the States of California, Colorado, New 
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Mexico Nevada, Utah, and Wyomini have heretofore approved the· ,; . 
Colorado River compact, si'gned by the commissioners for said States and 
the State of Arizona, and approved by Herbert Hoover as the representative 
of th ·e United States of America, at Santa Fe, N. Mex., November 24, 1922, 
and notice of the approval by the legislature of each of said approving 
States has been given by the governor thereof to the governors of the other • 
signatory States, and to the Presidt"nt of the United States, as required by 
article 11 of said compact; and 

Whereas the said compact has not been approved by the Legislature 
of the State of Arizona nor by the Congress of the United States: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Reso!ued by the /JJiembly and the Smale of the Legislature of the Stale of 
Clllijornia, jointly, at its forty-sixth session commmcing 011 the 5th day o/. 
January, I925 (a majority of all t~e members e_le_cted to each hou;e of said 
lef islatu,·e uoling inf auor thereof), 1 hat _ the prov 1swns of the first paragraph 
o article 11 of the said Colorado River compact, making sa id compact 
binding and ob ligatory when it shall have been approved by the legislature 
of each of the signatory States, are hereby wai vccl, and said compact shall 
become binding and obligatory upon the State of California whe~ by act 
of resolution of their respective legislatures at least six of the signatory 
States whi ch have approved or which may hereafter approve said 
compa'ct, shall consent to such waiver and the Congress of the United 
States shall hav~ given its consent and appi:-ov~I; Prouide_d, howef)er, That 
said Colorado River compact shall not be b1nd111g or obhgat~ry upon the 
State of California by this or any former approval thereof, or rn any event 
until the President of the United States shall certif~ and declare (a) that 
the Congress of the United States has duly authorized and directed the 
construction by the United States of a dam in the main stream of the 
Colorado River, at or below Boulder Canyon, adequate to create a storage 
reservoir of a capacity of not less than 20,000,000 acre-feet of water, 11nd 
(/,) that the Congress of the United States has exercis~d the power _and 
jurisdiction of the United States to make the terms of said Colorado River 
compact binding and effective as to the waters of said Colorado ~iver. 

That certified copies of the foregoing preamble and resolution be for
warded hy the Governor of the State of California to the President of the 
United States, the Secretary of State of the United States, and the Governors 
of the States of Arizona, Colorado, Nevada, New Mexico, Utah, and 
Wyoming. 

Attest: 
[SEAL.] 

FRANK F. MERRIAM, 
Spea/r.er of the Asumbly. 

C. C. YouNo, 
Prtsidmt of the Smale, 

FRANK C. JORDAN, 

Secretary of State. 

From the foregoing resolution and the provisions of this bill it is evident that 
California is exacting a guarantee for everything that she wants in the future 
development of the Colorado River. With the construction of a high dam at 
Boulder Canyon and the all-American canal, California can never be deprived of 
any right that she claims in the river. In· fact, without contributing any water 
whatever to the river she expects to take a large volume of water outside of the 
drainage basin of the river. · 

On page I I of the committee report there appears this statement: 
By "enthroning the Colorado River compact" it assures to the States of 

Colorado and New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming, the water rights so essen
tial to their future . 

The above statement has no foundation either in fact or in law, The ready 
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consent of California to the reducing of the height of the dam at Boulder Canyon 
from 605 feet to 550 feet proves conclusively that the above statement was not 
ma<le in good faith. By consenting to the lowering of the Jam to a height not to 
exceed 550 feet it will be possible for Arizona to construct two high dams between 
Boulder Canyon and Glen Canyon and also a third dam at Glen Canyon. Arizona 
is not bou nd by the terms of the compac t an<l any appropriation of water that she 
might make by the construction of these dams would constitute a priority agitinst 
the upper States provided the appropriation was prior in time to the application of 
the unappropriated water of the river to beneficial use by the upper States. Arizona 
is therefore in a position by the constructio n o f these dams to gain a priority over 
th e upper basin States to every acre - foot of water allocated to them by the Colorado 
River compact. There is not a single reservation in the bill that will protect Utah 
ur any o ne of the up per basin State s from such a contingency. Utah was given to 
understand that the purpose uf tht! six-State compact was to hasten a settlement of 
the difft!renccs between Arizona and California, but if this bill is enacted int o law 
California has 110 conce rn about reaching any agreement with Arizona. She will 
I,., fully prote cted and her sister States that have been so anxious to bring about a 
friendly soluti o n of the whole problem, so that devdopment in the lower river 
might go forward, will be left without any prote ction and at tht! mercy of a State 
not bound by the compact. If this bill is passed by Co ngress there will never be 
any ratificati on of the seven -State compact. California never intimated that she 
intended to ratify wit h reservation until after the upper basin States had acted. 
There is not a single reservation in the bill that will protect Utah and the other 
upper States against the danger that l have just pointed out. 

1)uring the Sixty -eighth Congress hearing s were held on H. R. 2903, a bill 
similar to the one now before the H ouse. In February, 1924, Secretary Hoover 
appeared before the Com mitte e on Irrigation and Reclamation in the House and 
in reply to certain questions prop ounded to him he pointed out the necessity for 
the comp lete ratification of the seven -State compact in order to give to the upper 
ba sin States complete protection and secu re to them their equitable rights, an<l at 
that time pointed out that there sho uld he no dcvdopment in the river until the 
Col orado River compact should be ratified. 

On pagt: 55 of the hearings aliove refern:J to you will find the following: 
fvlR. LEATHERWOOD: At the time th e commission drew the compact for 

submi ssion to the several States, was it the view of the commission that the 
future devel opment of the river by the Federal Government should follow 
the ratificati on of the compact both by the several States and by the Federal 
Government? 

Secretary HoovER. That I think, was the view of every member of the 
commission . 'vVe bd icvc, l t he comp act was right, just, and prnctical 1 that 
it was the o nly solution. That it met every legitimate question . We be ieved 
it would b~ q~1ick ly raciffrd. Tl!is was the case in six State s and it is opposed 
by the maJ ont y of the people 111 the seventh. As to actual construcnon it 
was generally the feeling that the major storage dams should be built by 
the Federal Government. 

Mr . l.t!A'l'lltmworn>. And thnt it was important, I tnke it, thnt the 
States also-join in the ratificati on of the cumpact 1 in order to determine these 
conflicting rights which we have been discussing? 

Secre tary H oovrn. Certainly; the States considered it impractic able 
to sec ure legislati on from Congre ss , as · a matter of just a practical fact 
u!1less tli ese water rights had been apportioned and the conflicts ended'. 
1 he States _ of the_ UIJper basin are likely to oppose any legislation that does 
no_t r~cogn1ze their _rights; '.ind they are opposed to the establishment of any 
pnonty for beneficial use 111 the Federal Government or anyone else until 
their equitable rights have been protected. ' 

On pages 60 and 61 of the hearings the further views of Secretary Hoover are 
expressed as follows: 
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ratified the compact, and; done all in their p-0wer to join in the common · 
development of this river i should they at this time be subjected to having 
to forego protection under the compact and permit the devdopmcnt to go 
ahead blindly, without knowing whut their rights are or will be? 

Secretary HoovER. As chairman of the Colorado River Commission, 
and being anxious to get this problem settled, I have tried to keep out of 
inter state disputes as much as possible, and to act as a neutral person pro
moting the settlement. I would say this: That I think the upper States 
have a just claim for full protection to the more delayed development of 
their agriculture; and that whether this compact is adopted, or whether 
some modi ficati on is adopted, or whether some other device can be found, 
as a matter of justice that protecti o n must be provided for them and their 
future before this construction proceeds. Some people believe that a method 
might be found in this legislan on. . 

The committee report, upon bald conclusions unsupported by sufficient facts, 
assures you that the upper States will be protected if this bill becomes a law. 
The whole report of the committee proceeds up o n the the ory that the wants of 
California are paramount to the most sacred rights of the upper-basin States. 
These States contribu te a large portion o f the water of the river and by every process 
of reas oning we must admit that they a re entitled to just the same degree of pro
tection as in the State of California. Surely ~his Congress is not going to ignore the 
rights of 250,000 people, or more, living in the upper basin so that protection may 
be granted at once to a State that has only 2¼ per cent of the Colorado River . 
drainage basin within its boundaries. 

The passage of this bill without an adjustment of the dilferen ·ces between 
Arizona and California so that the seven -State compact may be ratified will result 
in throwing this whole controversy into a court of competen·t jurisdiction and when 
that is done the protection which California says she so much needs will he delayed 
for at least 15 or 20 years. The Legislature of the State of Arizona is now in session 
and I understand is about to make provision for the beginning of a suit in a court 
of competent jurisdicti on just as soon as this legislation pa sses. The upper basin 
States do not critize her for this, for it is the avowed purpose of this bill to ignore 
and violate every right which Arizona has in the river, notwithstanding the fact 
that it flows for more than 300 miles within her boundaries. Arizona has no other 
alternative if Congress passes this bill excep~ to defend herself by proper legal 
procedure. It is my belief that every protective measure in this bill will be declared 
null and void when passed upon by a Federal court. Such ~ result would am<?unt to 
a dedication to the desert in perpetuity of all the unreclaimed land in the Colorado 
River Basin lying within the boundaries of the upper States. Every principle of 
fairness 11ml equity demands tl111t the Congress protect the upper basin States from 
such a disnster. 

REAL PURPOSE OF THE BILL 

The proponents of the bill urge its immediate passage for the following reasons: 
I. Flood control for the Imperial V nlley. 
2. Reclamation nnd the 111l-Americ11n canal. 
3. Domestic water supply for Los Angeles and towns in aouthern California. 
4. Power. 
When the political smoke screen which has been thrown around this bill is 

lifted it will be found that the real purpose is to plunge the Federal Government into 
a stupendous power project. An experiment in Government ownership and opera
tion of the largest hydroelectric power plant in the world is a primary object of thi1 
bill. The proof of this statement is found in an analysis of the other claim, for the 
bill. 

We of the upper States concede that there is some need for flood control in 
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the Imperial Valley. We concede that there may be need for some additional_ ~ater 
for irrigation purpo ses in and about Imperial Valley. We concede that add1t1onal 
water might be used in Southern California outside of the Colorado Rive~ basin. 
We question whether it is feasible, even with power at the rate of 3 mills per 
kilowatt-hour to take water from the Colorado River to Los Angeles for domestic 
11se. We den; that economic conditions warrant the constrnction of a high dam at 
Boulder Canyon cap able of generating at least 600,000. horsepower of electric 
energy. 

}' L OOIJ CONTROL 

The principal stock in trade of the proponents of the ?ill is, and has ~tall t!mes 
been, the imperat ive need of flood control in the Imperial Valley. Using ~his ~s 
their foundati on they hav e builtled upon it an enormous superstructure of a gigantic 
power development and a J31,000,000 all-American can~I. !he pr?b .abl~ _future 
necJ of the city of Los Angeles and other southern California muni c1pal1t1es for 
additional domestic water was also coupled with the project and with this additional 
argument the whole popu lati on of sou them California has been sold and th?roughl_r 
sold on the idea that there is only one way and one channel throu gh winch their 
needs can be met and that is this bill which provides for a high dam at Boulder 
Canyon. The strategy has been very clear and simple to talk of and advocate only 
the one plan and denounce all others as venal, trait orous to the State, and inspired 
by every conceivable improper motive. The Swing-Johnson bill has consequently 
been injected into every political campaign for every office in southern California, 
regardless of it s pertinence, and will continue to be so injected until it is settled. 
There can be no question but that the strategy of the supporters of this bill has 
succeeded so well that every man in public life who is interested in the politic al 
support of southern California has been intimidated by popular sentiment to such 
an extent that political expediency has compelled indorseme nt. In deed open boasts 
of this intimidation have been made by proponents of the measure. In short, 
engineering facts and figures and economic considerat ions have been submerge~ 
and political pressure has trium phed over the field . 

Let us keep in mind th at everyone admit s that the primary and dominant 
needs involved are, first, flood protection for the Imp erial Valley, and second, 
regulati on of tlie flow of th e river for domestic and irrigation needs. With this in 
mind, it is signilicnnt thut us 111,111i11st the huge expenditure nml risks of the Boulder 
D,un proposed herein, it is possible, by util i, i11g nnotl,a more uccessiLle and de
sir11lile site, to provide for these needs a t a cost not co exceed i1s,OOO,OOO, and to do 
it within a period of three years. · 

The site Inst referred to is in Mohnve Canyon anJ is also known as the Topock 
site . It is 100 miles farther down the river than the proposed site, and hence 100 
miles nearer the great body of land to be affected and 100 miles nearer the proposed 
point of diversion of water for domestic use. Attention is directed to the avail
ability of this site in the report of the joint board of Government engineers dated 
March 17, 1924, and appearing at pages 821-823 of the hear ing on H. R. 2903. 
That in storuge capacity it would be nine times as efficient as the Boulder Dam 
appears from the testimo ny of the bes t informed Government engineer appearing 
before the committee, Mr. E. C. La Rue, of the United States Geological Survey. 
(Seep . 975 of hearings on H. R. 2903). It also app ears that this da.m could be built 
at a cost of not to exceed i15,000,000 (and possibly for much less), and that it 
would be completed in thr ee years time. (See testimony of Mr. I, a Rue at pp. 534 
and 561 of Uni ted States Senat e Irrig at ion and Reclamation Committee hearings 
on S. Res. 320, and pp . 990 and 991 of hearings on H. R. 2903.) A full descrip
tion of this site llnd of its advuntngcs will be fuunJ in Wutcr Supply Paper 556 of 
the Interior Dcpl\,rtmcnt, Gcologicul Survey, entitled "Wuter Power und Flood 
Control of Colorado River Below Green River, Utah," written by Mr. E. C. La Rue. 
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Attention should be directed to tile fact that Mr. La Rue has given 14 years of his 7:·\. 

life to a study of the Colorado River, and particularly of different dam sites; that ·!:.' 
he admittedly has had more experience with the river than any other engineer 
appearing before the committee; and that his home is in P11s11denn, Calif. Col. 
W. Kelly, United States Army engineer, and formerly chief engineer of the Federal 
Power Commission, has also indorsed this dam site. (See his testim cny at pp. 
1226-1285 of H. R. 2903, and ·particularly pp. 1276 and 1277. See also the report 
of J, L. Savage, an engineer of the Reclamation Service, at pngcs 991-992 of hear -
ings on H. R. 2903 and page 560 of hearings before United States Senate committee 
011 S. Res. 320.) 

This Topock Dam 150 feet in height would provide a storage of 10,400,000 
acre-feet capacity. Not more than S,000,000 acre -feet would have to be reserved 
for flood control and a t least 5,000,000 acre-feet would therefore be available for 
irrigation nnd domestic use, an ample supp ly for the estimated requiren~ents for 
these uses. 

It is argued, however, in the majority repo rt that a low flood-control dam would 
be a burden on the Government's T rensury becau se none of its cost could be 
repaid through the sale of power. This argument is based on the assumption that 
the Boulder Canyon Dam would not in fact cost the Government anything, an 
assumption in which I can not concur, for the following reas ons : The proposed 
Boulder Canyon Dam is in many respects an experiment. No dam in the world is 
near! y as large. The highest dam now constructed is not over 330 feet. The flow 
of the Colorado River through Boulder Canyon varies from 1,200 second-feet to 
as high as 210,000 second-feet in extreme wet years. Five successive annual floods 
in the Colorado must be dealt with during con_struction. Common sense as well as 
expert engineering advi ce tells us that in view of_ the unknown and _indet~rminate 
problems and factors entering into the _cons truction of a d~m of t~ts entirely un
precedented size, in view of the proba bility of floods destroying partially co~ptcted 
work and interrupting progress, the estimated cost of $41,500,000 for this dam 
may well be doubl ed before it is completed, and will almost cert~inly be materially 
exceeded, and the time required for its completion instead of bemg five years may 
be prolonged to eight years or more. Now, while this bill provi?es ~h~t the Secre
tary of the Interi or shall make provision for revenues adequate m his Judgment to 
defray the costs before he begins construct ion, it iM not _clear how _tl_1c Secretary can 
guarJ ngninst the possible loss. Presumably he must make prov1s1on for revenue • 
by making contracts in advance for the sale of power. If he makes these contracts 
on the estimated cost and that cost is exceeded, the Government must stand the 
loss. If the contracts are mudc on the basis of the cost, whatever it may be, the 
purchaser of power must take the risk of loss, and it is submitted that n~ pur chaser, 
public or private, will be willing to make any such contract . As a practical matter, 
therefore, the Government is to be placed in a position where the burden on the 
Treasury may well exceed Jl5,000,000 und er this bill. . . 

The advantages, therefore, in favor o f the Topock site may _be summanzed 
as follows from this sta nJp oint: (I) Its constructi on woukl not 111volvc the un
cert ainties and risk of the larger dam; (2) it can be constructed at a cost not to 
exceed i1s,OOO,OOO, or J6,000,000 less th an the interest charges during co_nstruct!on 
on the proposed Boulder Canyon Dam; (3) it provides the ~ood protectl?n, :,vh1ch 
is the urgent need, in three years as against twice t<:> th~ee um~s that period m the 
case of Boulder Canyon; ( 4) it leaves the other dam sites III the nve~ free for deve_l~p
ment as needed and as economic conditi ons require; (5) it would m all probability 
avoid the delays due to litigation if the proposed construction is un?ertaken._ 

In view of the foregoing facts, it may well be asked why the ~opock s,1tc ~as 
not been given more consideration . In my opinion the answer to th1a que1_t1on ltea 
in a number of facts which do not appear in the printed hearings: (!} A high dam 
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at Boulder Canyon hns been made a political issue in California; (2) the larger 
project calling for a $31,500,000 dam compares better with the $31,000,000 cost 
of an all-American canal than would a dam costing only $15,000,000; (3) the 
bigger project appeal s more to th e imagination a1id is a larger accomplishment to 
the credit of tho se who can claim it s credit. 

Every proposition to grant immediate Aood control relief has been rejected, 
and one of the leading prop onents of th e bill stated before the committee thnt they 
wanted a high dam at Boulder Canyon or nothing at all. Imperial Valley's principal 
danger comes from the Aash floods out of the Gila River. The Gila emptie s into 
the Colorado River 300 miles below Boulder Canyon and is by for the greatest 
mena ce to Imperial Valley. Y ct the most ardent advocate of flood control has never 
suggested any pro tection from the Aoods of the Gila. To contr ol the dangerous 
floods of the Gila docs not fit into the plans of the Government ownership crowd 
who nrc supporting the bill. 

IU: C I.AMATIO N ANll TllE Al.1. - AMER ICAN CANAL 

The upper basin States have always been and now are ready to extend aid to 
Imperi al Valley for flood-control and reclamation purposes. This relief could be 
extend~, _! wit hout jeopardizing the right s o f the upper States, but again, every 
prnpo s1twn th nt docs not curry with it the construction of a high dam at Boulder 
Canyon is rej ecte d. 

A careful reading of page 16 of the committee report reveal s the fact that it is 
prop~seJ to indude in this hill a most dangerous instrumentality so far as reclama
twn 111 ln1pma! Valley is co11cerned. This Liill calls for a great storage reservoir 
capable of hokhng 20,000,000 acre -feet of water. It furtlu :r provides for the con
struct10~ of a ~reat pow';r . plant at 1h~ dam c,~pable of generating 600,000 horse
power of electric energ y. I he const ruction of tlu s great dam and reservoir must nnd 
will .regulate the flow of the_ Colorado Hiver. A regular flow must go to the power 
plant, _and die volum e of tlu s flow ts suc h that a large por tion of it ca n not lie used 
111_ California 1f the greate st use contemplated in the bill is put into effect. What 
will be the result? A~ soon as the flow of t he river is regulated, as it will be by 
the constructwn of this great da m, Mexi co can at once treble its cultivated acres 
and the he~nngs reveal that the y will be increased just as rnpidly as the Aow of 
the river will warrant. An imagin ary line separates the l'v1exican acres from Im
perial _Valley . . The products of the Mexican land are the same as those in the 
lmpcnal d1strKt. Labor may be obtained in Mexico at perhaps one -third of the 
cost to the C.d1forn1a farmer. Mexico will ma inly benefit from the construction 
?~ Boulde: Dam. Some of the farmers in Imperial Valley already see the danger . 
I he y realize that they will have a competitor at their very door who has inferior 
living stan'.l.trds, cheap lab or , and cheap land; a competitor that will at once 
create unfair competition Ill our home markets; a competitor that will most surely 
destroy and dnve out the farmer acro ss the line of Calitornia. Some . day in the 
ne_ar fu!ure _these Ai:i,eri<;a11_ ci tizens will reali ze just how they have been misled by 
tl11S leg1sla_uon. It 1~ said 1~ the committee report that Imperial Valley does not 
want her_ Jugul ar ve1_n run11111,: through foreign territory. This bill may remove 
the (ocut1on of '.lus 11~1port11pt vein, but slowly industrial dentl1 will come from 
Mexican compet1t1Un Just as surely us lepros y gradually con11uers its victim. The 
lo t ~f the avern~~ farmer in Imperial Valley is hard enough without increased 
Mexican competition. 

H. Rep t . 1657, 69- 2, pt. 2--2 

DOMESTIC WATER SUPl'LY F O R LOS ANGELES AND OTHER TOWNS IN SOUTHERN 

CALIFORNIA 

. The claim of Los Angeles for an additi onal water supply from the Colorado 
River for domes tic purposes, even if sincere, is not wdl founded. The cost of taking 
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water out of the Colorado River basin to Los Angeles, even with power fu~i~hei ' 
by the taxpayers of the country Jr 3 mills per kilowatt-hour, would be prohibitive. 
Francis L. Sellew, a consulting engineer of Los Angeles, Calif., submits the follow
ing data as to the cost of taking water from the Colorado River basin over the 
divide int o the Los Angeles basin: 

Under the plan proposed about 1,500 cubic feet per second are to be 
lifted against a head of 1,500 feet, the cost of pumping alone being 5 cents 
per 100 cubic feet. (Mulholland, Senate hearings on Colorado River, 
October 26-27, 1925, p. 113.) 

On this basis the cost of pumping will be-
One second . . . ..... . , . .... , , , ..... . .. , . . ...... . 
One minute . . . . .. . .............. .. ... . .. . . ..... .. . . . . 
One hou r . . , :: . .... . . .. . ... . ..... . . ... .. . , ...... ... .. . 
One day. . .. ....... .. . .. . .. . . . . . .. . .... . . .. . 
One year .. .. ...... . ... . . . ... . ............. . , . .. . 
which at 6 per cent is the intere st on i394,200,000. 

Mr. Sellow further says: 

0.75 
45.00 

2,700.00 
64,800.00 

23,652,000.00 

The present supply for Los Angeles is o btained from Owens Valley, 
whi ch, in conjuncti on with Mono Lake, will yield 834,000 acre -feet annually 
(Ca lifornia Boa rd of Public Works - Report to Legislature, 1923, Appendix 
A.) Allowing 80 per cent con servation there results 585,000,000 gallons 
daily, which, at 130 gallons per cap ita, is s11fficient for 4,500,000 people, of 
at least four times the present population of Los Angeles. 

Practically the same facts were brought out in the hearings before the Com 
mittee on Irrigation and Reclamation in the House as to the immediate need of 
Los Angeles for an n<lditionul water supply. The plea for wrttcr is to elicit 
sympathy. 

POWER 

Here we reach the explanation of this bill, the very heart of the project . It is 
a plan to put the Government into the power busine ss. The majority report cleverly 
subordin a tes power and represents it as a mere incidental bmden carrier. In all 
propaganda for the measure, Aood control is represented as the thing. Flood control 
is not the thing. Power is the thing. That which is proposed is not flood i;ontrol 
and reclamation with power as a by-product, but power with flood control and 
reclamation as incidentals. And back of it all is the purpose, concealed but power 
ful, to embark the Government upon a great experiment in Government owner
ship and operatio n. Compared with this prop osal, Muscle Shoals is a mere !infant. 
The all-year power of Muscle Shoals is less than 100,000 horsepower . Here we have 
an installed capacity of 1,000,000 hor sepowe r, with 600,000 at all times available, 
and $31,500,000 (or one-fourth of the entire cost of the project ) of Government 
money is to be used to build the plant for its generation. The plant proposed is the 
large st hydroelectric plant in the world . Seventy per cent of the storage capacity 
of this dam and 60 per cent of its cost is required for power production. How 
absurd is the representati on that this 4uantity of power is a mere by-product of 
flood control. 

These facts have not escaped Government officials . Their significance and the 
radical departure from Government policy has been pointed out to the committee 
in a thoroughly considered critical report on this project, written by three Cabinet 
members, Secretaries Weeks, Work, and Wallace. I refer to their letter addressed 
to the chairman of the House Irrigati on and Reclamation Committee under date 
of March 24, 1924. (See pp . 1000- 1003, hea ring s on H. R. 2903.) Becaiasc of its 
clarity of statement and soundness in principle I appeal to every Congressman to 
read that lefter before he decides his attitude toward this bill, and I have attached 
hereto a copy so that it m ay be readily available . In particular I direct attention 
to the following from that letter: 
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In so far, at least, as the projects proposed exceed the requirements of 
flood control and irrigation, the bill proposes that the United States under
take II new national activity namely, the business of constructin$ facilities 
for production of electric power for seneral disposition, an activity which, 
if logically pursued, has possibilities of demands upon the Federal Treasury 
in nmou1w1 far beyond those now i11volved in reclamation and highway 
construction comb ineJ . While the UnitcJ States has heretofore constructed 
power developments in connect ion with irrigation projects, these develop
ments have been mcrdy incidental ,o the projects, have been of a few 
thousand horsepower only , and have been primarily for use on the projects 
then:isdves. The construction of a reservoir having a capacity of from four 
to eight times the needs of irrigati on and flood control and of a power 
develop_ment 20 times i_n_ exc_ess of the probable needs of the irrigated lands 
and adJacent communit ies JS a complete departure from former policies, 
The only undertaking by the United States at all comparable in magnitude 
with the proposals at Boulder Canyon is at Muscle Shoals, and this project 
was undertaken to furnish mun itions in time of war. In so far as it was 
to s~rve the needs_ of peace, it was to furnish an essential comm odity for all 
sewons of the Umted States and was not for the special benefit of a limited 
area. 

If the Uni ~ed States is to embark upon a general policy of public devdop
men ~ of c(ectric energy at Fe<ler,11 expense, it should do so only after full 
cons1<ierat1on of what the step means . 

. In 1920_, aftc~ many years of consideration, Congress adopted a general 
nati onal policy with respect to power development on sites under Federal 
contro l. That policy ha s been attend ed with marked success. Millions of 
horsepower are bein~ constructed under the terms of the Federal water 
power net: These sites i_1re being _held in public owner ship _under public 
cuntr~I, with ~very essentinl public interest protected. There IS no occasion, · 
for g~111g outside of the: terms_of th a~ act to secure the production of all thel ___ ... • 
electric energ)'. required at terms fair both to the developer and the user. 
Un_der _such c1r~u~11stances we do not deem it desirable to enact specia l ~ 
ltg1slat1~n mod1fy111g t~e established r.olicy by giving to any ind ividual; 
corporation, or com~u n1ty specia l privileges not accorded to all. 
. Congress also, 111 tl)e. Fede_ral wat er power act, created a single execu

tive agency for the adm1111strat1on of all water powers under Federal owner
ship or_ contro l. The p_lan thus adopt ed is pr?".ing e_min_ently satisfactory. 
We believe any change rn such method of admm1strat1on JS undesirable and 
therefore, whether the_ Boulder Cany on Dam or some other be built and 
whether at public or pnvate expense, we believe the disposition of any power 
develo\1ed should be handled by the Federal Power Commission under the 
gcne_ra terms of the Fe<lcral water power act an'.i not _as proposed in the bill. 
All mt erests of the J?epartment of the Interior will be adequately met 
through the membership of the Secreta ry of the Interior on the commis sion. 

Recognition of the foregoing principles so well set forth in that letter has also 
heen given ~y S_ecrctaries Mellon anJ Hoover in comments upon this bill. Secre
tary Mellon m lus letter of March 18, 1926, to Chairman Smith, said, in part: 

. I believe that,. in ge!1C:r~I, _sound public policy in America, as elsewhere 
1s to enc? ur age pr_,vate 1n_it1at1ve and not to have Government ownership 
or operat ion of proJe~ts wh1c!1 can be handled by private capital under proper 
government regulations. 1 he Government operatio n of railroads in this 
country was our larges~ experiment _on ~his line an_d a _comJ?arison of public 
and p~1vate operat ion m that . field ,1us11fies my faith 1n private enterprise. 
Cana,(1an and Europ~an e~per1ence 1s (he_same. To get the Government out 
of busme ss, whether 1t be m banks, ut1l1t1es, or monopolies, has become one 
of the most essenti al steps ti! a permanent fiscal restoration of Europe, 
and I am loath_ to haye rhe Umted, Stat es embark on enterprises not strictly 
gov_ernmen ta! m their nature. 1 he fact that a government can furnish 
capital at lower tates of intere s t is illusionary , if there be taken into account 
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that the public project pays no tax, and therefore, docs not bear its 11hare ot 
the cost of govern~ent. l't s_cems to me that if t~e project is o~c which can . 
pay its own way, private capital can be found. If it can not pay its own way1 
then we should consider whether all taxpayers throughout the United 
States should be taxed for the benefit of a part of the country. 

Secretary Hoover, in the abstract of his statement before the House Committee 
on Irrigation and Reclamation on this bill, and released by him to the press on 
March 3, 1926, says, in part: 

In the bill as it is now proposed there are a number of secondary amend
ments which I believe could well be hammered out by the committee. For 
in stance, it seems to me that we should not depart from t~e national policy 
establi shed by the water power act and that the handling of the power 
question at this dam should be placed in the hands of the Federal Power 
Commission to give licenses for the use of the water for power purposes 
under the water power act without imposing a new system of allocation. 
Of course any licenses issued should be subject to the approva l of the Secre
tary of the Interior as to the maj or purposes of finance of the obligutions of 
the Government, and other requirements of the region. 

It is true that Secretary Mellon nnd Secretary Hoover point out that it is 
possible that conditions may exist in connection with this project which would 
require a modification of these principles, but those conditions have not appeared . 
It is also true that Secretary Hoover refers to this power as a by-product, a term 
which as applied to thi~ project, for the reasons above stated, seems to me palpably 
erroneous. . . 

It is also true, as pointed out in the majority report, that the bill docs not re
. quire the Secretary of the Interior to construct and opcrnrc the power plant, hut 

._,.,,.-· that he might as one alternative lease the water. This alternative is, however, 
more of form than of substance, under the conditions herein, because the Secretary 
of the Interior has already placed himself on record as intending to use the alter
native for Government construction and ope rat ion. In his letter to the chairman of 
the committee under date of January 18, 1926, which appears at pages 20..24 of 
the majority report, the Secretary says (pp. 22-23 of the majority report): 

The building of a unified power plant by the Federal Government in 
the i,lace of allocating power privileges, as proposed in the bill, is regarded 
as more efficient and cheaper, 

.i\pparen tly Secretary Work has since March, 1924, departed from the principles 
so well expressed in his letter written conjointly with the fellow members of the 
Federal Power Commission. It is respectfully subm itted that his first expression 
is more in accord with sound and established principles of Government. 1 

When argument is made of the possibility of the Interior Department choosing 
to follow one of the other alternatives of the bill, it should also be remembered that 
the Commissioner of Reclamation, the Hon, Elwood Mead, has also repeatedly 
expressed in no uncertain terms his preference for Government construction and 
operation of the power plant. 

Now what are the arguments relied upon as necessitating Government con-
struction and operation of the power plant? First, it is argued that since power is 
a mere by-product to the other Government operations of flood control and water 
storage for irrigation, that the Government should, as it has in other small irriga
tion projects, operate the power plant. The lack of merit in this argument has 
already been dealt with . and is fully and effectively answered in the letter of 
Secretaries Weeks, Wallace, and Work, hereinbefore quoted. The fallacy in the 
statement that power is a by-product must be patent. 

In the second place, it is argued that if there is one set of operators for the 
dam and another set of operators for the power plants, that there will be inter
ference and friction between the two interests-that power will demand water 
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that should be withheld for irrigation and that there will be a constant clash of 
interest, This position is eq11.;)lly without basis, The bill specifically provides, ns 
does the Colorado River compact, that available water shall be first used for 
irrigati on and domestic purposes. Flood control, irrigation, and domestic use of 
water are given priority. All contracts or leases of the use of water for power must · 
be mac(e subject to these controlling provisions in the bill. The Secretary of the 
Interior and power licensees under the Federa l water power act would be compelled 
to observe these mandates concerning the use of water. How, then, could nny 
con flic t ari se ? Those in charge of the dam, the Government operators, would 
determine the need s of the dam for flood contro l and irrigation purposes ; and if 
the use of the dam for these superior purposes and uses int erfered with the supp ly 
of water for gene rati on of power, the interference would have to be acqu iesced in 
under the terms of the permits and contracts, There cou ld be no more confusion 
ari sing than in any ot her case when a superior right overr ides a subordi nate one. 

If, howeve r, the Government should operate both dam and power plant it is 
possible that, in the intere s t of favoring the revenue-produc ing share of their 
operation, the Government emplo)'ees might neglect the superio r rights. Particu
larly might this lie trnc where the power plant would, as here, be a much larger 
operntion. In th e interests, theref ore, uf efficiency of operation and protection of 
the superior rights to the water, it is submitted that it would be clearly advisable 
to keep the Government out of the power business. 

It is hum an and under s tandable, of course, that the Reclamation Service 
which hopes to build this dam would also like to build and operate the power plant . 
Two comm issioners of reclam a tio n have dreamed of this gigantic undertaking and 
have hop ed that they might build it as a monument to the ir fame and glory. The 
power plan t would add wonderfully to the project which the service would control; 
it would take many mo re Governme nt emp loyees; it would add to the important 
undertaking s of the Reclamation Service. Is it no t reas onable to suppose that an 
i111pdling, though possib ly not a con scious, rea son the Comm issioner of Reclama
tion 11r11cs the (;overn111c11t i11tu this new li11Hi11css is thut 1111 opportunity would 
tin,~ be ut!'onlcd the Hcd11111atiun Service to control und work with the l11rge8t 
h ydroelectric plant in the world? Is it not an unworthy ambition, but the Govern
ment shou ld not be asked to finance the realization of these dreams. 

As is pointed out in the letter of the three Secretaries already referred to, a 
Government instrumentality for the protecti on of all public inter ests has already 
been establi shed under ,l Feckral water power act. It has worked well. Under it 
million s of hor sepower hav e been devel oped, and until a legitimate compelling 
rea son for departing from that law and that policy is shown it shou ld not be in
terfer ed with. N ot only is the prop osal here objected to bad legislation; it is a du
plication of the functions of government ; it is creating additional governmental 
positi ons to be filled by more employees; it is making for inefficiency in govern
ment; it is extending the deadening hand of bureaucracy into a field satisfactorily 
handl ed by privat e initiative and private capir,11. 

Jn his letter to Senator McNary under date of December 30, 1925, Mr. 0. C, 
Merrill, executive sec retary of the Federal Power Commission, points out 11 
particulars in which the Federal water power act safeguards the public inter ests 
which are not adequately covered by this .bill. (See Senate hearings on Colorado 
River Basin, pp. 892, 893.) 

The Federal Power Commission ha s the expe rience and personnel to handle 
the propo sed power in t he public intere st; its rules and regulations have been 
developed. No i,ood reason ha s been or will be suggested for vesting a new division 
of the Government wi th authc ,ri ry to duplicate the work of the Federal Power Com
mission without defined procedure and without experience. When it appears that 
the Federal water power act is not adequate for its purpo8es, when the Federal 
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Power Commi~sion has outlived its usefulness, let us do, away with them, but no0 ·J, 
suggestion has been made that that time has come, and when if ever it docs come; · ·:>:,. 
let us face the issue squarely and substitute new and better machinery instead of · '·:<· 

dupl~~~~egi:h:!~1/~~~ti~;:·point on which I wish to challenge this bill and the >[tf:f;{{ 
majority report. That is the representation that there is a ready market for this 
power. Where is that market? Here it is proposecl to bring into existence 600,000 
firm horsepower, nncl there must be a market for it at once if the representations 
as to financing this project are true. This is nearly as much power as is now used 
in the whole of southern California. The testimony before this committe e did not 
show that there was any shortage of power in southern California. lndeed, that 
section of the country boasts of its cheap power. By ~hat magic then are we to 
believ e a market is to be created in thi s terr itory for this doubling of its power 
supply? Representatives of the city of I ,os Angeles tell us that they will take 200,-
000 of this horsepower to p ump their water supply when they get that water supply 
from the Colorado River. But that time will come when Los Angeles has invested 
i1so,OOO,OOO to i2so,OOO,OOO in an aqueduct to carry this water and - when the 
population of Los Angeles requires an additio nal 1,500 second feet of water for an 
ndditional 10,000,000 peop le, . 

It is submitted that for I.as Angeles with its present population of a million 
and a quarter to represent this growth will take place in IO years, or 20 years, is 
rather optimistic - even for Los Angeles. And who will pay the carrying charges 
for this proje ct while we await thi s growth? And even then, who will take the other 
two-th ird s of this supp ly, the other 400,000 horsepower? Who is to develop the 
market and carry the load while this power is being made ready? This power 
when generated will be 300 miles from Los Angeles, and at least 200 miles from the 
near est possible demand of any size. Will it be the cheapes t power in the market 
after the se transmissio n costs are added, and in competition with the constantly 
increasing efficiency of other means of generating power? In view of the insistence 
th11t this project iH not to cost the Govern111ent I cent, would it not be well before 
this 11ppropri11tion of i125,000,000 iK 1111thori1.cd to h11vc H1ut11nti11I fuct1 rnthcr 
than hopeful estimates before us? Once this money is expended, interest chnrges 
will not awa it the growth of population and industry. The purchasers of power 
must have cash in hand when this power is rea dy. I have seen no proof that such 
will be the situation. 

SUMMARY 

It is with regret that I have found it necessery to oppose a bill which jiS rep
resented by its proponents so enthusiastically ,ts one which can accomplish 
nothing but good and at no cost. I have presented herein the reas ons why it seems 
to me that the se representations are not true. I find the measure one which seeks 
to bestow special advantages on one Stute at the expense of her sister Stutes and 
the public nt large, I find it backed by clever propngun<la and personal appeals 
and masquerading under false colors. I find that it is II concealed attempt to thrust 
the Government into business on a large scale . I find that its worthy obje cts can 
be accomplished at a fraction of the proposed expenditure and with more safety and 
greater promptness. I have no desire to injure California or to deprive that great 
State of any advantages to which it is justly entitled. I think a wonderful valley of 
that Srnte is entitled to and should have flood protection and the State of Utah which 
I have the honor to represent is most willing to contribute to th at protection. We 
think that this flood control should be provided and at an earlier date than is possible 
under this bill. We would willingly j oin in any worthy recl amation projects. But 
to do these things, we do not desire to see rhe Government of the United States 
entering into the perils of Government in business. When we decide to abandon 
the policy of private initiative under public regulation for the other theory of the 
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functions of Government, let us do it openly and with full realization of the atep 
we arc taking-not under the guise of flood control. , 

Respectfully submitted. E. 0. LEATHERWOOD. 

Mr. Whittington Dissents 
69TH CONGRESS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

2D SESSION 
R ErT. 1657 

Part 4 
BOULDER CANYON RECLAMATION PROJECT 

JANUARY 12, 1927.-0rdered to be ~rioted 

MR. WHITTINGTON, from the Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation, sub
mitted the following 

REPORT . 

[To accompany H. R. 9826] 

. , I re_gret _that I canno_t recommend the enactment of the proposed legislation, 
I he projec~ mvolves !he 1'.1~~guratio n of the princ iple of Government ownership 
anJ ope rati on _of pu~lic _ util1t1es. Power will be the result, if it is not the object . 
F lood _control is t~1e inc_1dent._ I 01'.pose Government construction, ownership and 
operatJOn of public ut1ltt1c~, mcludmg power, and I am therefore opposed to this 
bill. There may be e~ceptlons to the general principle, but I do not believe that 
the present _ case constitutes an exception to the general rule. 

. There 1s a flood contro l p~oble~ in the Imperial Valley, and I am in sympathy 
with ~ny measure that has for it s primary purpose the flood control and reclamation 
of this valley ._ I have gladly . supported legislation for the flood control of the 
Sacr: 1111ento River, and I am ready to vote for any reasonable measure to further 
provide for th~ proper flood control of'the lower Colorado River, whet her it involves 
the strengthenmg o~ th~ present levee system or the construction of a dam or dams. 
I fa:,or _a li~eral p~licy Ill the matter of Rood control, nnd although the question of 
nav1gat1on IS not mvolve<l, th ere being no navig atio n on the Colorado River, I 
would gladly support a measure and an appropriati on for the construction of works 
necessary for the further protection of the Imperial Valley of California from 
floods an~ ov~rflows. However, my study leads me to the conclusion that the pro
posed proj_ect 1s by no means necessary for flood control. While the Colorado River 
IS not navigabl e, it is an interstate, as well as an international stream, and there has 
Leen large development in the Imperial Valley . I favor liberal Federal aid for the 
protection of thi s fertile valley from floods and overflows. 

T~e propo sed _leg_islation provides for the generation of electrical energy un<ler 
th: gu~se of estnblisl11~g flood contro l for the lower Colorado River. Its primary 
object I~ the construction of a large power plant in Boulder Canyon, for the benefit t the city of Los Angeles nnd ot her adjacent cities, situ11ted some 250 to 300 miles 
ram Boulder Canyon, as well as for the benefit of othe r adjoining loca lities and 

fur the develop~cnt of industry in that region at the expense of the United S~ates. 
T~e protect ion of the Imperial Valley from the floods of the Colorado so far 

:1s the mvestment by th_e Government is concerned, is incidental. This con1clusion 
IS reinforced by the estimated gros s revenues from the annual op eration as they 
~ppear on pages 8 a_nd 24 of the majority report. These estimates show that the 
inc?me from powe~ IS about seven times the estimated income from water for irri
gatioi:i and domestic purposes. Moreover, it is contended that the generation of 
~lectncal energy - a?d I quote ~ubstantially from lines 3 to 5, page 14, of the bill-
15 the mea~s of makmg the p_roject herein authori zecl self-supporting and financially 
solvent. 1 he whole scheme 1s based upon the view of the Secretary of the Interior, 
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as show~ on page 22 of ~he major}'h rcpor~, that _the.revenue from the sale of power 
·alone will rc~ay the entire cost o the project, with mtcrcst at 4 per cent. 

The proposed legislation will determine whether the United States i, to embark 
upon the policy of Government construction, ownership and operation of the public 
utilities. The issue must be met sooner or later. If this bill is passed, it is but the 
opening wedge. Other situations may differ in detail, but as good reason can he 
advanced for inaugurating the policy of Government construction and control in 
the power business in other parts of the country as there is at Boulder Canyon. If 
the policy is continued, it will mean the expenditure of additional millions from the 
Federal Treasury. Other bills are under consideration, which will provide for the 
construction of power plants at the public expense under the guise of Rood control 
and reclamation, as in this case. 

It is true that some power development has been constructed in connection 
with irrigation projects, but they have been purely incidental, have been of small 
hor sepower , have been used on the works themselves or in localit ies adjacent to the 
works. 

At best, the operation of public utilitie s by the Government is hazardous. It is 
certainly most expens ive. We have the experience of railroad operat ion during the 
war to profit by. Government ownership and Government operation are contrary 
to the genius of the Republic. 

The United States has made one great experiment in the power business. The 
Wilson Dam and power plant nt Muscle Shoals were constructed 11s a war measure, 
for the benefit and protection of the entire country. It wus designed for the manu 
facture of munitions during war and intended for the manufacture of fertilizer in 
times of peace, for the benefit of the whole country. The dam and power plant at 
Muscle Shoals have cost the Government J46,900,000. For the calendar year 1926 
this plant generated 428,265,885 kilowatt hours. The gross receipts for power wtre 
J872,617.47. The maintenance and operation costs were JI 73,777, leaving a net 
opera ting revenue for the plant of i698,839. The steam plant ut Muscle Shoals cost 
i12,000,000, und is leased for an annual rental of i120,000, and 2 mills per kilowatt 
hour payment to the Government for all power produced at the steam plant. This 
revenue amo unte d to i40,370 .73 for the year 1926. The price ohtaincd for power 
from the Wil son Dam power plant averages about 2 mills per kilowatt hour. The 
Government has an investment of J58,900,000 in the Wilson Dam power plant, 
and steam plant at Muscle Shoals, and with no provision for deterioration, the net 
income for the year 1926 was approximately isoo,000. The Government therefore 
is receiving on the large st power business in which it is engaged a return of 1-1 /3 
per cent on the investment. In the very nature of the case, the Government can not 
operate public utilities as cheaply and as economically as they can be operated by 
private capital. It can not be said that there is no demand for power in and around 
Muscle Shpals, for there arc cities to be lighted, and industries to be provided for. 
However, the revenue would probably be increased if contracts for the use of power 
at the plant could be made for longer and more certain periods. It may be noted in 
passing, that there was a dearth of water power in the region around Muscle Shoal, 
during the years 1925-26 on account of unusually dry weather, that there was an 
increasing demand for power, that transmission facilities have already been estab
lished for connection with the plant, and surely there was a splendid opportunity 
for the Government to make contracts that would have guaranteed it a reasonably 
adequate return on its investment. In all Government operations, experience has 
demonstrated that if there is to be a loss, the loss must fall on the Public Treasury. 

The proposed legislation estimates the avernge receipt per kilowatt hour at 
Boulder Dam at J mills, which is very materially more than the income from the 
only power project of any great magnitude now operated by the Government. There 
are engineering difficulties involving the lifting of both water and power from the 
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canyon that may materially reduce the estimated income from power. If the · 
Government can not operate, after years, Wilson Dam to secure a reasonable return 
on the investment, with no irrigation difficulties, how can the Government Le 
expected to operate Boulder Dam, with both irrigation and Rood-control problems, 
at a profit? 

THE CoJ.ORADO R1vER AND THE IMPERIAL VA1.1.EY 

The ColoraJo River Rows through the Statt!s of Colorac.lo, Wyoming, Utah, 
Arizona, Nevada, and California. It is a part of the boundary between Arizona and 
Nt!vada, and uetwecn Arizona and California. After crossing the boundary line 
between the United States and Mexico, it Rows into the Gulf of California, about 
50 milc:s from the internati onal boundary line. The Imperial Valley of California 
borders on the Mexican boundary lint anLI is about 40 milt:s west of the Colorado 
River. On the American sit!t a range of sand hills lies between the rivtr and the 
valley. A short distance from the international boundary line is located the 
Laguna Dam and the Yuma irrigation works, on the luwer Colorado River, in the 
United States. The I mperia l Valley is dependent upon the Colorado River for its 
wate r supply. Th ere is a cana l that leads from the lower Col orado River near the 
Laguna Dam, which canal run s some 60 miles through Mexico before it reenters the 
United States in the lmperial Valley, in the lowe r part of California. The lmperial 
Valley is from 100 to 200 feet below the level of the Colorado River and is protecte<l 
from the Aoods o f the river as well as from the floods of the Gila River, which dis
charge s int o the Colorado River a shor t distance from the international boundary 
line and below the Laguna Dam, by levees which are located partly in the United 
States, but mainly in Mexico. The Imp eria l Valley in California now has a popu
lati on of 50,000 to 60,000 people, and there are about 400,000 acres of cultivated 
land s, with property values of i60,000,000 to i75,000,000, with many prosperous 
small citie s. There ar e under wltivation in that part of the delta or valley located 
in Mexico approximately 200,000 acres. The United States has expended large sums 
of 1iw 11ey in reclamation in the vallq, and it has contributed abou t $l,IO0,0OO 
toward the construc tion of levees. Between six and seven million dollars have been 
spent on flood contro l in the Imperial Valle y. (Hearings on H. R. 2903, 68th Cong., 
1st sess., pp. 64 and 825.) 

The levees and revetment work arc esse11tial to protecting the Imperial Valley 
no t only from the Root!s of the Colorado but also from the more A ashy floot!s of the 
Gila River. If a dam is constructed at Bould er Canyon, lt:vees must still be main
tained to protect from the floods of the Gila River, which empties into the Colorado 
about JOO miles bdow the propo sed Jam, and it is believeJ that on account of the 
Aoods of the Gila it will sti ll be necessary to maintain the levee s, regart!less of what 
is done 011 the Colorado River . (Hearings on H. R. 2903, 68t h Cong., lst sess, p .1240.) 

All delta valleys protec ted from over flow by levees, whe the r they be along the 
Mississippi, tht: Sacramento, or the Colorado, are subject to certain dangers. There 
ha s been no serious overflow in the Imperial Valley since 1905. The levees have 
been materially stre ngthened since that time. 

A st udy of the reports on flood prote ction of the Imperial Valley shows 
that the engineers en11agcd upon the work have ntver been alarmed over 
the danger o f serious 1n11ndat1on of the valley sinct: tht: river was shut out 
in 1907. In this connecti on attention is invited to the report in Transactions 
Amcric:111 Society o f Civil Engineers, 1913, by H. T. Corr, who closed the 
gap in 1907; report in Transactions American Society Civi Engineers, 1917, 
b y J.C. Allison; and report in Transactions American Society Civil Engineers 
1923, by S. L. Rothery . (Heari ngs, H. R . 2903, 68th Cong., 1st sess., p. 825.) 

It is fair to say , however, th at the fear o f permanent "inundation still prevails. 
The levee s can be supp lemented by dams. ] believe that the levees and revetment 
work should be reinforced by the construc tion o f the proper dam along the Colorado 
River, for the protection of the Imp erial Vallt:y, and I further believe that the 
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Federal Government should be as liberal in providing Federal aid for ~he constru~.° 
tion of this dam as it has Leen for ~ood control of streams that arc navigable, where 
ffood control is in the interests of navigation . 

. · THE PllOJECT ~ 

The works authorized by the bill, however, involve appro~riations from the 
Tre asury, or from the proceeds from the snle of bonds of the Umted States, to the 
amount of $125,000,000. The bill provides for the construction of a dam, as shown 
by pages 4 and 24 of the majority report, at a co~t of $41,500,000, a power plant at 
an estimated cost of $31,500,000, and an all-Am enc an canal at a cost of $31,000,000. 
The interest for the period of construction, which is estim~ted to be from 8 to 10 
years, amounts to i21 ,000,000, which, addeJ to the other estmiated cost~, aggregate 
$125,000,000. It may be said in passing that the above figu~es are est1ma tes, and 
as was well said by Hon. Hubert Work, Secretary of the 11:tenor, who ~as had more 
experience than most other public officials in the expenditure of public money for 
public improvement: . . 

It has been demonstrated that estimated con~truct10n costs_ 111 G~verl'!
ment reclamation have been below final e~pend1tmes on engineers esti
mates. To protect the Government a margin of safet) ' should be added to 
th e costs herein submitted. (Hearings on H. H.. 2093, 68t h Cong., 1st sess., 

p . 821.) . ·1 . I I 
All experience justifies the sta~ement that_ s1m1 ar projects iave a ways cost 

largely in excess of the proposed estimates. It 1s now estimated ~hat th_e dam will 
cost $41,500,000. On March 17, 1924, the Secretary of the Interior est_1mat~d t~e 
cost of the dam alone at $50,000,000. The Secretary probably had 111 m1nd 111 

making this statement a dam 605 feet high. It is said that the proposed da~ ~111 
be 550 feet high. The dam would contarn over three and three-fourths m1ll1<:n 
yards of concrete, which is more than three times as much as the Assuan Dam_ m 
Egypt, containing the greatest amount of masonry of any da1)1 her~tofore bu:lt. 
The cost of the Boulder Canyon Dam would be two and two-thirds times as much 
as the cost of the Assuan Dam. The reservoir formed by the Boulder Canyon Dam 
wou l,1 be 120 miles long, and would have an area of _157,00? acres, nnd the dam, 
while 550 to 600 feet high, would be about 650 feet thick nt_1ts bas~ and 1,350 feet 
Jong. l t would be the largest dam ever constructed and twice ns high a~ anr dam 
ever built. There are many engineering difficulties to be overcome. It .IS difficult 
to tell what the final cost of the project would be. (Hearings on H. R. 2903, 68th 
Cong., )st sess., pp. 818, 819.) Congress should be certain of the outlay involved 
in such work before the obligation is assumed. 

It is asserted, however, that before any money is app~opriated the Settei:ary 
of the Interior, who is vested with the expenditure of the_enme co~t <:f construct10n, 
operation, and maintenance shall make con_tracts which, In his J~dKment, will 
provide reven ue for all exp:nse~ <:f construction, operation, and ma1~tenance. If, 
however the Secretary errs 111 his Judgment, the taxpayers of the Nation must pay 
for his e;r~r. If the works cost $200,000,000 instead of Jl25,000,000, _and the con
tract s are based on $125,000,000, the United States, to make good its contracts, 
mu st supply the deficiency. . . 

The bill provides for the construction of an all-Amcr1can cnnnL The bill 
makes no provision, however, for other canals and structures required for. the 
delivery of water. It is estimated that a <listribution system for the all-American 
canal would cost $15,000,000. (Hearings on H. R. 2903, 68th Cong., 1st sess., 
p. 1000.) If the Government should make a contract for the delivery _of water for 
irrigation, it might be argued that canals and structures for the delivery of _the 
water should be constructed, also, even though the ultimate cost of !he proJect 
would be greatly in excess of $125,000,000. Because of the almost msuperable 
engineering difficulties to be encountered, because of th~ ~ep~h of the ca~yon, 
because of the distance the water and po\yer must be lifted, 1t 1s difficult to estimate 
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what the ultimate cost of establishing the dam, the power plant, and canal would be; 
At one time it was contemplated that transmission lines should be constructed 

at an additi onal cost of $46,000,000 . It may Le difficult to dispose of th!! power at 
the plant. The Government is probably handicapped at Muscle Shoals because it 
has no tran smission lines. 

It is maintained that it is optional with the Secretary of the Interior as to 
whether he should construct the power plant or build the all-American canal. I 
believe, however, that he ha s no more authority under the terms of the bill, as 
nppenrs by n st11,ly of pages 14 and 15 of the bill, to construct the dam, thnn he has 
to _ build the power plant o r th e canal. Moreover, the Secretary of the Interior 
alone is vested with the power of expending $125,000,000. He ought not to be 
vested with the discretion of determining whether or not $40,000,000 or $50,000,000 
shall be spe nt a t all; this respo nsibility rests with Congress. If it is nece ssary to 
protect the public, Congress shou ld authorize the money to be spent. Again, it is 
the 11niversnl experience that any department o f the Government authorized to 
expend public funds usually exer cises that authority; the money is generally spent. 

The tempt at ion to build the proposed project, involving the construction of 
the greatest dam in the world, as a monument to the administration of the Secretary 
of the Interi or, is exceedingly great. The taxpayers of the Nati on must foot the 
bill. The responsibility is on Congress. The money ought not to be spent except 
for the public necessity. 

. The proponents of the bill maintain that the power development will be the 
mam source of revenue. (Maj ority report, p. 22. Hearings _ on H. R. 6251 and 9826, 
P· 28.) Dr. Elwood Mead, t he Commissioner of Reclamati on, states that he would 
not favor the_pr?je ct if it were not needed to provide water for irrigation. It may 
be_ the part o f wisdom for the Federnl Government to supplement the costs usually 
paid by the land owners , rather than go into the hazardous and speculative business 
of Government devel opment and sa le of power . Under the terms of the bill the 
Secretary of the Interi or would have the right to provide for the payment of the 
dam and the:: payment of the all-American canal with the proceed s of power. As I 
h11vc 11lrc11dy ohN7rvcd fro111 the csti111ated i11co111e from the project, he practically 
J>n'i1"•~• to do tl11s. If he dc,c• , it will l,c c1111,i11g the uscrn of power und wutcr for 
d11111est1c purposes to pay more tl11111 they Mhuuld fur dectricul energy. The Impcrinl 
:Valley, therefore, might escape any material contribution to the costs of these 
imp~o".em~nts. It might escape the costs that are usually paid by landowners for 
the 1mgat1on for their land~. It might escape the costs that are usually paid by 
land owners for the protection of their lands from overflow. The value of the 
fertil_e !ands of the Im_peri_al Valley would thus be enhanced at the expense of the 
p_ublic freasury. ~rdmanly, appropriations from the Public Treasury for reclama 
ti? n are made a lien on the lands to be benefited. The prop osed bill does not 
stipulate what part, if any, of the expense shall constitute a lien on the lands It is 
l_eft to the discretion of the Secretary of the Interior. If he errs in his juclgn;ent as 
to tl'.e amount of power produced and as to the price to be realized therefrom, the 
public, nnd not the lands benefited, must be,1r the expense. 

PROPOSED DAM NOT REQUIRED FOR FLOOD CONTROL 

I have already pointed out that competent engineers are not alarmed over the 
danger of ~erious inund ation of the valley since the levees were rebuilt after 1907. 
Many engmeers take the view that the Imperial Valley can be further protected 
fro?1 t~e danger of floo:ls by strengthening and extending the present levees. They 
ma111ta1n that !~vecs will be cheaper and will just as certainly solve the problem 
as they do in all other alluvial valleys. ' 

In my judgment, however, there is further need for protection, and a dam could 
be constructed along the Colorado River to further provide for flood control. But 
the proposed dam is not needed or required. It will be 550 feet high; the bill 
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provides for II minimum storage of20,000,000 acre-feet, It ia estimated that II dam 
can be constructed farther down ' the river than at Boulder Ca nyon. lt i1 alao 
estimated that 11 dam can be built from 100 to 180 feet high that would give ade
quate flood control, storage for irrigation, and power that could be utilized along 
the lower river and in the Imperial Valley. In other words, if the Government is 
going to develop a project for flood control and reclamation it can be done by the 
building of a dam to provide for from 4,000,000 to 8,000,000 acre-feet, and at 
substantially one-half the cost of building the proposed dam, and without the large 
expen<liture for the proposed power plant. A dam for Rood control, located 100 
miles nearer to the lands to be benefited, appears to be practicable and would not 
cost in excess of 115,000,000. It would provide for power only as an incident, but 
in view of the difficulty of Government opera tion and in view of the policy of the 
Government to aid flood control, I submit that it would be wiser for the Govern
ment to forego any alleged profits from the power business and to contribute directly 
to the solution of the flood-control problem. (Hearings on H. R. 2903, 68th Cong., 
1st sess., pp. 819, 820, 828, and 832.) 

It is also maintained that if the propo sed clam is con st ructed and operated, the 
flow of the lower river would be increased far beyond the present needs for irrigation 
in the United States. This water would be put to beneficial use in Mexico, and its 
appropriation by Mexico would be at the expense of the United States. (Hearings 
on H. R. 6251 and 9826, pp. 309,310, and hearings on H. R. 2903, p. 1264.) Many 
engineers contend that a high dam at Boulder Canyon will not provide for the 
maximum use of the high waters of the Colorado by the United St11tes, but will 
really benefit Mexico. 

The proposed dam will not provide completely against floods on the lower 
€olorado, nor will it eliminate the necessity for the maintenance oflevees in both the 
United States and in Mexico along the lower Colorado River. The floods of the 
Gila must be provided for. It must be kept in mind that the Gila River discharges 
into the Colorado River far below the Boulder Canyon. While they are more 
flashy and run to greater heights, these floods are not as dangerous as those of the 
Colorado. H owever, if the proposed dam is constructed, the flood s from the Gila 
must be provided for, the levees must be m11intained, or other dam, must be con
structed along the Gila River. (Hearings on H. R. 2903, 68th Coni., ht 1eH., 
p. 1240.) 

Inasmuch as the proposed dam is primarily for the generation of power, it 
should be developed by private capital under the supervision of the Federal -;vvater 
Power Commission. This commission is composed of the Secretary of War, the 
Secretary of Agriculture, and the Secretary of the Interior. The Federal Water 
Power Commission is the agency of the Government that has to do with thegraliting 
of power permits and with the supervision of power projects. But it is said that the 
Boulder Dam is too large for private capital and too large for the supervision of the 
Water Power Commission. Other power works costing many millions have been 
constructed by private capital, and I submit that if the law is not sufficient to 
provide for the proper supervision and regulation uf a dam at Boulder Canyon, then 
the law should be amended. The provisions of the law should be genernl, and there 
should be no exceptions. If the Boulder Canyon Dam can not be constructed under 
the supervision of the Federal Water Power Commission, composed of three mem
bers of the Cabinet, is it not strange that it is contended that the project can be 
better constructed by one of these three members 1 

The size of the project is not sufficient to make it an exception. There is being 
constructed on the Susquehanna River the Conowingo project, under the super 
vision of the Federal Water Power Commission, at a cost of about $46,000,000. 
I understand that the dam there, like the Wilson Dam at Muscle Shoals, will be 
about 90 feet high. 
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I also underst and that there are now applications before the Federal Water 
Power Commission for projects for power development along the Colorado River 
that would provide for the necessary flood control of the Imperial Valley. These 
permits have not been granted, pending the disposition by Congress of the proposed 
legislation. 

If the Federal Water Power Commission is permitted to act on applications 
now before it, the flood control and irrigation storage of the lower Colorado will 
probably be provided for by power dev elopment interests without -the finan cial 
aid of the United States. (Hear ing on H. R. 2903, 68th Cong., 1st sess., p. 833.) 

The matter of flood cont rol must of necessity enter into the construction of 
dams for the generation o f power. I submit that merely because a dam is needed 
for flood control is no reason why that dam sho uld be constructed at the expense 
of the Federal Government. But there are applications not only for the con
struction o f one dam but of many dams along th e Colorado River. The Imperial 
Valley is so sit uat ed that the flood control of the Colorado Ri ver can be had without 
great_ expe nse to th e valley, as th e result o f the construction of power plants, if 
pern11ts are granted by the Fed era l Water l' ol¥er Commission. 

The United States ha s as capab le engineers as there are in the world, and 
surely und er the su per vision of the Government equitable plans can be worked 
out whereby fl(Jod pro tection can be adequately provided where permits ar e grunted 
for the building o f dams and reservoirs for th e gen eratio n of power. 

ALL -A MERI CAN CA NA i. WJLL NOT SOLVE l 'HE INT E RNATION AL QUESTION 

There is nothing in the liear ings to justify the const ructi on of the all-American 
cana l becau se of in ternat ional comp licatio ns. Thi s cana l is undoubtedly desirable 
but it is for the benefit of the Im per ial Valley. Th ere is no obligation rest ing upo~ 
the United States to build thi s canal for the benefit of this particular region-. 
Nothing in th e hearing s shows that Mexico will no t consent to a mod ification of the 
exist ing concession, nor is there anything in the hearings to show what the attitude 
of the Mexican Governm ent would be. I qu ote from the letter of Secretary Work 
to the chairm an o f the Comm itt ee on Irrigati on and Reclamation, dated January 
18, 1,926, found on page 22 of the maj ority rep ort: 

If, however, t he Governme nt of Me xico would consent to a modification 
of this concess ion and definitel y limit rhe volume of wnter to which Me xican 
irrigat ors wou ld be entitled , then the future use of the present canal would 
be econom ical and desirabl e, a sma ller high line could be built and uti lized 
mainl y for the irrigati on of th e high er lands of the Imp erial and Coachella 
Vall eys . Thus far, no nego tiat ions for the modification of thi s concession 
ha ve been made . It is not known what the attitude of th e Mexican Govern
ment wou ld be , and plans for this development should th erefore include 
provi sion for an all-American ca nal as an esse ntial part of the scheme. 

With out making an attempt to ascertain the attitude of the Mexican Govern
ment, the Secretary recom mends, and the bill propo ses, the construction of the 
all-American canal. 

Th ere are other point s of conta ct between the United Stat es and Mexico. The 
border is a long o ne. In fa ct, th ere are othe r reclama tion projects than those in 
and around Yuma, where land s in Mexico participate in th e benefits of reclamation 
and con tribute to reclam at ion. If the United States can deal with Mexico in othe; 
cases, why can not the United States deal with Mexico in the present case? 

T o contr ol the Aoocls of the lower Colorado u dam should be built. The 
Government should aid in it s constru ction. But this dam would be constructed in 
the United Stat es, and if the Me xican Government refuse s to come to the proper 
agreements, it wou ld then be time enoug h fur the United States to consider the 
constructi on of 1111 all-American canal at the publi c expense. It is true th at Secre
tury of Commer ce Herbert I-louver, in a stalcmcnt l,cfore the con1111ittcc ndvocuted 
the constructi on of the ull-Arneri cun cunal on intcrnutionnl grounds, bu~ he did not 
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give the committee a single reasoh in support of his statement. No other person 
has given any reasons why an all;Amcrican canal is necessary on account of inter
national relations. With the restrvoir and <lam in the United States this country 
would have every advantage in the regulation and flow of waters that might be 
used for irrigation of lands in Mexico. 

, LEVEES IN MEXICO 

But the construction of an all-American canal will not settle the international 
features in this case. Millions of dollars have been invested in the construction of 
levees in Mexico. The United States has expended three or four million dollars in 
recl amat ion on the Yuma project alone . (Hearings on H. R. 2903, 68th Cong., 
1st sess. , p. 824.) 

As already sta ted, the levees are nece ssa ry to protect the Imperial Valley from 
the Gila River, which di scharges into the Colorn<lo River near the Mexican border, 
some 300 miles below Boulder Canyon. The floods on the Gila River are of short 
duration and at different sea sons of the year from the floods on the Colorado, but 
the re is a general agreement that until the Gila is controlled, levees must be main
t;,ined at the p resent heights . (H eari ngs on H. R. 2903, 68th Cong., 1st sess., p. 823) 

The intern ationa l prob lem will remain . If it is necessary to maintain the 
levees in Mexico to protect the Imperial Valley, why can not the canal be main
tained as it was projected when the ca nal was built through Me xico, for the reclama
tion of th e land s of the Imperial Valley? The problem will remain, although under 
the proposed bill the American taxpayers will have spent at least J31,000,000 in 
building the canal. 

The purpose of building the canal, however , is to give the Imperial Valley the 
final disposition o f t he waters of the lower Colorado. Inasmu ch as more than one
half of th e land that ca n be irrigated along the river is locate d in Mexic o, trouble 
will resu lt if the Mexican lands are deprived of water flir irrigation. If Mexico is 
denied water to which the land s situ ated in that countr y may naturall -y be entitled, 
it may serve to complicate the internati onal situation rath er than to solve it. 

It is intere sti ng to observe in passing that Secretary of Commerce Herbert 
Hoover has recentl y advocated the use of the St. Lawrence River, an international 
stream, as an outl et from the Great Lakes to the ocean, rather th an the construc
tion of an all-American can al. His reas on is that an all-American canal would 
cost a grea t deal more th an the use of the St. Lawrence Riv er . The canal can be 
maint ained in Mexico very much more economica lly than an all-American canal 
can be built in the United States, and ·110 Federal approp ri ation will be required . 
The all-Ameri ca n ca nal, ther efore , while desirabl e, is not essential or impera ,tive. 

It may be argued that under the terms o f the bill the Secretary o f the Xnterior 
is vested with discretio n in constructing the canal. This is not a fair construction of 
th e Lill. The ob)igation on him to build the canal is just as binding as it is to build 
the dam. If he is to be given an opti on ei ther in the matter of constructing the 
canal, or the power plant, the bill should so state, unequivocally. I repeat, how
ever, that the obligation is up on Congress, before millions of dollars arc spent, to 
determine whether or not the all-American canal, as well as th e power plant, should 
be built. 

l'UllLIC OWNERSHIP AND OPERATION Ot" UTILITIES, INCLUDING POWER 

The majority report states that the H on. Andrew W. Mellon, Secretary of the 
Treas ury, prepared the finnncial pl nn for this bill. However, the report docs not 
menti on the fact that the Secretary o f the Tre nsury is oppose d to the power develop
ment feature of the bill. He has no t approved the bill. On the contrary, he muin
tains that whether paid for ou t o f th e general funds or by bond issue it is the obli
gation of the Federal Government. Th e majority report contend s that the project 
ca'n be constructed without expenditure from the Public Trea sury. The Secretary 
of the Trcnsury muintains thut, while he has worked out a plun to keep the .project 
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separate as a matter of bookkeeping, it is still the debt of the United States, and 
the proposed plan in no way simplifies the fiscal problem invol ved . I quote from 
his letter to the chairman of the Com mittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, dated 
March 18, 1926: 

If we eliminate the question of paying for the project out of the bond 
issue, which, as I have said, is no aid from a Treasury standpoint, then the 
question for the determination of Congress is, Should the United St utes 
spe nd J\25,000,000 in the construction of a power and irrigation proj ect / 
I believe that, in general, sound public policy in America, as elsewhere, is to 
encourage private initiative, and not to have the Government ownership or 
operation of proj ec ts which can be handl ed by private capital under proper 
governmental regulations. The Government ope ration of railroads m this 
country was our largest expe riment on thi s line, and a comparison of public 
and private operation in that field justifies my faith in private enterprise. 
Canadian and European experience is the same. To get the Government 
out of business, whether it be in banks, utilities, on monop olies, has become 
one of the most essential steps to a permanent fiscal restoration of Europe, 
and I am loat h to have the United States embark upon enterprises not 
st rictly governmental in their nature. The fact that a government can fur
nish cap it al at lower rates o f int erest is illusory, if there be taken into ac
count that the public pr oject pays no tax, and therefore does not bear its 
share of the cost o f government. It seems to me that if the project is one 
which can pay it s way, private cap ita l can be found. If it can not pay its 
way, then we should consider whether all the taxp ayers throughout the 
United States should be taxed for the benefit of a part of the country. 
(He arings on H. R. 6251 and 9826, 69th Cong., !st sess., pp. 83, 84.) 

If Los Angeles and the cities of so uthern California need the water and power 
development of Boulder Canyon, I respec tfully submit that the funds for the con
st ru ct ion of the works should be provided by these loca lities and by the Imperial 
Valley, rather than by the Federal Government. Certainly all funds over and above 
those required for flood control should be provided by these localities. It is esti
mated that on ly four to eight million acre-feet are needed for flood control, while 
the proposed Jam provides for a minimum of 20,000,000 acre-feet. If the Secretary 
of the Interior can make contracts that will reimbur se the Government, why not 
require the loca lities to provide these funds by them selves issuing their own bonds, 
rather than by appropriations by the Federal Government I 

I regret that the committee did not rep ort a bill that would provide for the 
complete flood control of the Imperial Valley, but I can not support legislation that 
has for it s primary object the development of power at the expe nse of the United 
States. I am opposed to the Government going into the utility business. It is a 
matter of principle with me. I do not want to substitute the activities of the 
Government for the individual initiative of its citizens. The Government should 
not perform functions that can be performed by individuals or by local agencies. 
It is not the business of the Gove rnment to produce wealth, but to sec that a fair 
op portunity is given to the citizens of the country for the production of wealth. 
If it be said that the Briti sh Government has encouraged and assisted in the con
struction of dams and public works in Egypt and India, I answer that Government 
participation in public utilities obtains in Great Britain. Railroads are owned and 
operated by the Government in England and Canada. This principle, however, is 
opposed to the very spirit of our Government. The United States can best con
tribute to the progress of the whole Nation by the encouragement of the initiative 
of the people in all parts of the country. 

FEDERAL WATER POWER COMMISSION 

While it is true that the Hon. Hubert Work, Secretary of the Interior, has now 
given his indorsement to the proposed legislation and has reversed his former 
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position, I believe that the reaso~s heretofore assigned by him against the con. 
struction of the dam, the power plant, and the canal, at Federal expense a.re the 
more logical nnd conclusive. On May 24, 1924, the Federal Water Power Com
mission addressed a communication to the chairman of the Committee on Irrigation 
and Recl amation, and this letter is found on pages 1000 to 1003 of the hearings on 
H. R. 2903, Sixty-eighth Congress, first session. At that time the commission was 
composed of Hon. Hubert Work, Hon. Henry Wallace, and Hon. John W. Weeks, 
In the report the commission opposes Government operation wh~rever the enter
prise may be carried on by private capital, and in speaking of the development at 
Boulder Canyon they announced that the work should be Jone in a moJeratc way, 
so that Jam sites above BoulJer Cany on cou ld be developed, producing equally 
beneficial results at very much less cost. Their report deals with the proposed 
legislatio n in a general way, and in my judgm ent ann ounces conclusions that should 
control in the consideratio n of the pending bill. l <1uo te from this report: 

Fl ood control anJ irrigation storage are presumed to be the primary 
purp oses for which it is proposed tu con.struct the dam ut Boulder ~anyon. 
While thc:re are differences of opm1on with respect 10 the amount ot storage 
actually req uired for these purposes, it is agreed that 8,000,000 acre-feet is 
the maximum required, and it is probable that 4,000,000 feet would be 
reas onably adequate. The nearer th e res er voi r is insta lled to the lands to 
be protected or irrigated, the more satisfactorily will it serve the purposes of 
flood control and irrigation. Inform at ion recently made avai)able indicates 
that a reservoir of sufficient capacity to serve all the needs of flood control 
and irrigation could be loca ted 011 th e river some 100 miles nearer the lands 
t o be served and at a cost of not more than one-half that of the prop osed 
high dam at Boulder Cany on. lf that is correct, the location of the dam at 
Boulder Canyon and its construction to the height proposed must be justi
fied, if at all, wholly from the stan dpoint of the development of electric power. 

J tis true that the Secretary of the Interior has approved the construction of a 
dam 550 feet high; it is true that he has reversed himself, but I believe that his logic 
in 192-l was more' convincing than his pre sent advocacy of a high dam, for I quote 
agam from the said report: 

A reservoir for flood control or irrigation is more useful if located at the 
foot of the canyon section . With respect to power development, a reserv oir 
at that site is useful for the one power development only, and is useless in 
connecti on with all power developments above it, some 75 per cent of the 
total in the section. Reserv oirs at rhe head of the canyon section of sufficient 
capacity completely to regulate the river mu st eventually be built if the 
full power resources are to be utilized. When t his is done, reservoirs .on the 
lowe r river will be usefu l only for reregulati on for irrigation. For this 
reason, dams should be locnted and their heights determined so as to provide 
for full use of the available head an,l so as to avoid evaporation losses as far 
as possible. A dam of 605 feet height at Boulder Canyon, as proposed is 
not adapted to the accomplishment of these purposes. ' 

The policy o f the United States with resp ect to internal improvements, and 
particularly improvements on rivers and harbors and on public hiBhways, was dealt 
with in the said report, and l quote again: 

The United States has spent many millions of dollars in internal im
provements without reimbur sement, particul a rly on river and harbor im
provements and on public highways . These expenditures have been for the 
primary purpose of facilitating interstate commerce, and on the theory that 
such a policy was a common public benefit properly chargeable against the 
taxpayers of the entire Nation. Whether the benefits received from such a 
policy are in fact nation -wide, the policy is far less questionable than that 
of charging the costs of nn improvement admittedly benefiting a limited 
area not against the area benefited and not against the Nation as a whole 
but against individual s and indu stries for the most part who lly unrelated to 
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the area benefited. We are d9u~tfu! of the propriety or equity of so charging 
the cost of fioo_d control a nl\ 1mg~t1011 storage, whether the consttuction be 
finance1 by pn".ate or public capital. If a dam be so located and built as 
to provide sufficient storage for Rood contr ol and irrigation and for a reason
able amo~nt of power 1 the cost of flood control and irrigntion storage if 
allocated In the rn tlo ot storage spac e reserved for theseJJUrposes apparen tly 
need not exceed $10 per acre for the area prote cted an irrigated. 

In 1924 it was argued by the Federal Power Commission that th~ construction 
of the propo:ed dam and powe r plant would involve the United States in the power 
bus11_1ess. l_he Federal Wat _<::r Power Commiss iun maintained that such a pl:tnt 
was 1mpract1ca6le and undes1ra6le. I quote again from the said report: 

In so far, at least, as the pruje ct proposed exceeds the requirements of 
flood control and 1rngat1 011, th e bill proposes that the United States under
take a new national activitr -:- nameir, ~he 6usiness of con structing facilities 
for _ the _rroduct1 011 of electric power !or_ general di spos ition-an activity 
which, 1 logica lly pursued, has po ss1b1l1t1es of dema nd s upon the Federal 
Trea sur y 1n amou~ts far bey ond those now inv olved in reclamati o n and 
highway con struct1011 combined. While the Unite d States has hereto fore 
constru cted power de velopments in connection with irri~ation projects 
th ese development s have Deen merely incidenta l to the projects, have bee~ 
of~ few th ousand hor~ep ower only, _and have been I?rimarily for use on the 
project s them s_elves.. fhe co nstruct1~1! o_f a _reservoir having a capacity of 
from four to eight tunes the needs ol 1rngat1on and flood control and of a 
po:,ver devel opment 20 _times in excess of t he probable power needs of the 
1mgated la1;ds and adjacent communities is a complete departure from 
former polic1e~. The o_nly un de rtaking by the United States at all compara 
ble 1n magm~ude ~1th the proposals at Boulder Canyon is at Muscle 
Shoals, and this p~oj ec t was undertaken to furni sh munitions in time of 
war. _In so for a~ it was to se rve the needs of peace, it was to furnish an 
essential _ commod it y for all sectioKs of the United State ~, and was n ot for 
the stecrnl benefit of a limite d area. 

f the Unite _d States is to em6 ark upon a general policy of puulic devel
opment of electnc energy at Federal expense, it should do so only after full 
cons1d<;rat1on of what the step means . The present investment in the United 
:itates 111 c~ntra l electric stations-that_i s, in th ose plant s engaged in develop
mg decrnc power fo~ general d1s~nbut1on and sa le- is approxima.tely 
$4,500,000 ,000 , That mvestment wil! require to be mor e than doub le in 
t.he next 10 years 1f th ~ deman9s of industry are to be met. A policy of 
Federa l devel opm e1:t _will theretore require cont1nuous expenditures of not 
less than o ne-half billi~n do llars per annum, for it could no t be expected in 
the face of sue~ a policy,_ supp?rted by Gov.:rnment fund s and with tax 
~xempt prol?ert1es, that private _industry cou ld afford to put any additional 
Investment int o the central-station b11~1ness. Under such circumstances we 
mu st_ assume that ant such policy or program of Federal ac tivitie s is im
pra cticable and undesirable. 

In 1920, in the ~edera l water power act, Congress created a sing le executive 
age~cy for the ~uperv1s1on o f all water-p o wer projects under Federal control. Many 
projects _are be111g c~nstructed elsewhere un de r the Federal water power act, and if 
the law 1s not sufficient to protect the public intere sts the remedy is to amend the 
law , and not ~o make exceptions. If the prop osed legislation in the matter of power 
?evcl op m_ent _is not the firs t step tow a rd Governmen t con struction in similar cases, 
It ca~ beju st ~fi_ed o~ly on the grou nd s that the Federal Government on account of 
peculiar c~nd1t1ons 111 this case, is ju s tified in taking action that it d~es not propose 
to engage In elsewhere. I quote again from the said report: 

Such actio n can not _res t o n the ~round that the Federa l Treasury is the 
only availa ble source of lunds, for private funds are availa6le now, and have 
~ce1; for several years, to undertak e ii:nn_1edi:1tely such development as is 
Justified by the ne eds of floo ,I contro l, 1rr1gat1on, and energy supplr; or on 
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the ground that the territdry to which the greater part of the power must'.'·, .. 
be delivered is in any immediate need of added power, for that territory is 
already better supplied and at a cheaper rate than any similar territory in 
the United States. It has been argued that the United States should finance 
this po wer devel opment be cause wit h a lower interest rate, absence of profit 
and freedom from tnxati on power could be delivered at less cost than if 
developed by private capital. This is br no means n necess11ry conclusion, 
hut even if it were, electric power is on ly one element in industry, and if 
Federal financing is justified 111 th~ present case on such grounds, it is simi
larl y justified in all other cases and in all branches of industry. With the 
authority that exists in the States and the United States to regulate and 
control private or municipal power development, distribution and sale, we 
do not believe that the United Stare s shou ld undertake such development 
unlc:ss it can be clearly shown that the devel opment can not o therwise be had. 

emphasize that the regulation of the Colorado River to the extent proposed 
by the dam at Boulder Can yo n will produce in the lower river a discharge in excess 
of present irrigation requirements in the United States, and I quote from the final 
paragraph of the said report: 

The regulation of th e Color ado River to the extent proposed by the 
Boulder Canyon Darn will produce in the lower river a minimum discharge 
far in excess of present irrigation requirements in the United States. The 
surplus waters will p~ss into Mexico and will undoub ted ly be put to use for 
irrig ation there. Once put to use, their subsequent withdrawal for use else
where would be difficult, if not impracticable. It would therefore seem 
highly desira6le to reach a general agreement with Mexico on the problems 
o f the lower river before extensive storage is provided in the United States. 
The construction of the all-American cunal will not obviate the necessity of 
constant dealings with Mexico in connection with irrigation or protection of 
lands in the United States. Irre sp ective of the amount of flood-control 
storage in the United States, it will for many year s , at least, be necessary 
in the protection of the Imperial Valley to maintain levees and revetment in 
Mexico, and arrangements must be effected whereby this work can be car
ried on whenever necessary with out interf erence . 

CONCLUSION 

There is no reason for the United Stutes financing the proposed project. At 
mos t, the Government shou ld lend its aid for that part of the project that provides 
for flood control and reclamation. There is no reason for the large expenditure for 
flood control. A dam less than one-half the height of the proposed dam, or closer 
to the region to be benefited will provide adequate flood control. Power develop
ment along the Colorado River under the supervision of the Water Power Com
mission would probably provide flood con trol without any matc:rial expense to 
the Federal Government or the Imperial Valley. 

In no event should the United States build the power plant. We arc com
mitted to the principle of supervising public utilities rather than engaging in the 
6usiness of Government ownership Moreover, electrical development has reached 
great efficiency in California. Much power for industry, commerce, and municipal 
purposes is being developed. Opportunity is being sought for further development 
by private capital along the Colorado River. If the Government is impotent to 
regul ate and supervise properly the production of power on the Colorado, then I 
respectfully submit that it is incapable of doing so elsewhere in the United States. 

Power devdopment shou ld be under the Federal Waterpower Commission. 
It is not good practice to throw the policy overboard in individual cases, so that 
special loca liti es can get special favors. Cheaper power as well as cheaper produc
tion in any field of endeavor by Government operation is a fallac y. 

The all-American cana l is desirable for irrigation purposes, and will be bene-
ficia l to the Imperial Va lky alone . If it is worth the money, it should be con-

[ 97 l 

• 

' ·;; 

.t 
r,g 

a 
' I 
I! 
I; 

, ii 
. ~ ~!, 

. ii 
' 



i i . I 
:r i 
L . \ 
,, I 

. he 
:t1 
d 

: s· 
s ," 

~t~ucted at th_e expense of the lands to be benefited. If it can not be so constructed, 
it 1s a confe_ss1on ~hat t~e costs of construction exceed the benefits to be derived. 

The~e JS no 1nte~t1on to abandon the levees in Mexico. The building of the 
all-Amer~cnn canal will therefore not solve the problem between the United States 
and Mexico. These _ levees can not be abandoned until the floods of the Gila River 
an: c~ntrol_led,_even if a rr?per dam is constru~ted nlong the Colorado. H the proper 
d~m IS built, rn the opinwn of eminent engineers, the levees must still be main
tained and can only be maintained in Mexico. 

It is said that tho se who control the lands along the lower Colorado in Mexico 
are really American citizens and reside in California. lt is the case therefore of 
o~e Ar_nerican dealing with another, although owning lands in differ~nt countries. 
Rivalne~ of landowners are not conducive to the settlement of national, much less 
111ternat1o_nal, di sputes, and this is particularly true when the people must continue 
to de~! w1 th one another, as in this case, for regardless of the building of the all. 
American canal, regardless of the liuilding of the proposed or any other dam on the 
Colorado, the levees must be maintained in Mexico by the .people of the Imperial 
Valley. 

:fhe enactment o_f the proposed _legisla~ion is the first great step toward public 
owncr , ~ip and opera tion of public ut1ht1es, including power development. ] oppose 
1h1s prmc1ple, and I therefore oppose this bill. 

w. M. WHITTINGTON. 
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I 
WILL A COLORADO FLOOD 

SUBMERGE HONEST HIRAM? 
(From THE INDEPENDENT, June 18, 1927) 

While vast areas along the lower Mississippi are under water, men of the 
Imperial Valley in California, where the temperamental Colorado speeds towards 
the sea at ,in altitude above the level of their lands, are engaged in the feverish 
task of raising their dikes against the flood peak of the stream due Lefore the close 
of June. Carrying to the Gulf of California much of the water from the snow-laden 
western flanks of the Rockies and draining nn extensive domain lietween Colorado 
and the coast, the canon-bedded Colorado has been known to rise twenty feet in 
an hour. Each June, ranchers of the Imperial Valley wage an epic struggle against 
the rising waters, Each year their task has become more stern, the menace to the 
ranches more stark. For like the Father of Waters the Colorado is heavy with silt. 

' Deposited along the course, this matter lifts the bed of the river in the flood
danger zone six inches a year, necessitating a proportionate increase in the height 

, ' of the levees. 
'f Since the Colorado swept out of its course twenty years ago seeking its ancient 

channel through ti-re Imperial Valley, men have reared higher and higher the arti
ficial bulwarks, knowing all the while that their remedy was makeshift, and that 
in the final reckoning the river would win unless legislation for upriver flood control 

' intervened in time to thwart the annual menace . 
For the past ten years Far Western politicians have found an issue in Colorado 

River legislation. After years of interstate negotiations, expert investigation, and 
Federal consideration, there emerged from a series of compromises the Swing
Johnson bill, in which provisions for southern California water supply and the 
generation of power for the Los Angeles district completely overshadowe<;i the 
original aim at flood control. The bill failed to reach a vote in the Senate during 
the last session of Congress, although Senator Hiram Johnson claimed a majority 
in favor of the measure. Hende<l by the Arizona delegation, opponents of the bill 
stnged 11 filibuster, which Johnson, theretofore n sturJy enemy of closure, sG>ught 
to lireak with n resolution to limit debnte. Fuiling in this attempt, the tlenior 
Senator from California set his jnw ugainst nny nnd 1111 efforts to provide an emer
gency appropriation for the protection of Imperial Valley. In such a stand he took 
issue with many nrdcnt udvocatcs of regional progress, including n score of southern 
California chambers of commerce. The resolution for a relief appropriation did not 
come to a vott:, despite unusual pressure from the Far West. 

Today, thert:fore, the ranchers of the Imperial Valley go it alone without 
Federal assistance in money or men. Meanwhile, the river rises and the date of the 
peak flood approaches. Their backs bent to the task of holding the Colorado 
within its artificial banks, citizens of the valley are hoping that it will be their last 
battle against the stream. With the country and legislators thinking in terms of 
flood prevention as a result of the Mississippi disaster, their hopes. for Colorado · 
legislation brighten. Whether Federal protection will be purchased at the price of 
flooded acres and ruined homes depends on the outcome of the battle against 
nature in which they arc now engaged. 

Citizens of the Imperial Valley nre liut mildly concerned with the water supply 
and power provisions of the Swing-Johnson bill. Their requirements are flood 
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control and a~ nll-~meric~n irri~ating canal to supplant the existing one whicn/ · 
because of a bend m the river, lies largely south o_f the Mexican bord~r, making •:, 
nil th 7 growers dependc~t for water upon the unsatisfactory basis of a treaty with · 
a nnt10~ not proof against recurrent revolutions. · 

I. While the people of the valley would be gratified with Rood-con trol legislntion 
w 11ch would nlso _be advantageous to Los Angeles, many students ·0 f the proposed 
Boulder Dam proJect agree tha~ the water _ and power requirements of Los Angeles 
County hav_e beeen overe mphasized by regional boosters and \:Vest Coast legislators 
The lugh Sie;ra s, whe~e th~ Southern California Edison Company operates one 
of tl!e . worlds most g1gant1c hydroel ect ric systems, are pote ntially capable of 
rovicling pow~r to supply southern California for years. lf the need for water 
i ecoRmes acute III t~e _Los Angeles area in the future, a dam constructed primarily 
or ood rn ntrol will imp ound a huge supply. 

De sp1t: tl'.ese facts, J ohn son anJ Swing will undoubtedly insist, as they have 
r':J~eate d ly insis ted, t~at t)1ere be no Colorado legislation un less it carries pro
~1_s;or,"s f?r, the genernt1 on ol power and imme diate availability of water for southern 
, •1 1 orn1a s dome stic purp oses. lt was ~uch an adamant position that frustrated 
,tttempts to prov ide temp orm·y protecti on for Imperial Valley this year. Had 
Johns~n a~1d Swing shar ed wit h many other Californians the determinati on that 
lmpm.d \ a lley be gu_a:anteed freedom from peril at all costs in a year when an 
abnormal Rood 1s ant1c1pated, the ranchers along the turbulent stream would be 
s_ecur~ rod,? . E~e n Gove :n or Hunt of Arizona, who ~as consistently fought the 
Sw,ng-Jolrnson bill <1s d etrunental to the interests of his State, never has oppos ed 
meas11res ,umed .':t_ffoocl contr ol. Bu t J ohnson, protagoni s t o f public owner ship 
ene'.ny ?fa ll ut1ltt1es, appare ntly placed prejudice before reason in his refusal t~ 
re r_,_':at 111 the face of_ the lmp enal Valley's peril. If the waters of the great mud 
c.i, ~ ,er pour dow n tl11s )'_ear _over the ferti le floor of the rich California basin, the 
sen ior Senator from Ca iilorn1a will be hung in eRigy from Brawley's town pump, 
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DANGER IN THE BOULDER CANYON 
PROJECT 

(From THE ANNALIST, January 2I, r927) 

By PHILIP CABOT 
(Lecturer on Public Utility Administration, Harvnrd Business School) 

We sometimes say that the policy of nati ons is of two kinds. One is the far 
sight ed po licy which scan~ the whole horizon with wise, penetrating vision and 
builds for the long future . Such policy we call true statesmanship, requiring a 
rare combination of high wisdom and keen politi ca l sense. The other deals merely 
with the imme diate future, and is concerned wholly with considerations of personal 
popularity. This we call not state sma nship, but political expediency, and it will 
fare ill with the nati on which submits it sdf to such leaders hip. Today the United 
States is menaced with leadership of this sort in more ways than one. The Con
gressional activity at the present t ime in connecti on with the so-called "Boulder 
Canyon P rojec t Act" is a case in point. 

The matter ha s been before Congress in one form or another for several years. 
It has been the subject o f st udy hy the Unit ed States Reclamati on Service and 
by the United States Geological Survey, so that the more salient engineering 
features are approximately kn own . The fundamental purpose of the proposed 
legisl atio n is the control of th e Colorado River, a wayward stream given to peri
odic dis sipati on which results in damage to property anJ danger to life in the 
States which border upon it . No one questions that the river should be put 
und er guardianship; it is the method by which this should be done that is in ~lispute. 

And yet to the unprejudiced observer it is a simple pro blem, the only serious 
complication being that all discussion of the subject seems to be tainted with 
prejudice or politics. 

The following facts are clear: The dominant issue is flood control. A sec-
. ondary though important purp ose is irrigation both of land belonging to citizens 

of the adjoining States and lands of the United States. The inhabitantf of the 
Imperial Valle)( in Southern California will be the most important beneficiaries 
of this proposed river control, because it is here that the largest existing irrigation 
works are in operation, and it is here that the danger to life and property is greatest. 

The problem of the apportionment of the waters of the Colorado River among 
the States bordering upon it, namely Arizona, California, Colorado, Nevada, , 
New Mexico, Utah and Wyoming, is, however, very difficult to settle. Nego
tiations between these States have been going on for years, and in November, 
1922, the so-called Colorado River Compact was signed by the Commissioners of 
these States and by the Secretary of the Interior. But this compact requires 
the consent of the State Legislatures, which has not so far been obtainable, although 
at the moment this is not vital, because the control works now proposed relate 
wholly to the lower Colorado River and are of immediate interest only to California 
and Arizona. 

, Considering the nature of the interests involved, the Rood control project ia 
1 probably a legitimate enterprise on whi ch the United States may embark because 

the drainage area of the river lies in sevrn States and a large acreage of United 
States Government land is also involved. River control and the irrig11tion of the 
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United States Government land are clearly within the powers of the Federal Gov-
ernment. ' 

But unfortunately the proposed development does not stop there. The 
scope of the enterprise has been greatly enlarged (if not inflated), so as to include 
the generation of electric power upon a very large scale, and the evidence available 
appears to i~cate that the Jam which it is now proposeu to builJ at Black or 
Boulder Canyon on the Colorauo River is not primarily designed for the purpose 
o f flood control and irrigation at all, but for the purpose of generating electric 
power. If flood control and irrigati on alone were aimed at, these objects could be 
l,cst nttained by the construction of a much cheaper ,lam at Topock further clown 
the river. The gencrntion of electric power ha s apparently been inje cted into this 
scheme for the purpose of making it self-supporting, but it should be noted at 
once that it is by no means clear that this will be the result. The engineering diffi
cu lti 7s inv olved in building a dam at Black or Bou lder Canyon are staggering, 
and It may safel y be assumed that the cost of the work will greatly exceed the 
present esri mates. 

Clearly the production of electric power at this point is a highly speculative 
enterprise, and there is grave douht whether power !!:encratcd in a dc~ert hundreds 
of miles from all )' avail:il,lc 111arkcts can he suld at prices which will pay a n adequate 
ret urn upon i1s cost. The inlluc11ccs which appear to be prcssin11 this feature of 
power devc:lopment originate in Ca lifornia and seem to be of a highly political 
chara cter. 

But whether the enterprise will pay o r not is really beside the point, because 
there is far more importan t objectio n to the development of electric power by the 
Federal Government as a part of this flood control enterprise. The policy of 
the United States for two gencrnt ions has been to leav e the manufacture and 
distribution of electric power in the hand s o f private enterprise, and unde r this 
puhq· we have prospered a1na,ingly. Dcvt:loprnent hns pro ceeded mor e rapidlr 
nnd m?re efficiently than in anr other part o f the world, and the fact that more 
power 1s applied to indu st ry in rhe United States tha11 anywhere in Europe is on·e 
of the m:un causes of our prosperity. 

Now it is a well known economic principle t hat private enterprise cannot 
s t~nd the competition of the Government. Where it is des ired that private enter
~nse should oper:_1te, !t mu.st be allowed to operate without fear of this competi
ti on. _ Oth~rw1se it will qutt the field. The point has been well illustrated, not 
only 111 this country, but abroad, in the development of housing projects. The 
,level op ment of cities is mainly in the hands of private persons who build for 
p rofit, nnd it goes on with great r:tpidiry nnd with marked intelligence. It has 
l,cc_n observed, ~1owcvcr, that . when the Government (or private enterprise not 
designed for profit) e11te~·s the fidd the speculative builder retires from it, and as a 
result the devel opment 1s not promoted but hindered . 

_ S_uch com!'etition by the Gover_nmcnt is in the nature of unfair competition 
!n which the C,_overnme~t of tl~e Un ited States should be the last to enter; and it 
1s safe to predict that rf the l•ederal Government should now change .its policy 
and en ter up on the development of electric power upon a large scale the result 
will be harmfu l. Private enterprise will be discouraged, and the outco~ e may be 
th at the Federal ~o~ernm~nt will find itself engaged in a purely commercial enter
pr!se_ for wh1~h it 1s ill equipped . All interference with business is dangerous, and 
this 1s peculiarly unneces sary and unwise . 

Now if th_e development o f electr ic power were a neces sary and integral part 
of_ tht,. enterprt_se of llood control of the Colorado River, the foregoing objections 
mi_ght be ove rridd en. But exacdy the oppo_sire is the case. The cost of converting 
thi s flood control and rcclamnt1011 scheme into an electric power enterprise is of 
great and unknown magnitude. In orde r to adapt the scheme to the developmen; 
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of electric power the best method1 of flood control must be disregarded, ~ that as ~ . '.. , ,,f 
flood control enterprise it will be l_bss satisfactory and vastly more expensive because ,, · .• , ·; 
of the dragging in of this fcatutc. · ·• /\,,,, 

It is easy to see why the Senators and R~prescntatives from California arc so \/I;J. 
keenly in favor of the Boulder Canyon ProJect as now prop?sed. They want ~/;-; 
cheap power in Southern California, and they know that rf this great power de- · 
velopment is made the power must be sold cheap in order to be sold_ a~ all, Where 
the supply of goods offered in any market exceeds the demand this 1s a!ways the 
result. But it i's hard to believe that the Senators and Representatives from 
other parts of the country will dcvelop equal enthusiasm. From the point o_f _view 
of the nation as· a whole there is no convincing argument in favor of the add1t1onal 
expenditure and the additional risk involved in adding n "tail" of electhc power 
development to the dog of flood control and r7clamation .. ~he res~lt ':"ill pr~bably 
be to burden the nation for the benefit of Cahforn1a, which 1s unwise, 1f not 1llegal. 
Clearly the construction of control works on the Colorado River has been already 
too long delayed. They should have begun some years ago for the protection and 
developme nt of the Imperial Valley, if for no ot her reason, but if this c~nnot be 
done without sadd ling the nati on with this great and unnecessary electric power 
devel opme nt it will be wiser to postpone it indefinitely. 

It is di:hcnrtcning to find some of our 11Llcst Government lenders fnvoring 
such a scheme. They must know that it is economicnlly unsoun<I, and their posi
tion can only be explained as a piece o f political expediency before a presidential 
election. 

"Rough are the steps, slow hewn in /lintiest rock, 
States climb to power by; slippery those with gold 
Down which they stumb le to eternal mock; 
No chafferer's hand shall long the sceptre hold, 
Who, given a fate to shape , would sell the block." 
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